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ELrgisatiut Assembluj
Wednesday, 16 July 1986

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

GNOWANGERUP HOSPITAL BOARD
Abolition: Standing Orders Suspension

MR HOUSE (Katanning-Roe) 12.18 p.m.): I
move, without notice-

That so much of Standing Orders be sus-
pended as is necessary to enable me to
move a motion condemning the action of
the Minister for Health in abolishing the
Gnowangerup Hospital Board.

This is a matter that is very important to the
people of the district of Gnowangerup. It is also
an issue that is important to all areas of West-
emn Australia because it concerns actions which
might be taken against all voluntary boards.

MR PEARCE (Arnadale-teader of the
House) [2.19 p.m.]: I second the motion. The
National Party approached me with regard to
moving this motion in the way it has been
moved. The Government is prepared to agree
to its being debated in Government time on the
basis that the member for Katanning-Roe will
speak for 15 minutes, a member of the Oppo-_
sit ion will speak for 15 minutes also and the
Minister for Health will then speak for 15 min-
utes. The motion will then go to a vote. On that
basis, the Government is prepared to waive its
time to allow this important matter to be
debated.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: In order for this motion to

succeed it is necessary to have an absolute ma-
jority of the House in favour. If when I put the
motion I hear a dissentient voice, I will have to
divide the House.

I have counted the House and have satisfied
myself that there is an absolute majority
present and declare the motion passed.

Question thus passed.

Motion
MR HOUSE (Katanning-Roe) [2.21 p.m.]: I

move-
That this Parliament condemns the ac-

lion of the Minister for Health in
abolishing the Gnowangerup Hospital
Board, particularly as this action was taken
before full consultation with the board

placing in jeopardy the health services and
hospital facilities in the Gnowangerup re-
gion.

Also we express concern for all duly
elected voluntary boards under ministerial
direction.

In order to resolve the issue we call upon
the Minister to immediately reinstate the
Onowangerup Hospital Board and set up
an independent board of inquiry
consisting of an industrial commissioner, a
representative of the Australian Medical
Association and a representative from the
Nurses Federation to arbitrate the issue.

I thank the 1-ouse for allowing me the oppor-
tunity to speak to this motion. When I spoke on
a similar motion in the House on 8 July 1 said,
"I state very clearly and without fear of contra-
diction that I support the Gnowangerup Hospi-
tal Board." 1 also said, "... it has acted in ac-
cordance with the Act in trying to keep the
Gnowangerup Hospital open and the medical
services going in the district."

I reiterate that the Gnowangerup Hospital
Board has acted properly and in accordance
with the Act passed by this Parliament, yet
today it stands condemned because it has been
dismissed. ft is a terrble slight on those people
who have acted properly and in accordance
with the Act, and yet they have been dismissed.
What a terrible thing it is.

On I1I April 1986 the Minister wrote to one
Mr Sumich in response to Mr Sumnich's ques-
tions about the matter. He said that it was up
to the board to take the action it considered
appropriate. That is a very important
statement. The hoard took that action. It did
what it thought was right and it did it in ac-
cordance with the Act that governs this depart-
ment in the State of Western Australia. For so
doing, members of the board have been
dismissed and stand condemned for a job they
were doing well and properly. In addition, the
board was sacked before being given the oppor-
tunity to put its case before the Minister. How
on earth can a properly constituted and prop-
erly elected board be sacked without the Minis-
ter listening to the case it is prepared to put
forward? Members of the board were local
people elected by local people. They were on
the spot in Onowangerup. They knew what was
going on; they had their fingers on the pulse.
That is why they were elected to the board. Not
once in all the time that the board has operated
in that hospital have its members been
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questioned on an issue or decision they made,
except this one.

I make it clear to the members of this Parlia-
ment that the board followed correctly every
procedure laid down in the Act. It was the Min-
ister who decided not to act according to the
Act which required that he consult the board.
The Minister decided that he would not talk to
members of the board. This dispute has been
going on since September 1985. The board
took a series of steps in an attempt to reach a
proper conclusion. Two hearings have been
undertaken by the Industrial Relations Com-
mission, another properly constituted court.
Commissioner Fielding, at the last hearing,
told the chairman of the board to give his rul-
ing a go and that if it did not work the board
would have no alternative but to dismiss the
matron. The board then went back and gave it
a go; the matron went back to work, but there
were still problems. The board decided to take
the action to dismiss her.

I ask the Minister why neither he nor the
matron went back to the Industrial Relations
Commission to ask for another hearing. Was
there a reason for their not wanting to go back
there? The board was happy to go back to the
commission, but it appears that the matron and
the Minister were not. To add insult to injury,
after having made available to the board legal
advice from the Crown Law Department for
five or six months, the Minister withdrew that
service.

The board was set up under the auspices of
the Minister and was under his control and that
of this Parliament, yet the legal services were
withdrawn leaving the board to fight on its own
a battle that it believed was very wrong. That is
a dreadful situation. It is terrible that the
Government can appoint people to boards, but
does not give those boards any protection.
Heaven alone knows where - those boards are
supposed to go if that is the case.

On Monday of this week a justice of the Su-
preme Court issued a court injunction against
the Minister to try to stop him from dismissing
the board. That justice of the Supreme Court of
Western Australia said that he agreed with the
board that the Minister had not abided by the
Act and properly consulted the board. He said
that very clearly and issued an injuncton. The
only reason it was not served was because the
Minister beat the board to the punch. Once
again, I have to ask the Minister whether he
was frightened that the board was right? Why
on earth would he not allow that to happen? A
justice of the Supreme Court said that a Minis-

ter was wrong and yet the Minister chose by
stealth to get in the first word. That question
needs to be answered. It is a technicality, but
when a justice of the Supreme Court takes such
action, the problem needs to be addressed.

The Minister has said that sacking is no way
to resolve any issue. He made the statement to
the very board that he has now chosen to sack.
Why did he choose to dismiss that board when
he himself believed that sacking was no way to
resolve the issue? Why will the Minister not
listen to the board?

Last week a letter from Mr Bruce Geetsy. a
solicitor acting on behalf of the board, was
given to the Minister. That letter outlined some
of the specific reasons for the matron's dis-
missal. The Minister, by his own admission last
night at a public meeting at Onowangerup,
gave that letter to the Royal Australian Nursing
Federation and to the matron. If that is the
type of action the Minister follows with evi-
dence produced to him by the board, it is little
wonder that the board was not prepared to
bring forward that evidence unless it was prop-
erly protected by a court of law or a properly
constituted inquiry. The board has assured me
that the specifics of this case are available for
examinaton- The Minister has refused to exam-
ine them and has refused to address the situ-
ation.

I challenge the Minister to table in this
House all correspondence from the board and
from the board's solicitor to the Minister, and
all correspondence from the Minister in reply
to the solicitor and the board. I hope he will
table that correspondence because it will give
the House an insight as to what this dispute is
all about.

The issue of Ministers elected by this
Government to set up boards to act in a volun-
tary way is at risk in this matter. How many
more boards will be dismissed? How many
boards will have to wait and see whether their
decisions are right or wrong? How many local
people, who give their time voluntarily and
gladly to sit on boards to support their country
communities, will be dismissed if the Minister
does not agree with them? This is a very real
question which needs to be answered.

The health services in Onowangerup will not
be helped as a result of the action of the Minis-
ter. We have asked the Minister to see it our
way. We have told him what is happening in
that little town, yet he has chosen not to adopt
any ideas from us.
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Cooperation is what we want, not orders. We
do not want anybody taking a big stick to us.
This might be a typical case of people who live
in the cities having no idea of what goes on in
small country communities. Medical services
are very important. I wonder how many city
people have had to put a child in a car and
drive 50 miles to the nearest doctor. If we do
not have a doctor in Gnowangerup, what will
happen? What will happen if we find the hospi-
tal closed as a result of this situation? There are
people living 50 or 60 miles away from
Onowangerup who are miles from those ser-
vices. I urge the Minister and members of the
Government to consider those people in their
deliberations.

We are lucky in Onowangerup; we have a
ver good doctor. He is a top man doing a good
job. He should be congratulated for the way he
has gone about trying to keep the medical ser-
vice going, albeit under great stress. I congratu-
late him.

As my time is nearly up, I finish by urging
the Minister and this Government to see some
merit in this motion. We are asking for an inde-
pendent inquiry headed by people who should
know the answers. In considering this com-
munity and the large number of people who
expressed their feelings last night, I urge the
Government to give some recognition to this
motion, to accept it, and to vote for it.

MR BRAOSHAW (Murray-Wellington)
[2.32 p.m.J: I also support this motion. It is
very sad that we are debating it today. It will
have a sad effect on boards situated in similar
positions throughout Western Australia.

Before the Minister decided what to do, Or
before he made it public, he had preconceived
ideas on what he would do. When he
announced that the board would terminate the
employment of Matron Griffiths he gave a
statement to me that he had his own idea of the
action he would eventually take. He has gone
out on a limb to say what he has about the
board.

The board acted properly. It was properly
constituted, being elected by the people of
Onowangerup to run that hospital the way it
saw fit. The Minister has had the Gnowangerup
Hospital Board abolished-a board which has
had a great input over the years, like many
others in Western Australia. He has also had no
consultation with the board.

When the Minister visited Onowangerup on
17 June he refused to see the board. He spoke
to the chairman of the board at that stage, and

the chairman seemed to gain the impression
that it was only a token visit, not one that he
took any real notice of. When the board wanted
to see the Minister he replied that the matron
should be reinstated first. The board could not
fulfil this condition.

When he asked the board on Saturday to
come before an independent tribunal, he
showed a lack of timing. The board was given
Saturday, and because the chairman had not
replied within 24 hours, the Minister issued a
Press release saying that he would reinstate the
matron. Also, to go to that independent tri-
bunal, the board had to reinstate the matron. It
was put into a position where it could not agree
to those terms.

When the meeting with the Minister was
called he wrote to the board. The board
received that letter at 3.00 p.m. on I July call-
ing for a meeting in Perth on 3 July.
Gnowangerup is a considerable distance away,
and it was not easy for the board chairman to
run around and get the committee to Perth.
The Minister showed complete disdain for the
board, a board which has acted reasonably dur-
ing the time it has been in operation.

The board obviously did not make this de-
cision lightly. It has considerable respect in the
town of Gnowangeruip. It must live in the town
with the matron. The matron would not leave
the town, as she is married to a farmer in the
area. It is difficult to conclude that a crisis like
this could occur as a result of someone's whim.
Much debate and thought went into this de-
cision.

This concerns the shire council. I received a
telegram today, which reads-

We condemn the action of the Minister
for Health Mr Taylor in abolishing the
Gnowangerup Hospital Board we view
with deep concern this drastic action be-
fore all avenues were explored and the
serious repercussions in locally elected vol-
unteer bodies under the government min-
isterial direction and the matter be dis-
cussed in Parliament as a matter of ur-
gency

President and Councillors Gnowangerup
Shire Council

Obviously the shire council can see the drastic
effects which wiUl result from the actions of this
Minister, who has shown complete disdain for
the board. Members know what the Govern-
ment did concerning the doctor in Pingelly. In
the last few days I attended a luncheon where
one of the Government members from the
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other place said he had very little respect for
the medical profession. That is typical of the
Labor Party. It shows complete disdain for the
medical profession. It has certainly been shown
in this case, and also in the Pingelly case. The
Government obviously has disdain for hospital
boards.

A member: Federal as well.
Mr BRADSHAW: Federal as well. The

Government has a great idea of the health care
system! It is starting to fall to pieces around its
ears because it is too stupid to wake up to the
fact.

This case will have an effect on hospital
boards throughout Western Australia. They
will be wondering where they stand when a
Minister can suddenly dismiss a board at his
whim. They will wonder whether they really
matter in this world. People will get off boards
because either they cannot see any future in
them or they cannot see that they are of any use
to the boards. This will lead to boards being
disbanded, or to second-rate people operating
on the boards.

That is probably the way the Government
hopes to see boards go. If that happens the
Government can put its own people on those
boards so that they have a political bias.

The effect on the town of Gnowangerup will
be incredible. Several people have rung me and
told me what a great doctor Dr Cummins is. I
have not had too many people ring me up to
say how great Matron Griffiths is, although a
few people have told me what they think of her.
However, that is not the point in issue. The
point is that the Minister has failed to back up
a board which acted with propriety and with a
great deal of debate over its actions, which
have resulted in this motion today.

If Dr Cummins leaves, the hospital will be
downuigraded. I would like a guarantee from
the Minister that the hospital will continue as a
hospital and not become a nursing post. It is
very important that the people of the region do
not have to travel great distances for medical
consultations and that the elderly can see a
doctor when they want to without having to be
put to a great deal of expense and a lot of
trouble.

The decision will have a great effect on the
employment prospects in the area. I have just
been reminded that this will present an oppor-
tunity for the Government to put in a Govern-
ment doctor and bring Medicare to the town of
Gnowangerup; and that will have the same
consequences as Medicare is having on the rest

of Australia, It will mean huge costs and a re-
duction of services.

Employment oppontunities will certainly
drop because of the actions of the Minister, and
that is quite sad. I must admit that I do have
some reservations about the last pant of the
motion, which suggests that the matter go to an
independent tribunal consisting of an indus-
trial commissioner, a representative of the
Australian Medical Association, and a rep-
resentative of the Royal Australian Nursing
Federation. I will support the motion, but I do
have reservations about that section.

I believe the Minister should have backed up
the board and not abolished it. I condemn the
Minister for that action and believe he should
seriously consider changing his decision and
reinstating the board.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie-Minister for
Health) [2.41 p.m.]: First, I will treat the paltry
and pathetic contribution by the member for
Murray-Wellington with the contempt it de-
serves. It was no more than a rehash of what he
said last week. However, it is my intention to
speak to the contribution made by the member
for Katanning-Roe which was put forward in a
reasonable and positive way. Like me, he has
great concern for the issue before us. I am sure
he would want me to treat his contribution in
the same way-fairly and reasonably. This
issue involves the member's home town, and it
is one of the key communities within his elec-
torate.

The member for Katanning-Roe would be
aware that a week in politics is a long time, and
that sometimes principles and pragmnatics, and
the pragmatic needs of one's electorate, can
come under some pressure in the course of a
week. I have no doubt that in the course of the
meeting held at Onowangerup last night, after
me the person in the next most difficult
position was the member for Katanning-Roc. I
do not say that in a derogatory way because the
member has at all times played the position of
the honest broker in this issue. It has been a
difficult role for him because it is centred on
his electorate, and some of his relatives are
involved as well as people whom he has known
for a lifetime. It is as difficult for him as it is
for me to find a solution to this matter.

In March this year I wrote to the member for
Katanning-Roe congratulating him on his elec-
Lion to Parliament and asking him if he could
be of some assistance to me in trying to bring
about a quick resolution to the dispute, by
bringing the matron and the hospital board
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together. Indeed, the member did the right
thing and tried to bring those people together;
and he came to my office to talk about the
situation that faced us. I think he recognises the
very difficult nature of the problem faced, not
only by me as Minister for Health but also by
people who have been involved in this issue
since September last year. It was an almost
irreconcilable problem from all paints of view.

I now turn to some of the actions that have
taken place in this dispute since 1985, to show
the way in which the matter has been ap-
proached since April last year.

In April 1985 two senior people from the
Health Department visited the Gnowangerup
Hospital shortly after Dr Cummins
commenced practice on 18 March 1985. At
that time it appeared that communication, co-
operation and support between professional
disciplines was harmonious and positive.

However, by September 1985 there had been
a phone call from Dr Cummins complaining of
problems at the hospital; as a result two senior
officers of the Health Department again went
to Gnowangerup to talk to the people involved
and to see whether they could suggest some
solutions to the difficulties faced there.

In October 1985, once again a doctor from
the Health Department and a senior nursing
officer visited the hospital to see what had
happened and to review the situation. At that
time they found that guidelines had been devel-
oped by the acting matron in the meantime.
These agreed guidelines were discussed with Dr
Cummins, and his cooperation was sought, and
domestic services management was transferred
from the matron to the managing secretary to
conform with standard departmental practice.

Again in October 1985, a departmental
officer visited the hospital to discuss the
guidelines with Matron Griffiths.

In November 1985 one of the executive di-
rectors of the Health Depatment and an assist-
ant director visited the Gnowangerup Hospital
in an attempt to review and resolve issues that
were inhibiting a working relationship.

In December 1985 a number of people
visited Gnowangerup in an attempt to bring
the pantics together, and the department
suggested regular weekly meetings between the
board chairman, the matron, the doctor and
the managing secretary to discuss problems and
share information.

Again in December 1985, the Commissioner
of Health went to Gnowangerup and consulted
with members of the public and the people

involved in the dispute. Dr Cummins verbally
undertook to commence an outpatient service
at the hospital, and to introduce an inpatient
service once the outpatient service was
operating satisfactorily.

Also in December 1985, just before
Christmas, two people from the Health Depart-
ment visited the hospital and a signed agree-
ment was obtained establishing guidelines for
the introduction of an outpatient service. A
number of other arrangements were made in
relation to the general management of the hos-
pital.

That was the case up to the end of 1985.
After that the problems did continue-there is
no doubt about that. In January 1986 there was
a further visit to Gnowangerup and the doctor
indicated that, due to legal advice, he was not
prepared to sign the original agreement he had
decided to enter into. As well, Matron Griffiths
took seven weeks' annual leave and a replace-
ment matron was found for the hospital.

The hospital seemed to work fairly well then,
and after Matron Griffiths returned to work,
although while the matron was on leave the
board indicated it intended to dismiss her.
However, it was indicated at that stage that it
was not possible to dismiss someone if she was
on annual leave.

On 3 June 1 986 the board wrote to me saying
it had dismissed the matron. I should mention
that consultation about that termination action
involved a telephone call from the chairman of
the board to me in my office in Kalgoorlie, in
which we discussed the matter. I specifically
requested, and then instructed, the board chair-
man not to take any termination action until
the board once again discussed the matter with
me. However, despite my request and direc-
tion, the board chose to go ahead and terminate
the matron's services. I wanted to make known
that contribution to this exercise.

On I I June 1986 1 wrote back to the chair-
man in the following terms-

I refer to your letter of June 3 informing
me of the Board's action in issuing Matron
Griffiths with a notice of temnination of
employment.

I am considering issuing a direction to
the Board under section 18 of the Hospi-
tals Act 1927 for it to withdraw that no-
tice.

Pursuant to Section 18(2) of the Hospi-
tals Act 1927 1 seek the Board's comments
on this proposai and would like its com-
ments by 5.00 p.m. Friday, June 13.
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The board wrote back saying it was not its
intention to withdraw the notice of
termination. The board did not give any
reasons in that letter as to why it sought to
terminate the matron's employment.

I replied to the board on 20 June in the fol-
lowing terms-

Further to my visit to Gnowangerup on
Tuesday, June 17, 1 now write to direct
that the Board withdraw its notice of
termination to Matron Griffiths, I appreci-
ate the difficulties that the Board will face
as a result of this direction.

I want to assure you that under the
existing circumstances the Hospital will re-
tain its present function.

I would appreciate confirmation of the
withdrawal of notice to Matron Griffiths.

I should mention, as I mentioned in a similar
debate last week, that in the course of my visit
to Onowangerup I spoke to the matron, the
chairman of the hospital board, and Dr
Cummins and his wife at the same time. I
made that visit as what I thought was an am-
bassador of goodwill in the hope of bringing
about some sort of reconciliation between the
parties involved.

At that stage I was of the opinion-certainly
when I flew back from Gnowangerup to Perth
with the member for Katanning-Roe we were
of the opinion-that a window existed for this
dispute to be resolved to the satisfaction of all
concerned. At that time I made the decision to
talk to those people and not to talk to the full
board of the hospital, because I thought it
would be proper that, if I spoke to the full
board, I should also have to speak to Matron
Griffiths and her legal representative and/or a
representative from the Royal Australian Nurs-
ing Federation; Dr Cummins and/or his legal
representative; as well as the shire council.
That would have brought a number of other
forces into the dispute which I did not think
was appropriate at the time, because my visit
was intended to try to bring together those
people in order to resolve the dispute.

I thought I had a resolution, but at a later
date that resolution fell apart for the reasons
which are perhaps best known to me, the mem-
bet for Katanning-Roc, and some of the other
people involved. I have some hope that the
original resolution of the dispute could in fadt
be brought to fruition at a later date in these
proceedings, and by a 'later date" I mean be-
fore the end of this year.

I turn now to the reply I received from the
hospital board to my letter to it of 20 June
directing it to reinstate the matron. The board
said in a telex-

We acknowledge your letter of 27 June
which we received at 3 p.m. today, I July
1986. At such short notice we are unable to
present a quorum to meet with you in
Perth by Thursday 3 July. However a quo-
rum could meet with you in Perth on
Tuesday 8 July.

The duties of Matron Griffiths at
Gnowangerup Hospital will be terminated
on Thursday 3 and she will receive her full
entitlements.

A request has been made to Dr Roberts
to supply an acting matron until a perma-
nent appointment has been made.

In fact the board refused that request from me
to withdraw that notice of termination.

On 27 June 1 again wrote to the hospital
board and said-

I am in receipt of your letter of June
24th in which you convey the Board's de-
cision not to act on my direction to it re-
garding withdrawal of the notice of
termination to Matron Griffiths.

The comments contained in paragraph 3
about the power of hospital boards in this
State are in my opinion absolute nonsense
and a red herring as far as this issue is
concerned. The powers of the Minister in
relation to hospital boards is clearly de-
fined in the Hospitals Act 1927.

1 am willing to meet with the Board to
hear their views. The meeting will have to
be in Perth as I am unable to travel to
Onowangerup again during the current
Parliamentary session. Could you please
liaise with my Private Secretary, Mr Scott
Hollingworth, to arrange a time to meet.

It is important that the people at the
meeting should constitute a quorum of the
Board.

That meeting was requested with the board-
Originally the board agreed to the meeting and
it was to be held on Tuesday of last week when
some of the people from Onowangerup were
bringing their children back to school in Perth.
I said that I was happy to go ahead with that
meeting on the basis of my original direction
that the matron be reinstated. The board got
back to me and said that it would not meet
with me on the basis of my request that the
matron be reinstated.
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It seemed to me, from the point of natural
justice, that, firstly, the matron should be
reinstated and, after that, we would talk about
the matter. I was happy to do that at any time
convenient to the board and me; and the board
was aware of that.

Last week a motion was moved in Parlia-
ment to debate this issue. At that time I said to
the member for Katanning-Roe that I thought
it was worth making one last try to resolve this
dispute. The move to do that took place last
Thursday when, via my office, I suggested to
the board, the matron, and the Royal
Australian Nursing Federation that I would be
prepared to set up a tribunal with an indepen-
dent arbitrator who would look at this issue
and make a determination to which I would
agree and to which hopefully the others
involved would agree.

After a great deal of discussion through my
office with the matron and the nursing feder-
ation, they agreed to go along with that solution
on the basis that perhaps a retired industrial
commissioner could be appointed and that the
tribunal include representatives from the AMA
and the Royal Australian Nursing Federation.

Through my office I then suggested to the
chairman of the hospital board early last Friday
that this was a way out of the difficulty which
we all faced. Almost immediately the chairman
of the hospital board rejected that as a solution
to the problem that we had in hand. However, I
was not prepared to leave it at that. I contacted
the member for Katanning-Roe and spoke to
him. At that time I was in Kalgoorlie. I rang the
member for Katanning-Roe in his electorate
and suggested that, in a last attempt, he ring the
chairman of the hospital board and ask him to
telephone me in order that I could try to con-
vince him that my proposal did in fact offer a
window through which this dispute could be
resolved.

The member for Katanning-Roe did a good
job and in fact the chairman of the hospital
board rang me at 8.00 am, on Saturday and
discussed the matter. I indicated what I was
prepared to do in respect of this solution and
asked the chairman to take the matter back to
the board and reconsider it, as this was a last
ditch attempt to resolve the matter. The chair-
man said that the board was meeting at 9.00
a.m. that day and that it would discuss the
matter and he would advise me of the board's
decision.

Taking into account my responsibilities in
my electorate on that Saturday, I suggested that
he ring me between 11.30 a.m. and noon that
day or, alternatively, after 6.30 that night, by
which time I would be home and available to
talk to him on the matter. At no time did the
chairman of the board return that telephone
call and, to this day, he has not replied to that
solution to this matter.

I am a little disappointed that we should see
in this motion the last paragraph which really
calls for a resolution of this problem identical
to that which I put forward late last week. If
only the people concerned in this matter had
been able to convince the hospital board at that
time that this was the way to go about resolving
the matter, it would not have been necessary
for me to dismiss the hospital board. I took that
action with a great deal of reluctance. I was well
aware of its consequences and of the adverse
publicity it would attract to me, as Minister for
Health. As Minister for Health I would not like
to think that I would attract that sort of pub-
licity on a regular basis. It makes for great diffi-
culty in the administration of my portfolio and
in terms of the hours necessary to come to grips
with these sorts of problems.

However, my decision has been made in re-
lation to the ternination of the board. I must
say it was a reluctant decision, but it will stand.
Really there was no toing and froing from the
point of view of the way I went about the dis-
missal of the board. The dismissal took place at
the normal Executive Council meeting on
Tuesday, at whatever time that meeting nor-
mally takes place. This matter came before the
Governior-in-Executive-Council in the normal
course of events. There was no role on my part
from the point of view of trying to bring for-
ward this issue as a matter of urgency because
of the prospect of an injunction, although I was
always aware of that prospect.

In fact, I was absolutely astonished about the
matter, given the time involved-some two or
three weeks or more-and the fact that I had
always made it clear to the member for
Katanning-Roe and others, including the chair-
man of the board, that, if necessary, I would
dismiss the board if I thought that was the only
way to solve the problem or bring about a
resolution and bring the matter to a head. The
members of the board would have been quite
clear about that and probably thought I was
bluffing about my resolution in respect of this
matter.
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Nevertheless, the matter went before the
Governor-in-Executive-Council and the board
was dismissed. In his speech the member for
Katanning-Roe mentioned that what is
required in this issue is cooperation. He said,
"Cooperation is what is wanted". I could not
agree more. I still believe there is room for
cooperation in this dispute. I have taken action
reluctantly in this matter, but nevertheless I
thought it was absolutely right to take decisive
action one way or another in order that the
matter be brought to a head, because it has
been going on since early September last year.
Indeed, earlier in my speech I read comments
going back to April or March of last year, so
clearly the issue has been going on for far too
long and I thought it was appropriate that I
take decisive action.

Last night I went to Gnowangerup to talk to
the people about the whole matter. Really,
more than that, I went there to tell them that I
am not about to change that decision, that in
fact that decision is made. I was calling on
them to take a more positive line in this whole
matter. I wanted to say to them, "Let us try to
put all of this behind us and go forward from
the point of view of health care in
Gnowangerup."

That is what I would like to do from the
point of view of people in Gnowangerup, and
bring about a satisfactory resolution of this dis-
pute. I am still prepared to work with the
people in Gnowangerup, and particularly with
the member for Katanning-Roe for whom I
have the utmost respect. I am prepared to work
to make sure that the hospital works and that
people have good quality health care in
Gnowangerup. I have taken action today to
send two highly-qualified people from the
Health Department to the hospital to talk to
people there and return the situation to some
degree of normality. I hope they will overcome
the great trauma that has been involved.

I hope those people will arrive there this
week, and I hope they will spend two or three
days a week for as long as they are required
there to bring together Dr Cummins, hopefully
Matron Griffiths, and the hospital staff, so they
can all work together. If sufficient people of
goodwill on all sides are prepared to work
through this matter-and I believe in every
community there are people of goodwill-we
will be able to look back in 12 months time and
say that things turned out for the better. I have
no doubt that if they do not turn out for the
better those in Opposition, particularly in the
Liberal Party ranks, with the benefit of 100 per

cent hindsight will be able to say I was wrong. I
would like to think my decision was overdue
and was based on trying to bring about a
resolution of this dispute, and that in the end it
is bound to be a satisfactory decision.

House to Divide
Mr PEARCE: I move-

That the House do now divide.
Question put and passed.

Motion Resumed
Question put and a division taken with the

following result-
Ayes 20

Mr Bradshaw Mr Lewis
Mr Cash Mr MacKinnon.
Mr Clarko Mr Rushton
Mr Court Mr Schell
Mr Cowan Mr Stephens
Mr Crane Mr Thompson
Mr Grayden Mr Trenorden
Mr Hassell Mr Tubby
Mr House Mr Watt
Mr Laurance Mr Spriggs

Noes 27
Mrs Beggs Mr Marlborough
Mr Bertram Mr Parker
Mr Bridge Mr Pearce
Mr Bryce Mr Read
Mr Bnan Burke Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Burkett Mr Taylor
Mr Carr Mr Thomas
Mr Evans Mr Tonkin
Dr Gallop Mr Troy
Mr Grill Mrs Watkins
Mrs Henderson Dr Watson
Mr IHodge Mr Wilson
Mr Tom Jones Mrs Buchanan
Dr Lawrence (elr

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Blaikie Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Mensaros Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Williams Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Lightfoot Mr Terry Burke
Question thus negatived.
Motion defeated.

BIlLS (2): INTRODUCrION AND FIRST
READING

1. Iron Ore (McCamey's Monster) Agree-
ment Authorization Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr
Parker (Minister for Minerals and
Energy), and read a first time.

2. Fremantle PoAt Authority Amendment
Bill.

Bil introduced, on motion by Mr Troy
(Minister for Transport), and read a
first time.
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PERTH MINT AMENDMENT BILL
Message: Appropriations

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

BILLS (4): ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the following Bills-
1. Metropolitan Region Town Planning

Scheme Amendment Bill.
2. Valuation of Land Amendment Bill.
3. Builders' Registration Amendment Bill.
4. Local Government Amendment Bill.

RESERVES AND LAND RE VESTMENT
BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
Leave pranted to proceed forthwith to the

third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr

Taylor (Minister for Lands), and transmitted to
the Council.

LIQUOR AMENDMENT BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the
third reading.

Bill read a third lime, on motion by Mrs
Beggs (Minister for Racing and Gaming), and
transmitted to the Council.

PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT
AMENDMENT BILL

Cognate Debate
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)

[3.12 p.m.]: I seek leave of the House for this
Bili to be debated concurrently with the Pay-
roll Tax Amendment Bill and the Pay-roil Tax
Assessment Amendment Bill (No. 2).

Leave granted.

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 17 June.
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the

Opposition) [3.13 p.m.J: These three pieces of
legislation relating to payroll tax encompass
firstly, procedural amendments and, secondly

and most importantly, payroll tax rate and liab-
ility amendments.

With reference to the Pay-roll Tax Assess-
ment Amendment Bill, the Opposition indi-
cates its support because the Bill provides for
reasons to be given on the determination of an
objection and provides for the payment of
interest by the State when payroll tax is
refunded as a result of a successful objection,
appeal, or case stated. The only question the
Opposition has in relation to this Bill is that the
rate of interest to be paid is to be prescribed
and there is no limitation on the prescription.

Clause 6 of the Bill proposes the insertion, in
section 34 of the Act, of a new subsection
which states-

Where the Commissioner is required to
refund any amount under subsection (2),
the Commissioner shall pay interest on the
amount refunded at the prescribed rate
from the date of payment of the tax to
which the refund relates.

The rate to be prescribed could be extremely
low. There is no protection for the taxpayer
because the Bill does not state that the rate
should be a commercial rate. The Bill does not
state that the rate to be prescribed shall bear
any relationship to the current commercial
rates of interest. The fact is that in most taxing
legislation where penalties are imposed on the
taxpayer for late payment or non-payment of
tax, those penalties are at a rate way above the
current commercial rates of interest.

We have before the House a taxing measure
which seeks to redress the balance to some ex-
tent and put fairness on the side of the taxpayer
by providing that he is to be treated to the same
benefit when he wins an argument as he would
be subject to a penalty if he loses the argument.
Members must bear in mind that when a tax-
payer is required to pay tax under most tax-
ation legislation, including the Pay-roll Tax As-
sessment Act, the requirement is that the tax be
paid even though the taxpayer is appealing
against liability for the tax. It does not matter
how good, clear, or valid is his appeal; if he is
assessed for payroll tnx-and the same applies
in the case of stamp duty and other taxes-he
is to pay the tax.

Having paid the tax if he wants to appeal he
undertakes to do so and if he wins, up until
now, he has not received any interest on the
money due to him. The Government is doing
the right thing and the Opposition totally sup-
ports the provision for the payment of interest
on the money refunded, but it is to be paid at a
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rate to be prescribed. No provision is contained
in the Bill to make sure either that the rate is a
penalty on the Government because of the suc-
cess of the taxpayer in the appeal which shows
that he has been wrongly assessed, or that a
commercial rate of interest will be paid.

Once again, the taxpayer is at the mercy of
the Government in relation to this matter, and
a non-commercial and very low rate of interest
could be prescribed. That is the only deficiency
in this set of provisions which otherwise is
completely supported by the Opposition.

The second Bill is the Pay-roll Tax Amend-
ment Bill. One must concede when examining
these sorts of measures that the Government is
clever in its presentation. Just as in 1983 the
Government promised low taxes and then
introduced high taxes, in 1986 the Government
has promised low taxes and has again
introduced high taxes.

In this measure the Government chooses a
course of action which is superficially attract-
ive or more saleable because of the way the
amendments are structured. There is an in-
crease in the basic payroll tax exemption level
and mare small businesses are excluded
altogether from liability to pay payroll tax.
Also, some of the rates are reduced. All this is
attractive for a number of businesses, but con-
trary to everything the Treasurer has said in
relation to payroll tax, there is now a hefty
increase in payroll tax for large employers. It is
an increase that is so substantial that notwith-
standing the additional concessions being given
to small business, the average increase in col-
lection of payroll tax in a full year will be $34
million-an overall increase of 11.3 per cent in
monetary terms over the payroll tax revenue in
1985-86. If the Government were to put the
most generous interpretation on it it would in-
volve an increase in real terms, above the in-
flation rate, of 4.8 per cent.

That is the total payroll picture. Obviously
for the businesses which are paying additional
payroll tax the increased burden is very
substantial. Indeed, not only do they produce
this extra tax but also they produce it after the
Government has taken out the benefits of the
concessions given to smaller businesses. It is a
very clever presentation. A relatively small
number of big businesses have to pay a lot
more, but a relatively larger number of smaller
businesses gain concessions under this legis-
lation.

Of course, we oppose the overall increase be-
ing effected by this legislation. We oppose it
because we do not believe that State taxation
should be increased at all this year; we have
made that very clear. We do not believe State
charges should have been increased to the ex-
tent that they were although we knew that some
increases had to be made. There is no excuse
for any increase in State taxation, especially
after the very clear promises made by the
Treasurer before the State election. They were
made not just as pant of the policy of his party
but they were his personal promises that in-
creases in taxes and charges in 1986-87 would
be kept to the rate of inflation or less. This
increase in payroll tax is some 4.8 per cent
above the rate of inflation, which is a
substantial increase.

A fundamentally doubtful proposition is
assumed in the Government's new payroll tax
measures, and that is that big business, as dis-
tinct from small business, can better afford to
pay payroll tax. A moment's contemplation
will indicate to anyone that it is not necessarily
a valid proposition and, in fact, the reverse
could be true. Some of the big businesses that
will be affected by the substantial increase in
payroll tax are export businesses, which are
currently suffering from what the Treasurer de-
scribed in his economic statement as the de-
cline in the terms of trade and the relatively
uncompetitive position of Australian exporters.
It may well be shown in time that this payroll
tax measure has caused significant damage to
the State's exporters-for example, to larger
operations involved in exporting, such as
mining companies in this State, which, despite
the decline in the value of the Australian dollar,
are still having difficulty in the export of their
produce.

Commodity prices have continued to be
what in business terms is described as soft, in
other words, low. They have not improved as
dramatically as the dollar has declined. The big
businesses in the export field will find that the
payroll tax increases which apply to them will
be very significant indeed. The rate of tax ap-
plicable to companies with payrolls greater
than $1.8 million-that is, with about 85 em-
ployees-will increase from 4.75 per cent to
5.75 per cent. it is no good the Treasurer's
saying that that is good because it is still less
than the rate applying in some other States.
The Treasurer has previously claimed credit
both in this House and in public advertLise-
ments for having reduced payroll tax in re-
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lation to these employers. He cannot now claim
credit because he has increased it as well.

The increase will affect profitability and the
capacity of these export industries to employ
people. Of course, a company does not have to
be very large to employ 85 or more employees,
and just because a business has a large turnover
it does not mean it has a large profit. These
companies will have a 21 per cent increase in
rate and, therefore, a 21 per cent increase in
their payroll tax costs at a time when our ex-
port industries have been disadvantaged by
Calling commodity prices and Federal Govern-
ment policies, again supported by this Govern-
ment, for increases in other taxes, including the
introduction of the fringe benefits tax and the
additional interest withholding tax.

While relief being given by this measure to
small business is obviously welcome and the
Opposition would always be extremely loath to
oppose any reduction in tax because it believes
the overall tax burden must be significantly
reduced, the overall impact on the State's econ-
omy, the bottom line as a result of this
measure, will be negative.

As has been acknowledged by the Treasurer,
the increase in the revenue to the State will be
$ 34 million, an i ncrease of 11. 3 per cent in the
estimated collection of payroll tax over that
collected in the previous financial year. It is
well above the rate of inflation. It will hit the
export business sector and it will be a negative
in terms of the State's overall economic per-
formance. Because it is spread over a low num-
ber of businesses its impact will be felt more
markedly than an increase which is more
widely spread.

The Government has not implemented a
measure which we have previously advocated
and still believe would be of benefit in the area
of highest unemployment, that is, among the
young. We believe there should be complete
exemption from payroll tax in respect of the
employment of people under the age of 21
years. Had that measure been included in these
provisions we believe it would have provided a
real stimulus to youth employment anid, there-
fore, would have been an advantage in an area
which continues to be of significant difficulty.

Overall we see the Pay-roll Tax Amendment
Bill as a measure designed to further the politi-
cal acceptability of a taxation proposal which
significantly increases the burden of State tax-
ation. It is a clever presentation, but it is not a
clever taxing measure.

It gives benefits to more people than the
number on which it increases the burden. By a
majority of those affected by payroll tax the
Premier will have d vote in his favour, but in
terms of what it does to those who actually are
engaged in business, it is not a good measure.

The Pay-roil Tax Assessment Amendment
Bill (No. 2) is the third measure which contains
another provision on which I want to make a
number of comments. It provides for a change
in the criteria in the discretionary power of the
Commissioner of Taxation which will enable
him to exclude a member of. a group of
businesses where no more than 50 per cent con-
trol over that business exists and where
substantial independence can be demon strated.

The grouping provisions of the Pay-roll Tax
Assessment Act are extremely severe and on a
number of occasions have been demonstrated
to be unjust. At the same time, the Treasurer
has a special obligation to protect the revenue
from avoidance activities, and without rela-
tively strong grouping provisions, avoidance
activity can easily run rife. However, that does
not mean to say that every associated company
should be grouped for the purpose of assessing
payroll tax. It is right that the Government has
sought to soften the severity of the existing pro-
visions by providing a discretion. I have some
doubt as to whether this discretion goes far
enough, but I am not going to quibble over that
at this stage.

What I simply say is that this, of itself, is a
good measure and one that the Opposition sup-
ports. It will allow for sonic cases to be dealt
with. It might be demonstrated by experience
that other cases need to be dealt with.

The Bill's grouping provisions also provide
that a beneficiary of a discretionary trust shall
be considered to have an interest in excess of
50 per cent and, as such, will not be excluded
from others in each group, upon which the tax
law is determined. That is a measure which we
also question, because it may well go too far.
Perhaps the Treaurer, in responding, could ex-
plain why such a severe measure is necessary. I
think enough difficulty has been placed on dis-
cretionary trusts. I know they can be used as
vehicles for avoidance, but unit trusts and dis-
cretionary trusts have been subject to very
severe measures in the operation of assessment
and other matters. This looks like another
measure and there is a question mark about
that.
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Mr Brian Burke: It relates more to the con-
trol over the particular vehicle that is exercised
by the beneficiary.

Mr HASSELL: I understand what the
Treasurer is saying. I take it he is saying that
the discretionary trust is a vehicle which can be
effectively under the control of the beneficiary,
even though he is not legally in control, and in
that way one can avoid payroll tax. I can see
that possibility.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the commissioner's
thinking.

Mr HASSELL: There are other cases where
the measure may prove to be too severe. The
grouping provisions have proved to be too
severe and have led rather belatedly-because
we have known for some years that they are too
severe-to this concession.

Mr Brian Burke: It is a very difficult area. I
think we will have many problems because
some people will say they do not go far enough.

Mr HASSELL: I support what the Treasurer
is saying. I do not think he will be shown to
have covered all the problem areas. They rep-
resent great unfairness to certain businesses in
the way they operate, and when combined with
the fact that the Government is substantially
increasing the rate on the group businesses, it
will meet an even stronger reaction from those
people, because of the increase in their payroll
tax liabilities.

This package of payroll tax measures is one
that the Opposition will support, but we cer-
tainly make it clear chat we oppose the in-
creases in payroll tax, although in reality we
would not seek to defeat them. In respect of
other areas, the Opposition believes that the
Government has not gone far enough.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) 13,37 p~m.]: I take
the opportunity to speak on the various Bills
presently before the House which involve
amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment
Act 197 1, as amended. I wish to make some
general comments in respect of payroll tax as a
taxing measure and then deal with the Bills
before the House.

In general terms, members would be aware
that payroll tax was first introduced by the
Commonwealth of Australia in 1941 and used
as an efficient and effective taxing measure by
that Government for many years. In 1971 it
was transferred to the States. In fact, it is
regarded as one of the few discretionary
sources of revenue that the States have avail-
able to them.

Payroll tax is payable by employers and is
levied on wages and salaries paid to employees.
It is currently a major source of revenue for all
Australian States and is widely regarded as one
of the few discretionary sources of income with
any growth potential.

If we look at the estimates for 1985-86 in
respect of our State, we see that it was antici-
pated that payroll tax would bring in in excess
of $300 million for the year. It is certainly a
significant tax. I refer to the Consolidted Rev-
enue Fund payroll tax which, in itself, rep-
resents a little more than 40 per cent of the
total funds raised under the item of taxation.

I refer to a document put out by the Econ-
omic Planning Advisory Council which sets out
the economic effects of payroll tax. This docu-
ment is dated October 1985. 1 think I am cor-
rect in saying that the Treasurer is a member of
that committee.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, I am.
Mr CASH: I draw the House's attention to a

summary of that document as it discussed pay-
roll tax. It says-

The tax is viewed as extremely unpopu-
lar by both employers and unions, with
common arguments against the tax being:

-The level of tax payable bears no
natural relationship to a company's
ability to pay.
-It is a tax on labour incomes which
discriminates against labour intensive
industries and employment.
-The tax is inflationary.
-The tax detracts from the
competitiveness of an industry.

As to perceived deficiencies of the tax, we note
the following-

The payroll tax is applied to the total
payroll as opposed to company income
and as such bears no natural relationship
to a company's capacity to pay.

That was discussed by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition just a few minutes ago. The tax is in-
flationary and, given the prevalence of pro-
port ional mark-up of prices, obviously it mili-
tates in that area.

As to the inflationary effects of the tax,
EPAC pointed out very convincingly in its
1985 document that the introduction of a pay-
roll tax or any increases in the rate of the tax
could be expected to have an inflationary im-
pact in the form of a one-off increase in the
price levels of items affected.
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I return now to the Bills before the House.
The first Bill is the Pay-roll Tax Assessment
Amendment Bill which, as has been indicated,
the Opposition is prepared to support. In gen-
eral terms it makes amendments to the
principal Act. One amendment is to require the
commissioner to include his reasons in the de-
termination of objections. Another amendment
is to remove the provisions restricting the hear-
ing of an appeal by the court to the same
grounds as stated in the objection. The third
amendment generally introduces provisions to
allow the payment of interest when tax is
refunded following a successful objection ap-
peal; but, as has already been mentioned, the
rate of interest that is to be paid is not
mentioned anywhere in the amendment. That
is something on which the Treasurer will need
to comment in due course.

The reasons given in support of the amend-
ment by the Treasurer in his second reading
speech were that the Government was
attempting by the amendments to achieve
more effective equity, more simplicity, and
more efficiency in these taxing arrangements.

The second Bill currently before the House,
the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill, relates to the
economic statement by the Treasurer on 24
June last wherein he gave notice that he
intended to reduce the rate of payroll tax in
some cases and to vary some other rates of tax
for companies with payrolls in excess of $1.8
million. The provisions are to come into effect
on I August 1986. 1 note that in 1986-87 it is
expected to raise $28.5 million, and in a full
year the adjusted rates will bring in an ad-
ditional $34 million.

It is pleasing to see the Bill provides some
reduction for small businesses in what is with-
out question a very difficult economic time.
But while we give some reduction to small
businesses with limited payrolls, we are
transferring the burden onto larger firms. Logic
does not allow us to believe that just because a
company has a bigger payroll than a smaller
firm, that mere fact would in itself be sufficient
to justify saying that the bigger company could
afford to pay an additional tax. However, the
amendments before us do provide that the bur-
den will now be shifted from small businesses
to big businesses; and, while I support any re-
duction in tax for small businesses, it is diffi-
cult to support an increase in tax for large
businesses, if one reads the financial pages of
the newspapers around Australia.

It is fair to say that payroll tax is regarded by
most as a disincentive. We have already seen
the recent federal burdens imposed on busi-
ness generally. They were the introduction of
the fringe benefits tax and the capital gains tax,
the aboliton of negative gearing, and other tax-
ing measures which were supported by this
Government. At a time of economic hardship
it is difficult to understand why the Govern-
ment would want to impose additional burdens
on big business.

It is interesting to note that of the $34
million to be raised in a fuli year by these
measures, a fair proportion will be Govern-
ment-to-Government transfers, because the
various departments of the State Government
pay payroll tax to the Treasury.

The Leader of the Opposition has made it
clear that the Opposition is prepared to support
the Bill before the House in general, with some
reservations as to the increases in rates that will
affect big business. I refer to a document that
came out prior to the 1983 State election. it is
the Labor Party policy speech delivered by the
Premier, which relates to small business. I will
quote from page 15 of that document, which
says-

..- this sector has seen a continued decline
as a result of . ..

And the Treasurer lists a number of areas,
including-

.. a growing taxation burden, high and
rising interest rates, difficulty in obtaining
working capital, inequitable water charges,
unfair lease agreements.. .

He then goes on to discuss some other matters
which really do not relate to the Bills before the
House. On the next page of that document the
Premier talks about reducing payroll tax. In his
pre-election speech the Premier himself ac-
knowledges the need to reduce payroll tax and
says-

Labor believes that payroll tax is a
disincentive to employment and small
business and will initiate negotiations with
the Commonwealth Government for the
abolition of payroll tax.

That was in 1983. Now it is 1986 and we have
not as yet seen the abolition of that tax. I will
concede that we have seen a reduction in some
of the rates, and for that I believe the Govern-
ment is to be commended; but the fact is that
business in 1983 understood that a State Labor
Government, when elected, would initiate
negotiations and work hard to see this tax
abolished. That has not occurred and it has
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obviously been a big let-down to business gen-
erally.

When I talked a few minutes ago of the fact
that we have had some reductions in the rate of
tax over the last couple of years, I should say
that the aggregate amount of payroll tax
received by the Government each year over the
last three years has risen quite dramatically.
For instance, in 1982-83 it was anticipated that
payroll tax would raise $253.9 million, In
1983-84 that estimate had increased to $267.4
million. In 1984-85 the figure increased to
$287 million, and in 1985-86 the estimate
increased to$ $300 million.

While we have had some reduction in rates,
total aggregate revenue in respect of payroll tax
has increased dramatically over the last few
years.

I turn now to the final Bill. This Hill seeks
generally to increase the exemption level from
$220 000 to $250 000 by extending the table
level and also to change the criteria for the
commissioner in respect of some discretionary
powers of exclusion of particular groups.

In closing I make the point that various Bills
assume that benefits will accrue to small busi-
ness. That can be shown clearly and the Oppo-
sition supports the Government in that respect.
Ho% tever, to impose the burden on big business
to pick up the various savings the Government
is trying to pass on to small business does not
really make much sense. As I said earlier, the
Government will get $34 million more in a full
year as a result of these various taxation
measures.

While the Opposition is prepared to support
the Bills, it has reservations about any increases
in taxes.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [3.52 p.m.J: For a
long time the National Party has advocated
that payroll tax should be abolished totally, and
it has not altered that view. We regret very
much that, for the first time in a very long
peiod, the Government this year has seen fit to
increase the rate of payroll tax. In fact, the
Government is 'undoing the work that it did
when it first came to power some time ago and
reduced the rate of payroll tax.

The move contained in this legislation will
destroy all of the advantages that came from
the Government's decision to reduce the rate of
payroll tax some time ago. As was indicated by
the member for Mt Lawley, we recognise and
agree with the exemptions which are being
given to small business and note that the in-
creases in payroll tax have been directed

towards big business. While that may very well
have a direct saving for small business-of
course, that is the area of industry in which we
are most interested-there is no question that
increased payroll tax will be borne eventually
by all members of the Western Australian com-
munity, and whether it is borne directly or in-
directly does not matter. The fact is that big
business will quite naturally pass on the
increased cost of payroll tax and because many
of the smaller businesses in this State rely
heavily upon the products which emanate from
big businesses, naturally they wI eventually
bear the cost. The only area in which that may
not be the case would be that of large
businesses involved in export industries. Of
course, if their costs of production are
increased because of payroll tax, once again our
internationally competitive position will be
eroded.

I must confess that the percentage of erosion
caused by an increase in payroll tax will be
substantially less than the erosion that comes
about because of increases in the payroll due to
arbitration commission awards or decisions on
indexing of wages brought down by the
Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Com-
mission; but nevertheless it is an added impost.

Bearing int mind the state of the Australian
economy, it would have been far better had the
Government been able to contain its expendi-
ture and maintain payroll tax at the rate at
which it was set previously. There is no doubt
there would have been a natural increase in the
revenue to Government and we would have
preferred to have seen the Government live
within its means and within that natural in-
crease.

In conclusion, I digress slightly from the gen-
eral measures that these Bills provide. I hope
you, Sir, will allow me to do that, because I
want to raise an issue which we believe should
be examined by the Government and which the
Treasurer gave an undertaking to examine
some time ago; that is, the payment of payroll
tax by country high school hostels. The
Treasurer will recall-

Mr Brian Burke: I do..

Mr COWAN: -that we tried once pre-
viously to amend the Pay-roll Tax Act to
exempt country high school hostels from pay-
ing this tax. It is iniquitous that boarding
houses attached to public schools are exempt
from the payment of this tax, whereas country
high school hostels which are also attached to
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country high schools are required to meet the
cost of this tax.

In many instances, hostels do not have to pay
a great deal. Nevertheless, they must pay this
tax and it is an anomaly which the Government
said it would address, but to this date it has
not. I would like the Tresurer to note that fact
and one day I look forward to being able to
speak to these Bills-unfortunately they come
before the House on an annual basis-and
congratulate the Treasurer on removing that
anomaly.

While we regret that this decision has been
made by the Government, we recognise that it
has the power to do that and we will support
the legislation.

MR BRIAN DURKE (lBalga-Treasurer)
[3.57 p.m.]: I thank the members of the oppo-
sition for their support of the legislation and I
make one or two brief points in answer to some
of the queries raised and general observations
made.

Firstly, in respect of the rate that is to be
prescribed and the questions raised by the
Leader of the Opposition and the member for
Mt Lawley-who both indicated that the rate
to be prescribed is not obvious in the legis-
lation, and should be a penalty on the Govern-
ment for an apparent mistake made by it, or a
commercial rate of interest, and that neither of
these two aspects was guaranteed by the
amendment, I point out that the object of leav-
ing the rate to be prescribed out of the legis-
lation is to allow it to be adjusted more fre-
quently, so that it can reflect commercial
realities more precisely from time to time.

The rigidity of the legislative prescription of
the rate must be clear to all members and we
hope that the ability to prescribe the rate would
mean that it would more accurately reflect the
commercial realities of the day. In fact, we
hope to be able to set the rate at exactly or
approximately the same rate that would be pay-
able by a taxpayer when the Government is
owed money by that taxpayer, so there would
be a symmetry about the two rates.

As far as the major question is concerned-
that is, the amount of extra revenue to be
raised as a result of the changes proposed-we
acknowledge the lack of logic to which the
Leader of the Opposition, the member for Mt
Lawley, and the Leader of the National Party
referred. But there is not much logic at all
about this tax and we have said repeatedly that
there is no logic to payroll tax; that it is a
disincentive; that it penalises employment; and

that for different reasons it does not make
sense in a whole range of areas.

It is not true to say that we have not taken
steps to abolish payroll tax. At the next
Premiers' Conference a very significant paper
will be presented on the tax-sharing powers of
the Commonwealth and the States and that
paper, which has taken a couple of years to
compile, is the result of the efforts made by the
Western Australian Government to cause that
work to be done.

Those efforts were largely as a result of our
attacking payroll tax as being a very disadvan-
tageous tax to impose upon employment. We
share the concerns of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition about whether the changes in criteria for
the exercise of the discretion of the com-
missioner will prove to be sufficient. All I can
say about that and about the grouping pro-
visions as we are changing them is that we
appreciate the support of the Opposition for
the changes and we acknowledge its concern
that perhaps they are not comprehensive
enough; we will be watching them closely so
that if we need to make further changes, we will
attempt to do so.

The objective of the restructuring is to assist
small business as well as to raise extra revenue
and it is an acknowledgement of the role of
small business in generating employment and
growth. One of the main ways in which we can
assist small business is by increasing the
exemption level that applies prior to payroll tax
being payable. In this State we have doubled
the exemption level since this Government was
elected in 1983; furthennore our's is the only
Government to reduce the rate of payroll tax.
Now our minimum rate of payroll tax is 1.25
per cent less than the other States. If members
want a clear idea of the anticipated impost on
big business let me simply point out to the
House that if the payroll is $2 million the in-
crease we are imposing will be $20 000 a year,
so it is not a massive increase.

Mr Lewis: On what basis?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: On the basis of the in-
creases we are imposing. As I understand it, it
becomes 5.75 per cent. Certainly on a payroll
of $4 million the increase will be about $40 000
per annum, so the increase from 4.75 per cent
to 5.75 per cent takes it up by that amount. The
minimum rate is much lower than in the other
States, and even for big business our rate is
lower than the rates applying in New South
wales, Victoria, Tasmania, and the Northern
Territory.
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Mr Cash: Ho0w can we compare the maxi-
mum rate in Western Australia with the other
States?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Our maximum rate is
lower than the rates of New South Wales,
Victoria, Tasmania, and the Nonthern Terri-
tory-

Mr Cash: By how much?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -by 0.25 per cent in

each of the three States and one Territory. Our
minimum rate is 1.25 per cent less than the
next lowest minimum rate.

The other thing which is interesting, without
being provocative, is that if members look at
the real payroll tax charged per employed per-
son under the Court and O'Connor Govern-
ments one sees that the annual growth rate was
3.7 per cent, but during the three years of the
present Government until 1985-86 collections
on the same basis fell by 3.3 per cent. I guess
that is on an annual rest basis.

Mr Cash: Can you explain why that is, Mr
Premier?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Because we have
reduced the rate.

Mr Cash: It also is because there are more
people in the work force today.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course. Yes, it is
important to say it is still per capita raising of
funds and I can say the same sorts of things
about the member talking about the amount of
money raised by this tax. It is not that we are
penalising people; it is because more businesses
have been set up, and all sorts of other reasons.
I am talking about the collections per employed
person and taking a percentage of that, so it
really makes it a consistent comparison, I
would have thought.

Mr Cash: For both of us.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, that is right. [ an

not saying that in absolute terms that has
happened; I am saying that the percentage in-
crease in the period of the Court and O'Connor
Governments to which I referred was 3.7 per
cent, but the percentage decrease is 3.3 per cent
in our case.

I thank the Opposition for its general support
of the legislation. I apologise to the Leader of
the National Party about the hostels. I am not
sure what happened to them. I think an elec-
tion may have got in the way, or something else
has happened. We discussed them at the time
of the introduction of the last Budget. [ will ask
Treasury to contact the member and to take up
that matter.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

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

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

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the

third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the
Council.

PAY-ROLL TAX AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Order of the Day read for the resumption of
debate from 26 June.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

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

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

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the

third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the
Council.

PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading
Order of the Day read for the resumption of

debate from 26 June.
Question Put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

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

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

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the

third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the
Council.
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ROADS
Canning Electorate: Grievance

DR WATSON (Canning) [4.15 pm.J: My
grievance about roads is directed to the Minis-
ter for Planning to urge him to consider a long-
term plan for the development of the south-east
metropolitan region. The Minister knows the
area well. It is not, and cannot be, a parochial
issue based on council or electorate boundaries.
The roads network is an integral part of our
lives and the service is often taken for granted.
It is a community asset, and it affords mobility
in the major functions of commercial, indus-
trial, and social enterprises.

There is a very high awareness in the Can-
ning electorate that the current road network
cannot fulfil these functions. It is slow, unsafe,
and inconvenient. There are tremendous con-
flicts between the industrial and the residential
functions as well as dangers to pedestrians. It is
recognised by people living and working in the
area that the existing traffic network is ap-
proaching capacity and we need a plan to take
us into the 2 1st century.

I shall focus on Canning and its surroundings
as part of that large road system. I emphasise
that it can be of benefit to the whole com-
munity. I will paint a rough word picture of
Canning. The central residential area is
bounded on the north by the Welshpool-
Kewdale area, and on the south by the Canning
Vale industrial area. Albany Highway bisects
the region and it is intersected by other through
routes. We have a significant pant of the metro-
politan industrial area within the circumfer-
ence of the region. Large volumes of traffic
ranging from articulated lorries to workers' cars
go in and out of Welshpool and Canning Vale.
It has been estimated that when Canning Vale
is fully operational, 6 000 vehicle trips per hour
will be generated in peak times.

The Kewdale rail terminal freight yards also
generate traffic. Many transport companies are
established near the freight yards and many
owner-drivers live in the area. The airport
upgrading will predictably result in more traffic
traversing the area.

Ove Amup and Partners, consultants to the
City of Canning in 1984, predict that traffic
will increase by 6.4 per cent a year to 2001, a
total increase of 130 per cent.

Land is being developed for new housing in
Armadale, Gosnells, and Thornlie. Again this
will predictably result in more through traffic.
The usual cheaper housing will be constructed

(sl11

for lower-income earners and they will be
forced into more costly and slowerjoumneys.

While the roads separate the industrial areas
from the residential areas, the traffic generated
by industrial needs is not compatible with resi-
dential areas. Big trucks are noisy, disturbing
the peace and quiet that one would want in
one's home and, what is more, neighbours are
being increasingly separated.

The acknowledged headache for everybody
who lives in and around Canning is the Albany
Highway. It is a major arterial road serving the
south-east corridor and it is only four lanes
wide, It is one of the busiest traffic routes in
metropolitan Perth and it has the highest vol-
ume of traffic of any road of its type in any
metropolitan area. It is one of the most con-
gested links in the whole of the regional road
system.

Showrooms and car sale yards are generating
increasing volumes of traffic as well as a need
for manoeuvres by vehicles which enter and
leave those showrooms on and off the highway.
Emergency services attending accidents and
fires are at risk. My office is on the highway
and every day we see police cars, ambulances,
and fire engines forced to cross into oncoming
traffic to traverse the highway. The Cannington
section of Albany Highway is the critical one
and, therefore, it should be given top priority
when considering any new development plan.
One cannot safely turn right between Cecil Av-
enuei and Mills Street on the trip into Perth.

Mr Rushton: Do you support the extension
of Manning Road through to Spencer Road?

Dr WATSON: I will come to that.
It has been calculated that 54 000 vehicles a

day pass the Carousel shopping centre, and it is
predicted that in 15 years' time this will in-
crease to 100 000 vehicles. Congested intersec-
tions make it even more hazardous and from
4.30 on any afternoon, traffic is often banked
back to Mills Street in Bentley, and always
from Manning Road. It can take 40 minutes to
get from Mills Street to Nicholson Road, a dis-
tance of just over two kilometres, at that time
of the day. Thus, the system of traffic move-
ment and circulation is recognised as deficient
by people who live and work in the area.

Many of the through routes between Canning
Vale and Tonkin Highway, and between
Welshpool, Kewdale, and Canning Vale, have
not been designed or designated for use as
through roads, but have developed in an ad hoc
way and are sometimes called "rat runs" by the
locals. Wharf Street and William Street, as well
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as Spencer Road, have become de facto high-
ways. But attention to one road alone will not
suffice; a package of solutions is required with
a short and long-term plan in an overall
scheme. The proposal to improve Albany High-
way between Welshpool Road and Nicholson
Road has been prepared by the City of Can-
nling, the old Metropolitan Region Planning
Authority now the State Planning Commission,
and the Main Roads Department. Submissions
were called for and recommendations will
shortly be made. However, it seems to me that
there is a need to upgrade Albany Highway to
six lanes, and to develop other parallel routes
on the Kalamunda and Fremantle sides, as well
as to designate cross routes. There is a need to
improve not only through traffic management
but also management of secondary circulation
so as to prevent congestion and improve safety.

Various proposals have been advocated
lately and, as with most proposals for roads, the
percentage of proponrents and opponents is
equal at 50 per cent. I want to discuss my views
about one idea floated to connect Chapman
Road to Spencer Road to carry traffic from
Leach Highway to Gosnrells. I am an opponent
of such a link. There are alternatives which
would not impose an additional burden on
Spencer Road, which is residential, and which
would more appropriately address the needs of
industrial traffic moving to and from Canning
Vale.

More importantly, rivers, swamps, and
wetlands are too precious to have bridges built
through them. The State Planning Commission
recognises that the Canning River wetlands are
one of our most significant natural environ-
ments and wildlife habitats in the metropolitan
area. In fact, a large area has been reserved
from the Nicholson Road bridge to the
Riverton bridge. We need careful management
of that environment. Eighty per cent of our
wetlands have already disappeared since
European settlement. The Canning River
wetlands, in particular, are natural ecosystems,
and frogs, fish, reptiles, birds, insects, and
plants are found there. About 85 species of bird
have been found there, many of them mi-
gratory.

Australia is party to several international
conventions that recognise the function of
wetlands both as habitats of flora and fauna
and as Water regulating systems. We have to
protect and manage both our natural and our
built environment, and we need a conservation
strategy with both environmental and social

impact studies for roads and areas of natural
heritage.

As one of the representatives of the south-
eastern metropolitan area and particularly as
the representative of Canning, I bring these
matters to the notice of the Minister. I ask that
the immediate problems of Albany Highway be
addressed and that a long-term plan be devised
with as full consultation as possible.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Minister for
Planning) [4.25 p.m.]: I thank the member for
Canning for raising these matters. They are im-
portant and significant ones relating to the fux-
ture of our city. The fact is that transport pat-
terns in the south-east corridor are becoming
very difficult to manage, largely because of the
length of that corridor. The south-east corridor,
which runs continuously to Armadale and is
starting to fill out in the general direction of
Byford. is over 30 kilometres long and is quite
narrow compared to some of the other corni-
dors. That means that a tremendous amount of
traffic is using a quite narrow way into the city
centre.

The subregional plan has not been a com-
plete success so far, in that the Armadale
subregional centre, though it has been built up
with bipartisan support over some time, is still
not attracting the level of development that one
would wish for a subregional centre. Some
steps are being taken to try to reverse the traffic
flow so that it is not just flowing into the hub of
the wheel but uses ways other than those in the
corridor scheme as well. I think in time we will
achieve that aim, but it cannot be rapidly
achieved. In the meantime, the south-east cor-
ridor has been assisted in a bipartisan way by
the development of roads which run into the
rural wedges on either side. Although they do
not run directly into the city, they channel
traffic away from Albany Highway.

When the member for Dale was the Minister
for Transport, he had the privilege of opening
the Tonkin Highway, although I do not think it
was called that then. The Tonkin Highway
channels a lot of traffic to the north of the
south-east corridor. The connection of Ranford
Road occurred during the time of this Govern-
ment, but it was a coordinated effort between
ourselves and various local government
authorities, notably Gosnells, Canning, and
Armadale. It means that a traffic pattern flows
to the south of the south-east corridor and
takes some pressure off Albany Highway. How-
ever, it is also true that the problems of the
corridor plan are probably intractable with the
corridor plan as it is, which is the reason the
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Government last year ordered a complete re-
view of the plan and the traffic patterns
associated with it to see whether we could
ameliorate that situation.

The member for Gosnells a week or two ago
raised substantially the same question with re-
spect to Albany Highway and the way in which
the corridor plan has operated for Perth. As I
said to her, decisive action needs to be taken in
those areas, but such action tends to be fairly
draconian and difficult to produce because of
the number Of People who need to agree about
any particular sort of action. Nevertheless, 1
take cognisance of the matters she raises with
regard to road patterns in her electorate and
assure her that her point of. view will be taken
into account when decisions are made.

With regard to the Spencer-Chapman Roads
link, the Planning Commission for two years
has been reviewing traffic patterns in the south-
eastern corridor following rejection of the
Spencer-Chapman Roads link during the time
of the previous Government. I do not recall
whether the member for Dale was the Minister
for Transport at that time; I rather think not.

Mr Rushton: No. It came up here and did
not get through.

Mr PEARCE: As I recall it, the MRPA
brought the matter forward for gazettal but it
was defeated in the Liberal Party room. The
Minister at the time was Hon. June Craig. She
twice brought the matter to the party room
when she was the Minister for Urban Develop-
ment and Town Planning and once, more in-
formation was sought.

Mr Rushton: The undertaking was that it
would go forward when the City of Gosnells
and the City of Canning agreed to it. The Lib-
eral Party would then have agreed to it.

Mr PEARCE: I think there was a bit of face-
saving. From memory, Hon. Clive Griffiths
and others in the Liberal Party who were very
opposed to it adopted the technique of
defeating it in the party room rather than
having to defeat it on the floor of the Parlia-
ment. Be that as it may, any review of the
south-eastern corridor traffic patterns cannot
be complete without a reconsideration of the
Spencer-Chapman Roads link. That recon-
sideration is currently under way at officer
level, but no recommendation has yet been
made to the Government.

Mr Rushtan: When did you expect it to
come?

Mr PEARCE: Probably the work on the
traffic patterns should be complete to an initial
recommendation stage within the next two or
three months, in which case I shall naturally
produce the recommendations for public dis-
cussion. Then we can see what the proposals
are with regard to the Spencer-Chapman Roads
link at that time. I have not adopted a position
on it, nor has the Government. We will try to
do what the member for Canning wants us to
do, and that is look at all the problems of that
area to see whether we can come up with a
package to solve them which attracts the sup-
port of the maximum number of people.

With regard to the wetlands issue, I am sym-
pathetic with the view espoused, because a sig-
nificant proportion of the Perth metropolitan
area wetlands lies within that south-east corri-
dor, or the rural wedges surrounding it. Never-
theless there are difficulties in preserving them.
Some relate to the fact that in the past the
wetlands were given less consideration than
they are currently receiving. That land was
zoned for residential purposes and it has be-
come very expensive to reacquire.

If one runs major traffic corridors on the
edge of existing residential corridors, it is
sometimes very difficult to avoid putting them
through wetland areas. Places like Watts Road
Lake are under threat at the moment. What
seems to me to be the most attractive pant of
the wetlands in the south-east corridor area is
in the middle of Ranford Road. In the days
when no-one paid much attention to this sort
of thing, Ranford Road was run through the
middle of one of the most attractive paperbark
swamps in Western Australia. It is all on farm-
ing land zoned for rural purposes. I presume
the owner knocked down several hectares of
paperbark trees and I guess sheep now graze on
it. Not a word has been said by anybody.

Mr Cowan: It is cattle country.
Mr PEARCE: I wondered why the sheep

looked so big and brown with horns on them. I
bow to the superior wisdom of the leader of the
National Party.

The Government is sensitive to issues like
the wetlands areas, and I am careful to make
sure that when any proposition comes up re-
garding wetlands it is given proper study.

That is the case with the Watts Road Lake
arrangement and the Canning wetlands. I was
able to announce recently the preservation of
some hundreds of hectares of wetlands in the
Canning River area. On the advice of the
MRPA and a special study commission from
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the Murdoch University, it was decided that
the Watts Road Lake area was not value for
money as far as preservation purposes were
concerned as opposed to the cost of acquiring
it.

I understand that the proponents of keeping
the Watts Road Lake area are looking to the
social benefits. They should direct their con-
cern more to the City of Canning, because if it
is to be kept as parkland for social purposes
rather than for conservation purposes, that is
more properly a shire matter.

I have indicated to the City of Canning that
the Government would be prepared to play a
role in the preservation of Watts Road Lake if
the City of Canning were prepared to recognise
the important social purposes seen by the rate-
payers and play some role in preserving it. But
the Government has made the decision that the
Government alone will not add to the money it
has already spent on the Canning River
wetlands generally.

The Government is very aware, as I am per-
sonally, of the matters the member raises. They
are significant issues in her electorate and in
the south-east generally. I assure her that her
point of view will always be given every con-
sideration by the Government when decisions
are made.

MIDLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Meetings: Grievance

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.35 p.m.]: I
welcome the chance to speak on behalf of the
Midland Chamber of Commerce in this griev-
ance debate. The grievance concerns the Minis-
ter for Agriculture and the Premier, who ac-
cused the Midland Chamber of Commerce of
stacking meetings, of being in the pocket of the
Liberal Party-

Mr Pearce: Excuse me, could you indicate to
which Minister you are addressing this griev-
ance?

Mr TRENORDEN: To the Minister for
Agriculture. The Midland Chamber of Com-
merce was accused of stacking meetings, of be-
ing in the pocket of the Liberal Party and in the
pocket of Midland Brick Co. Pty. Ltd., and of
having a questionable track record. These
statements appear on pages 1272 and 1273 of
Hansard dated Wednesday, 2 July 1986.

The Midland Chamber of Commerce has no
political ties. In fact, like all chambers of com-
merce, its constitution makes it apolitical. It
has an undeniable interest in the Midland
saleyards.

On 28 January The Midland-Kalamunda Re-
porter, on its front page, stated that the
saleyards could go to Northam. At that stage
the Government assured the chamber that
nothing would be done concerning the
saleyards without consultation. This did not
occur.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! On a point
of clarification, would the member confine his
remarks. He is raising matters which are the
subject of a Select Committee inquiry and it is
not proper to bring that up under the grievance
debate.

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: The grievance debate being

mounted by the member for Avon relates to
some remarks made by the Minister for
Agriculture, and indeed the Premier, in re-
lation to the Midland Chamber of Commerce.
They certainly relate to issues which concern
the livestock selling complex at Midland, but
the terms of reference given to the Select Com-
mittee do not cover in any way the comments
made either by the Chamber of Commerce or
by the Ministers in relation to this matter.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: In answer to the
point of order from the leader of the National
Party, the relevant Standing Order States as
follows-

A grievance is-
a matter of some urgency, or about
which satisfaction has not been
obtained through the normal adminis-
trative channels;
a matter that is too comprehensive to
be encompassed in a question;
a matter about which a decision of the
House is not necessarily desired;
a matter to which the member does
not wish to attach the importance of
notice of motion;
a matter which has not been the sub-
ject of debate in the House during the
current session; and

a grievance is not fair or equitable when
the grievance criticises a member who has
no immediate right of reply.

As far as I am concerned, the matter being
brought up under the grievance debate by the
member for Avon touches on a matter which is
the subject of a Select Committee inquiry, and
I ask him, having had that clarified, when con-
tinuing his debate, not to refer to any matter
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which has been the subject of debate in the
House during the current session.

Debate Resumned
Mr TRENORDEN: I will point out to the

House that this issue does not concern the
saleyards; it concerns accusations made about a
group of people who, in their opinion, have
been maligned. Being a new member I shall
happily seek the guidance of the Chair; but I
hope this is not an effort to stifle debate.

On Tuesday, 20 May, the Labor Party's
media office contacted the Midland Chamber
of Commerce asking for its comments on mat-
ters concerning the chamber. I guess I am not
allowed to talk about the salcyards, but that is
really what the question was about.

Statements made by the President of the
Midland Chamber of Commerce were in
favour of the Labor Party's action. The
Chamber had no objection to any sale which
had occurred. Its only objection was to the
possible lack of money flowing from the
saleyards in the area.

The establishment of another brickworks in
the area was not opposed by the Midland
Chamber of Commerce. In fact if the Minister
looks at the media response of the president at
the time he will find the chamber was in favour
of the proposal of Prestige Bricks.

That media release was not given credit be-
cause the president asked that it be retracted
due to the fact that a special meeting was to be
held on Friday, 23 May, to examine the matter
of transport in and around the Midland area. If
the Prestige Bricks proposal went ahead, extra
trucks would pass through Midland and this
could cause traffic problems.

That meeting dealt with the issue on 23 May.
The Honorary Minister assisting the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, Mr Gordon
Hill MLA, was invited to attend, and did so.
Hon. Neil Oliver, the member for West, also
attended this meeting although he was not
invited. He turned up because he had heard
about it on the grapevine. It was decided to
hold a special public meeting at 7.30 a.m. on
Wednesday 28 May, not 7.30 p.m. The Mid-
land Chamber of Commerce met at 7.30 a.m. I
have the minutes of meetings for April, May
and June in my possession, if members wo'uld
like to see them. All these meetings were held at
7.30 a.m. in the same place.

There is nothing unusual about the meeting
having being held in the morning. In my ex-
perience most chambers of commerce in

country areas hold meetings in the morning.
Granted the Midland Chamber of Commerce
does not cover a country area but it too holds
its meetings in the morning. The statement that
the meeting was to be held at 7.30 p.m. is ab-
solutely false and has no grounds whatsoever.
Notice was given that the meeting would be
held in the morning and it was given in both
local newspapers in the Midland area, The
Midland Echo and The Midland-Kalamunda
Reporter. The latter newspaper ran an article
on 27 May, under the heading "Chamber calls
meeting to discuss sale", which reads as fol-
lows-

The Midland Chamber of Commerce
has called a general meeting at 7.30 am.
tomorrow to discuss the implications of
the sale of the Midland abattoir site to
Prestige Brick.

An emergency meeting of the executives
of the Midland Chamber was held on
Friday night.

The meeting, attended by Police Minis-
ter Gordon Hill, MLA for Helena, and
Neil Oliver, MLC for North East Metro-
politan, debated the issue for two hours.

Mr Troy: What electorate is IHon. Neil Oliver
reported as representing?

Mr TRENORDEN: North-East Metropoli-
tan.

Mr Troy: Fairly inaccurate, wouldn't you
say?

Mr TRENORDEN: I am quoting from a
newspaper, they are not my words.

The article continues as follows-
However, the Chamber expressed con-

cern at the apparent haste of the sale.
It has asked Swan Shire Council to defer

any planning decisions until full impact
and environmental studies have been con-
ducted.

These should have been commissioned
earlier, the executives said.

Invited
They invited all business proprietors

and community members to the early
morning meeting at the Midland Recep-
tion Centre in Spring Park Road, Midland,
on Wednesday morning.

The article goes on, but the main point is that
the public meeting was held at 7.30 in the
morning, as reported in the local papers. The
local MLA who happens to be a Labor member
was at a meeting five days before and knew
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when this meeting was to be held and he knew
what it was about.

The Midland Chamber of Commerce
received a letter from some unionists asking it
to oppose the Prestige Brick proposal. The
chamber refused to do this because its view is,
and has always been, that the Prestige Brick
purchase of the site is not its concern; its con-
cern is only with the loss of the saleyards, and
the subsequent loss of income to the supporting
area.

There were 24 people present at the meeting.
The only non-member of the chamber was Mr
Brambridge; Mr Cugley is named as a member
of the chamber. Mr Brajkovich has never been
a member of the Midland Chamber of Com-
merce and has never attended a Midland
Chamber of Commerce meeting. Midland
Brick Pty Ltd is a member of the chamber of
commerce but it has only one vote. The Mid-
land Chamber of Commerce ran three adver-
tisements in respect of this meeting, one in The
West Australian and one in each of the two
local newspapers. The cost of the advertise-
ments was charged to Knox Holdings Pty Ltd's
advertising account and it is visible there, if
members wish to see it. It was charged to that
account because it cost less and Knox Holdings
will be repaid by the chamber to the full
amount of the cost. At no time was the Mid-
land Chamber of Commerce involved in the
media campaign as alleged by the Minister.

In summary, the Midland Chamber of Com-
merce has in no way been opposed to Prestige
Brick owning the site; it has been concerned
only with the loss of the saleyards. The Govern-
ment has not kept its promise to keep the
chamber informed in respect of this matter.
The chamber is keen to keep its local member
of Parliament involved. The meeting was held
because of the closure date of 6 June. That date
has since been changed. The meetings of the
Midland Chamber of Commerce are always
held at 7.30 a.m. and notice was given in the
local papers of the meeting and who could at-
tend. it. Mr Peter Ellett's membership of the
chamber was rushed through so he could have a
say in the proceedings and the chamber did not
support the complaints of the local unions and
businesses about Prestige Brick because it did
not see it as being one of its concerns. Hon.
Neil Oliver attended the meeting, but did so
without invitation although the Honorary Min-
ister assisting the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services did attend by invitation.

My time has expired, even although it could
have been a little longer had I not lost a minute
or two through those objections earlier on.

Withdrawal of Remark
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: For the benefit of

the member for Avon I feel that his last com-
ment was a reflection on this Chair and on the
Deputy Speaker. I do not intend to accept that
sort of comment from him or from any other
member. I gave the member for Avon more
than a fair go and I quote from Standing Order
No. 125 as follows-

125. No Member shall allude to any de-
bate of the same Session, upon a question
or Bill not being then under discussion ex-
cept by the indulgence of the House for
personal explanations.

Footnote No. 7 to Standing Order No. 125
reads in part as foallows-

Matter referred to a Select Committee
should not become the subject of a further
debate whilst still before committee...

The member's last comment warrants an apol-
ogy and I will accept nothing less, or I will take
the appropriate action.

Mr TRENORDEN: I apologise unreservedly.

Debate Resumed
MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister

for Agriculture) [4.48 p.m.]: It was hard to fol-
low some of the debate put forward by the
member for Avon, probably because of the
constraints placed upon him by the nature of
the debate and the rulings properly given by
you, Mr Deputy Speaker.

However, if we look at the proceedings which
led to this meeting to which the member for
Avon referred, it seems clear that very little
notice was given of that particular meeting,
even on the member's own analysis of the situ-
ation. The newspaper article from which he
quoted clarifies the fact that only 24 hours'
notice of the meeting was given.

Mr Cowan: It complied with the requirement
of the Swan Shire Council in relation to the
protest. Fair go!

Mr GRILL: All I am saying is that on the
basis of the newspaper article quoted by the
member for Avon, it appears that only 24
hours' public notice of that meeting was given.
The member may have some other evidence
which he would have liked to give, but
unfortunately he was not able to give it. How-
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ever, on the basis of his own quotation, only 24
hours' notice of that meeting was given.

Mr Cowan: How many meetings do you at-
tend on less that 24 hours' notice? I suggest that
the Minister would not say that those meetings
were a farce, or that they were pushed through,
or that they were arranged or anything else.

Mr GRILL: The member for Merredin and I
have both attended lots of meetings on less
than 24 hours' notice, but there are very few
public meetings or meetings of organisations as
diverse as the Midland Chamber of Commerce
which would have been called with 24 ]hours'
notice or less. That is the main point I am
making.

The member for Avon tried to defend the
Midland Chamber of Commerce, but I must
say I cannot, in all honesty, resile from the
comments which I made on an earlier date.

On the evidence of people who were at the
meeting, I believe the meeting was stacked by
members of two brickmaking companies, both
of which, I strongly believe, form a cartel and
have a monopoly for the supply of bricks in the
State. I have seen nothing that would lead me
to the view that the Midland Chamber of Com-
merce does not oppose the sale of the abattoir
site. Everything I have seen in the Ness leads
me to this view, and this includes an article a
few days ago concerning the Leader of the Op-
position quoting from a legal opinion appar-
ently obtained by the Midland Chamber of
Commerce but in reality, I believe, obtained by
the Midland Brick Company and paid for by
that company. That opinion would have at-
tacked the very basis of the sale of the abattoir
site without any thought about the conditions
which apply to the lease back of the saleyards.

As far as I can see, and going on the word of
people who were at the meeting, the Midland
Chamber of Commerce over the last few weeks
simply has become a front for that brickmaking
cartel, to such an extent that in the Midland
area moves are now under way to establish a
quite separate and politically independent
chamber of commerce, one which I understand
is being formed as a protest against the Mid-
land Chamber of Commerce's political parti-
sanship.

Mr Trenorden: It has been established by the
Labor Party.

Mr GRILL: If it has, it is certainly news to
me and to other members. As I understand it,
the simple facts are that there has been a break-
away movement in the Midland area, and this
movement is completely unaligned with the

Labor Party. It has been born out of the desire
of a number of businessmen in the Midland
area to remain untainted by political bias.

Mr Trenorden: Are you aware that members
of the existing chamber paid campaign funds to
the Labor Party?

Mr GRILL: No.
Mr Trenorden: You should check that with

the local members who supported the Labor
Party.

Mr GRILL: Is the member for Avon saying
that the original Midland Chamber of Com-
merce made a donation to the Labor Party?

Mr Trenorden: Yes.
Mr GRILL: Good luck to it. There should be

more of it.
Nonetheless, there appears to be a quite in-

dependent breakaway movement in Midland at
present and the people involved have set up
their own chamber of commerce in reaction to
what they see as political partisanship on the
part of the present chamber and in reaction to
the political manipulation by the Liberal Party
and by the brickmaking cartel, which includes
Midland Brick and Whitemans Brick, a wholly-
owned subsidiary.

If we undertook an independent examination
of the people present at the meeting we are
discussing, we would find that a majority of
them were either quite prominent members of
the Liberal Party in the area or were employees
of Midland Brick or Whitemans Brick. I am
prepared to accept evidence to the contrary,
but I believe an independent examination
would show that what I am saying is true.

I can understand the member for Avon's
wanting to defend the Midland Chamber of
Commerce. Some time ago in debate he
indicated that he was or had been a member Of
that chamber for some time. I congratulate him
on his loyalty, but loyalty is not and should not
be a substitute for the facts, and the facts
simply are that either by design or by accident,
or by a combination of both, people within the
old Chamber of Commerce at Midland have
been suborned by the Liberal Party and the two
brick companies in a way that is not whole-
some or proper. It is something that indepen-
dent people in the Midland area do not want a
bar of, and as a result they have established
their own independent chamber of commerce.

As much as I would like to support the mem-
ber for Avon, my understanding of the facts is
that what he has had to say simply is not cor-
rect. It would seem from the evidence that the
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Midland Chamber of Commerce is simply a
puppet being hoisted on the strings of some
fairly unscrupulous people.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT
Interpretations: Grievance

MR COURT (Nedlands) [4.56 p.m.]: My
grievance this evening involves a consumer af-
fairs matter brought to my attention in recent
weeks. In my four years as a member of Parlia-
ment I have received many complaints from
businesses about the operations of the Depart-
ment of Consumer Affairs. Often when those
complaints have been investigated another side
to the story has been found and the department
has been placed in the unenviable position of
having to adjudicate on those matters.

Being involved with consumer affairs is not
easy. I know from my own experience, both as
a consumer and as a businessman selling
products to the public, that problems can arise
and emotions can often run very high because
of those problems.

What is causing concern to many businesses
is the way in which officers of the Department
of Consumer Affairs have started to delve into
areas which, when boiled down, amount to
petty bureaucracy-not the application of rules
but the interpretation of the way in which dif-
ferent things should be done. Those officers
have started to delve into an area which was
not one of the reasons the department was in-
itially established.

I have been approached by a car dealer in my
electorate whom I will not name although I am
prepared to talk to the Minister afterwards
about him. This dealer is very well known to
me; he is an extremely successful man with an
impeccable reputation. He is the sort of model
professional business proprietor whom we
would all be proud to emulate. For some years
he has been advertising regularly in our daily
Press, with his advertisements appearing on the
back page of the paper in many cases.

Off the top of my head, an example of his
advertisement is that he will offer for sale a
certain car for a figure of, say, $9 000. Next to
that figure appears an asterisk. The asterisk
identifies the car being advertised and indi-cates that the car is being offered at $9 000 plus
on-road costs of $400 plus statutory charges.
Any member of the public can read that adver-
tisement and walk into his car dealership and
buy the car. The price is clearly set out as being
$9 000 plus $400 for on-road costs plus the
statutory charges-who knows what they are

these days the way they are going up all the
time?

This person has been contacted by the De-
partment of Consumer Affairs and told that he
must show the $9 000 with the asterisk, then
indicate the $400 for on-road costs and then
say, "equals $9 400 plus statutory charges".
Obviously someone in the department has been
checking his advertisements and has picked up
this point which I believe is really quite a petty
point.

How petty can one get? The advertisement
clearly says $9 000 plus $400, but the Con-
sumer Affairs Department is saying the dealer
must also insert the expression "equals
$9 400". The statutory charges come after that,
and they vary all the time, so they cannot be
put in. The dealer was told by an officer from
the department that his advertisement was not
acceptable, and the attitude of that person and
his choice of words implied that this dealer was
trying to mislead the public.

This dealer has taken very strong exception
and he sees it as nothing short of petty
involvement and interference in the proper
running of his business. The Department of
Consumer Affairs has stuck to its point of view
and come back with the big guns; it has said it
will prosecute him for not putting this addition
in his advertisement which has been running
for some years. The dealer is quite incensed at
what has taken place and has said he will de-
fend the action. He has contacted the
Australian Automobile Dealers Association
and the Chamber of Automobile Distributors,
and they say he has done nothing wrong.

I think the Minister would agree that those
bodies have bent over backwards in recent
years to work closely with the Department of
Consumer Affairs. The last thing they want is
to be accused of using misleading advertise-
ments. I cannot confirm this point, but the De-
partment of Consumer Affairs claims the situ-
ation was resolved 12 months ago and a format
was worked out. That is not what the dealers'
association is saying. If it was worked out 12
months ago, it seems strange that 12 months
later the department is putting pressure on this
dealer.

Business, particularly the car business, is in
no mood for being pushed around by Govern-
ments; it is having a tough time, particularly
the automobile industry which is feeling the
crushing effects of the fringe benefits tax, and
for many dealers it is a matter of survival. To
have the bureaucracy being pedantic about this

1928



[Wednesday, 16 July 19861 12

petty issue is really the last straw for those
people. The pedantic nature of the situation I
have described is unbelievable. The cost to the
taxpayer of having highly-paid lawyers chasing
up this useless path is absurd.

It would be understandable if this practice
were deceitful and hiding something, but absol-
utely nothing is being hidden, except perhaps
the statutory charges from the Government;
and they are difficult to determine. The prac-
tice adopted by this dealer is the exact op-
posite; he clearly outlines the cost of the car
and spells out the deal, but the Department of
Consumer Affairs wants to take legal action
because the two figures are not added together
in the advertisement. I believe this type of ap-
proach by the department undoes a lot of the
good work it has done. On a daily basis it has to
work closely with an industry like the car in-
dustry which is a big industry with a large turn-
over of vehicles. Goodwill must be generated
on both sides.

The department is taking this approach to a
car dealer who has an impeccable reputation
and is a first-class operator. He is highly
regarded in the community, and he is not try-
ing to con or dud anyone. HeI has a very clear
advertisement, and yet the Department of Con-
sumer Affairs is spending the taxpayers' money
on trying to push its point home. I ask the
Minister if he would be good enough to inquire
into this matter and get the department to con-
centrate its time and activities on matters that
will genuinely help consumers in the com-
munity.

MR WILSON (Nollamara-Minister for
Consumer Affairs) [5.05 pi.m.]: While the mem-
ber for Nedlands was at some pains to indicate
that the officers of the Department of Con-
sumer Affairs had a difficult job-and it ap-
peared from what he said that he believed they
did their job to the best of their ability-some
of his remarks appeared to be a rather wide-
ranging and generalised attack. He did say in
his opening remarks that there was a concern
by many in business about this particular mat-
ter.

Mr Court: About the activities of the depart-
ment. I could have spoken in detail about all
the other people, but this was a very petty mat-
ter.

Mr WILSON: I think if the member checks
what he said he will find that he started by
saying there were many complaints by business
about the actions of the department, and he
went on later when he got to the specific matter

to say there was a concern by many about it.
That would certainly be of great concern to me
if it were the case.

Mr Court: I cannot say that. I meant there
was concern about the department's activities.

Mr WILSON: I am glad to have that clarifi-
cation because it would be of concern if it were
the case.

The member pointed to a particular case in
which it is his opinion and that of the firm
concerned that the department has been over-
vigilant about a minor matter. I know that can
appear to be the case, and I know that people in
all sorts of businesses can be very concerned
about the type of petty picking on points which
does not appear to serve the interests of con-
sumers but dogs the efforts of business people
to go about their rightful affairs.

I do not have a great deal of detail about this
case although the member gave some
forewarning that he would raise the matter. I
can only say that in general some concern has
been expressed about the even application of
the form of advertisement as is required under
a particular section of the Trade Descriptions
and False Advertisements Act.

Mr Court: Do political advertisements come
under that?

Mr WILSON: From time to time rather dles'
perate politicians and political candidates have
sought to make it apply. I do not know that
they have ever had much success. I think the
Australian Democrats are foremost in that re-
gard.

I understand concern exists in relation to the
interpretation of a section of the Act which
deals with advertising, and that the department
believes that the price advertised in large print
should include the costs mentioned by the
member, particularly delivery costs. These
other costs should be shown in the total cost
advertised.

That is what is preferred under that section
of the Act. However, the point the member
raised was the alternative that was allowed in
the guidelines which were distributed to the
industry. Under that section of the Act it is
required that costs such as delivery costs be
included in the price which is most
prominently featured. I understand that
guidelines were issued by the department to the
industry through the Western Australian
Chamber of Commerce and Industry about a
year ago.
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Mr Court: It would have been the Western
Australian Automobile Chamber of Com-
mcee.

Mr WILSON: Yes, that is right. The
guidelines were included in its magazine about
a year ago and were distributed to all Toyota
dealers drawing their attention to the fact that
that was a requirement under the Act.

It may well be that the person with whom the
member for Nedlands is dealing is either un-
aware of it or, being aware of it, still seeks to
contest that that is a correct interpretation of
the Act. There is a distinction between the de-
partment's. making sure that the Act is correctly
interpreted and implemented and the depart-
ment's simply nitpicking about a minor thing. I
am sure the member will accept that there is a
fair distinction.

Mr Court: There is another way to go about
telling a person. He was offended by the way he
was contacted.

Mr WILSON: That is a different situation. If
the member for Nedlands is complaining about
the way the person concerned was contacted
and as a result he is offended, that is something
which can be rectified. I will certainly make
sure that that is looked into.

Of course, once these sorts of guidelines are
distributed broadly among all retailers and
business, certain businesses see that other
businesses are not complying with the
guidelines in relation to advertising and they
complain that someone else is getting away
with something which they have not sought to
get away with.

The member for Nedlands is correct when he
says that the consumer affairs is an area in
which no-one can win. While the department
seeks to sincerely apply the provisions of the
Act it may obtain widespread compliance, but
if one or two people do not comply it has
people on its back requesting that they be
forced to comply.

Mr Court: It is like the area of industrial
relations-there are no winners, only sur-
vivors.

Mr WILSON: I will take the member for
Nedlands' Word about that. The member has
raised a matter in a certain way and as the
debate has proceeded it appears that the prob-
lem is the manner in which a person has been
approached rather than the principles at stake.
If there are principles at stake I will take up the
matters the member has raised with the depart-
ment and endeavour to put them right.

The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

PUDLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE:
REFERRAL

Government Corporations' Transaions:
Motion

MR COURT (Nedlands) [5.15 p.m.]: I
move-

That this House refers to the Public Ac-
counts Committee the items appearing in
the estimates of the General Loan Fund
1986 under Treasury, Advances to Sundry
Bodies, the Proposal that $5 million be ad-
vanced to Western Australian Government
Holdings Limited. In making this refer-
ence, this House requests the Public Ac-
counts Committee to examine particularly
transactions, if any, which have been, are
being or are planned in respect of the
Western Australian Exim Corporation
Limited and its subsidiaries Western
Australian Livestock and Food Limited
and Goldrock Investments Pty. Ltd.

This motion seeks to refer to the Public Ac-
counts Committee the operations of Western
Australian Government Holdings Limited and,
in particular, the operation of one of its
subsidiaries, Western Australian Exim Corpor-
ation.

It is my intention when debating this motion
to make the public aware of what is happening
with the Government's Exim Corporation and
the somewhat secret dealings that have taken
place in the last year or so in connection with
the Kimberley pastoral industry. it is an in-
volvement that has turned out to be a bit of a
sham and an exercise about which Ministers
opposite should be ashamed.

I will outline the hidden commitment made
by this State Government with the Federal
Government in relation to $6 million that was
given by the Federal Government to the State
Government. We have never been told exactly
what commitment was given in relation to that
money.

I want to outline the shabby treatment
received by Aborigines from the corporation
and the Government and the failure by Exim
Corporation to include in its accounts what I
believe to be a substantial contingent liability
relating to the $6 million which was pranted to
it. I will mention also the fact that this Govern-
ment thought this exercise was a way of making
a quick dollar, but it has turned out to be a way
for the Government to make a considerable
loss.
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I want to outline other activities by Exim
Corporation which are causing considerable
concern to the community and to the Oppo-
sition. For example, one of the companies in
which it was involved, and has since ceased to
be involved in is a company called Goldrock
Investments. It started off as a good idea in the
private sector and Exim became involved in it
in its early days when it took an interest in
ventures, many of which have turned out to be
adventures. Since Exini became involved, that
company got into all sorts of problems and
Exini sold off its interest in it. It seems unusual
to the Opposition that Exim has sold that
interest to a company in which people who are
connected with the senior management of
Exim are involved. It also appears that Exim
has lent that company a considerable sum of
money. It seems strange that Exim has sold its
interest in a company, but at the same time is
lending that company money, particularly
when one considers we are referring to tax-
payer's funds.

The Opposition will briefly discuss also
Exim's involvement in Acremaster tractors and
some of the problems that have arisen as a
result of that. We will mention other activities
of Exim about which the public and the Oppo-
sition have a great deal of difficulty in
obtaining details.

The concern the Opposition expressed when
the Government announced that Exim would
be established is no less today. Exim and its
subsidiaries are using taxpayers' money and the
Opposition's main concern is that its activities
are not accountable to the Parliament. Exim is
veiled in mystique and secrecy and the Oppo-
sition is unable to obtain answers to most of
the questions it asks in this place in connection
with its operations. When the Opposition does
receive answers it appears, from the facts it is
finding out, that they are often deceitful
answers and do not tell the whole story.

It appears we are playing a game-the Oppo-
sition asks questions and the Government does
its best not to answer them. However, the Op-
position has carried out research into the mat-
ter and wants some of the things the Govern-
ment is doing put on the public record.

The Opposition has a continual stream of
people contacting it about different activities of
Exim and its subsidiaries. As an Opposition it
is our duty to find out what is really happening,
because the matter does concern us.

Western Australian Government Holdings
Limited, from the outset, has been a total de-
ception by the Premier and this Government.
We all know so well that the Government
introduced a Bill into this Parliament to enable
it to purchase Northern Mining Corporation
NL and an interest in the Argyle diamond
mining project. At no time during the debate
on that Bill did the Premier say that the
Government had any other intention but to
purchase an interest in the Argyle diamond
project. This is an example of why we have
learnit not to trust the Premier because he did
not reveal the Government's intentions with
regard to that company.

On gaining control of Nonthern Mining the
Premier arranged for the WADC to sell off the
diamond interests in the WA Diamond Trust
and the name of the shell that remained was
changed from Northern Mining NL to WA
Government Holdings Ltd, which in turn had a
number of subsidiaries, including Exim.
Today, who knows what the subsidiaries are?
When we ask questions we are told to look at
last year's annual report, but that is 12 months
old. For all we know the taxpayers of this State
could own 50 per cent of a yippee bean farm in
outer Mongolia. We do not know who are
involved in those operations because every-
thing is kept secret.

The main subsidiary of Exim, which I would
like to discuss in this motion, is Western
Australian Livestock Holdings Pty Ltd. The
Government's move to purchase the Emanuel
leases in the north was a bit of a joke right from
the start- At the time, the Minister for Lands
and Surveys was asked questions in this Parlia-
ment about what was going on. He was asked
whether the Government had purchased the
Emanuel lease and he did not know. He did not
have a clue because he was not being told what
was happening. It was quite embarrassing to
watch him in action last year.

The then Minister for Agriculture was also
not aware of what was going on in the north of
the State at that time. We had a situation in
which the Federal Government provided $6
million to assist in the purchase of leases. At
the same time the State Government estab-
lished a consultative committee, which I think
was somewhat of a smokescreen. The Govern-
ment formed a committee of many leading pas-
toralists, including the member for Kimberley,
Mr Keith Gale and others. Also, Stephen
Hawke was a member of the committee and we
arc all aware that he has a public profile in the
area. No doubt the message went to Dad that
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he needed a couple of pastoral leases and the $6
million came through.

Mr Brian Burke: If you are going to exclude
the Aboriginal interests from any negotiations
or discussion you are not going to be able to
achieve much. Just because he is included does
not mean we are going to give him what he
wants. You seem to think that it does mean
that.

Mr COURT: Initially the Premier said that
there were no strings attached to that $6
million from the Federal Government. But in
answer to question 405 on 5 November from
the member for Kimberley, Mr Bridge, the
Premier qualified that statement. However, he
never told us what the commitment was. The
truth surrounding that $6 million has never
been fully explained. It was quite pathetic at
the time to watch the then Minister for Lands
and Surveys in question time; he was obviously
not informed of what was taking place. He was
simply being overridden by whoever the ad-
visers to the Premier and Exim were. The
Government saw the opportunity to make a
fast buck in the purchase of the Emanuel
properties, largely using Federal funds. At the
same time it thought it could take over the
ALCCO leases, chop them up, and sell them
off, which would make the Government look
good. It looked like a simple deal but it is now
starting to turn sour.

The Government arced to purchase the
Emanuel Properties in September-October
1984. These properties consisted of four
stations Meda, Cherrabun, Gogo and
Christmas Creek. The WADC negotiated the
purchase but for some reason the properties
were not put under its control. The WADC
transferred the property to Exim, the subsidi-
ary of WA Government Holdings which put it
under the control of an Exim subsidiary, West-
ern Australian Livestock Holdings Pty Ltd.

On the basis of the Government's literature
we thought that Exim was set up to help local
industry break into export markets. However,
one of the first ventures it went into, apart
from the ill-fated flower venture, was the run-
nling of cattle stations. At the time we thought
the Government's wanting to be involved in
the flower industry was bad enough, but when
it became involved in cattle stations we knew
there would be problems down the track.
Settlement of those properties took place in
April 1985. The Federal Government said it
would kick in $6 million to assist with the pur-
chase and that money was received in June
1985 and passed to Exim.

In answer to question 428 in 1986 the
Premier said that this money was given by the
State Government to Exim as a grant. The
Government gave a company $6 million, which
is certainly a good start for any operation. The
purchase price of those leases was $1 1.019
million, of which $8.5 million represented the
cost of cattle and pastoral leases. The balance
of $2.5 19 million related to cash and non-pas-
toral assets. Additional costs of $2 10 000 were
involved in the purchase covering legal fees,
sales commission, etc. Some of the costs were
outlined in answers to questions last year. The
members for Gascoyne and Vasse had to delve
for some weeks to get an answer to a relatively
simple question. At the time someone else was
trying to buy the Emanuel leases. Members
may recall what went on at that time and that
the members for Gascoyne and Vasse were cor-
rect in the answers they sought to questions.

The all-up entry cost was $1 1.229 million, of
which $2.5 million was in cash. The net cost to
the Government after the cash was taken out,
and allowing for the $6 million contributed by
the Federal Government, was $2.71 million.
That is not a bad deal.

Mr Brian Burke: The net cost to the State.
Mr COURT: No, that is the net cost to West-

emn Australian Livestock Holdings.
Mr Brian Burke: That is to the State Govern-

ment.
Mr COURT: It is the same thing; it is owned

by the State Government. The Government ob-
viously thought that if at the same time it could
get the ALCCO leases it could show a big profit
by restructuring the whole area. It made Press
announcements at the time saying that it
intended to restructure and sell the properties.
It could see big dollar signs looming ahead. The
Government pushed the line that it would use
the Emanuel and ALCCQ leases to restructure
the industry. In the report of the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs on the pastoral industry ref-
erence was made to restructuring the area and
to how the little man would again be able to get
into the industry. I think members will agree
that the little man will not be able to afford the
restructured stations.

Mr Bridge: You are dead wrong.
Mr COURT: A restructured station with

10 000 head of cattle will cost in excess of $1
million. Not too many little people can afford
those prices. Initially the Kimberley pastoral-
ists thought that the idea was simple and logical
but they are now seeing the Government's op-
eration going the same way that most Govern-
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ment operations go. They are very concerned
about what is taking place.

Mr Pearce: Exim has already made a terrific
profit because cattle prices are at record levels.

Mr COURT: Later in this debate I will get to
the profit figures and tell members what profits
have been coming out of that operation. I will
tell the Minister everything. I will tell him what
was the commitment for the $6 million. The
Under Treasurer wrote to Western Australian
Livestock Holdings Limited when the $6
million was delivered and explained that the
purpose of the grant was the restructuring of
the pastoral industry in the Kimberley region
of Western Australia. That letter also outlined
a commitment by Western Australian Live-
stock Holdings Limited to the Federal Govern-
ment with respect to Aboriginal interests. I
quote from that letter from the Under
Treasurer-

Western Australian Livestock Holdings
Limited will make provision for Aborigi-
nal interests to obtain, without additional
cost to the Commonwealth, one or more
viable pastoral units equal in area to at
least 25 per cent of the Emanuel leases in
the Fitzroy Valley region.

That was the commitment made by the
company with which Exim had to comply-
which this Premier and this Government have
never made public and which for some reason
they want to keep a secret.

Leave granted to continue speech at a later
stage of the sitting.

Debate thus adjourned.

ARCHITECTS 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.

[Questions taken.]

MIDLAND SALEYARDS: SELECT
COMMITTEE

Council's Resolution

Message from the Council received and read
requesting concurrence in the following
resolution-

1. That a select committee be appointed
to inquire into and report on the sale,
closure, and future resiting of the Mid-
land Saleyards; particularly:

(I) The likely effects of the closure on
the Midland Regional Centre and,
generally, the Western Australian
rural community;

(2) The extent of consultation with
business and rural organisations
as to the effect on their members
who derive income from, or
utilise the services of the
Saleyards;

(3) Whether tenders were called to
enable pantics to express interest
as purchasers and the adequacy
and propriety of using the West-
ern Australian Development Cor-
poration as an agent for the sale
of the land in preference to other
realtors;

(4) The adequacy of the price
obtained for the site;

(5) The reasons for including the ad-
joining abattoirs; and whether or
not the sale of the abattoir is sev-
erable from that of the Saleyards;

(6) The effects of the closure on em-
ployment,

together with such other matters in-
cluding the involvement and dealings
of the Government and any instru-
mentality of the Government.

2. That the committee so appointed have
power to send for persons, papers and
records and the proceedings of the
committee during the hearing of evi-
dence be open to accredited represen-
tatives of the news media.

3. That the committee so appointed have
power to bring up interim reports and
report finally not later than Thursday,
July 24 1986.

4. That the Assembly be invited to ap-
point a like select committee with
power to confer with the committee
appointed in terms of this motion, and
in the event that the Assembly so ap-
points, the select committee of this
House have power to confer with that
of the Assembly.

Sitting suspended front 6.02 to 7. is p.mi.

BILLS (8): RETURNED
1.Constitution Amendment Bill.

2. Acts Amendment (Occupational
Health, Safety and Welfare) Bill.

1933



1934 [ASSEMBLY]

3. General Insurance Brokers and Agents
Act Repeal Bill.

4.
5.

Pearling Amendment Bill.
Land Amendment Bill.

6. Housing Loan Guarantee Amendment
Bill.

7. Western Australian Treasury Corpor-
ation Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment.

8. State Energy Commission Amendment
Bill.

Bill returned from the Council with
amendments.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMrIEE:
REFERRAL

Government Corporations' Transactidns:
Motion

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the
sitting.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [7.20 p.m.J: Prior
to the dinner suspension the Premier bit very
hard when I brought up the question about the
actual commitment made by this Government
in relation to the $6 million it received from
the Commonwealth Government. The Premier
knows only too well that I had just commenced
my comments on this subject and as I continue
he will realise that I have raised the matter in
order to put the record straight.

It is important for members to bear in mind
that it was only last November that the Premier
answered a question in this House and told
only half the story. Why did not the Premier
come out and tell us straight away what the
actual commitment was; that is, that the
Government had to provide 25 per cent of the
Emanuel leases to the Aborigines? That is the
point I wanted to pursue earlier, but I was in-
terrupted by questions without notice.

The Under Treasurer stressed that a commit-
ment was made with regard to the $6 million,'yet it is interesting that nowhere in the ac-
counts of Western Australian Livestock Hold-
ings, Exim Corporation or Western Australian
Government Holdings can I see that amount
shown as a contingent liability. They have a
responsibility as of today to give 25 per cent of
the Emanuel leases to the Aborigines. I will
repeat what I just said because I hope the
Premier will listen to it. Western Australian
Livestock Holdings has a responsibility-a
liability-as of today to give 25 per cent of the
Emanuel leases to the Aborigines.

Mr Brian Burke: Says who?

Mr COURT: That is what applies in relation
to that commitment. I know what the Premier
will say and I do not want to pre-empt it. The
reason it is stated "as of today" is that it owns
only the Emanuel leases and cannot give away
other land.

Mr Brian Burke: That is where yGU are
wrong.

Mr COURT: It. can buy land as of today. I
am talking about the commitment.

Mr Brian Burke: The commitment is to give
25 per cent of the Emanuel leases, but you do
not follow it.

Mr COURT: I know what the Premier is
saying, but the reference is to "one or more
pastoral units equal in area to at least 25 per
cent of the Emanuel leases in the Fitzroy Valley
region". We agree on that. I am saying that as
of today Exim owns only the Emanuel leases.

Mr Brian Burke: But that commitment does
not relate to them.

Mr COURT: It does relate to them. The
Under Treasurer has specifically said that the
money is available with this commitment at-
tached to it and that that commitment must be
met. WA Livestock Holdings has to meet that
commitment.

Mr Brian Burke: But it doesn't relate to the
Emanuel properties.

Mr COURT: From an accounting point of
view, as of today it relates to those properties
because they are the only leases that Exim has.
If the Federal Government said that Eximt had
to meet that commitment today, it would have
no choice but to meet the commitment using
the Emanuel leases. Alternatively, it could pur-
chase properties elsewhere, be given a property
by the Government or be given money by the
Government to go and buy a Property.

Mr Brian Burke: In other Words, you have
j ust answered the question. But if you go back
to 5 November 1985 and read through my
answer you would see that I said that the com-
mitment did not relate specifically to the
Emanuel leases.

Mr COURT: The Premier always advises me
to look at the accounts. I have gone through the
accounts of WA Livestock Holdings, Exim, and
WA Government Holdings and nowhere is it
mentioned that a commitment is attached to
the money.

Mr Brian Burke: If Exim decided tomorrow
to sell the Emanuel properties, it would still
have the commitment.
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Mr COURT: That is right.

Mr Brian Burke: Then the commitment
would not relate to the Emanuel properties,
because obviously Exim did not own them.

Mr COURT: That is exactly what I am say-
ing. That would be the case as of tomorrow. I
am talking about as of 30 June 1985, the last
date for which we have accounts. As of that
date there was a commitment attached to the
$6 million. It does not show up in the accounts.
That is the point that I am making. It could be
that that commitment would approximate $1
million. It is all very well to whack in $6
million. In the answer given by the Premier on
5 November 1985, he said it was a grant to
Exim. Certainly it was a grant to Exim, but a
commitment was attached to it. That commit-
ment has not shown up in the accounts and
that is the specific point I make. I want to know
why, for example, the auditors did not pick that
up because the accounts give the source of the
$6 million, but do not explain the commitment
attached to the money. That is of concern to
me because we have only those accounts to go
on.

Unless the Premier can tell me otherwise, it
seems to me that the $6 million has gone in,
but no contingent liability has been brought to
our notice with respect to that commitment. I
ask the Premier whether the Attorney Gjeneral,
who is responsible for corporate affairs in this
State, will investigate this matter to see
whether that is the case. The Premier is the one
who keeps telling me that Exim has to comply
with all company laws; he always refers me to
the annual reports and the annual accounts to
find the answers, even if those answers do not
appear for 12 months down the track. How-
ever, I have not been able to find any expla-
nation in the annual accounts and I would ap-
preciate an explanation. That is why I raised
this subject. Before the suspension of the sitting
for dinner, the Premier tried to imply that it
was not a matter of whether the 25 per cent of
leases had to come from a certain pant.

Mr Brian Burke: Let us not gloss over it.' The
point before dinner was the secrecy question.

Mr COURT: There is certainly secrecy. The
Premier has never mentioned the 25 per cent
figure. He has never raised that figure publicly.

Mr Hassell: Despite numerous questions
from the Opposition.

Mr Brian Burke: The question of the com-
mitment is in black and white in my answer to
the question.

Mr COURT: When we first asked the ques-
tion we asked whether there were any strings
attached to the $6 million and the answer we
got was "No". We received that one-word
answer originally. The Premier then decided
that he had better cover himself and gave that
expanded answer on 5 November. When he
answered that question he should have given
the full story. Taking the matter one step
further, I would like to know why the commit-
ment that must be met by Exirn, as made very
clear by the Under Treasurer, is not outlined in
Exim's accounts. The information we are given
on the different activities of Exim comes from
all sorts of people. It is not proper that we
should have to raise some of these matters in
this House. The public should know what is
happening in this respect. People have asked
the Opposition why we have not made a fuss
about these activities. We have had to explain
the difficulty we have in receiving information
through this Parliament about those activities.

A definite commitment is attached to the $6
million. This Government has played games
with the Aboriginal people. We have seen that
over the years. We have seen all the false prom-
ises made and the false hopes raised. The
Government has tried to put on a facade of
being the friend of the Aboriginal people, but it
has been a cynical exercise.

Mr Bridge: You fellows ought to talk.

Mr COURT: I will not have an argument
with the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, but I
think he will be very interested in what I am
about to say because the Government-owned
Exim is a body which, judging by the reports it
puts out, is a quite racist body. I would like to
give the Minister some quotes in that respect.

Mr Bridge: Never mind about Exim. You
were talking about the Government's approach
to Aborigines.

Mr COURT: Exim is a Government body, as
the Minister will agree. The Treasurer is a
shareholder.

A report put out earlier this year by WA
Livestock Holdings makes an important
statement as follows-

The crucial wording of course means
that Western Australian Livestock Hold-
ings is not obligated to fulfil this commit-
ment from the actual Emanuel leases
themselves.
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That is the point that the Premier was making.
To continue-

The publicly held view in the Kimberley,
in the absence of knowledge of the actual
agreement-

If I did not tell members tonight what the
actual agreement was the public would not
know.

Mr Laurance: It is secret.
Mr COURT: It is secret. To continue-

-is that Aboriginals are going to end up
with large tracts of Emmanuel country.
This belief remains as one major stum-
bling block to acceptance within the indus-
try of the Government's reconstruction
plans.

No self-respecting pastoralist (and this
includes the Western Australian livestock
management team) will give his support to
a project that may result in Aboriginals
ending up with a large part of the
Emmanuel leases. These leases are held to
be amongst the most productive leases in
Western Australia and of such vital im-
portance to the Kimberley pastoral indus-
try, that no chance can be taken with Abor-
iginal ownership on those stations.

Is that not an indictment upon those people?
Would the Minister not agree with that? He
does not agree with that sort of attitude. I cer-
tainly do not.

Mr Bridge: I did not say I support that.
Mr COURT: The report goes on-

Aboriginal interests already own two
stations in the immediate vicinity of the
Fitzroy Valley Emmanuel leases
(Noonkanbah and Millijiddie) both of
which turn off low cattle numbers from
what is described as some of the best cattle
country in the West Kimberley.

In question 430 I asked the Minister-
Will Louisa Downs and Bohemia Downs

be gifted to the Aboriginal people in the
Kimberleys?

The answer was, "No." I am sick of receiving
those sonts of answers, because I do not know
whether "No" means "Yes", because the report
goes on to say-

The negotiation of the agreement with
the Federal Government was done in the
anticipation of the W.A. Government be-
ing in control of the Alco properties. It has
always been the intention to use either
Louisa Downs or Bohemia Downs to

satisfy the Aboriginal content of the agree-
m ent.

In answer to a question I was told that was not
the case. The report continued-

For example, Louisa Downs with an
area of 388612 hectares easily satisfied the
25% requirement. Whilst there will still be
some condemnation of the Governiment
"giving" Louisa to Aboriginal interests,
the same "aura" does not attach to this
lease as it does with the Emmanuel lease.

If Western Australian Livestock Hold-
ings were able to fulfill its obligations to
the state in this way early in the pro-
gramme and then make a firm statement
that no more country other than small ex-
cisions was to be made to Aboriginal
interests, adverse industry reaction would
be minimised.

The Alco acquisition is clearly crucial in
this context. At the very least Louisa is
required to satisfy our obligations to the
Commonwealth, with a minimum of pol-
itical reaction. The adverse effects and pol-
itical consequences cannot be stressed
strongly enough of being forced to "gift"
part of the Emmanuel leases to Aboriginal
interests as a result of not being able to
acquire the Alco leases in the Fitzroy
Crossing.

Mr Bridge: What are you quoting from?

Mr COURT: This is an Exim report on the
properties.

Mr Brian Burke: Could you identify it, be-
cause I do not think I have seen it.

Mr COURT: It seems to be freely available.

Mr Brian Burke: What is it called?
Mr COURT: The Western Australian Live-

stock Holdings report earlier this year.
Mr Brian Burke: Who signed it?
Mr COURT: It is prepared by people from

Exim.
Mr Brian Burke: Can you tell me who?

Mr COURT: I am not going to tell the
Premier who.

Mr Bridge: It is important for me to know.
Mr COURT: The Honorary Minister can

find it because it is his business. Exim is a
Government company. The Honorary Minister
must not tell me he does not know what is
going on inside Exim.
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Mr Bridge: Just cut out-
Mr COURT: I am being accused of not

having my facts straight. I have my facts
straight in this matter.

Mr Bridge: All I said was that I would like to
know the basis of that document.

Mr COURT: The Minister can go to the
Government's business, Exim, and ask for the
report and it will be given to him.

Mr Bridge: All right, I will go to Exim.
Mr Laurance: You are not denying what he

said is right?
Mr Bridge: No-one is denying iL.
Mr COURT: The point I want to make is

chat it has an obligation to give 25 per cent of
that lease to the Aboriginal people.

Mr Brian Burke: I still say that is wrong; you
know it is wrong.

Mr COURT: From the accounting point of
view-

Mr Brian Burke: From the accounting point
of view you maintain that is the situation.

Mr COURT: Let me finish. The public re-
lations officer is here; I had better be careful
how I word what I say.

Mr Bradshaw: Our solicitors are outside.
Mr COURT: Am I a risk?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I thought the

member for Nedlands was handling himself
well until he had hlp from the backstage of the
Opposition. I would prefer to hear only the
member for Nedlands.

Mr Brian Burke: He is only a risk to himself.
Mr COURT: If the Government or Exim did

give the ALCCO leases, that is well and good,
and they should meet that commitment. But
that is not the situation at present. The Honor-
ary Minister assisting the Minister for Aborigi-
nal Affairs-I am glad he is listening to this
debate-is a pastoralist himself. He is obvi-
ously not aware of the proposals which have
been prepared by Exim. If he was aware of
what they were planning for Aboriginal
interests in that area he would be very con-
cerned, just as I was when I discovered this
information. He would not want his name at-
tached to that sort of activity. I certainly do
not, because it is quite anti-Aboriginal.

The other concern is that when one talks
about the gifting of Louisa Downs, that seems
to give the impression it is not the best station,
but it would meet the 25 per cent requirement.
The values can be bumped up a little to make it

look like a real gift to these people when that
commitment is made.

The next point concerns the reconstruction
up there, and complying with the TB eradi-
cation programme. By 1992, 1 think it is, all
cattle must be TB free, and if not the stations
concerned must go through a major destocking
program me.

In answer to question 424, when I asked if
there was TB in the cattle on some of those
stations, I received a detailed answer. Pant of
that answer was that there was no danger to
cattle in the southern pant of Western
Australia. That has turned out not to be the
case. If we had time tonight, later speakers
would have expressed concern about cattle
which were sent down to the southern areas
without going through the proper procedures.

The Government is now in the pastoral busi-
ness, through a subsidiary company set up to
help our export industries. I do not know how
it ended up with this deal. The figures in the
report show that on a cash basis in 1985 losses
amounted to $57 000. Sales amounted to
12 000 head of cattle at $127 a head, with a
sales value of approximately $2.4 million.
When one looks at the results for that year, the
office costs for Perth amounted to $320 000.

Mr Laurance: You mean $32 000?
Mr COURT: No, $320 000. In the 1986

Budget the figures go up to nearly 3400 000.
Mr Laurance: It must be a very big office.
Mr COURT: I will get to that point later. I

am told that Exim and WADC are now taking
over-

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying Mr Maher's
costs amount to that?

Mr COURT: The Premier must not be stu-
pid.

Mr Brian Burke: I thought that is what you
said.

Mr COURT: What I am saying-and the
member for Gascoyne would be interested in
this-is that I am told Exirn and WADC are
now taking on an additional three floors in the
CML Building, which will cost, with rent and
outgoings, some $600 000 a year.

Mr Laurance: They will use them for cattle
yards.

Mr COURT: That is the type of expense
which has been incurred in Exim's operations.
When one looks at the figures for May and
June 1985, one sees that in those two months
Exim put through nearly 5000 cattle. That is
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contained in the answer to a question which I
asked last week. Exim had a lot of cattle going
through during that time; so far this year some-
thing like 8 500 cattle went through and were
turned off. Those figures relate to May as the
June f igures are not yet available.

I am told-and it is just hearsay-that the
Premier was pretty keen for Exim to announce
some profit from its operations, and so Exim
put a number of cattle through in 1985. It is
interesting that the Premier and the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs have talked about how one can revalue
the stock prices. These have now gone up;, one
can make some good profit projections if one is
prepared to keep valuing one's stock up,
provided one is also prepared to value it down
when the time is right.

Mr Brian Burke: You have started off on the
wrong premise. I did not discuss prospective
profit figures with anyone. I know nothing
about prospective profit figures.

Mr COURT: Exim made a loss in its first
year of operations, and its budget projections
for 1986 also show a loss coming through.

Mr Brian Burke: Where does that take us?

Mr Hlassell: It takes us at least to the fact that
Exim ought to be accountable, which you have
refused all along to make it.

Mr COURT: When one looks at the increase
in Exim's budget for its Perth operations,
which is going up to nearly $400 000, one finds
that pant of the expense is particularly in the
area of consultants' fees and does not directly
relate to station operations; that is, costs
associated with input to Kimberley consulta-
tive meetings, preparation of reports, and so
on. Travel costs are also inflated because of
these activities. The increase in 1986 reflects
cost increases associated with the expansion of
office space, including rent, power, salary in-
creases-including the appointment of a full-
time accountant and office secretary-and
increased travel and accommodation
associated with travel between Perth and the
Kimberley.

I suppose if one is paying super high rents for
tenancy in the CML building and one has
people travelling to and from the Kimberleys,
these expenses could quite easily get out of
hand.

Mr Brian Burke: I would support the busi-
ness acumen of the people in Exim against
yours any day.

Mr COURT: Making money in the pastoral
industry is very hard. No-one would know that
better than the Honorary Minister assisting the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. One must have
a lean, mean machine; and in this particular
case I suggest the exact opposite is being put
into place. Certainly the Opposition would like
to see the pastoral industry put back into the
hands of the private sector. No-one would dis-
pute the need exists to upgrade and restructure
the Kimberley pastoral industry; no-one would
dispute the need for the tuberculosis eradi-
cation programme to be carried out on time;
and no-one could dispute that there needs to be
an upgrading of the herds. However, the exer-
cise goi ng o n at the moment i s c razy.

The Government has decided it is time to
have a go at running a cattle station. Once
again we have the old socialist attitude, "We
know best; we can see some quick profits to be
made here." When the Government actually
gets into the running of the cattle station, it will
find it is a different exercise altogether. It is
obvious from the Government's plans and
from the reports which are coming out that the
Government is hoping to pick up other leases.
The Government was hoping to be able, firstly,
to start off with the Emanuel properties; and
Exim was given $6 million to buy them. I
suggest that anyone would do well with the sort
of exercise which is going on. Any corporation
which is given the sort of quick start that Exim
received would want to do well.

The Opposition says to the Government: By
all means aim to upgrade and restructure the
Kimberley pastoral industry, but do it by
putting the necessary incentives in place for Lt
to be done by the private sector. If the Govern-
ment keeps going as it is, this will be a very
expensive exercise for the taxpayers of this
State. As the Premier implied in earlier com-
ments, if absentee owners have been a problem
in respect of neglect of properties and so on, I
suggest the Government insists on perform-
ance. However, if the Government does this
itself, it will cost the State and its taxpayers a
lot of money.

Mr Brian Burke: That is what the land tenure
study group recom mendatio ns were.

Mr COURT: The Government has made a
big mistake by trying to hide some of the activi-
ties of Exim because this fits hand in hand with
the concern that the public is now expressing
about what is happening in the granting of land
to Aborigines. We have seen the Premier go
through his land rights exercise, and now we
have a situation where the Government seems
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to be purchasing large amounts of land all over
the State. As Mr Beazley said at the national
conference, "Get off our backs; we have our
own way of granting land rights and if you let
us get on with it, we will get it done." I suggest
that the Government should bring the entire
thing out into the open so that everyone knows
what is happening.

I want to have an answer to my question
about the contingency liability in respect of the
$6 million given to Exim. For a start, I suggest
that members should not believe that it is usual
for a company which is meant to be operating
on a commercial basis simply to be given $6
million. I would have thought a great deal of
care would have been taken to ensure that the
money is properly accounted for because it is
drawn from taxpayers' funds.

The Opposition will give the Government
every support in revitalising the pastoral indus-
try in the Kimberleys-if the Government sells
off its pastoral interests to the private sector
with the strict requirement that they meet the
TB eradication programme and properly up-
grade the herds. If the Government does that, it
will get the full support of the Opposition. It is
not the Government's game to be involved in
the pastoral industry. The Government can lay
down rules and can provide the right climate,
but it should not be in there actually running
the industry.

Mr Bridge: The industry was on its knees
before we ventured into this scheme.

Mr COURT: I now raise a few points which I
believe the Honorary Minister assisting the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs would also sup-
port. However, before I do that, there are some
other areas of concern in respect of the pastoral
industry operations of the Government. I be-
lieve these should be discussed, although
unfortunately I will not have time tonight to do
so in great detail. However, one matter in par-
ticular, and one of which the Deputy Speaker
would be only too well aware, deals with a
small livestock exporter who put together a
proposal with Government assistance for the
exporting of live goats and other animals. The
concern this person has expressed was that
after going to a great deal of trouble and ex-
pense-not much money by governmental
terms, but by his terms it was-he had his ideas
pirated away in a rather unusual manner.

Mr Deputy Speaker, you would be only too
well aware of this particular problem, and at a
later stage of the sitting I will be able to raise
this matter in more detail; but I was concerned

to hear about the position of that exporter. It
boiled down to the fact that he thought he was
dealing with the Government in confidence,
whereas in actual fact there appeared to be a
leak in Ihe system. Consequently, this particu-
lar person missed out on that venture.

I am also concerned about the operations of
an abattoir in the Kimberleys and the avail-
ability of cattle to keep that abattoir viable.
This matter has been drawn to the attention of
Opposition members, and although the mem-
ber for Kimberley has left the Chamber, per-
haps he may be able to make some input in
respect of this matter. No-one would deny that
it is essential that an abattoir remain in the
Kimnberley area. We have seen the Wyndham
abattoir priced out of the marketplace in com-
petition with the south. In that case, many
added benefits had to be paid to attract people
to work there. This finally took its toll on the
abattoir, which was at a considerable cost dis-
advantage.

Broome is a pleasant place to live and work
in, and certainly many people in Perth would
like the opportunity to live there. Members will
not often hear me praising the Australasian
Meat Industry Employees Union after some of
its past activities, but its members gave up
some of their benefits on the condition that
those benefits, estimated at $300 000, were
used by the abattoir owners to better the cattle
prices so that the abattoir could compete
against the southern abattoirs. That is the sort
of cooperation we need in this country-some-
thing that will enable businesses like the
Broome abattoir to keep going.

The abattoir has expressed a concern to us,
and also I believe to the Honorary Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs and member for Kimberley,
that with Exim allowing Elders to build
saleyards at Gogo station, an auction system
has been introduced. The Broome abattoir is
concerned about the way Exim sells its cattle
and the effect of the throughput of cattle
through this operation.

The system previously in operation saw the
Emanuel people putting most of their product
through the Broome meatworks; they would
simply negotiate a set price with the abattoir
and the product would be put through there.
The Broome abattoir is now saying that its vi-
ability is in question because of the auction
system, which is causing a reduced number of
cattle coming through its operation. When the
abattoir purchases stock, they must be handled
in 24 hours. If 3 000 cattle are involved, the
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meatworks finds that it cannot handle that
number with its facilities.

The Broome abattoir has been able to get
through this year because it has been bringing
in cattle from the Northern Territory, but its
concern is that it will not have a regular
throughput of cattle to make its operation vi-
able.

I am passing on its concern to the member
for Kimberley because it does not want to see a
repeat of what happened at Wyndham. The
people are keen to make sure that the Broome
abattoir remains open.

Mr Grill: A whole lot of interests must be
satisfied up there. The owners of the
meatworks keep in fairly good contact with me.
I also keep in good contact with the Pastoralists
and Graziers Association, which very strongly
supports the system of auctions in that area
and also the idea of free competition. The PGA
has lobbied me quite strongly against
endeavouring to ensure that the turn-off from
the Exim stations is automatically sent through
the Broome meatworks.

Mr COURT: I am not arguing against the
auction system; I am expressing a concern
placed before the Opposition which relates to
the desire to have the Broome abattoir remain
viable.

The possibility exists that if all the Exim
cattle were to be sent away from the area, the
meatworks would be seriously damaged. The
meatworks is currently bringing in cattle from
the Northern Territory to help it stay in busi-
ness.

Mr Brian Burke: Would you order Exim to
put all the cattle through Broome?

Mr COURT: I am not ordering that; I am
indicating a concern expressed to the Oppo-
sition.

Mr Bridge: There was a time earlier in the
piece when fears were expressed about the like-
lihood of the Broome abattoir being in trouble
because of the sales occurring at Gogo. What
has happened since the sales began is that the
Broome abattoir has been able to compete; it
has had more than its fair share of cattle num-
bers made available to it. But the sales have
brought in operators wanting to buy cattle and
have stimulated the prices available to the pas-
toralists. It is a tremendous situation there
now. Broome is assured of saleable cattle and is
able to buy from the stations.

Mr COURT: It must be understood that
Exim is a Government operation. The point I
want to make now relates to transport. I know
Exini does not have to transport a great num-
ber of cattle because when the cattle are sold on
its properties the buyers have to make the
transport arrangements. However, apparently a
lot of Exim's work is done primarily by Perth-
based companies. The comment has been made
that the people in the area would like to see
some of the local livestock carriers from the
north get some of this work to help them meet
the overheads faced by them by their being
based in the north.

My last point highlights the fact that we are
dealing with a Government operation, because
the former Minister for Lands, who is now the
Chairman of the Pastoral Board, has received a
consultancy involving $15 000 a year to organ-
ise the export of Kimberley cattle to the
Malaysian State of Sarawak. That is a job for
the boys with this Government operation.

Mr Brian Burke: That is a bit unfair.
Mr COURT: I said at the beginning of my

speech that I felt sorry for the previous Minis-
ter for Lands when this exercise started because
he had no idea what was going on. The Premier
put him in the situation where the Minister did
not know what was going on with the pastoral
leases over which he had responsibility. In
answers to questions in Parliament he made it
clear that he did not know the Government had
bought the leases, yet he was the Minister re-
sponsible for the leases.

Another concern we have with Exim relates
to a business with which it became involved,
and I refer to Goldrock Investments Pty Ltd.
Someone in the private sector had a very good
idea for a product involving a special treatment
using a coating process where gold was used to
cover vanious stones. The people involved pre-
pared a range of jewellery which included the
use of low-grade Argyle diamonds.

it was a product range made specifically for
the lower end of the jewellery market. Those
people needed some investors, and Exim got
pretty excited about this proposal and came in
as an investor. In order to sell this particular
product overseas the company established a
representative in the United States. I was not
aware of the operations of this company be-
cause it is difficult for us to find out infor-
mation at the best of times, but I got a phone
call to my office from the mother of a former
employee who was having difficulty getting
paid for working for this company.
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When the whole story came out I was
staggered by what had taken place. This person
had gone to New York and set up facilities
from which to work, but in the end got thrown
out of her accommodation because the bailiff
was moving in; the bills were not paid. By the
time I got involved she was having trouble get-
ting her wages.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying this is a
subsidiary of Exim?

Mr COURT: It is Goldrock Investments.
Mr Brian Burke: That is not a subsidiary of

Exim.
Mr COURT: As of today it is not.
Mr Brian Burke: It never was.
Mr COURT: It was in the annual report.
Mr Brian Burke: You arc positive that

Goldrock Investments Pty Ltd is a subsidiary
of Exim?

Mr COURT: I hope it was because the
Premier has been answering questions about it.

Mr Brian Burke: I hope it was because your
motion depends on it.

Mr COURT: Question 422 to the Premier on
19 June asked-

(1) Has Exim Corporation sold its invest-
ment in Goidrock Investments?

(2) If "Yes", for what price and to whom?
The answer was as follows-

(1) Yet.
(2) $1 par shares for $1 each to Austcorp

Holdings Ltd.
Mr Brian Burke: That does not make it a

subsidiary; we could have an investment in
BHIP.

Mr COURT: If one owns 50 per cent of a
company it is certainly a subsidiary.

Mr Brian Burke: Not at all.
Mr COURT: Another question that was

asked-
Mr Brian Burke: Hang on, let us straighten

out this first.
Mr COURT: If the Premier says it is not a

subsidiary-
Mr Brian Burke: If you own 50 per cent of a

company it is a subsidiary of yours; is that what
you are saying?

Mr COURT: Yes, it is included in the ac-
counts.

Mr Hassell: That is the law.
Mr Brian Burke: It is not the law at all.

Mr COURT: I am not going to get involved
in an argument; I will say it is an investment.

Mr Brian Burke: Exactly right!
Mr COURT: What is the difference?
Mr Brian Burke: Your motion says it is a

subsidiary. Let me point something out to you:
RTZ owns 52 per cent of CRA but in no sense
is CRA a subsidiary of RTZ, and great fights
have been going on because of the different
policies being pursued by each board. There is
an important difference. Your cannot say that
because RTZ owns 52 per cent it is responsible
for whatever CR4 does. The member for
Nedlands is now right; he says it is an invest-
ment, but the motion says it is a subsidiary.

Mr COURT: My motion requests the Public
Accounts Committee to examine particular
transactions, if any, which have been, are be-
ing, or are planned in respect of the Western
Australian Exim Corporation Limited. We are
talking about Exim, and if it buys 50 per cent
of a company it is a transaction.

Mr Brian Burke: What does the motion say
after that? Be fair! You stopped in the middle
of a sentence.

Mr COURT: I think it is only right that I
read the whole of the motion. It states-

That this House refers to the Public Ac-
counts Committee the items appearing in
the Estimates of the General Loan Fund
1986 under Treasury, Advances to Sundry
Bodies, the proposal that $5 million be ad-
vanced to Western Australian Govern-
ment Holdings Limited. In making this
reference, this House requests the Public
Accounts Committee to examine particu-
larly transactions, if any, which have been,
are being or are planned in respect of the
Western Australian Exim Corporation
Limited and its subsidiaries Western
Australian Livestock and Food Limited
and Goldrock Investments Pty. Ltd.

If the Premier does not want to say it is a
subsidiary, I will say it is an investment. It does
not affect the motion at all. I am talking about
Exim's transactions. Why is the Premier being
so pedantic about it?

Mr Brian Burke: You were trying to blame us
a minute ago for the bailiff coming to some-
one 's flat; that is why. I back off knowledge of
the bailiff.

Mr COURT: If the Premier had bothered to
listen to me he would have heard me say that I
am not very wordied about what happened. All
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businesses have those sorts of problems. The
point I would like answered is why Exim
wanted to sell its shares, or sold its shares, in
this investment. What concerns me is that it
sold the shares.

Mr Brian Burke: Can I point out that Exim
has never owned more than 46 per cent of
Goidrock whatever it is?

Mr COURT: I do not care if it owns 10 per
cent or five per cent. I want to express the
concern I have that it sold the shares to people
connected with the senior management of
Exim.

Mr Brian Burke: That isjust not true at all.
Mr COURT: That is not true?
Mr Brian Burke: No, not at all. They sold the

shares to someone who had two or three years
ago been in business with someone who was
then working for Exim, so there was no connec-
tion.

Mr COURT: Is the Premier saying there is
no connection?

Mr Brian Burke: I am saying that by a period
of two years or so prior to the sale of the shares
to Austcorp, I am informed the connection be-
tween the senior Exim Coporation person and
the principal of Austcorp had been severed.

Mr COURT: Which person are you referring
to?

Mr Brian Burke: Brian Easton. I understand
he was in business with the purchaser two years
or so prior to that.

Mr COURT: That is correct. A group of
them were in Osborne Metal Industries, and
they were in a company called Austmark which
Brian Easton was in and I think he resigned as
director. I do not know whether he was a share-
holder. The same group in Austmark, except
for Easton, was in Austcorp.

Mr Brian Burke: I thought that was what you
were talking about.

Mr COURT: No, I believe there is another
connection between senior management in
Exim and Austcorp. It concerns me because I
want to know the answers. I have been asking
questions, but apparently I do not ask them in
enough detail. If I ask too many questions Ilam
told they cost $161 a throw. I want to find out
the facts. Does the Premier agree that the
shares were sold to people connected-

Mr Brian Burke: I would not have any idea.
If you go down and see the chairman of Exim
and raise the matter with him, he will surely
discuss it and give you the details. If you give

me the details I will tell you whether they are
right or wrong.

Mr COURT: All right. I have told the
Premier of one of my concerns. The other is
that Exim has lent the equivalent of $350 000
to the particular corporation. I find that
strange.

Mr Brian Burke: To whom?
Mr COURT: Austcorp.
Mr Brian Burke: I really do not know.
Mr COURT: Exim has a charge over

Austcorp, and I will give the Premier the de-
tails when I sit down. It seems to me very
strange that if Exim has an investment in a
company and sells it off, it should also lend the
company money or the equivalent. Exim
helped it finance the shares or whatever.

Those are the sorts of details I would like the
Premier to give the Opposition.

Mr Brian Burke: I do not have the details you
are referring to.

Mr MacKinnon: Exim lends money to
another company-

Mr Brian Burke: I understand you to say that
Exim has an interest in financing Goldrock In-
vestments.

Mr COURT: Exim has lent that company the
equivalent of $350000 and it has taken a
charge over Austcorp.

Mr Brian Burke: If what you are saying is
that Exim purchased an interest in Goidrock
Investments, it is not a strange thing to do.

Mr COURT: Why sell it?
Mr Brian Burke: Because it wanted to.
Mr COURT: I have questions on notice

which hopefully will result in the full details of
that transaction being released. This is the type
of thing about which the Opposition is con-
cerned and it wants the answers.

We all know about the first venture Exim
went into-the flower business.

Mr Brian Burke: There have been numerous
approaches from people asking us to resume
that concept.

Mr COURT: The concept of this Govern-
ment becoming involved in flowers and the ex-
port business associated with it is good, but it is
something the Government itself should not
do. It should be left with the private sector.
Western Australia has had many successful
flower growers and exporters and there will be
many more. However, the flower exercise
undertaken by Exim sums this up.
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Mr Grill: Are you saying that these people do
not want Government help?

Mr COURT: I am saying that the Govern-
ment should not become involved in the flower
business. It should give every assistance it can
to help the people concerned find export mar-
kets. The Gove~rnment will find that the suc-
cessful flower growers will not require the type
of assistance it thinks they will need.

Mr Grill: At the present time they are coming
to the Government requesting help to get into
overseas markets and they acknowledge they
do not have good chances of reaching their true
potential.

Mr COURT: The Government should give
the flower industry all the support it can. What
I am saying is that those people involved in the
flower industry had a good idea and, like many
other good ideas, Exim took over. I do not deny
that Exim comes up with very good ideas, but
its job should be to give its ideas to the private
sector in order to help it. It should not say,
"That looks like a good idea, let us get involved
in it".

Mr Grill: That is your philosophy.

Mr COURT: The Minister for Agriculture's
philosophy is that the Government should be-
come involved.

Mr Grill: The people in the flower industry
now acknowledge that they need help to get
into a whole range of overseas markets.

Mr COURT: Members of the Opposition
visited Merredin this week and are concerned
about Acremaster tractors. We are told that
Exim is involved in selling tractors from this
company overseas. However, the company has
found itself in a situation where an order it
held with a company in the Middle East has
been cancelled and, as a result, it now has be-
tween five and seven tractors for which it does
not have orders. The Opposition would like to
know more details about this matter and also
about what Western Australian Advisory Ser-
vice Inc is doing.

We know that the service has set up an office
in Hong Kong and its main aim is to try to
direct Asian money into Australia. Again, that
is a good concept, but because of the sensitivity
of the case it should have direct contact with
the Government. When the Government is say-
ing to people from overseas that if they give it
$500 000, in return for Australian citizenship
or whatever, it is important that they have di-
rect contact with the Government. However,

the Opposition would like to know more details
about that operation.

The motion before the House is asking that
the activities of Exirn be referred to the Public
Accounts Committee so that the questions the
Opposition is raising can be answered.

I understand that the Government is plan-
ning to make WAOPA a statutory authority. In
a way, I feel sorry for that company.

Mr Brian Burke: It is a very good body of
people.

Mr COURT: It is, but I do not think they
know what they are getting into especially when
they are not aware of some of the things
undertaken by Exim. The Premier says that
Exim and WAOPA will be combined and I ask
where it will leave WA Government Holdings
Limited.

Mr Brian Burke: It will have nothing to do
with WA Government Holdings Limited.

Mr COURT: If the Government does not get
rid of WA Government Holdings it will start
off all over again.

Mr Brian Burke: No, it has no intention of
doing that.

Mr COURT: The Government will keep WA
Government Holdings and merge Exim and all
its operations.

Mr Brian Burke: With WAOPA, and it will
give it a statutory basis which will make it ac-
countable and that, hopefully, will keep you
quiet.

Mr COURT: It will. As I said earlier, many
of the ideas that Exim and WAIJC come up
with are very good. However, the Opposition
does not agree that it should go one step further
and become involved in ventures or adven-
tures.

Mr Brian Burke: The Opposition spends its
time calling me a socialist and the Labor Party
spends its time calling me a Liberal.

Mr COURT: The main criticism of the Op-
position is that it is concerned about the lack of
accountability of Exim's operations and at the
secrecy which surrounds it. It has been only
tonight that the public has been made aware of
the commitment concerning the Emanuel
leases. I hope the Premier answers the ques-
tions I have raised, especially the question
about contingent liabilities. It is very important
that before Exim gets out of hand its operations
are referred to the Public Accounts Committee
for scrutiny. After all, it receives taxpayers'
money and we do not know what is going on.
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MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [8.19 p.m.]: I second the motion.
The motion is about a subject which has
been-

Mr Brian Burke: You realise these bodies are
outside the jurisdiction of the Public Accounts
Committee.

Mr Court: They receive funds through the
Parliament.

Mr Brian Burke: It is not even possible.
Mr HASSELL: What is not possible?
Mr Brian Burke: My advice is that the Public

Accounts Committee would exceed its juris-
diction if it looked at public companies. It does
not have the power to look at Boans or anyone
else.

Mr HASSELL: Neither it should. What we
should have the power to do is to have some
accountability in relation to this Government.

Mr Brian Burke: I say one thing for you-
you are consistent.

Mr HASSELL: I am.
Mr Brian Burke: And tenacious.
Mr HASSELL: The Premier came to this

Parliament and said he wanted the authority of
the Parliament to acquire Northern Mining
Corporation NL for the purpose of obtaining
an interest in a diamond mine in the
Kimberley. When Northern Mining had been
acquired and all the powers had been given to
the Government, the Government turned
around and convented Northern Mining into
WA Government Holdings and set out to use it
to create a State trading operation, which is
what Exim is.

The member for Nedlands, the shadow Min-
ister, has outlined in some detail the infor-
mation he has gathered about the operations of
Exim. A vast amount of information can be
gathered by making extensive inquiries and
studies, as we have done, to try to find out what
is going on with taxpayers' money. Only a few
months ago in this House the Government
granted $5 million to WA Government Hold-
ings as pant of the State Budget. No explanation
was given as to what the $5 million was for and
when we questioned the Government on that
point it refused to answer, just as the Premier
has consistently refused to answer the ques-
tions put by the Opposition about the oper-
ations of this company.

The Premier finally has the message that the
Opposition will not give up; it will not go away;
it will continue to ask questions and raise
issues about the operations of Government cor-

porat ions which spend taxpayers' money. If the
Government does not like it or it proves to be
commercially disadvantageous to the Govern-
ment corporation, that is too bad. Let it be
quite clear that the Opposition has no intention
of modifying its demand for information about
the spending of taxpayers' money on the basis
that our demands might happen to be commer-
cially embarrassing, when organisat ions, such
as WA Government Holdings and Exim, have
been created on the basis of misrepresentation
to Parliament.

There might be good officers in those organ-
isations and they may be engaged in worth-
while projects but while they are shrouded in
secrecy and dishonesty in the basis upon which
those projects are pursued, they will not have
credibility. I can only say to the Premier, to the
Government, and to the people concerned in
those organisations that for as long as they treat
the Parliament of this State with contempt in
relation to the use of taxpayers' money, that is
as long as we will continue pursuing the issue
and seeking to find out what is going on.

Our research shows that there is a vast net-
work of activity going on within Exim. Only a
few days ago I asked a question about Exim
and its relationship with Acremaster. The
answer was given in the last couple of days. So
it goes on with the different investments of one
kind or another in numerous areas.

The Premier suggests that it is not possible to
refer the activities of Exim to the Public Ac-
counts Committee. I would have thought it was
possible if the Parliament wanted to do it. If
there is some technical deficiency in this mo-
tion, it could be amended to allow this. If
necessary, the Standing Orders could be
changed. If the Government wanted these or-
ganisations to be subject to some measure of
accountability for the taxpayers' money, it
could be done. The reality is that the Govern-
ment does not want accountability. In fact, it
has deliberately pursued a policy of secrecy, of
avoiding questions and refusing to answer
them.

I want to mention a few of the operations we
have become aware of and I ask the Premier in
responding to this motion to let us know what,
in fact, Exim is doing, how it is investing our
money, and, in relation to each of those oper-
ations, why it is that the taxpayers of Western
Australia should become involved. Our infor-
mation is that at 30 June 1985 there were a
number of wholly-owned subsidiaries: WA
Livestock and Food Ltd. name subsequently
changed to WA Livestock Holdings Pty Ltd-
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the subsidiaries list of that group is also in
existence-WA Metal Industries Ltd. name
subsequently changed to Veroneous Nominees
Ltd; WA Investment Advisory Services; WA
China Trade Services Ltd, name changed to
WA Education Marketing Organisation Ltd;,
WA Extractors Ltd, WA Floral Enterprises Pty
Ltd and Benwest Ltd.

The profit recorded for the group at 30 June
1985 was $101 337. That was attributed to pas-
toral activities, $112 697, trading and general
activities, $50 365, a dividend of $50 000 was
paid and earnings carrried forward of $51 337.
After the annual general meeting of 25
November 1985 Exim's nominal share capital
was $2-5 million with WA Government Hold-
ings possessing two million shares and thus
confirming that the holding company owns 1OO
per cent of the issued shares of the capital.
Perhaps the Premier wilt suggest that it is not a
subsidiary.

Mr Brian Burke: There is no need to be
smart.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier was being smart
about subsidiaries and he said that if a
company owns 52 per cent of the shares it does
not make it a subsidiary.

Mr Brian Burke: That is true.
Mr HASSELL: I do not know whether the

Companies Act has been materially amended. I
have some memory of it, and it states that for
the purpose of this Act a corporation shall be
deemed to be a subsidiary of another corpor-
ation if that other corporation controls the
composition of the board of directors of the
first-mentioned corporation.

Mr Brian Burke: That is dead right.
Mr HASSELL: Is the Premier saying that

Exim never controlled the composition of the
board of directors of Goidrock?

Mr Brian Burke: Not only am I saying that
but also it never had more than 46 per cent of
Goidrock.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier said that a
company did not become a subsidiary because
it had 52 percent.

Mr Brian Burke: I said that CRA was not a
subsidiary of RTZ.

Mr HASSELL: The Companies Act further
provides that a company is a subsidiary if it
controls more than half the voting power in the
corporation and also if it holds more than half
the issued capital in the corporation. Those are
the provisions for a subsidiary and if a
company has more than 50 per cent it is a
subsidiary under the Companies Act, as I

understand it. The Premier's comment about
the company with 52 per cent not being a sub-
sidiary is simply not right.

Mr Brian Burke: I understand it is not cor-
rect that CR4 is a subsidiary of RTi but in any
case your member's assertion that 52 per cent
makes a company a subsidiary, on your own
enunciation is simply wrong.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier's understanding
of what a subsidiary is is clearly wrong.

Mr Court: The Premier was trying to imply
there was no connection between Exim and
Gold rock, but was not one of the senior execu-
tives of Exim the Managing Director of
Goldrock?

Mr Brian Burke: I do not know. You asked
me a question and I do not know the answer to
it. I point out that your motion was wrong.

Mr Court: My motion was not wrong.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Nedlands had a fairly good run.
Mr HASSELL: As we know, Exim went into

floral exports. It was to invest $700 000, it was
to have a 70 per cent share, and there was to be
a $1 million wildflower export company and
joint venture with $300 000 invested by
Waldeck Nurseries Pty Ltd to export cut
flowers to South-East Asia. That operation was
abandoned because people in the industry did
not want that kind of competition from a
Governiment-favoured body. In the course of
that operation there was considerable resent-
ment about the role of an officer, a Mr
Watkins, formerly of the Department of
Agriculture, who had been an adviser to the
industry but who became an appointee to the
joint venture with all that special knowledge,
including commercial knowledge, of the
potential competitors of WA Floral Exports.

That operation proved to be a disaster, to
such an extent that the Government-not WA
Floral Exports but the Governiment-ordered
them to get out of it. It was not a commercial
decision at all, but a political decision.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not right. Where is
the evidence of that?

Mr HASSELL: It was a decision made politi-
cally because of the pressure from the industry
in relation to what the Government was doing.

Mr Brian Burke: Where is the evidence?
Mr HASSELL: An announcement was made

by the Government itself in the House.
Mr Brian Burke: That is not correct at all.
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Mr HASSELL: Apart from any other an-
nouncement that might have been made, the
Government announced in the House that it
was getting out of the operation. The action
centred on Parliament, yet the Premier says,
"Where is the evidence of that?"

Mr Brian Burke: Where is the evidence of the
direction you are talking about?

Mr HASSELL: What is the Premier
suggesting?

Mr Brian Burke: 1 am suggesting that the
decision was made by the board of Exim. I was
informed of the decision and did not in any
way direct the board of Exim to make it.

Mr HASSELL: I never cease to be amazed at
the things which happen around this place
which, on the very face of them, and by the
sorts of circumstances, indicate the Govern-
ment's interests have been pursued in one way
or another; and then have this Premier repeat-
edly sit here and say he did not have anything
to do with it, he did not influence it, he did not
direct it, and he was simply informed of it. We
have heard it so many times but it still does not
bear the ring of truth.

If the Premier imagines that we believe or
are going to be convinced that he is not
influencing the activities of those corporations
of the Government, I tell him now that I do not
believe him. The Premier is influencing them.
Mr Horgan is influenced by his wishes in re-
lation to the operations of the Western
Australian Development Corporation-of
course he is. Because the Premier may not actu-
ally direct him, or ask him, or request him, or
speak to him about some particular decision,
that does not mean to say that the interests of
the Government are not being pursued.

Mr Brian Burke: You said, "at the direction
of the Government".

Mr HASSELL: 1 am saying that WA Floral
Exports came to an end because the Govern-
ment found the political going too hot.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not what you said a
minute ago.

Mr HASSELL: The game was too hot, and
the Government got out of it. The Government
announced it in this House. It was also
announced elsewhere-I remember the an-
nouncement being made in some other place as
well-but the Government announced it in this
House when the decision was made to get out.

What is the Premier trying to say? Is he try-
ing to say all these things are not happening?
What is he really doing? Why do we have the
Western Australian Development Corporation,

with the most extraordinary and extensive
powers to invest the taxpayers' money in busi-
ness? The Government took the shell of North-
ern Mining Corporation NL and turned it into
Western Australian Government Holdings, and
under that corporation set up a company called
Exim. Exim established a number of
subsidiaries and operations, and all these ac-
tivities now go on.

What is the Government doing with the tax-
payers' money, or what is it trying to do with
it? Why is the Government of this State
involved in Western Australian Livestock and
Food Pty Ltd? Is there some deficiency in the
capacity Of private enterprise in this State to
deal with livestock and food? Is there same
reason for us to be taxed in this State to invest
in these sorts of operations?

Then the Premier says that the Government
will not answer questions because they are
commercial considerations. There is no ac-
countability to the Parliament. The legislation
was set up on the basis of a trick without any
explanation, and then we are asked to believe
that all those things are operating completely
independently.

Mr Speaker, I ask you to look at the credi-
bility of a Government which tries to say that
its operation in relation to the Kimberley pas-
toral properties is an independent commercial
operation. Clearly it is not. Apart from any-
thing else, what independent, commercial oper-
ation would enter into a secret deal with the
Commonwealth to hand over a proportion of
the land to Aboriginal groups? That is not part
of a normal, commercial operation, and it is
not something that has been carried out inde-
pendently of Government.

I do not care what the Premier says tonight
in this House about how he answered a ques-
tion. The fact is that the member for Vasse
asked question after question, week after week,
to find out what was going on, and this
Government consistently denied that it had
any arrangement with the Commonwealth in
relation to those lands and that $6 million. It
had an arrangement all right, just as it has an
arrangement that it will not now disclose about
Aboriginal land rights. I cannot get the ques-
tions answered by the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs about what deal has been done with the
Commonwealth. It is like drawing teeth to try
to find out what is going on. There has never
been a proper announcement by this Govern-
ment in relation to Aboriginal land rights in
this State. The same situation now applies to
those questions as applied when the deal was
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first done about the Kimberley pastoral proper-
ties.

Mr Brian Burke: It is the same story all over
again. I get into trouble from you for giving
them, and into trouble from the rest of the
Labor Party for not giving themn.

Mr HASSELL: I am not interested in what
happens to the Premier in relation to the Labor
Party. I am interested only in the interests of
Western Australia.

It is in the interests of Western Australia that
we do not have land rights. Indeed, that is what
the Premier purported and represented to the
Western Australian people, but the other day I
saw his colleague, Mr Kim Beazley junior,
twice say at the Labor Party's national conven-
tion that Western Australia should be left to
carry out its land ights arrangements in a way
that suited Western Australia and the people of
this State- It is quite clear from the way he was
speaking that, as far as he was concerned, West-
ern Australia has land rights and is getting
more.

The SPEAKER: I would be very interested to
see the Leader of the Opposition relate this to
the motion before the Chair.

Mr HASSELL: It is related to the motion
before the Chair, to the extent that there is a
continuing difficulty in getting accountability
and answers from this Government; and that
applies to Exim, to WADC, and to WA
Government Holdings.

Mr Brian Burke: I think WADC answered
your questions reasonably fully.

Mr Court: We asked what companies they
had investments in, and were told to look at
last year's annual report. That is 12 months
old. It is ridiculous!

Mr HASSELL: We asked how much was paid
to Mr Keith Gale who was involved Exim and
we were advised that that information could
not be made available. We have asked numer-
ous questions about what these different people
are being paid. The member for Nedlands re-
ferred to the enormity of those figures. I have
been given information that Exim, in preparing
its first accounts in relation to the livestock
operation, loaded up the accounts in respect of
capital items to make the profit figure look
good.

Mr Brian Burke: The member for Nedlands
said I told them to.

Mr HASSELL: Those sort of things are going
on behind a cloak of secrecy. We are not satis-
fled that the taxpayers' money ought to be
spent in this way or that it is being spent prop-

erl y. We do n ot know what is go ing on. I woul d
like to know about the way in which the oper-
ations in the Kimberley are currently being
managed.

I understand an employee of the livestock
operation lives in Broome and travels 10 days
at a time between that town and Perth. That is
how he lives and operates. What kind of over-
head is being incurred in that operation? Apart
from the pastoral leases which have been re-
ferred to tonight and the general operations of
Western Australian Livestock and Food, I have
a record of a joint venture with Exim and
Kimeul Pty Ltd who were involved in a joint
venture to build a pilot plant for the pro-
duction of artemnious shrimp. The annual pro-
duction capacity is expected to be 50 ton nes
and it is worth $ 14 000 a ton ne. Exim provided
the stan-up capital and management expertise,
and holds a minority share in the project. It has
assessed markets in the United States, Asia,
and Europe.

I refer to the Thailand building venture and
the Western Australian consortium. Exim,
Multiplex Construction Pty Ltd, and builder,
Jack Newton, are involved in a $30 million
contract which is a 50 per cent joint venture
with a Thai company, Noutha Nakon.

Mr Brian Burke: Those details were in the
paper, were they not?

Mr HASSELL: They may well have been.
Mr Brian Burke: It was not meant to be a

secret.
Mr HASSELL: I did not say it was. Why are

the taxpayers of Western Austalia involved
with Multiplex and Jack Newton in a building
operation in Thailand?)

Mr Brian Burke: Why are the taxpayers
involved with the R&I Bank? I don't know!

Mr MASS ELL: The Treasurer perhaps does
not know. He is only the Treasurer! At least the
R & I Bank operates in Western Australia.

Mr Brian Burke: It also operates in London
and Hong Kong.

Mr HASSELL: I refer to the Aboriginal
Enterprise Company which invests in ventures
where Aborigines have shown enterprise. It is a
self-help scheme taking equity in a venture,
tendering the capital, and then repaying it from
the proceeds of the success of the business. The
sch eme is cha ired by Lord McAlIp ine.

The first two grants have been approved to
an Aborigine involved in fishing in Shark Bay
and an Aborigine involved with a grader and
earth moving venture in the south-west. Investi-
gations of other ventures are taking place; for
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example, marketing of Aboriginal artifacts and
art. I do not know whether that has anything to
do with what the Minister announced when he
visited Broome not long ago in relation to the
development of an Aboriginal tourist complex.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you think that is a good
idea?

Mr HASSELL: It is if it is commercially
sound, I asked the Minister a series of ques-
lions and I received no answers. I asked who
did the feasibility study and what was the pro-
jected profitability. The Minister advised me
that none of those things existed or
alternatively that they would not be revealed
because they were commercially confidential.
It is the usual story!

Mr Brian Burke: Are you critical because
they don't exist, or that they do exist and he
won't tell you?

Mr HASSELL: I have three minutes left and
I have hardly begun. I do not suppose the
Treasurer would be prepared to move to extend
my time.

Mr Brian Burke: I do not think I could cope.
Mr HASSELL: I asked about Mr Ron Smith

who was employed by Exim. He came here
from the United States. The Tresurer refused
to answer questions about what he was being
paid. I understand he was paid $90 an hour for
16 months.

Mr Brian Burke: $90 an hour for every hour
in the 16 months?

Mr HASSELL: No. I have been told on more
than one occasion that Mr Keith Gale lived at
the expense of the Government in a suite in the
Parmnelia-l-ilton for quite a period of time.
Those questions ought to be answered. I think
the Government is answerable when one talks
about a Government corporation spending tax-
payers' money-not Government money.

I asked a question about what Mr Ron Smith
had been paid and I received an answer filled
with detail of his supposed achievements, most
of which were a recitation of the commercial
decisions of commercial airlines.

Mr Brian Burke: Did you not ask what he
achieved?

Mr HASSELL: I did. I asked how much he
had been paid. It is on the public record what
members of this Parliament, senior civil ser-
vants, and many other people are paid, but the
answer to a legitimate question about the way
the Government is spending money through
these corporations is kept secret. The Govern-

mnent then wonders why the Opposition keeps
asking questions about what is going on.

Mr Brian Burke: We are sending out the
latest deal that Exiin is involved in to the mem-
ber for Nedlands. This should keep you quiet
forever.

Mr HASSELL: We will be interested to see it.
It gives the Treasurer some relief and amuse-
ment from being questioned in Parliament. I
know how he hates answering questions.

Exim is to set up its own warehouse show-
room in Japan to market Western Australian
products. What is that about? Mr Keith Gale
moved on from Exim to Catt Furniture Ply
Ltd. Exim is to sell Telecom services and exper-
tise in the Middle East. This report goes on and
on. The answers from the Government are nil.
If the Government wants any of these ventures
to succeed it might consider, if this motion is
out of order, what is an appropriate way to
make both Exim and the WADC accountable
for the taxpayers' money in this State.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[8.47 p.m.): The motion as moved by the mem-
ber for Nedlands is defective in that 1 am ad-
vised that, firstly, the Public Accounts Com-
mittee does not have the jurisdiction that
would be required for it to carry out that which
is asked of it by the motion. Secondly, it is clear
that the member for Nedlands' motion is defec-
tive in that it refers to a non-existent subsidiary
of Exim Corporation which it lists as Goidrock
Investments Pty Ltd. It is quite clear from the
outset that the motion cannot be carried in its
present form. It is incapable of being
implemented and really does not make the
sense that would be required of it for it to be
carried.

In any case, the Government would not
support the motion, because it does not agree
with those things which have been said in sup-
port of it, and we point to one most telling
statement made by the Leader of the Oppo-
sit ion who really gave the game away when, in
supporting the motion, he said that regardless
of the commercial damage that may be suffered
by Exim or any of the investments that it
makes, the Oppositon in tends to pursue the
activities of the Exim Corporation in the future
with the vigour it has boastfully pursued Exim
to date.

Mr Hassell: Until you make it accountable.
Don't tell half the story.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I inform the Oppo-
sition that regardless of its activities the West-
ern Australian Development Corporation,
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which for so long was the whipping boy of the
Opposition, is now very highly regarded and is
widely thought to be one of the better initiat-
ives of the present Government's economic
programme.

Mr Court: Why did you tell me they invested
only half the State Treasury surplus when in
answer to a question you indicated it was
approximately SO per cent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I also inform the
House, particularly the Opposition, that in the
case of Exim Corporation the calibre of people
involved is of such a high standing that Exim is
rightly assuming the same stature within the
public and certainly business minds of the
community as WADC has achieved. It is clear
that the efforts of the Opposition are simply
proving to be very unsuccessful when they try
to denigrate the characters of people involved,
and certainly the characters of the organisation.

Before the member leaves the House, 1 will
answer the point he raised about the invest-
ment of public moneys when I indicated to him
that I was under the impression that all the
public moneys of the State were not invested by
the WADC's money market operation; I
indicated then that off the top of my head, I did
not know the proportions. I think I said it was
something like 70:30 or perhaps 50:50, as the
member suggested. I do not recall, but in any
case a substantial part of the State's funds is
not invested by the WADC's money market
operation.

Mr Court: In answer to your question, it was
the exact opposite. There was $500 million and
WADC invested $400 million on average.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think I said 30 per
cent was not invested by WADC and 70 per
cent was.

Mr Court: No, you said WADC got one-third
to one-half.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, I think the reverse
is what I said. In any case, off the top of my
head, I said WADC did not get it all.

Mr Court: It gets 80 per cent of it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It might get 80 per cent

of it. I think I said it got 70 per cent. I said at
the time I would stand corrected because it was
in the middle of a debate and I did not have the
opportunity to refer to any advice or to obtain
the necessary details. The thrust of the mem-
ber's comment was whether the WADC got all
the money. That is really what the comment
was about.

Mr Court: The sum of $400 million is a lot of
money, isn't it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, it is. It is $400
million. The Leader of the Opposition made it
perfectly clear that the Opposition's mission is
to destroy Exim and *the WADC because it-

Mr Hassell: Don't tell untruths.
Mr Rushton: To get some answers in regard

to what is going on.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -does not believe that

the two organisations are as accountable as
they should be, and on that basis, regardless of
the commercial disadvantage caused to them,
the Opposition intends to continue to pursue
those two organisations; I accept that. I also
accept the fundamental divergence in philos-
ophy and I know that the Opposition believes
that the Government cannot finance, or be
involved in, any profit making venture, only in
loss makers, and that somehow or other only
the private sector is capable of carrying out full
business operations.

Despite the example of the R & I Bank, the
SGIO, and other Government-owned insti-
tutions like the Commonwealth Bank, the Op-
position clings to that belief. I do not believe it
is the case and I am immensely proud of the
WADC, of Exim, and of the people employed
by those organisations. If tonight's effort is the
best the Opposition can mount in its criticism
of Exim, it has mounted a pretty poor old ef-
fort, founded as it is on a wrong-headed motion
which presumes powers that the Public Ac-
counts Committee does not have and then as-
signs suit to a certain public company called
Gold rock' Invest ments as a subsidiary of Exini,
which it is not, and of which the basis is in-
secure; and the Opposition's arguments are
even weaker than that.

Let us look at some of the Opposition's argu-
ments. Firstly, let us consider the secret corn-
mitment! We heard the member for Ned lands
say that I am repealing a secret commitment to
provide a certain amount of land to Aboriginal
people as a result of the injection of Common-
wealth funds into the purchase of the Emanuel
properties. I pointed out to him that on 5
November last year I said that I wanted to
make it perfectly clear that the State's position
was finalised by a letter in June when I wrote to
the Commonwealth confirming that provision
would be made for Aboriginal interests in the
excision within the Fitzroy Valley region, one
of the more viable pastoral units, without ad-
ditional access to the Commonwealth. I clari-
fied that point by referring to the question the
member for Nedlands had used and referred to
in his own speech.

Mr Court: Let's get the facts right.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member would
let me finish, I will then give him a chance. I
outlined the Government's commitment on
Tuesday, 5 November 1985.

Mr Court: You did not mention-
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I know, and I will get to

that matter in a moment. Next thing, the mem-
ber for Nedlands jumped to his feet and said,
"is it true that you said in that answer that 25
per cent of the Emanuel properties would be
handed over to Aboriginal interests?" I said
that I did not know, because that was the case.
If members read on-I did not bother to do so
during question time-they would see that I
said that the commitment did not refer specifi-
cally to the Emanuel lease, but that it was a
general one referring to the whole region.

Mr Court: I never said they did, and I think I
explained it. I took an hour to explain it. I was
halfway through my speech, and when we
resumed after the dinner suspension I made the
point that I wanted to get the matter of the 25
per cent on the record because when the $6
million went from the Federal Government to
the State Government to Exim, a commitment
was clearly attached to it. The point I made-
and the Premier should understand this-is
that nowhere in the accounts of WA Govern-
ment Holdings Ltd does that commitment ap-
pear.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand that, and
we will get to that matter in a moment. The
member cannot avoid the challenge of trying to
reverse it.

Mr Court: I was halfway through my speech
when question time occurred; the Speaker
made that point very clearly.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In question time the
member for Nedlands stood up and said, "Did
you say 25 per cent of the Emanuel proper-
ties?"

Mr Court: Because you were trying to mis-
lead the House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member said,
"Did you say that 25 per cent of the Emauel
properties would be handed over to Aboriginal
interests?" The member said, "Emanuel
properties".

Mr Laurance: You are splitting hairs. It is an
amount equal to that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can understand that
point of view, but he did not say that.

Mr Count: I spelt it out in detail in my
speech. As the Speaker rightly pointed out, I
could not debate the subject during question
time, so I debated it in detail when the time
was opportune.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: So we have now estab-
lished that the secret commitment was
announced in November 198 5-

Mr Court: It was not announced then.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -but it was not in re-

spect of the Emanuel lease, except in the
contorted logic of the member for Nedlands-l
will refer to that in a moment. It did not refer
specifically to the Emanuel leases but to the
whole restructured region and, as I previously
pointed out, it was always the intention of the
restructuring that we would include those parts
of the ALCCO lease which were viable.

Mr Laura nce: It seemed to be a viable pas-
toral unit, but the ALCCO lease was forfeited
beccause it was not viable.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That does not mean the
land is not capable of becoming viable before it
is handed over, after it is restructured and
redeveloped. A lot of money has been put into
the area.

The point I make about the whole Kimberley
pastoral reserve is the one the member for
Kimberley made on numerous occasions by
way of interjection. For the first time in the
history of this State's pastoral industry, the
Government has been prepared to take on a
declining and exploited part of the State's econ-
omy and attempt to render it viable, to attempt
to pump in the money which is necessary to
make it viable, and to set the scene in terms of
tenure and conditions of pastoral lease holding
that will make it possible for the private sector
to be involved and to invest in that pastoral
industry.

Not until this Government came to power
did any Government set about looking at the
pastoral industry, finding out what was
happening with the system of tenure, and ap-
pointing a committee headed by Max
Cameron. The committee has now completed
its work and its recommendations will form the
basis of legislation that we hope to introduce
into the Parliament, and it will effectively
mean that the pastoral industry in the
Kim berley can assume the importance and
benefit to this State that it promises and has
promised for so long.

Let us not sing the praises of the private
sector too loudly when it has been the private
sector which, through overstocking and
through deliberate absentee landlord practices
that involved the degradation of the industry,
has rendered the industry much less able to
deliver the potential it possesses. It has not
been the Government's fault. If it has, it has
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been omission, not commission, that has seen
the pastoral industry of the Kimberley decline
to a part of its true value.

For the first time, through the efforts of the
Exim Corporation, the State Government has
commissioned and completed a land tenure
study that will lay the foundation for a
flourishing pastoral industry in the future. All
we hear from the Opposition is a series of carp-
ing criticisms related to absolutely non-com-
mercial and non-private sector practices such
as the support that it would, by implication,
give in an uncommercial sense to the Broome
meatworks. We do not want to see the Broomne
meatworks collapse either. We want to see suf-
ficient throughput to ensure its Profitability.

On the one hand, the Opposition wants the
Government to be the trough in which the pri-
vate sector sticks its snout whenever it wants
and, on the other hand, it wants the Govern-
ment to keep away from any decision that it
will make on a profitable venture for the tax-
payer. We are not prepared to capitalise on
losses for the private sector. That is the differ-
ence between us. We believe that the Govern-
ment should be treated fairly when it comes to
the possible parts of the Government's assets
that can be maximised in their value before
they are sold off to the private sector. The Op-
position should make no mistake: Exim intends
to restructure and to sell off, probably more
quickly than the Opposition realises, those
stations in the Kimberley. Some Opposition
members will end up with a lot of egg on their
faces when they see the sorts of arrangements
that the private sector is entering into with
Exirn to make sure that both the private sector
and the public of this State benefit to the maxi-
mum possible extent by the restructuring of the
Kimberley pastoral industry.

Leaving that aside, I would expect that Exim
will make profits on some business investments
and losses on others, in the same way as any
other private sector organisation. will make
profits and losses.

Let us look at the inherent worth of a
Government that is prepared to undertake the
restructuring of the Kimberley pastoral indus-
try in the way we have been prepared to under-
take it. The Opposition, when in Government,
would have been prepared to sell the Emanuel
stations to anyone who wanted to buy them
provided they were private enterprise people
and whether they lived in another company,
another State, or another part of this State.

While the Opposition complains about the
Exim Corporation arranging auctions of its
cattle on its property, it did not complain about

Mr Green shipping cattle down from the north-
west and depriving the killing facilities in the
nort h-west of the benefit of those cattle. It is
one rule for the Opposition and the private
sector and another rule for the public sector.
The rule for the public sector is to make sure
that public enterprises always look bad and
never make a profit. In that way, all of the
Opposition's private sector mates will be able
to get their share of what is going on. We will
manage public assets properly and maximise
their return.

Even if one dismisses that argument, one
cannot dismiss the argument that, for many
years, the Opposition presided over a
disintegrating, overcapitalised Kimberley pas-
toral industry and the ravages of the Kimberley
by private, absentee in many cases, pastoral
leaseholders. They did nothing to change the
tenure or the leasehold conditions and make
the profitability of the Kimberley more predict-
able.

The Opposition now carps and criticises
when, in the first three years of our period of
Government, we get off our backsides and try
to do something for the industry.

Mr Spriggs: And bankrupt the State in turn.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The only thing we have

done wrong is to pay the member for Darling
Range's salary. We are culpable for doing that.

This is something that really sticks in the
throats of members opposite. It is not as
though the pastoral industry in the Kimberley
was on a high or as though it was lolling in
profitability. It had been degraded-the mem-
ber for Moore is nodding his head. It was de-
graded and it needed work done.

Mr Hassell: When are you going to mention
Goidrock?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will get onto that
next.

Max Cameron's committee report has been
completed and the recommendations are now
being acted upon. Why does the Leader of the
Opposition want me to get onto Goldrock?
Does he not want me to talk about Kimberley
stations? I will spend much time on everything
he mentioned. I would have thought that he
would want me to answer the questions.

Mr Hassell: The issue is one of account-
ability, and that is what the motion is about.

M r Crane: Is that report available?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, I am sure it is

available to the public.
Mr Court: You have been talking for half an

hour and have not answered any of the queries
I raised.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought I had done a
pretty good job.

Mr Hassell: This is your usual treatment of
the Opposition; rant and rave about your poli-
cies and ignore the issues that have been raised.
You misrepresent the Opposition's position.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am really starting to
doubt the Leader of the Opposition's fondness
for me.

Mr Court: Pretend you are Jerry Hand and
give us a performance.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Jerry Hand is not as
thick as that. There is a lot wrong with Jerry
Hand, but the one thing he is not is unintelli-
gent.

Mr Court: Answer the questions.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Nedlands does not know what he wants me to
do. I will do them all.

We are proud of the record that we think we
have built up on the basis of the restructuring
of the pastoral industry, firstly, but secondly,
on the basis of the involvement of Exim with
the plan to restructure the industry to ensure
that, as far as possible, we admit to ownership
of stations or pastoral leases those people who
are best able to occupy and to own the leases in
the Kimberley and run them as owner-man-
agers. We do not agree-I am sure as time
passes that the Opposition will realise-that a
multi-million dollar status is essential before
anyone can buy a station or interest in a station
in the Kimberley.

It is true that, in some cases, very wealthy
people will be required to Purchase stations or
interests in stations. However, there are ways
in which managers can be admitted to owner-
ship and ways in which sharefarmer or trust
techniques can be applied to lever into owner-
ship managers or other people who would not
normally be seen-

Mr Court: I do not need to see how it will be
financed;, you will still need $1 million.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think we will.
Mr Court: I don't care if you have to set up a

trust technique to lever in owner-managers.
Unfortunately, a lot of farmers have gone broke
in the last few years because they were lent too
much money and cannot afford your interest
rates.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: They are not mine-
Mr Court: They are the Labor Government's

interest rates.

Mr Hassell: And you have supported their
policies. It is your typical technique to support
the Government in Canberra, and you have
supported everything that has been done.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have argued with it
more than the Leader of the Opposition ever
did, and more sensibly.

Mr H-assell: You supported the tax package,
the accord, and everything else.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I said at the start that
we thought option C provided some sort of
reasonable framework, but all the member's
good Liberal mates, all his private sector gurus
were stood up one after the other-

Mr Court: It's the Opposition's fault now, is
it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is partly. It said that
they did not want a broadly-based consump-
tion tax.

Mr MacKinnon: You're like Simon Crean.
He still believes that it is the fault of business
that Australia is going down the economic
gurgler.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As the heir of Malcolm
Fraser, I would not boast about anything if I
were the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The
only thing we did not lose when Malcolm
Fraser was Prime Minister was Australia Past,
and that looked in doubt.

Mr Court: He has started to look good,
compared with your Prime Minister.

Mr BRIAN BURKIE: The member should be
very careful because his leader has said that
Malcolm Fraser was as bad as Cough Whitlam.
He has been reported in the papers as having
said that. 1 was here when he blamed Gough
Whitlam for the burning of the Hindenberg.
That was just one glancing thing that he was
allegedly responsible for. The Leader of the Op-
position was on the public record only a couple
of months ago as saying that he had thought
that Gough Whitlam was the worst Prime Min-
ister he had ever known but he now thought
Malcolm Fraser might have been. I ask the
Leader of the Opposition whether that is what
he said.

Mr Hassell: I know what I said.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-

position might have a challenger behind him,
but right beside him he has a difference of
opinion, at least.

Mr Rushton: You be careful about what you
have over there.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We have a fine body of
people on this side.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I have an enormous
amount of confidence in the Premier's ability
to say anything in this House, and I know he
will relate the remarks he is making to the Bill.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will, Mr Speaker. It is
not easy to do that, but I have tried.

Mr Rushton: You have never done it before.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Dale

had better not start.
I have tried to demonstrate that in the matter

of Exim Corporation's involvement in the
Kimberley restructuring, nothing but good will
come of that restructuring. In a short time the
profitability of that involvement may not be
seen. It may be a question of the recovery of
the investment and it may be a question of a
better pastoral industry without the accrual to
the public of a return in dollar terms, but I
think there will be a profit from that invest-
ment and that it will be profitable to the State's
economy in other respects. As I said, clearly
demonstrated is the fact that the member for
Nedlands was quite wrong when he tried to
claim secrecy about the commitment that was
so publicly declared on 5 November 1985, as
he was wrong in framing the motion in the way
in which he framed it, assuming that the Public
Accounts Committee had the jurisdiction to
look at these things.

Mr Court: They do.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am informed that the

Public Accounts Committee cannot look at a
public company and cannot investigate public
companies in the way that this motion asks it
to do. I do not know; I have only had that
advice given to me-perhaps it is wrong.

Mr MacKinnon: Who gave you the advice?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will not tell the mem-

ber who gave me the advice.
Mr MacKinnon: Why not?
Mr BRIAN BRUKE: Because I do not think

it is any of the member's business.
Mr MacKinnon: You could have walked

outside and asked Bill Smith what his opinion
was. Surely the qualifications of the person
who gave you the information are relevant.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will just say that I did
not walk outside and ask Bill Smith.

Mr MacKinnon: Was it Crown Law? Was it
Vince Shervington?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, it was not Vince
Shervington, although he is a damn sight
brighter than the mob opposite.
(52)

The SPEAKER: Order! Can we leave this
question and answer section until tomorrow at
5.30 p.m.?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Itis certainly wrong to
say, as the motion pretends, that Goidrock In-
vestments Pty Ltd is a subsidiary of Exim. That
brings me to Goidrock Investments Pty Ltd. I
had a great deal of difficulty in trying to follow
what the member for Nedlands was saying. It
seemed to boil down to two things. In the first
instance, it seemed to boil down to the member
for Nedlands' claiming that because someone
was having difficulty in maintaining residence
in a particular flat and in obtaining pay for
services rendered, Exim was somehow or other
culpable and that culpability seemed to-

Mr Court: I didn't say that. I said that's how
that company's operations were brought to my
attention. If you had listened to what I had said
you would know that. I just said that that was
how the matter was brought to my attention. I
then started making some inquiries about this
company. I did not realise Exim had that in-
volvement.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Then it seemed to me
that the implication was that there was some-
thing amiss because Exim had this involvement
in this company which was one of its
subsidiaries and which caused the bailiffs to
come around and visit someone or someone's
rent not being paid. I now understand that the
member for Nedlands is not saying that.

Mr Court: If you want me to table all the
sordid details, I would be only too happy to do
so. However, I do not want to do that. It is not
the way I operate.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case, all I am
saying is that I am told that Exim has never
owned more than 46 per cent of Goidrock In-
vestments Pty Ltd.

Mr Court: But it has run it. It has been re-
sponsible for running it. Now get the facts
right.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case, I am not
aware of the Exim Corporation owning more
than 46 per cent of Goldrock Investments Pty
Ltd. It may be, but I do not know that it is, that
what the member for Nediands says is correct
and Exim ran Goldrock Investments. I do not
know that that is the case, but it may be.

Mr Court: To my knowledge the managing
director is one of your senior officers.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether
that is the case. I cannot answer the question.
But if' it is the case, I would not be aghast.

Mr Court: Just doing a backflip!
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why?
Mr Court: One, you are trying to say there is

very little involvement.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not say there was

very little involvement. I said that Exim had
owned no more than 46 per cent of Goldrock.
That is a significant involvement. I never de-
nied that that was the case.

Mr Court: The main question I asked can be
easily clarified by the Premier. I asked whether
it was right that they sold it to people who were
connected with senior executives and whether
they lent them funds or helped fund their share
purchases or whatever.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not aware of the
second query raised by the member. He can
raise that matter with Exim. I am sure it will
answer him.

Mr Court: I do not want to raise it with
Exim; I want to raise it with you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member has raised
it with me and I do not know the answer. I do
know the answer to his first question. I have
detailed it for him, but he has told me that he
does not want that detail, that that is not the
relationship he suspects. I will go through it
again.

I understand that the principal of Austcorp.
whose name is Mr Vitiglia, in the past was a
director of a company known as Aastmark, a
company of which Mr Brian Easton was also a
director. As the member will realise Brian
Easton was, until moving to the Public Service
Board recently, the chief executive of Exim.

Mr Court: When did that happen?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: When he went to the

Public Service Board.
Mr Court: It happened the same day I asked

the question about who was the chief of Exim.
You thought on that day that it was smart to
make a stupid remark in question time.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, it did not happen
on the same day.

Mr Court: It was in the paper the same day.
You thought it was smart to take political ad-
vantage of it. l am sick of the smart answers we
get.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member is sick of
the smart answers, he should not ask the smart
questions. In any case, a phone call to Exim
would have elicited the answer to that ques-
tion.

Mr Rushton: Why shouldn't you answer it?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is no reason why

I should not answer it, and I did answer it.

Mr Rushton: Very reluctantly.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not reluctantly at all. I

answered the question, but pointed out that a
phone call would have elicited the answer at
much less cost. However, I answered the ques-
tion the same day it was asked or the next day.

Mr Court: I will tell you more about the
trouble I have in getting information from
Exim.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I invite the member to
come down with mec. We will sit down together
and ask Exim all the things he wants to know.

Mr Court: I want answers through this Par-
liament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As I indicated, I pre-
viously pointed out to the member for
Nedlands that that was the only relationship I
knew about, that Austcorp, the principal of
which, Mr Vitiglia, was previously a director
with Mr Easton in Aastmark-

Mr Court: Do they have common directors?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know. I only

know this because this question was on the
Notice Paper and I asked for some information
about it. That is all I know about it. The mem-
ber now tells me that that is not the relation-
ship he is talking about. I do not know of any
other. If the member knows of any other senior
relationship, good, bad or indifferent, if he tells
me of it I will look at it.

Mr Court: l am sure you can ask Exim.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why ask Exim? Why

ask if there is any other relationship? I am
happy to do that, but if the member knows of
some other relationship, I do not know whether
it is good, bad or indifferent unless the member
tells me. If he knows of some other relationship
there is some complusion on him to tell me
what it is.

If that is not the relationship-the
directorship of Mr Easton with Mr Vittiglia in
a company called Austmark some time pre-
viously-I know of no other relationship. Not
knowing of any other relationship, I do not
know if it is seemly or unseemly, fair or unfair,
normal business practice or not.

Mr Court: Very unusual, is it not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether

it is or not. Half the people now doing business
with Bond Corporation, like Peter Laurance
who used to be a director of Bond Corpor-
ation-there is nothing wrong with that-

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: it is the same sort of

thing.
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Mr Court: I am talking about a taxpayers'
company. It is a Government operation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member is talking
about the same principle.

Mr Court: It is a Government operation.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not see any differ-

ence in the principle. I have tried to outline the
only relationship I know of. If there is some
other senior person in Exim with a relationship
to one or other of those people, I am happy to
investigate that.

I do not know because I have not been told. I
understood in any case that the sale of Exim's
interest in Goidrock Investments had not
proceeded. I am not sure whether it is true,
because it has not been confirmed, that the sale
of the interests Exim had in Goidrock Invest-
ments has not proceeded to a conclusion.

Mr Court: You said it had.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not say it had; the

member said it had.
Mr Court: In answer to a question the

Premier told me quite clearly-
Mr BRIAN BURKE: l am sorry, in answer to

a question I indicated that the sale had taken
place. What I am saying is that the sale has not
been concluded.

Mr Court: I asked if the sale had taken place.
I asked if the shares had been paid for and the
answer was, "Yes." I asked, "If 'No', how will
they be paid for?" and the answer was, 'Not
applicable."

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As far as the sale is
concerned I am informed that one of the
contingencies on which the sale was based has
not been complied with, so ownership of the
shares may well revert to Exim Corporation.

Mr Court: What equity position does Exim
have in Goldrock Investments? Should I chuck
these answers away?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member need not
chuck them away.

Mr Court: What is the use of them?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to give the

member information.
Mr MacKinnon: Exim will pay the money

back.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Which money?
Mr MacKinnon: If the sale is not going

through, somebody will have to pay the money
back.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is right. I am try-
ing to give the information the member is after.
Those answers are absolutely accurate. I am

informed, although I am not sure it is actually
the case, that there is now considerable doubt
whether that sale will be concluded absolutely.
That is one of the conditions-

Mr Court: I have been told it has been. Is it
half a sale?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: One of the conditions
upon which the sale was based-

Mr Court: I want to know.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to tell the

member. One of the conditions on which the
sale was based has not been met, I am told.
That may mean that the sale will not proceed to
finality. I do not know if that is absolutely the
case because I am not finally informed about
the matter, but as extra information in the
quest to enlighten the member in the way he
says he wants to be enlightened-though I sus-
pect he is not really interested in being
enlightened-I give that information. I have
tried to answer the questions.

Mr Court interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have covered that. I

said I do not have that detail; I said that about
10 minutes ago. That is when the member had
that outburst about not going to ask Exim any-
thing.

I have tried to cover each of the points raised
by the Opposition, but I suspect that regardless
of the information provided to the Opposition,
it will never rest because its mission in life
appears to be in large part the destruction of
Exim and of the WADC. It is particularly un-
fortunate that in the process the Opposition
does not seem to mind whether it destroys the
characters of the people, in many cases leading
business people, who are involved with Exim
and the WADC and who are doing nothing
more than performing a public service from
which this State benefits greatly.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Carr
(Minister for Local Government).

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: LABOUR
MARKET

Deregulation: Motion
MRS BUCHANAN (Pilbara) [9.26 p.m.J: I

move-
That this House is opposed to

deregulation of the labour market and vol-
untary contracts. Implementation of such
proposals would lead to:

(1) A break down of the much
improved industrial relations
situation and also a decline of the

1955



1956 [ASSEMBLY]

State's economy as a result of the
industrial disputation and unrest
which would undoubtedly ensue.

(2) A deterioration of working con-
ditions and a lowering of wages
for many Western Australian
workers.

(3) An increased incidence of exploi-
tation of employees, especially
young people and other
disadvantaged groups.

I express my great disappointment that the Op-
position has chosen on this occasion not to take
part in this debate. I would have thought, as it
is an important issue, it would take the oppor-
tunity to make some comments on the issue. I
understand the Opposition will not do that this
evening.

Nevertheless I am pleased to move this mo-
tion and to have an opportunity to put my own
thoughts on record with regard to the
deregulation of the labour market.

The first thing to place on the record is that
this Government is totally opposed to the con-
cept of voluntary contracts or deregulation of
the labour market. We support the current
system of arbitration, a system which has estab-
lished equity and which provides the frame-
work within which the employee-employer re-
lationships are determined.

The industrial arbitration system in this
State has lasted for over 80 years. It was born
out of the need to resolve the many conflicts
which arise between employers and employees,
and to ensure fair and equitable wages and con-
ditions for working people.

While it is acknowledged that there will
always be a need to improve and upgrade the
system, it has generally served us very well in
providing a forum whereby grievances are
aired and many problems resolved.

The Industrial Relations Commission is like
any other court or tribunal. In any matter there
will always be a successful and an unsuccessful
party. The latter naturally leaves feeling a little
disgruntled. One is bound to have complaints
and criticisms from time to time. But the
system is a tried and true one and it deserves a
lot more respect than it is currently accorded in
many circles.

The proposal to dismantle the system which
has served us so well comes from only one side;
namely, fmom the employer group. It should be
viewed for what it is, an outright attack on the
wages and conditions of Western Australian

workers. It is a continuation of the fight against
unionism. It is no secret that the Opposition
supports that attack and is critical of the arbi-
tration commission.

The former industrial relations spokesman,
Mr Masters, has made derogatory remarks
about the system on many occasions in the
other place. He has even expressed the view
that he would dearly love to have got rid of the
Industrial Relations Commission during his
time as Minister.

Mr Thompson: Has the present spokesman
said that?

Mrs BUCHANAN: I have not heard him, but
the former spokesman, who prepared the docu-
ments for his election campaign, made those
sorts of comments. If he had his way, out of the
window would go fairness and equity. It would
be down with centralised wage fixing. Out of
the window would go all those principles
involved in setting pay rates which take into
consideration the rates and conditions of other
workers in similar employment.

Deregulators would rather have a system
based on self-interest and survival. They would
create a dog-eat-dog situation as workers are
forced to vie with each other for positions. Suc-
cess or otherwise would be based not on merit
but on the person prepared to accept the lowest
wages and minimum conditions.

Among the stated objectives of the Oppo-
sition's policies on industrial relations which
are proposed at bath the State and Federal
level, the following appears: To promote and
encourage employment, particularly of young
persons; to enable employees to accept wages
and conditions of employment that are attract-
ive to them, notwithstanding the conditions of
an award; to achieve a harmonious and con-
structive relationship between employers and
employees; and to safeguard, in matters relat-
ing to employment, the liberty and rights of the
individual.

These objectives are of course entirely hypo-
thetical and there is absolutely no evidence to
indicate that a system which provides for the
negotiation of voluntary contracts will in fact
achieve such aims. Perhaps that is why the Op-
position has chosen not to speak about this
issue this evening. The fact is that the Oppo-
sition does not have the evidence to support
any of those objectives.

Mr Thompson: Why don't you be a little bit
fair about it? It is normal that motions are
adjourned in order that the Opposition can go
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away and study them so as to give the Govern-
ment an intelligent response.

Mrs BUCHANAN: I hope the Opposition
will do that.

Mr Thompson: Don't you castigate us for
departing from a normal practice.

Mrs BUCHANAN: I am very pleased the
member for Kalamunda has made a contri-
bution and I will look forward with great
interest to his comments in the future when the
Opposition might deem it appropriate to de-
bate this issue.

Mr Thompson: Ninety-nine per cent of all
motions introduced from this side of the House
are immediately adjourned by your side of the
House. That is a longstanding practice and it is
done for the logical reason that it gives the
Opposition side an opportunity to have a look
at what the Government has to say.

Mrs BUCHANAN: I did not notice that
taking place this evening during the previous
debate.

One should look at countries where
deregulation is already in practice to determine
the efficacy of deregulation in reducing unem-
ployment. For example, if one looks at the
United Kingdom, one finds unemployment is
at a higher rate than it is in Australia. In
September last year an Organisation for Econ-
omic Cooperation and Development survey
reported that Australia was clearly outstripping
employment growth in relation to other
countries. No other country's labour market,
including those which were held up as
examples of deregulation, is growing as strongly
as Australia's.

The proponents of deregulation have not
been able to date to show any good reason why
we should dump the existing system. The re-
port of the committee of review into Australia's
industrial relations law and systems, known as
the Hancock report, positively reinforced the
existing system and concluded that-

... conciliation and arbitration should re-
main the mechanisms for regulating indus-
trial relations in Australia.

It is interesting to note that neither the State
nor the Federal Opposition made a submission
to the Hancock inquiry. In fact, the chairman
of the inquiry, Professor Hancock, commented
that those who supported deregulation of the
labour market made little attempt to put their
case when he was conducting the inquiry, and
in fact few submissions were received from
business people. It seems that while often

taking a hard line publicly, in practice these
business people display some considerable ner-
vousness about changes to the system. A recent
study into managemnent industrial relations at-
titudes, which was sponsored by the committee
for economic development of Australia,
concluded that Australian corporate leaders
really preferred the predictability and the stab-
ility of the cooperative or consensus approach
to industrial relations.

One of the most well-worn arguments for the
introduction of voluntary contracts is that
there would be an increase in employment
opportunities, particularly among young
people. This line of thought argues that rela-
tively high youth wages are the cause of rela-
tively high youth unemployment. However, no
real evidence exists to link youth unemploy-
ment solely with relatively high youth wages.
Thus there is really no guarantee that lowering
youth wages will in fact increase the number of
jobs available. This is backed up in annual sur-
veys of earnings and hours which are published
by the Australian Bureau of Statistics which
reveal that youth wages in the early 1980s were
significantly lower relative to adult wages than
in the 1960s and early 1970s, yet youth unem-
ployment has increased. In other words, the
movements of junior wage relativities and
youth unemployment over the past 15 years
have gone in opposite directions, so there are
clearly other facts involved.

Members on both sides of the House may
recall that last year the Western Australian
Confederation of Industry sought to reduce
junior wages by 10 per cent across the board.
When the confederation fronted up to the com-
mission, it failed to prove its claim that signifi-
cantly more jobs would be created. Following
some strong criticism by Commissioner Kelly
on the rounds of non-provision of any evi-
dence supporting what the confederation was
asking for, the confederation cited the example
of two firms. One of these firms was a major
city store which "thought" it might be able to
provide nine extra jobs if junior wages were
reduced; the other firm was a hamburger chain
which said it would "try" to employ 48 More
juniors if wages were reduced. However, on
closer examination of that second example, we
found that this firm employed junior Workers
for about 12 hours a week, and in fact no jun-
iors were employed in full-time work in any of
the Western Australian outlets of that chain,
which certainly knocked its credibility around.

1957



1958 [ASSEMBLY]

The Kirby committee of inquiry into the
labour market recognised that there was a need
to encourage training and education among our
young people. The inquiry expressed oppo-
sition to solutions such as cutting wages to ad-
dress the problems associated with high youth
unemployment. This would in fact only open
the way to the exploitation of our young
people, as well as other disadvantaged groups
in the community. Reducing the wages of jun-
ior workers in my view constitutes a penalty
against those who are already disadvantaged in
that particular section of the work force. It is
neither fair nor equitable to reduce wages for
some employees while maintaining the wages
of other employees who in fact are doing the
same type of work. A lowering of youth wages
in particular would only serve to transfer the
burden of unemployment to older, unskilled
workers in whose jobs the young people would
readily be substituted.

In recent times a number of somewhat un-
savoury employment practices have been
brought to public notice. A few examples come
readily to mind. The first I would like to men-
tion is the case of women who were sewing T-
shins. These women were working in their own
homes and were required to fill unreasonable
quotas of T-shirts for which they received only
a few miserly cents a garment. These garments
subsequently sold for SI0 each. Another case
was that of an illegal organisation known as Job
Link which was operating in East Perth for a
time. This organisation purported to find jobs
for unemployed people on the payment of a fee
of $40 a month. For someone who is on social
security benefits that is a considerable sum of
money. This business was not licensed to
operate as an employment agency and in fact it
was obviously more interested in its monthy
income than in actually finding these unem-
ployed young people-or in fact anyone who
was a client-long-term employment.

Among the evidence I have 'collected is a
copy of a work agreement in which an em-
ployee literally signed away his soul to keep his
job. He signed a work agreement which set a
fixed rate per item produced.

In another case, a retainer of the grand sum
of $150 a week was to be paid when business
was down, and that was only provided that the
employee had a "B"-class licence and did other
work around the worksite. That employee was
to receive no sick leave, no annual leave, no
compensation whatsoever in the event of injury
and, would you believe it, Mr Speaker, he had
to agree not to work for any other firm engaged

in a similar business for a period of five years
from when he signed the contract. Needless to
say the people concerned soon declared the
agreement invalid.

A more recent case reported in The West
Australian a couple of weeks ago was of a young
person in Queensland who was working on a
station and being paid the princely sum of $2 a
week to work as a station hand. All these cases
have been well-documented and are examples
of the sorts of things that can take place.

It has recently been brought to my attention
that a firm called Arkwitani has commenced
operations in my own electorate. The company
is Queensland-based and is the Australian
agent for the National Chemical Company of
Orlando in Florida in the US. It markets by the
door-to-door method a multi-purpose cleaning
agent called Spraycleen. The company has re-
cently been in Port Hedland and I understand
it to be still operating in the Kimberley and
Pilbara areas. It employs only young people on
sales commissions. It requires them to meet
their own accommodation costs as they travel
around the countryside.

It has a most unusual employment practice
in that it imposes fines of up to $1 000 for
employees who-wait for it-fraternise with
each other; it imposes fines of $5 per minute
for employees who arrive late for sales meet-
ings; and it imposes further $1 fines if em-
ployees make remarks which their employers
consider to be negative remarks, whatever that
is supposed to mean. In the case of employees
who terminate their employment with the firm
because they find its employment practices too
hard to take, the firm usually fines them for
various matters and by the time the employees
pay the so-called fines they have very little
money left in their pay packets. I have been
told also that the young people demonstrating
this product are instructed to spray the product
on their fingers and put their fingers in their
mouths to show that it is completely safe.

I am pleased to say that these matters are
currently under investigation, but I use this and
the other examples mentioned to demonstrate
the sort of things that can happen and to dem-
onstrate just how vulnerable young people can
be.

Despite the fact that the Government has
made significant inroads into the problems of
youth unemployment, our youth unemploy-
ment level is still unacceptably high, and this is
one of the reasons young people are extremely
vulnerable to that type of scheme. There is
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usually just so much pressure on them to get
jobs that they are prepared to risk themselves
with firms such as Arkwitani rather than be on
the dole and labelled as bludgers.

It does not surprise me that this company is
based in Queensland and has been operating
over there when one considers the Queensland
Government's appalling confirontationist
record in industrial relations and how little it
cares about the ordinary working person.

I turn now to another of the Opposition's
objectives which it states as being "to enable
employees to accept wages and conditions that
are attractive to them, notwithstanding the
conditions of an award". I put it to the Oppo-
sition that in fact, under the existing system,
employees are able to do that; they are able to
take up jobs of their own choice knowing that
they can accept attractive wages and con-
ditions.

The difference is that they can also take up
jobs and be safe in the knowledge that they are
protected from exploitation and that they must
receive at least the minimum of wages and con-
ditions that have been agreed in the com-
mission as being fair and equitable for the work
they perform.

Voluntary contracts are clearly intended to
enable employers to negotiate with employees
for lesser award rates and conditions.

Effective and fair bargaining requires an
equal bargaining power base. In many cases
employees would be limited in that respect.
They would have no industrial relations exper-
tise, and I am thinking now of unskilled
workers, migrants with language problems, per-
haps some Aboriginal people, older workers,
young people, and women.

The desire to be employed and the pressure
on the unemployed to obtain jobs and to main-
tain those jobs once they have them would re-
sult in their accepting unfair wage rates. It is a
complete fallacy to describe such contracts as
being voluntary; they are not optional, as the
proponents of deregulation would have us be-
lieve. It might be optional for employers to
enter into these contracts but it is not an option
for most workers, who are faced with having to
agree with the employer's terms, or not being
employed.

Another Opposition proposition is that
deregulation will achieve a harmonious and
constructive relationship between the employee
and the employer. The feeling I have gained
from talking to people in the work force is that
the opposite would more likely be the case.

Without the proper framework in which to
work out their differences, employees and em-
ployers would be too busy arguing to talk about
anything else.

There are very few reasons to recommend a
policy which advocates the introduction of vol-
untary contracts between employees and em-
ployers. However, there are many reasons why
voluntary contracts should be opposed.

Voluntary contracts would contribute to the
exploitation of labour, because they allow for
lower-than-award rates and conditions. Setting
alternative standards would reduce award
coverage, union protection, and existing mini-
mum standards. It would also result in a gen-
eral decline in the take-home pay, which would
subsequently cause a lowering of living stan-
dards. I ask the Opposition to bear in mind
that once that happens, when people lose their
buying power, businesses will also suffer. Re-
ducing wages will not necessarily reduce unem-
ployment; rather it will transfer its burden to a
different section of the work force.

The argument that a reduction in wages and
conditions will stimulate employment is taking
an extremely narrow and simplistic view of the
labour market as a whole. Having employees
doing similar work yet being employed under
different conditions would create resentment,
disharmony, and industrial disputation. It
would destroy the long-accepted principle of
comparative wage justice, usually described by
experienced industrial relations practitioners as
the cornerstone of industrial relations.

In the systems which have been proposed, as
I understand it, voluntary contracts are
excluded from the jurisdiction of industrial tri-
bunals. Therefore prospective employees, when
negotiating such contracts, would lose the pro-
tection of such tribunals. Attempts to gain re-
dress for breaches of these contracts of employ-
ment would be lengthy and extremely expens-
ive exercises in the civil courts rather than the
inexpensive and readily accessible avenues
Provided by industrial tribunals.

The difference between the Government's
case against deregulation and the Opposition's
case for it is that we feel the Opposition is
simply hypothesising. What we are saying is
based on results of really extensive studies,
done by people such as Kirby and Hancock.
The Opposition's attempt to deregulate the
labour market is an outright attempt to break
down the system of arbitration and conciliation
and the system of centralised wage fixing at a
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time when there really is no case whatsoever
for their abandonment.

Voluntary contracts are nothing short of a
recipe for industrial disaster. They would take
us back to the days of the Tolpuddle martyrs
and the days when children were slaving in
coalmines. I do not think we should be a party
to that at all. I look forward to hearing what the
member for Kalamunda and other members of
the Opposition have to say about the issue at a
later stage. I urge members to support the mo-
tion before the House.

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) [9.51 p.m.]:
I am very pleased to have the opportunity to
second this motion opposing deregulation of
the labour market. The whole question of
deregulation is an attack on the arbitration
system, nothing more and nothing less. It is an
attack on a system that has been established in
this country for over 90 years; it is a system
which depends on the ability to present
reasoned argument. It is based on people
coming before an independent tribunal,
presenting argument and evidence in their case,
and gaining what they can from that system.

Interestingly, the people on the bench of the
arbitration commission generally are taken
from both sides of the industrial relations field.
Sonme are former employer advocates, and
others are former union advocates. It is a well-
established pattern that appointments from
both sides of the industrial relations field are
made in turn, which creates a fairly balanced
result. I do not think anyone could argue that
the arbitration system does not have a very
strongly built-in capacity to be independent,
but it depends on reasoned argument. People
who establish and improve their conditions
using this system have gained their improve-
ments as a result of the arguments presented.

When arguments for deregulation are put
forward people are really asking for a move
away from reasoned argument and logic to the
law of the jungle, or to no law at all-to a
system of survival of the fittest. With
deregulation we would get on one hand the
large and powerful unions improving the con-
ditions of their members enormously, and on
the other hand the smaller, weaker, more
isolated groups of employees and unions would
get progressively worse conditions because they
would not gain the same increases without a
centralised, regulated system.

The kind of built-in regulations which assist
those weaker unions to gain the same con-
ditions-the flow-ons and precedents-would

not operate, and we would have an open
bargaining situation in which the powerful and
the strong would benefit and the weak would
Call progressively behind. That is the total
antithesis of everything that is Australian. We
talk about equality in Australia; there is less
differentiation in wages in our work force than
in many other countries, and generally we
think people should get a fair go.

If we removed regulation and adopted
deregulation we would end up with wide
disparities in working conditions for people
doing the same work. People would work
alongside each other and some would enjoy
vastly superior conditions to others. It would
be very unjust and iniquitous and would lead
to massive industrial disruption. There can be
no doubt about that.

The other aim of deregulation is essentially
to isolate individual employees. I was
interested last week when we were discussing
the code of conduct to hear members of the
Opposition mostly preface their remarks by
saying how strongly they were in favour of
unionism, and that they supported the unions.
They said unions had done a good job and were
a necessary part of society. Deregulation is
aimed essentially at isolating the individual
and pitting the individual employee against the
employer; so the weak and powerless individ-
ual is pitted against the employer who has all
the traditional power of hiring and firing and
the capacity to grant or not grant improved
conditions.

It is a thinly disguised attempt to de-unionise
our society and take away the capacity of work-
ing people to join together for their common
benefit and work through the system with
reasoned argument before the arbitration com-
mission to improve conditions and enjoy the
same conditions as others. All those who pro-
pose deregulation ignore the fact that most em-
ployers benefit from deregulation. Employers
generally would be the last people to support
deregulation because it is to their benefit to
have a system that is predictable, stable, or-
derly, and based on reason and logic.

Most employers understand very well the
system by which workers seek to gain improve-
ments in their conditions. They know what a
log of claims is and they can expect one to be
served on them periodically. They know that
when it is served it will go before an indepen-
dent tribunal and they will have an opportunity
to put their side of the story and arguments,
and people representing the unions will do the
same thing. It is not the law of the jungle; it is
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regulated, predictable, and rational; and most
employers would say they support the system.
It is to their benefit, and they can operate busi-
ness with some degree of predictability.

If an employer had to deal with every indi-
vidual employee and negotiate contracts with
each person and have disputes with each
worker over conditions and wages, it would be
chaotic. It would be time consuming for the
employer; he would spend his whole time try-
ing to sort out disputes and differences between
workers, and between workers and the em-
ployer. Most employers appreciate the situ-
ation where they know all the workers accept
the same conditions and the unions represent
all Workers. Cases go forward and are argued
and the workers generally accept what they get
out of the system.

Under the current system employers know
with a great degree of predictability they wil
get one national wage case about every six
months, and they can budget for those in-
creases fairly well because for the last few years
the increases in wages have been exactly
pitched to increases in prices. People can watch
the level of movements in the CPI and fairly
accurately predict the level of wage increases
that will be granted.

Most employers have a vested interest in
maintaining the system. It means one employer
is not advantaged over another. A situation
does not arise where one employer negotiates
with employees for one set of wages and
another negotiates a different set that puts him
at a competitive advantage. Everyone has
approximately the same wage bill for the same
kind of work performed. It means that that
aspect of their costs is predictable. Most em-
ployers benefit from and prefer that sort of
system.

Attempts to promote deregulation have
always been put forward in periods of high un-
employment when some workers are much
more likely to accept lesser conditions as an
alternative to unemployment. During periods
of tight labour conditions where employers are
seeking workers to fill positions and they can-
not do so, one does hear much about
deregulation. Employers are happy to accept
minimum conditions and offer over and above
the award rates to keep the people they want. It
is only when workers and employees are in a
weakened position because of high unemploy-
ment that one hears the argument for
deregulation. It is an opportunistic push based
on an attack on individuals when they are most
vulnerable.

I have no doubt that deregulation in Western
Australia would see the total breakdown of the
established industrial relations system. I do not
think a single person in this Parliament could
deny the enormous benefits that have flowed
from the prices and incomes accord. It has
ushered in a remarkable period of industrial
harmony in Western Australia and Australia as
a whole. The prices and incomes accord is a
form of self-imposed restraint within a
regulated system. It is an agreement between
the ACTU and the Government. As a result of
that accord we have seen inflation halved,
rapid growth in employment, and a very
substantial drop in industrial disputes in
Australia to the lowest level for 50 years.

We have seen real restraint exercised by
unions. Unions have accepted wage rises which
follow the CPI movement and which are often
granted several months after those price in-
creases and this causes minimal increases in
wages. Unions have desisted from seeking ad-
ditional gains in employment other than move-
ment of wages in line with prices.

The decisions have been made as a result of
the centralised, regulated system. It has
reproduced a predictable and restrained system
which has been welcomed by responsible
unions and employers. In my view it has been a
major contributing factor to the economic re-
covery we have witnessed in this country.

Mr Lewis: What recovery?
Mrs HENDERSON: If the member for East

Melville has not seen the recovery, I do not
know where he has been-especially when the
inflation indicators and employment figures
have been released.

Mr Lewis: What nonsense.
Mrs HENDERSON: Perhaps that is what the

member for East Melville has missed out on
because he has not been in this place very long.

If one looks at the section of the motion
which deals with the possible deterioration of
working conditions, there is no doubt that one
sees it is one of the most likely things that will
result from wholesale deregulation. Wholesale
deregulation affects those who are most vulner-
able and those most isolated in the community;
that is, the casual workers, pant-Lime workers,
and the young people.

It is interesting that those people who are
pushing deregulation are pushing it in the area
of young people, who are the most vulnerable.
We have seen attempts to reduce youth wages
by 10 per cent, to remove the percentage link
between youth and adult wages, and promote a
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concept of voluntary contracts for young job opportunities would be created for young
people. people.

It is also interesting that the proponents of
deregulation choose the most vulnerable group
in our community-the least experienced and
the least able to stand up for their own rights,
and the most vulnerable in terms of their
existing levels of unemployment. It is a very
simplistic argument that if youth wages are
reduced by 10 per cent employment
opportunities for young people will be
increased. That was the argument put to dis-
guise the real basis behind the deregulation
moves in terms of young people. That argu-
ment was put very strongly in the Australian
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission and
it was tossed out. The commission considered
very carefully the arguments that were put and
in a fairly lengthy and reasoned opinion it
looked at the various studies which have been
undertaken on the relationship between youth
wages an'd youth unemployment. The com-
mission concluded that there was no evidence
to suggest that a drop in the level of youth
wages led to increased employment
opportunities for young people. Indeed, the
Federal commission expressed grave reser-
vations and it said that it suspected that any
increased job opportunities for young people
would be at the expense of adult job
opportunities.

The argument was then taken by the
deregulationists. to this State's Industrial Re-
lations Commission and that commission also
considered the case seeking a 10 per cent re-
duction in youth wages. That commission took
a slightly different approach and it opened the
door some distance to allow employers to apply
to reduce the wages of young people. However,
it placed some constraints on the employers
and they had to show that adult jobs were not
being given to young people. and that, in fact,
new job opportunities were being created that
would not have been created if the employers
had to pay the full award wage. The employer
has to show that the young person was
accepting the job without pressure, that it was a
vuluntary agreement, and that the contract
would be reviewed every 12 months.

A special informal procedure was introduced
to speed up the applications and at that time,
Mr Speaker, you will recollect that there was an
enormous amount of debate in the community
about how this move would open up hundreds
of new job opportunities for young people. If
we just allowed a bit of deregulation of the
labour market and allowed youth wages to fall,

That decision was brought down a year ago
and has (here been a rush from employers to
participate in that scheme? Has there been an
avalanche of employers going to the Industrial
Relations Commission to show they would re-
duce the wages of young people and create new
jobs? Not at all, there has been no rush. Why
has there been no rush? When one looks at the
real reason why young people are so widely
unemployed one cannot escape that it is the
lack of experience of those young people which
disadvantages them in the labour market. One
also has to realise that there are contracting
opportunities in those industries which tra-
ditionally provided strong job opportunities for
young people, such as the retail and manufac-
turing industries. These are the areas where job
opportunities for young people have been
contracting steadily over the last 10 years.

There is also an increasing trend by em-
ployers to take on skilled and trained people at
the upper level-graduates from tertiary insti-
tutions-and to slot them in at the top end of
their enterprise rather than to allow unskilled
young people to work their way up through the
organisation. It has become very commonplace
and it has removed many opportunities for un-
skilled young people to find work at all.

There is no doubt that in the last 10 years
there has been an enormous loss of job
opportunities for young people, but that loss of
job opportunity bears no relationship whatso-
ever to the wage levels or the regulation of
conditions of young people. It relates only to
changes in the working environment and
changes in the demand far young people to
perform certain kinds of work.

Dr Gallop: It has happened in all countries
regardless of their system.

Mrs HENDERSON: That is right. The
OECD in its study of youth unemployment has
found that it is peculiar to all western
countries. Those people who argue that there is
a relationship between the level of youth wages
compared with adult wages and unemployment
only have to look at the years in which youth
wages declined relative to adult wages and did
not maintain the same relationship to adult
wages. One will find that in those years there
was no improvement in youth unemployment.

There is no doubt that the Kirby report and
the OECD report on youth unemployment in
Australia were the documents that looked to
the real reasons that young people were expeni-
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encing unemployment. They rejected simplistic
solutions such as deregulation, reduction of
youth wages, and voluntary contracts and
talked about long-term and deeper and more
meaningful solutions to the problem, solutions
such as increased training. That is the sort of
solution that the Federal Government has
taken up.

The deregulation argument has no foun-
dation and I stongly support this motion which
shows quite clearly that deregulation is a
phoney argument which seeks to undermine
our system. It is an argument that most respon-
sible employers would not support and it is an
argument that would turn the clock back on all
the gains and advances we have made over the
last three years in terms of improving the econ-
omy, reducing industrial disruption to a level
unknown in the last 50 years, and in generally
improving the economic situation of this
country. I take pleasure in seconding the mo-
tion.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr
Thompson.

PRISON: METROPOLITAN
Location: Motion

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [ 10.09 p.m.]: 1
move-

That this House expresses its grave con-
cern at the Government's failure to ad-
equately address all relevant issues sur-
rounding the proposed location of a new
maximum security prison at Casuarina
and in particular its:
(a) Failure to inform landowners and resi-

dents of surrounding districts of
its intention to locate a maximum
security prison in Casurina prior to
the recent by-election held on 7 June
1986;

(b) Failure to adequately consult with lo-
cal authorities on this important mat-
ter which will have a significant im-
pact on the ratepayers and residents of
the Town of Kwinana;

(c) Failure to address the unnecessary
wastage of public funds which will in-
clude both additional capital and re-
current costs by siting the proposed
maximum security prison 15 km south
of the existing Metropolitan Prison
Complex, Canning Vale;

(d) Failure to have proper regard for
published environmental statements
which recommend that the purpose of

the proposed site be amended to con-
servation of flora and fauna and
water, and be vested in the Western
Australian Wildlife Authority;,

(e) Failure to provide details of the
alternative sites which were evaluated
and the reasons the alternative sites
were not considered adequate;

(f) Failure to recognise the unnecessary
duplication of a Central Services
Block which already exists at the
Metropolitan Prison Complex, Can-
ning Vale;

(g) Failure to advise the House of the
compelling technical and operational
reasons which caused the Government
to reject the existing Canning Vale site
far the construction of the proposed
maximum security prison.

I move that motion because of the concern that
has been expressed not only by the people in
the general area of Kwinana, Medina, Orelia,
Calista and Casuarina, but also by people from
across the whole area and the fringe country
areas of Perth.

It would seem that for some time the
Government has been looking for another site
for the maximum security prison and on a
number of occasions the Opposition sought ad-
vice from the Government on the location of
those sites and how far negotiations had
progressed. Members will recall that an amount
of $700 000 was set aside in the last Budget to
cover this item. In answer to the various ques-
tions posed by the Opposition the Government
said that the matter was under investigation, it
was negotiating on sites but because it would be
arranging financial negotiations, it was not pre-
pared to give details of the specific location.
We had a maximum security prison location
shrouded in secrecy.

On 4 July 1986 the Minister for Prisons
made a public announcement that the
proposed maximum security prison would be
erected at Casuarina, approximately 40 kilo-
metres south of Perth. For the information of
members I want to correct some miisconcep-
tions that are apparently going around in re-
spect of this site.

The site is located in Orton Road, Casuarina
and comprises an area of approximately 1 72
hectares. It is proposed that approximately 30
hectares of the site will be used for the mnaxi-
mum security prison. The Orton Road site in
fact is located only 3 000 metres from the resi-
dential suburb of Parmelia. At the request of
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mnany people, I took the opportunity this morn-
ing to go into that area and talk to the people
who will be affected by the location of the new
maximum security prison. I can tell members
that the residents of Sicklemnore Road who at
the moment have Views Over the rolling plains
in that area, will in 12 months' time when the
construction begins have panoramic views not
of the rolling plains but of a $50 million maxi-
mum security prison.

Mr Marlborough: Rubbish.
Mr CASH: The member for Cockburn said

"Rubbish". Let me tell members that I was in
Sicklemnore Road this morning and 1 stood on
the front verandahs of many of the homes as I
spoke to the owners, it was very clear to me
that the views from those homes would affec-
ted by the construction of the new maximum
security prison.

Perhaps the member for Cockburn is not pre-
pared to go to Sicklemore Road to talk to the
people a.id to see for himself just what effect
this prison will have on his electorate. It seems
to me that the people of that area are not par-
ticularly well-represented. On a number of oc-
casions this morning the people in that area
made the point that they have tried to get in
touch with the member for Cockbumn hut could
not do so. Apparently he does not want to talk
about this maximum security prison and, in
fact, the comment was quickly made that he
obviously does not live in the electorate. At one
stage I was told by one of the residents of
Sicklemore Road that the new member for
Cockburn lives well out of the area in
Fremantle.

Mr Peter Dowding: At least it is not Perth
compared with Gascoyne.

Mr CASH: Mr Speaker, you will have
noticed that every time I get to my feet the
Minister for Industrial Relations, who rep-
resents the Minister for Prisons in this place,
tends to become hysterical. I do not know why
it is but it seems that when one presents facts
that cannot be disputed the Minister for Indus-
trial Relations cannot help himself.

Let me talk about some of the people in that
area who are doing their best to represent the
people in the electorate of Cockburn. Firstly, I
refer to Councillor Mark Iriks; who is a particu-
larly popular member of the Town of Kwinana,
well-recognised for the outstanding and com-
petent work he has done for the ratepayers in
that area. He has been very ready to listen to
the residents, to understand their problems and
to represent in a very fair and reasonable way

the situation that has befallen the people in that
area. I have spoken to Councillor Iniks on a
number of occasions and he has advised me
that he has had a large number of telephone
calls from people living in the area who are
totally disgusted with the Government's action
in deciding to site the maximum security
prison in Orton Road, Casuarina.

I invite the Minister for Industrial Re-
lations--no doubt he will respond in due
course and if he does not do so he has some-
thing to hide-to tell the House why the
Government conveniently forgot to tell the
people in the electorate of Cockburn before the
election held only five weeks ago that they were
going to cop a maximum security prison in
their area, a $50 million building. As I said
before, this decision has been shrouded in
secrecy and it is a very clear indication of the
deception for which this Government is well-
known. It is the sort of thing that the people in
the electorate of Cockburn will remember for a
long time. These people do not want that
prison but they do want a member who is pre-
pared to represent their views.

Mr Bertram interjected.
Mr CASH: If the member for Balcatta wants

to make a contribution to this debate I am sure
that the Speaker will grant him that privilege
when I sit down. As usual, he will not stand and
make a speech but will make his contribution
by way of interjection in the usual silly way
that he does. We do not expect and we never
get any more from him.

I will refer to some of the comments made
and recorded in the local newspaper. The first
article appeared in the Eagle on 8 July 1986.
The headline stated, "Outcry over prison
plans".

The SPEAKER: Is that the newspaper that
has an article on me?

Mr CASH: Yes, Mr Speaker, on page 4 under
the banner headline, "Barnett makes history".
it refers to your elevation to the important and
prestigious position of Speaker of the Legislat-
ive Assembly.

Let me return to the problem of the prison in
the area. The banner headline clearly says,
"Outcry over prison plans". What do we find?
A comment by the local member for Cockhurn
(Norm Marlborough), who says he welcomes
the decision and congratulates the Burke
Government on its initiative to close
Fremantle Gaol after previous Governments
had failed to deal with it. That is not an un-
reasonable statement, but he goes on to say that
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he thinks the Orton Road, Casuarina site is an
ideal place to locate a maximum security
prison. That goes against the views of the
people in the area.

Mr Brian Burke: That is Bob Maumill's
paper.

Mr CASH: I hear the interjection of the
Premier who berates the Eagle because it is
owned by Bob Maumill. I am surprised to hear
him say that, but if that is his view I suppose
the House must accept it. I am surprised he
knocks someone who has obviously done a fair
hit for him.

Mr Brian Burke: I did not knock him.
Mr CASH: The House clearly heard the

Premier knock the man.
Mr Brian Burke: He is a very good friend of

mine.
Mr CASH: That is the Eagle of Tuesday, 8

July. If we go to the Sound Telegraph of the
next day, Wednesday, 9 July, again we see a
banner headline-you are not in this one, Mr
Speaker-"We do not want it". It refers to the
comments of the residents, who make it very
clear they do not want that maximum security
prison on the Orton Road, Casuarina site.

At one stage the member for the area claimed
that siting the prison in that area was a good
idea because it would create jobs. The only jobs
it will create will be those for existing prison
officers who currently work at the maximum
security prison, Fremantle, and whom one
would expect to be transferred to the new fa-
cility when it is completed.

As far as being good for business in the area,"
as was suggested by the local member, it seems
to me that the maximum security prisoners go-
ing down to the local delicatessen each morning
to buy the paper and the milk will be the only
way the siting of the new maximum security
prison at the Orton Road, Casuarina site will
affect business in that area. Obviously the local
member is not in touch with his electorate, and
certainly not in touch with the realities of the
building of this maximum security facility.

Nine councillors make up the council of the
Town of Kwinana. The first time the council-
lors were advised of the proposed location of
this new prison was on Thursday, 3 July, only a
matter of hours before the Minister for Prisons
made a public announcement. They were not
invited to express their comments or views.
They were told that the prison was going there,
whether they liked it or not. I suggest that the
Minister for Prisons, the Government rep-

resentative, has incensed the councillors in that
area. Many of them are members of the Labor
Party, but there is a clear indication that they
will take the appropriate action and resolve
through their council to reject the proposal.

I guess this Government will again use its
jackboot, standover tactics we have seen in re-
spect of the City of Stirling, with the City of
Melville, and with other local authorities
around Perth, where it imposes its will, no mat-
ter what the wishes of the local residents may
be.

An Opposition member Heartless!
Mr CASH: It is a heartless Government, as

my colleague says. That is reflected in the com-
ments of the people at Kwinana. They believe
we have a heartless Government.

I want to touch quickly on the unnecessary
waste of public funds which will occur if the
new facility is built on the Orton Road, Casua-
rina site. It is estimated that the new building
will cost about $53 million. It will require a
central services block comprising a laundry, a
huge kitchen, and a general maintenance area
for the vehicles to service the new prison.

If one goes out to the existing metropolitan
prison complex in Canning Vale one will find
sited there a huge central services block which
cost several millions of dollars to erect and fit
out. That central services block has adequate
capacity to service the new maximum security
prison if it is located at Canning Vale; therefore
the Opposition asserts, quite rightly-
supported, I might say, by many serving prison
officers-that the maximum security prison
facility should be located at Canning Vale.
There is no need to send it 15 kilometres south
down the road to the Orton Road, Casuarina
site.

It is my understanding that some arrange-
ment has been reached in respect of time. I
shall not be able to cover all the points I would
have liked to in respect of this subject today,
but let me point out some of the other people
who have been working in close cooperation
with the local residents to try to have the
Government understand the impact this prison
will have on the people of Kwinana. One is
Councillor Trevor Hart. He is organising, pet-
itions down there, and I am sure those petitions
will be presented to this Parliament in due
course.

The delicatessen owner is also helping. I was
there this morning and a number of customers
came in. They asked for milk, but before they
left they asked to sign the petition. The lady
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immediately brought the petition across and it
was signed. I understand something like 1 400
people have signed that particular petition as of
tonight. So the delicatessen owner is doing her
bit on behalf of the people of that area. It is
interesting to note that 98 per cent of the
people who enter that shop and see that pet-
ition want to sign it. Only two per cent of the
people living in that area claim to support the
erection of the prison.

Jim Elliott, one of the residents of Orton
Road-his property will be only a few hundred
metres from the proposed prison site-is a well
known expert in environmental matters. He
has a tremendous knowledge of that area. He
has highlighted to me, and I expect to the local
member, the fact that the site is referred to in
the system 6 report..

This Government is not prepared to accept
the recommendations of its conservation
authorities. It is prepared again to stamp on
them. It -ould not care less. We have seen a few
examples of this, and I refer to the debacle of
Farrington Road. I am sure members will re-
member that one. The current debacle concerns
the Marmion Avenue extension, which is to be
pushed through irrespective of the wishes of
the conservationists. Next we will see the area
of Casuarina, with all its natural beauty, de-
stroyed.

I asked how many sites had been evaluated.
What happened? The Minister for Prisons
answered by saying that he did not see any real
value in disclosing how many sites were
evaluated, or the reasons they were rejected.

Mr Marlborough: They were in Mt Lawley.
Mr CASH: It is possible that the member for

Cockburn is better informed than the Oppo-
sition in regard to the number of sites which
had been evaluated. Perhaps he is privy to in-
formation that the Minister for Prisons is not
prepared to table in this House. I can tell the
House that I was not aware that there were
three sites in Mt Lawley, and I am surprised
that that is the case because I do not know
where they could have been. However, it is
something I will have to refer to my local paper
so that my constituents understand how close
this Government came to siting a prison in that
area.

Recently t asked 17 questions of the Minister
for Prisons and he was not prepared to answer
them-to answer them specifically, that is. He
gave me a very general answer, and pant of that
answer said that he would not be prepared to
authorise the substantial resources which

would be required to provide all the detail
requested by me.

It seems to me that when we are talking
about a $50 million-plus maximum security
prison, the Minister could afford to authorise
some departmental expenditure that would
give not only me and the Opposition but also
the people in the area the reason for the prison
being sited there, and answers to the other
questions I raised. What does this Government
have to hide? Why did it not tell the people five
weeks ago that they were going to get a maxi-
mum security prison? Is this the sort of decep-
tion we will see continued by this Government?
Obviously so.

Much more will be said about this prison.
There will be a public meeting on 30 July, and I
hope that the Minister for Prisons will attend-
or perhaps even the Premier, if he wants to
show any genuine interest in the people of the
electorate of Cockbumn. I hope that on 30 July
either the Premier or the Minister for Prisons,
and other senior Ministers of this Government,
will go to the public meeting which will be held
in that area, and justify to the people why the
prison must be sited in Orton Road, Casuarina
and why it cannot be sited at the metropolitan
prison complex in Canning Vale. It does not
make sense, and the people of that area expect
some answers from this Government.

MR RUSHTON (Dale) [10.32 p.m.]: I for-
mally second the motion moved by the mem-
ber for Mt Lawley and give him credit for
taking a very direct interest in something which
is very important, not only to the people of
Kwinana but also to the people of Serpentine-
Jarrahdale and to those who live in the metro-
politan area.

Mr Brian Burke: Will you answer the ques-
tion the member for Mt Lawley refused to
answer? Do you accuse us of delaying the an-
nouncement of this prison because the by-elec-
tion was held?

Mr RUSHTON: Yes, the residents believe
SO.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you?
Mr RUSHTON: I firmly believe so, because

there is some evidence of it.
Mr Brian Burke: I give you credit-at least

you answered the question. The member for
Mt Lawley cannot do anything but shout.

Mr RUSHTON: The points I wish to make
are, firstly, that the local people are very con-
cerned about this issue because they cannot see
any valid reason-and certainly no valid
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reason has been given to them-for the maxi-
mum security prison to be located at Casua-
rina. Although I did not think it was the right
site at the time, the Canning Vale site was
selected originally because the transition from
Fremantle Prison would be much more easily
accommodated. That was the reason given. The
prison staff at Fremantle would be able to
make that journey quite easily-and many of
them are located around the metropolitan area.
It was believed they would be able to get to
Canning Vale more readily than to other sites.

Secondly, the Canning Vale site was chosen
because of its easy access to the courts.

These reasons seem to have gone by the
board in the selection of the Casuarina site.
The Government cannot work up one valid
reason for it. I have some understanding of why
the selection might have been made and I will
indicate that towards the end of my speech.

I asked a question in relation to planning
procedures, which has not been answered. I
asked whether there were planning procedures
that must be gone through before the maxi-
mum security prison is located at Casuarina.
For instance, can a Government simply locate
this type of facility without any planning pro-
cess? It appears the Government is wiping
aside the normal processes of the metropolitan
region scheme.

I understand that the Casuarina site is where
the Exim venture of WA Floral Exports orig-
inally was going to be sited, but that was
thrown out because of a lack of acceptability,
and now the prison will go on that location.

An interesting factor is that this prison site is
located next to a tourist facility which was ap-
proved in 1972 by the Tonkin Government.
The approval still stands for a "C"-class hospi-
tal, health studios, a squash centre, a caravan
park, a drive-in theatre, a heliport, a service
station, an 18-hole golf course, a tavern-club-
house, an adventure playground for children,
and a motel to be accommodated on that tour-
ist facility; and that facility adjoins the prison
site. What questionable planning!

The member for Mt Lawley has covered this
topic very adequately and I will simply put
forward my objection to the deception and the
lack of respect this Government has shown the
Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale. The prison will
be sited on its boundary, and the people who
-live close to the prison site are reacting because
of the lack of consideration by the Government
to their position.

On Monday I was at a function at the
Oakford Primary School, to which the Premier
and the Minister for Education were invited.
Members of the school were most concerned
that the prison will be built only a short dis-
tance from their school. Of course, the Govern-
ment has gone back on another promise and
has wiped out the intention of building the
school about which it advertised very strong
commitments prior to the election.

We have heard the remarks of the member
for Cockburn. The people in the electorate of
Cockburn feel now that if this proposal had
been announced prior to the by-election, either
the independent Labor candidate or the Liberal
candidate would have been elected instead of
the present member. We should query why this
prison is being located at the Casuarina site.
The local people totally object to it. The Town
of Kwinana objects to it, and there is no valid
reason for its being located there and not at the
Canning Vale site, as there is far more accept-
ance and commitment for it to be there. 1t was
pl a nned to be located at Can n ing Vale.

I will put to the House the reason for the
prison being located at Casuarina. It is that the
Government does not want to put at risk the
seats of Arm adale and Gosnells in a future elec-
tion, If the Government located the maximum
security prison at Canning Vale, the local resi-
dents might have a greater concern and it could
lose the Government some electoral support
for those two seats. That is totally unaccept-
able, and I suggest that the Government indi-
cate to us tonight the real reasons for the prison
being sited at Casuarina against the wishes of
the local people and anybody understanding
town planning. We require some explanation of
the Government's actions.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Employment and Training) [10.40
p.m.J: The member for Mt Lawley got his ex-
perience by bringing politics into local govern-
ment and going around winding up campaigns
against the Government on whatever issue he
could find. H-e knows how easy it is to make
people afraid, apprehensive, and nervous about
major changes in their area. He is an expert
and master at it. He spent the taxpayers' money
for three years running through the City of
Stirling, using it for political purposes and
making the ratepayers and residents very ner-
vous about the decisions this Government
would take. He is a master at that sort of thing.

It does not surprise me that he was frighten-
ing the pants off the local residents in the
Casuarrna area about the $50 million building.
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It is a $50 million institution. That is very
different from a $50 million building. If one is
talking about a $50 million building one has
visions of something like the Palace Tower. Of
course people would not be flocking in droves
to sign a petition if the member for Mt Lawley
was not wandering around badmouthing the
Government.

It is interesting that he quotes, without any
reference for Hansard, the fact that young
Mark Erics was the Liberal Party candidate.
Anyone would know that the Opposition has a
job caring, whingeing, and complaining. That
is what it has been doing since it has been in
Opposition, and that is what we expect of it.

The truth is that if the member for Mt
Lawley had any prospects of getting into
Government-which he has not-he would
probably be more restrained about criticising
this decision because Governments have to
make hard decisions. Where to locate this
prison is a hard decision. One cannot take the
decision lightly, and it has to be taken on a
proper basis and not on the whim of the politi-
cal masters of the day.

As an example of this member's desire to put
the frightteners on these people, he did not men-
tion once tonight that this institution would
have a 30-hectare buffer tone and that it would
occupy 30 hectares of a total reserve area of
180 hectares. Will that block the view or clog
up the rolling plains? That is a load of non-
sense.

Mr Cash interjected.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Has the member

asked the Minister for Prisons for a briefing on
this prison? Has he had it? He went to Casua-
rina to put the frighteners; on the people, and
that is what he has been doing today.

I will now tell the member why it is that the
prison could not be located -at Canning Vale.
He is not good at taking it. The truth is that the
best advice available to the Government is that
it would be inappropriate to locate a maximum
security prison at the Canning Vale site be-
cause it is not desirable, to use a colloquialism,
to put all one's eggs into one basket. From a
security point of view it is important not to
have all the prison facilities in one area. That is
the reason; and the member for Mt Lawley,
who is a self-confessed expert about everything,
may want to reject that advice, but the Govern-
ment has to take that advice most seriously.

It is not a case that there is a waste of public
money because of the lack of access to the cen-
tral service facilities at the Canning Vale site. It

is intended that that site will continue to pro-
vide the laundry services provided to
Fremantle Prison. It is five kilometres further
to Casuarina than it is to Fremantle, and the
central cooking facilities will also be uiiised.

Mr MacKinnon inteijeted.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The Deputy Leader

of the Opposition is good at coming up with
some smart act. Does he want to know the
truth? The truth is that Canning Vale will pro-
vide the cooking facilities for the preparation
of meals which, under the new arrangements,
can be prepared there and transported to
Casuarina where they will be reheated. It has
been organised on the basis that the central
service facility at Canning Vale will be utilised.
When one is looking at maximisation of facili-
ties, it is entirely consistent with siting the
prison at Casuarina.

What the member ignores very cornfortably
is that Cabinet decided on 23 June 1986 to site
the prison at Casuarina. No Government
would expedite or pull out all the stops to bring
on that sort of decision without ensuring that
all the relevant considerations had been
attended to. If the member is suggesting that
the Government could have put this on some
special fast track to announce a decision before
a by-election, then he is sillier than I thought he
was. A decision was not made until 23 June
and the local authority was advised. There has
been a clear undertaking that the Government
will fully consult with the local authority about
the implementation of that decision to mini-
mise any adverse impact on the surrounding
area.

if one considers that we have 180 hectares of
land of which 30 will be a buffer zone, then one
has plenty of room to manoeuvre. If members
opposite think the siting of this prison is a
matter that concerns that local authority solely,
they are wrong. This is a major decision which
affects the whole State of Western Australia,
and as such, is not simply a local decision. The
local shires were told that we would consult
fully with them. The member knows perfectly
well that he could argue-as he probably will
until the cows come home-about the merits of
one place over another. The Government has
to take the decision. The Opposition does not.

Mr Hassell: What is wrong with Canning
Vale?

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the
Opposition does not listen. When he is out of
the room he cannot listen to the debate. It is
quite important- I would have thought as
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Leader of the Opposition he would keep his ear
t0 the speaker.

I refer to the system 6 report which indicates
the desirability of keeping everything within
system 6 as some form of conservation reserve.
Of course, that is the perfect option once one
identifies an area as having a value.

The EPA accepted that there are things the
Government can do to ensure the conservation
value of the area is protected; and the Govern-
ment undertook to see that that was done. The
Government undertook to see that additional
land was purchased in order to ensure that the
amenity of that area is retained.

When one starts using intemperate language
as the member for Mt Lawley is wont to do,
more often than not misquoting someone or
other, saying things like -jackboot decisions"
and "heartless Government", one knows he has
his tongue in his cheek and that he is not really
serious.

Mr Bryce: And he smiles all the way.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Everyone knows
that that is not the way this Government
works. This was a very serious and difficult
decision; it had to be made; and the Govern-
ment has not made it on a political basis. The
decision has been made on the best advice that
Canning Vale is not a desirable location, be-
cause of the Concentration of security problems
that could arise.

If Opposition members put the frighteners
on the local populace, let me remind them that
Colin Campbell, when Director of Prisons, told
me years ago when I was a law student that the
real problem he had with Fremantle Prison,
which was and still is our maximum security
prison, was that the walls had to be kept being
held up by the prisoners otherwise they would
fall in. That prison is located right slap bang in
the centre of Fremantle. Therefore, if Oppo-
sition members are suggesting to the local resi-
dents that the use of the very latest in tech-
nology and the expenditure of a substantial
sum of money will not provide them with
reasonable levels of security, having regard to
the operations of this institution on 180 hec-
tares of land, they are being very unfair to the
local people and less than honest.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis

Mns Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Peter

Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge

Ayes
Mr Blaikie
Mr Mensaros
Mr Williams
Mr Lightfoot
Mr Watt
Mr Cowan
Mr Clarko

Ayes 17
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Rushton
Mr Schell
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trenarden
Mr Tubby
Mr Spriggs

Noes 24
M r Tom Jones
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Tonkin
MrTroy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mns Buchanan

Pains
Noes

Mr Gordon Kill
Mr Read
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Terry Burke

ar/In)

met/en

Question thus negatived.
Motion defeated.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: ORBITAL
ENGINE CO PTY LTD

Select Committee Motion
MR CRANE (Moore) [110.55 p.m.): I move-

In the opinion of this House a Select
Committee should be formed to investi-
gate and report on all forms of encourage-
ment and assistance which can be
provided to Mr Ralph Sarich and his Or-
bital Engine Company to encourage the
manufacture of the orbital engine in West-
ern Australia, together with other products
resulting from his inventions and exper-
imentations, so as to ensure that the
necessary taxation and other incentives are
provided to encourage these man ufactur-
ing facilities to be established in Western
Australia.
Terms of reference to include:
(a) confenring immediately with Mr

Sarich to obtain a full appreciation of
problems as he sees them and sugges-
tions he feels which could assist the
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establishment of a manufacturing in-
dustry in Western Australia for the
purposes expressed;

(b) the removal of duplication, confusion
and wastage within the Department of
Industrial Development, Technology
Development Authority, Technology
Directorate, Western Australian De-
velopment Corporation, and Exim, to
ensure that manufacturing oppor-
tunities are not overlooked or ignored;

(c) investigate all industrial relations mat-
ters pertaining to such a venture with
a view to ensuring that the project
proceeds without hindrance;

(d) recommending any legislation which
may need to be enacted to ensure
there will be full support for and the
smooth running of such a venture, and

(e) liaising with the Federal Government
to ensure the necessary Federal tax-
ation incentives.

At the outset I impress upon the Government
that in no way was this motion intended or
designed to be a motion of censure; it is a mo-
tion of cooperation. The motion provides the
opportunity whereby, with the cooperation of
the Opposition and the Government, we can
ensure that an enterprise which could well be of
the greatest magnitude this nation has ever
seen will be able to get on stream and proceed
without delay.

I have not met Mr Sarich, although this after-
noon for the first time I spoke to him by tele-
phone. Therefore, it cannot be said that there is
any collusion on my pant with anyone in re-
spect of moving this motion.

I have moved this motion, firstly, because of
the interest I have taken in the orbital engine
Mr Sarich has developed over the many years
since it was first announced. I have watched
this matter closely and with interest and I have
looked forward to the day when the engine
could be established as a reality in this State.

The messages conveyed in the Press Over the
last week or so have prompted me to move this
motion. In the Sunday Times last Sunday a
message appeared in the editorial headed "Be
warned" which said-

Perth inventor Ralph Sarich has laid it
on the line to governments, unions and
private enterprise: Work together instead
of working against each other or Australia
will lose the opportunity to manufacture
his revolutionary new engine.

And so the editorial goes on.
On 15 July last we saw a similar type of

editorial in The West Australian under the
heading "Lost chances". It reads, in pan, as
follows-

Ralph Sarich's complaint about the ob-
stackes confronting Australian industry
could hardly be more timely.

With the nation's trade account in the
red and governments appealing for new in-
vestment, his threat to transfer his oper-
ations overseas adds weight to calls for a
review of industry strategy.

The editorial goes on. Without question,
Australia is currently facing one of its gravest
economic moments and this is an opportunity
not to criticise the Government, but to make
an offer of cooperation with the Government,
and I do this most sincerely. There is nothing
in this for me, except in regard to the future
prosperity of Australia, which has become my
country and which I love very dearly.

Mr Brian Burke: But you were born here,
weren't you?

Mr CRANE: I was born in Sri Lanka,
Ceylon, so I am a Ceylonese Pomn because I
moved to England later.

Mr Brian Burke: Really?
Mr CRANE: Our Federal Treasurer has said

that Australia is facing the reality of becoming
a banana republic, and that is very true indeed
because the nation is facing an economic crisis
and the only way out of this crisis is to encour-
age our export industries and at the same time
create jobs and opportunities for the many
Australians who are presently out of work.

This enterprise, which could become a reality
with encouragement from Governments and
Oppositions, both Federally and State, could
become not a multi-million dollar enterprise
but a multi-billion dollar enterprise. Never has
such an opportunity been given to this nation
to shake off those shackles which have kept us
poor for so many years than is now being
presented to us by Mr Sarich with his under-tak-
ings and his desires. He told me today by tele-
phone that it always has been his desire and his
dream that this enterprise would proceed in
Western Australia.

Mr Court: He has always said it, right from
the word go.

Mr CRANE: And he said it this afternoon.
Members can see why I place such importance
on this matter. I am not trying to cajole the
Government into agreeing with my comments
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by any form of blackmail, but I would like it to
be recorded that if this opportunity to create
such an industry in Australia, particularly in
Western Australia, does not proceed, and if one
of the reasons it does not proceed is because an
opportunity such as we are being offered
tonight is not taken up, this Government will
stand condemned for ever more, not only by its
own supporters, but by all Australians.

I therefore hope members will agree to this
motion which calls for a Select Committee of
cooperation to investigate these matters. It is
unfortunate that we have so little time to de-
bate such a motion, not because I have moved
and framed it, but because of the current
serious economic situation in Australia. This is
one of the most important motions, if not the
most important, to have come before this
House for many years.

I do not want to dwell on the seriousness of
our economic plight at this time other than to
remind members that we have very little time
left in which to act. Mr Sarich told me that we
have almost reached the point of no return. We
have unique opportunities in Australia to set
up this company which could manufacture and
sell overseas not only the orbital engine but
other equipment which is considered to be
foremost in the world. The electronic equip-
ment for the motor vehicle industry which Mr
Sarich has developed leads the world in this
field. Australians have an opportunity to
manufacture that equipment and to reap the
benefits of export earnings which it would
bring to us.

Mr Sarich also has a responsibility to his
shareholders-the Orbital Engine Company
shareholders and BHP shareholders. Mr
Sarich's responsibility to those shareholders is
that when this manufacturing enterprise is es-
tablished it must proceed without hindrance or
interference in any form, and that is why it is
important that I have included some other
points in my motion-for example, paragraph
(c). We know what happened in the Pilbara in
the iron ore industry over the years when the
Japanese complained that Australia was not
able to supply iron ore because of industrial
unrest.

In today's Daily News the following article
appears under the headline "Team effort is
needed: Sir Arvi"-

Leading Australian industrialist Sir Avri
Parbo today called on government, unions,
employees, managers and consumers to
help turn Australia's economy around.

This is not the time for point scoring, for tear-
ing strips off the Government, or for playing
party politics. This is when we should genu-
inely cooperate with each other. The electorate
is crying out for us to do this. How many times
have we read in the newspaper or heard of
people saying, "I wish that members of Parlia-
ment would cooperate a little more instead of
tearing strips off each other all the time." How
right they are.

I have not said one word tonight in condem-
nation of the Government and I do not intend
to do so. I ask the Government to take up our
offer to cooperate, because this is an oppor-
tunity which might easily slip through our
fingers. The Government may not consider
that the Opposition has much to offer, but we
do. The Opposition, both in this State and
federally, must learn to mend some of its ways
and to cooperate in this very serious period of
crisis now facing Australia. If members of Par-
liament of all political colours. are not prepared
to take up the challenge to cooperate with each
other for the good of our nation we, as mem-
bers of Parliament, have no right to accept the
generous salaries which are paid to us each
month. We do have a responsibility. As an Op-
position member, I have a responsibility to
give to the Government credit where credit is
due and to seek its help and cooperation with
some of the ideas we put up from time to time.
I recognise that nobody in this State has a
patent on good ideas. Nobody can tell me that
the Government never comes up with some-
thing worthwhile; nor can anybody tell me that
members of the Opposition do not have some
good ideas also.

This is an opportunity, perhaps for the first
time in the history of Western Australian poli-
tics, for both sides of this House to unite for the
common good to support a motion which is
aimed at forming a Select Committee of coop-
eration so that we can investigate the matters
set out in my motion and in relation to which it
is pointless at this late hour to speak any
longer.

I have about 30 seconds left; that is all the
time given to me. When one considers the time
that has been wasted in this place, not only
tonight, with hours of argument and in some
instances useless debate, one finds time is lim-
ited now for someone who at least has the guts
to stand up in this place and ask parlianmen-
tarians to do that which they were elected to
do. I appeal to the Government to support this
motion and all it stands for, not only for the
sake of the Government and members of Par-
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liament but, for God's sake, for the economic
security of Australia.

Mr Court: I second the motion.
MR BRYCE (Ascot-Minister for Industry

and Technology) [I11. 12 p.m.]: Can I say briefly
in relation to the achievements of Ralph Sarich
that members on both sides of the House are
very proud of this Western Australian. I know
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition as my
predecessor, and his predecessors over a period
of more than 10 years, probably I5 years, have
shown a great deal of interest and enthusiasm
for the idea that a Western Australian could
come through the middle of one of the most
heavily capitalised industries in the world with
a brand new concept, take it through its re-
search and development phase, and go into
production. It would be a great pity for Ralph
Sarich as a individual and for the orbital engine
project if it became a political football.

At this stage of the night, time will limit the
response I make to the member for Moore. In
essence I say to him I have as a member of this
House seen members suggest the formation of
Select Committees for a whole range of
reasons. I say to him candidly and honestly that
I do not believe a Select Committee of this
Parliament is the appropriate mechanism to
achieve what he has said he seeks to do. He did
not heap scorn on the Government or take up a
partisan position in his comments. He
expressed his concern for the project and
outlined how he and all the members of the
House want to see this project become a reality.

In all seriousness, the expertise that is needed
and the time factor involved mean that we
simply cannot in practical terms use this mech-
anism. A team of four fairly key officers and
one principal member of my staff are already at
work to stitch together and finish off two im-
portant parts of a package to achieve what the
member for Moore is seeking to do. On one
hand it is a list of specific things that the State
Government can and will be prepared to do to
assist the Sarich company. I am sure they are
the sorts of things members on both sides of the
House would be only too happy to embrace.

The real moment of truth will arrive when
the component of the package that is being
developed is taken to the Federal Government
because there are a number of new areas of
decision making that need to be addressed and
shaped up to by the Federal Government. They
have not been looked at as effectively by the
Federal Government as they should have been
from our point of view. No Federal Govern-

ment-I am not playing party politics here;
neither did the Fraser Government-has
legislated in any way or made decisions that
encourage people to invest in medium to long-
term industry development.

Our nation has become a nation of specu-
lators in so many different respects. Even in the
field of research and development activity
people so often succumb to the temptation to
be speculators when they come up with a
brilliant idea. Rather than develop it here, the
research and development is done in another
pant of the world because it is a lot easier to
grab the quick quid and see it developed by
somebody else who has had the experience in
an industrial sense in developing similar proj-
ects elsewhere.

The Federal Government can do a number
of things in a practical way to encourage inves-
tor interest and involvement in manufacturing
development. That has not been addressed in
the past, and I say to the member for Moore
that we think the moment of truth with this
project will come when we put that package to
the Federal Government.

Senator Button was in Western Australia
three weeks ago, and I took that opportunity to
address and identify four or five of those things
with him, including the Sarich project.

Mr Court: Including the Geraldton boat
builder?

Mr BRYCE: I have raised that with Senator
Button on probably no fewer than three oc-
casions. I can just about show the member for
Nedlands the table in the restaurant where we
talked about the Geraldton boat builder.

Mr Court: Were you under it?
Mr BRYCE: No. As a matter of fact John

Button is one of those remarkable human be-
ings at whom I can look eyeball to eyeball. I do
not want to be distracted by that sort of inter-
jection at this hour of the night.

We think the moment of truth will arrive and
the test for the Federal Government will be
when we put an interesting and innovative
package to it containing a series of measures
designed to interest investor confidence in this
sort of project. It will be a very important turn-
ing point for the Federal Government.

Much has been said in the last 12 to 18
months about the need for Australians to adopt
a new attitude-unions, Government, and key
management people in private enterprise. As
far as the Federal Government is concerned it
will have to face the moment of truth on a
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number of fronts. I think the Sarich project will
do the whole of Australian industry-certainly
Western Australian industry-a favour if we
can achieve the breakthrough with a significant
number of these issues we want the Federal
Government to address for and on behalf of the
Sarich project.

A Select Committee is not the appropriate
vehicle. Such committees can do many things
effectively, but we do not believe this is one of
them. I take on board the offer made by the
member for Moore, and his colleagues through
him, in respect of their enthusiasm to contrib-
ute worthwhile ideas. We will receive anything
that is worthwhile and happily consider it, but
we do not believe we can take the time that
would be involved with a parliamentary Select
Committee to look into this particular matter.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 16
Mr Hradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance

Mr Lewis
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Rushton
Mr Schell
Mr Stephens
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Spriggs

Oldqer)

Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertramn
Mr Bridge
Mrflryce
Mr Burkett
Mr Cary
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
NirHodge

Ayes
Mr Blaikie
Mr Mensaros
Mr Williams
Mr Lightfoot
Mr Watt
Mr Cowan
Mr Clarka,

Noes 23
Mr Tom Jones
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Read
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr P. 1. Smith
Mr Terry Burke

(Telk')

Question thus negatived.
Motion defeated.

BILLS (2): RETURNED

I . Litter Amendment Bill.
2. Wheat Marketing Amendment Hill.

Bills returnied from the Council without
amendment.

House adjourned at) 11.24 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT
Computers: Allocation

724. Mr MacKINNON, to the Deputy
Premier:
(1) Have any members of Parliament

other than the four members who
have been allocated the use of com-
puters on a trial basis been allocated
word processing or computing facili-
ties over and above that normally
provided to members?

(2) If so, which members have been
provided with such a facility?

(3) What services have been provided to
those members?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) The initial pilot project has been ex-

tended to six offices.
(2) Members now participating in the

electorate pilot office computerisation
study-EPOCS-are:-
Mr i. G. Clarko MLA, Karrinyup
Hon. G. J. Troy MLA, Mundaring
Mr D. L. Smith MLA, Mitchell
IHon. A. A. Lewis MLC, Lower Cen-
tral Province
Mr H. J. Cowan MLA. Merredin
Hon. M. J. Bryce MLA. Ascot

(3) Services are to be provided on the
same basis as those provided to the
first four pilot sites.

DTX AUSTRALIA LTD
Relocation: Submission

738. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
The South West:
(1) Did the Government receive from

DTX any submission based on the PA
Technology report prior to its agreeing
to extend the assistance to DTX re-
ferred to in question 44 of IlI June
1986?

(2) If so, when was that report received by
the Government?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) A number of proposals were

considered both prior to and after the
PA Technology report was available
and before the agreement with DTX
was finalised on 4 February 1986.

DTX AUSTRALIA LTD
Relocation: Report

739. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
The South West:
(1) How much did the PA Technology re-

port on DTX as referred to in ques-
tion 523 of 26 June 1986 cost?

(2) Has DTX actually paid to the Govern-
ment its 25 per cent share of the cost?

(3) If so, when was it paid?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) $33 489.66.
(2) and (3) DTX made payment to PA

Technology in November 1985.

PASTORAL LEASE
MI James: Aboriginal Group

773. Mr HASSELL, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs:
(1) In relation to the grant of a 99-year

lease over 450 square kilometres of re-
serve land at Mt James, east of
Carnarvon, is 450 square kilometres
the total area of land involved in ar-
rangements with Aborigines in that
area?

(2) Will he table a map showing the land
in relation to Mt Augustus and the re-
gion?

(3) What are the terms of the 99-year
lease?

(4) (a) Will he table a map of the lease;
(b) if not, why not?

(5) Will rates and taxes, and vermin or
other charges be payable by the com-
munity in respect of the land?

(6) What corporation is the grantee of the
lease?

(7) Who are the members of the
controlling board or body of that cor-
poration?

(8) How are they elected or appointed and
for what term or terns?

(9) What Aboriginal group claims associ-
ation with the land in the area of the
lease granted?

(10)
(11)

How large is that group?
Where do the members of that group
live currently?
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(12) What are the conditions of tenure of
the land?

(13) What case was made out to him in
support of the grant of the tease?

(14)
(15)
(16)

By whom?
What is the status of the reserve?
Will the lease be subject to parliamen-
tary approval?

(17) Can the lease be disallowed by Parlia-
ment?

(18) On whose behalf is it proposed that
the Aboriginal Development Com-
mission purchase 400 square kilo-
metres of Dalgety Downs Station?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) Yes-see tabled plan-Mt Phillips,

scale 1:250 000.
(3) The land was leased by the Aboriginal

Lands Trust to the Mungullah Com-
munity for 99 years for a peppercorn
rental for the use and benefit of the
Aboriginal inhabitants of the area.

(4) (a) See (2) above;
(b) not applicable.

(5) The land will be subject to current law
relating to the payment of rates, taxes,
and other charges.

(6) The Mungullah Aboriginal Com-
munity, Aboriginal Corporation.

(7) Chairman-Mr T. Clinch
Vice Chairman-Mr C. Snowball
Secrtary-Ms A. Jones
General Committee-

Mr G. Ranger
Mr H. Jones
Mr D. Dodd
Ms L. Dodd
Mr R, Ranger

(8) The members are elected at the annual
general meeting or at a special meet-
ing, according to its constitution.

(9) Mungullah. Aboriginal Community.
(10) Approximately 400 people.
(11) Carnarvon and surrounding area.
(12) See (3) above.
(13) and (14) The lease was granted pursu-

ant to Government policy.
(15) Reserve No. 39182-Lyons Location

8-is set aside for the purpose of "use
and benefit of Aboriginal inhabi-

tants", and is vested in the Aboriginal
Lands Trust, with power to lease.

(16) and (17) Parliamentary approval is
not required for the granting of the
lease, nor will it be sought.

(18) The Aboriginal Development Com-
mission is a Commonwealth statutory
body and is not the responsibility of
the State Minister.

(See paper No. 284.)

LAND RESERVE
Mi Augustuss: Status

774, Mr HASSELL, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs:
(1) What is the present status of the Mt

Augustus reserve?
(2) What is the area of that reserve?
(3) What does the Government propose

in relation to that reserve?
(4) Will he table a map showing the re-

serve in relation to the surrounding
areas?

(5) Has any claim in relation to the re-
serve been made by any Aboriginal or
Aboriginal community?

(6) What consideration is being given to
any such claim?

(7) Does the Government have any plan
to grant any pant of the Mt Augustus
reserve to any Aboriginal person,
group, or community?

(8) How far is Mt Augustus from the Mt
James reserve recently granted to the
Mungullab group?

(9) Does the Government propose that
any control over Mt Augustus should
be given to any Aboriginal, Aboriginal
community, Aboriginal group, or Ab-
original corporation?

(10) Does the Government propose to in-
volve any Aboriginal person, Aborigi-
nal group, Aboriginal community, or
Aboriginal corporation in the manage-
ment of Mt Augustus?

(11) lf so, how?
(12)

(13)

Does any Aboriginal community or
group claim affinity with Mt
Augustus?
What is the nature of that claim?

(14) When was it made and by whom?
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(15) Are there said to be any sacred sites on
or about Mt Augustus?

(16) How many?
(17) When were they identified?
(18) When were they verified?
(19) By whom?
Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1)

(2)
(8)

(9)
(11)
(12)
(13)

I am not sure what the member means
by Mt Augustus reserve. So far as I am
aware, there is no such reserve
although I understand that in accord-
ance with EPA recommendation 8. 16,
action is progressing to set aside the
Mt Augustus monocline as an '*A"-
class reserve for the purpose of
"national park". I suggest that any
questions regarding this action be
directed to the Minister for Lands.
to (7) See answer to (1).
Mt Augustus monocline is 37 kilo-
metres from reserve No. 39182.
and (10) This has not been considered.
Not applicable.
Yes.
Traditional ties with the land.

(14) There has always been interest in this
area by the people who now make up
the Mungullah community.

(15) Yes.
(16) Five sites of significance to Aboriginal

people have been recorded to date.
(17) At various times between 1973 and

1984.
(18) As above.
(19) WA Museum, Aboriginal sites depart-

ment.

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS
Metropolitan: Patronage

782. Mr RUSHTQN, to the Minister for
Planning:
(1) Will he have an independent in-depth

survey of the patronage on the metro.-
politan passenger rail system before
the Government decides to proceed
with the electrification of the passen-
ger rail system?

(2) When is an independent survey
expected to be carried out into patron-
age of the metropolitan railway pass-
enger system on the recommendation
of the Australian Bureau of Statistics?

(3) Will he, when quoting the latest
estimated growth figures, indicate, to
the readers or listeners, that the fig-
ures were obtained from a very lim-
ited in-house survey?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) to (3) This question is wrongly

addressed to the Minister for Plan-
nling. It has been referred to the Minis-
ter for Transport and he will answer
the question in writing.

YOUTH
Priority One Project. Support

815. Mr MOcKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Youth:
(1) (a) Did the State Government sup-

port the Federal Government's
priority one project;

(b) if so, what contribution did the
State Government make towards
that project?

(2) (a) Is there any ongoing involvement
from the State Government with
the project;

(b) if so. what is the detail, and
nature, of that involvement?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) (a) Yes;

(b) the State Government was
consulted about youth needs and
the general thrust of priority one,
but not the specific programmes.
Besides consultation, the State as-
sisted with the selection of four
pilot programmes in the area of
promoting coordination of local
youth services and youth access to
services.
Following the announcement of
the priority one programme, the
State also negotiated an agree-
ment with the Commonwealth on
the introduction of traineeships.

(2) (a) Yes;
(b) traineeships are being established

under the basis of the agreement
between the Commonwealth and
the State.
Also, the State Government is
promoting the establishment of a
formal agreement to guide the de-
velopment of local youth services.
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Currently, local youth services are
being provided by the Common-
wealth, State, and, in some in-
stances, local government and the
voluntary sector. These cover
most areas of designated portfolio
responsibilities from Housing and
Community Services to Employ-
ment and Training.

Throughi the Youth Affairs Bu-
reau, the State Government is
developing an inventory of such
services and working ont
guidelines for Commonwealth-
State cooperation.

FISHERIES: SALMON

Sales: Regulations

816. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Fisheries:

(1) What regulations currently apply to
professional fishermen and their
ability to sell salmon for cray bait or
pet food?

(2) When were these regulations
introduced?

(3) (a) Are there any plans to change the
regulations in the near future;

(b) if so, what is the nature of these
changes, and when will they be
made?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) During the 1986 season, which has
now been completed, each salmon
team was allowed to sell up to seven
tonnes of salmon for rock lobster bait
under an approval granted by the di-
rector pursuant to a notice on this sub-
ject issued by the then Minister for
Fisheries and Wildlife in 1976. The
notice does not include a constraint
on the use of salmon for pet food.

(2) The notice on the use of salmon was
published in the Government Gazette
on 20 February 1976.

(3) (a) There are no plans to amend the
notice;

(b) see (3) (a).

FLORA: PALMS
Import: Legal

817. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Has anyone been prosecuted under

the Plant Diseases Act and regulations
for the illegal importation of palms
into Western Australia within the last
12 months?

(2) If so, how many charges have been
laid?

M r G R ILL replied:
(I) No.
(2) Not applicable.

WATER RESOURCES: DENMARK
Tests: Ocean Beach

819. Mr STEPHENS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Will he confirm that tests at Ocean

Beach for a possible source of water
for Denmark have proved negative?

(2) Will he approve an investigation into
the feasibility of using Mad Fish Bay
as a source of supply?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Investigations in the Ocean Beach

area are still in progress and the area
has not been abandoned as a possible
source of water for the Denmark water
supply,

(2) It will only be necessary to investigate
water in the Mad Fish Bay area if
other more economic alternatives
prove unsuccessful.

(3) Answered by (2).

WASTE DISPOSAL
Effluent: Animal-based Industries

823. Mr RUSHTON, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Is it a fact that the Water Authority is

intending to control the assessment
and licensing of effluent discharges
from animal-based industries?

(2) Has a draft report, "Environment
Management Guidelines for Animal
based Industries", been received?
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(3) If "Yes" to (2), will he please let me
have a copy of the report?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) The Water Authority is responsible for
effluent monitoring and licensing
under the provisions of Pant IIA of
the Rights in Water and Irrigation
Act. Intensive animal-based industries
have always been subject to these pro-
visions.

(2) This document is in rough first-draft
form only and is still being considered
by a specialist committee. It has not
been forwarded to the Minister's
office.

(3) Not applicable.

HEALTH: TOBACCO SMOKING

"Quit" Campaign: Evaluations

827. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Referring to the answers to questions
622 and 714 of 1986, and, in particu-
Jar, answer (3) to question 622, when
and where were the evaluations of the
long-term effectiveness of the "Quit"
campaign released?

(2) Will he provide me with a copy or
copies?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) I refer the member to the answer to
question 662 given to him by my
predecessor on 18 September 1985.

(2) It is not considered appropriate to
provide Cull copies of all market re-
search evaluation data.

I will, as I have already advised the
member in response to his question of
2 July, release results of 1986 "Quit"
campaign evaluations when the work
has been completed and analysed.

I welcome the member's interest in
the success of the smoking and health
project, which makes so important a
contribution to prevention of avoid-
able death and disease in the com-
munity.

MINERAL: NICKEL

Agnew: Discussions

828. Mr LIGHTFOOT, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(1) Has be had recent discussions with the
BP-MIM management with respect to
the future of the Agnew nickel oper-
ations?

(2) If so--

(a) will the present work force be
maintained;

(b) what steps were taken to assist the
maintenance and well being of the
work force and future operations
of the project?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) and (2) Refer to part (I) of my re-
sponse to question 733 of Wednesday,
9 July 1986.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE
OFFICE

Local Government Pool

830. MrTRENORDEN, to the Treasurer:

(1) With reference to the local govern-
ment insurance pool, due to the fact
that the State Government Insurance
Office will be required to be equal in
competitive nature to private insurers,
by what amount in percentage terms
will the premium need to rise to cover
the increased cost?

(2) At what date will the premium in-
crease?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) It is very unlikely that legislative pro-
visions requiring the SGIO to compete
equally with private insurers will re-
suit in any significant movement of
costs-

It is therefore expected that local
government insurance pool premiums
will not be affected by changes to the
S010 in respect of equal competition.

(2) Not applicable.
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LIQUOR

Consumption

831. Mr TRENORDEN. to the Minister for
Racing and Gaming:

(1) What was the percentage of the total
liquor consumed in hotels and clubs in
1980?

(2) How has the percentage changed in
the latest available figures?

Mrs B EGGS replied:

(1) and (2) Statistics of this nature are not
kept by the Licensing Court.

CRIME

violence: Drink-related

832. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Are figures available on drink-related
violence in the home in 1980?

(2) How have those figures changed in
1986 or in latest figures available?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

The member has directed his question
to the wrong Minister. This question
has been referred to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services for a
reply to the member in writing.

HOMESWEST AGENCY

Port Jiedland

838. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Housing:

(1) Is it a fact that Pilbara Metropolitan
Realty at Port Hedland was granted an
agency to sell Homeswest land in the
town and that the company was suc-
cessful in selling a number of residen-
tial lots?

(2) If "Yes", why has the company's
agency now been terminated?

Mr WILSON replied:

(I) and (2) It is not policy to answer ques-
tions involving matters which are pri-
vate between agent and principal.

TRANSPERTH
Services Development Officer

839. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) When is Mr Allan Bray expected to

take up his position as services devel-
opment officer with Transperth?

(2) What will be his principal duties when
he commences?

(3) Where is he being recruited from?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) and (3) Mr Alan Bray has been

recruited from South Africa and will
take up his position after immigration
arrangements, which are now in pro-
cess, have been completed.

(2) The critical achievement areas for this
position are-
(a) Has responsibility for the design

of service specifications from
which transport services are
scheduled and operated;

(b) coordinates data collection from
community research and passen-
ger movements to provide a basis
for design of services;

(c) develops and maintains the ser-
vice criteria for the design of all
services;

(d) develops techniques for the
measurement of actual perform-
ance against service specification
requirements;

(e) designs and maintains a pro-
gramme for regular analysis of
market trends and subsequent
service adjustments.

PLANNING DEVELOPMENT
Drive-in Theatre Site: Port Hedland

842. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Planning:

Further to question 684 of 3 July 1986
concerning the drive-in theatre site at
Fort Hedland, what is the likely time
scale for each of the steps outlined in
his answer?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The Shire of Port Hedland town plan-
ning scheme No. 4 was gazetted for
final approval on I11 July 1986.
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The Shire of Port Hedland has for-
mally resolved to amend the scheme
to facilitate the development of the
drive-in site for a supermarket and
speciality shops. The State Planning
Commission has not yet received
amending documents. Once amending
documents are received, it will take
approximately six months for the mat-
ter to be finalised, although this may
be reduced depending on the length of
time that the proposal is made avail-
able for public comment.

EDUCATION: PARENTS AND CITIZENS
ASSOCIATION

Oakford: Invitation
843. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:

(1) Has he accepted or does he intend to
accept the Oakford primary school
parents and citizens' association invi-
tation to him to attend its meeting
next Friday, 18 July at 7.30 p.m. at the
school?

(2) If he is unable to attend the meeting,
will he have the Minister for Edu-
cation represent him at the meeting?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) 1lam unable to attend the meeting ow-

ing to prior commitments.
(2) The Minister for Education is unable

to attend because he will be in
Kununurra. If the association is agree-
able, the Minister could request a de-
partmental representative to attend.

HEALTH: DRUGS
Addicts: Deaths

844. Mr LEWIS. to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is it fact that the deaths of drug ad-

dicts and abusers of heroin are usually
recorded as kidney failure or heart
failure?

(2) If so. why do not the death certificates
record the deaths as due to drug or
heroin abuse?

(3) What are the numbers of people
whose deaths officially were recorded
as caused by heroin addiction and
abuse in the years-
(a) 198 1;
(b) 1982;
(c) 1983;

(d) i984;
(e) 19 85?

(4) What are the numbers of people
known to be heroin users in Western
Australia who have died in the
years-
(a) 198 1;
(b) 1982;
(c) 1983;
(d) 1984;
(e) 1985?

(5) If because of clinical or medical
reasons the records do not show that
drug abuse was the actual cause of
death, will he take the necessary ac-
tion to rectify the procedures to show
the true cause of death and why these
vital body functions failed?

Mr TAYLOR replied,
(1) No.

(2)
(3)

Accurate death certification is reliant
upon the certifying medical prac-
titioner.
Where organ malfunction such as kid-
ney failure is the cause of death and
the terminal event is due to drug
abuse, this should be so recorded.
However, an addict for example could
die due to injuries sustained in a
motor vehicle accident and the injur-
ies sustained would be the cause of
death.
Not applicable.
1981-4
1982-2
1983-6
1984-5
1985-nat yet available.

(4) Not known. Drug users are a mobile
population.

(5) Answered by (1).

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
Orbital Engine Co Ply Lt Incentives

846. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Industry and Technology:

Why has the State Government not
been working with Mr Ralph Sarich tn
ensure that the Orbital Engine Co Pty
Ltd is offered the sufficient incentives
for its engine manufacturing to take
place in Western Australia?
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Mr BRYCE replied:
I refer the member to the question
without notice in the Legislative As-
sembly on Tuesday, 15 July 1986.

TECHNOLOGY DIRECTORATE
Permanent Head

847. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Industry and Technology:

Who replaced Darryl Hull as the act-
ing or permanent head of the Tech-
nology Directorate?

Mr BRYCE replied:
I refer the member to the question
without notice in the Legistative As-
sembly on Tuesday, I5 July 1986.

EDUCATION
Wdlfare Officers:- School Vacation Employment

849. Mr MacKiNNON, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) What work do school welfare officers

carry out during school vacations?
(2) Are these school welfare officers

required to take their annual leave
during school vacations?

(3) How much are school welfare officers
paid under the appropriate Govern-
men: award?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) School welfare officers mainly use

school vacations to complete the busi-
ness of the previous school term.
These tasks include parental visits,
preparation of reports, and mainten-
ance Of Office records.

(2) School welfare officers take annual
leave during school vacations,
although occasional exceptions may
occur where personal situations war-
rant.

(3) $20 912 to $25 969.

FORESTS
Karri: Regrowth

85 1. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(t) What is the total area of karri and

karri-type forest in the south-west
which, after harvesting by clear-
felling, has been regrown with new
karri and karri-type forest, since the

start of the timber industry in Western
Australia?

(2) What is the total area of karri and
karri-type forest in the south-west
which, after harvesting by selective
cutting, has been regrown with new
kamr and karri-zype forest over the
same period?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Approximately 38 200 hectares of

karri and karri-type forest have been
clear-felled and satisfactorily
regenerated to December 1 985.

(2) Approximately 40 000 hectares of
karri and karri-type forest have been
selectively cut. Of this about 5 000
hectares have been satisfactorily
regenerated.

GOVERNMENT PRINTER
Private Sector Work

852. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Works and
Services:
(1) How does the Government Printer de-

termine what Government work is
allocated to the private sector?

(2) What proportion of the Government's
printing work is handled in such a
way?

(3) Does the Government levy any charge
for the handling of this work for de-
partments and Government agencies?

(4) What is that charge?
(5) Are any changes being considered to

this system of work allocation?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The principal factor in determining

whether printing and stationery orders
will be processed internally or by the
private sector is whether the Govern-
ment Printing Office has the capacity
to complete the order within the speci-
fied time.
However, certain orders are for Work
of a specialised nature unable to be
produced at the Government Printing
Office. This work is automatically
contracted to the private sector.

(2) Approximately 25 per cent of thM total
value of printing processed through
the Government Printing Office was
contracted out to the private sector in
1985-86.
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(3) Yes.

(4) A fee of 7 per cent of the tendered
price is charged for contracts with a
value up to $7 000. Contracts in ex-
cess of $7 000 attract a maximum fee
of $500.

(5) The functions, activities, and services
provided by the Government Printing
Office are currently being examined
by the Western Australian Govern-
ment functional review committee.

MINERAL: NICKEL

Agnew: Assistance

854. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(1) Has the Government made any offer
of support or assistance to the Agnew
Mining Company which will ensure
the continued operation of its Leinster
mining operations?

(2) In particular, is the Government pre-
pared to-

(a) immediately forgo royalties pay-
able by the company to the State;

(b) implement its election promise to
extend State Energy Commission
power to Leinster;

(c) deregulate the cartage of concen-
trates from Leinster to Kalgoorlie;

(d) purchase the school, police
station, and other company-
provided facilities which are nor-
mally provided by the Govern-
ment; and

(e) assist the Leonora Shire to ac-
quire the other public facilities
provided by the company, such as
the operation of the swimming
pool and maintenance of the town
and its facilities?

(3) If the answer to any of the questions
posed in (2) is "No", will he explain
why not?

Mr PARKER replied:

()to (3) Refer to pant (1) of my response
to question 733 of Wednesday, 9 July
1986&

HEALTH

Foodstuffs: Tests

855. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:

What tests are confectionery or food-
stuffs subjected to which are imported
into Western Australia from overseas?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

My department only conducts tests on
imported confectionery where a need
is demonstrated. No routine testing
has proved necessary to date.

A number of other foodstuffs such as
fish, crustacee, molluscs, shellfish, and
coconut are routinely tested for a var-
iety of purposes includ ins toxic heavy
metals, chemical residues, and bacteri-
ology.

EDUCATION: STUDENTS

Mot hens: Leaving Age

856. Mr BRADSH-AW, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Community
Services:

(1) Are girls of school age who have given
birth and retain the baby expected to
return to school until the legal age at
which they are allowed to leave?

(2) How many girls in Western Australia
currently fit into this category?

(3) In the case of girls under the age of
consent who fall pregnant, are the
fathers of the babies prosecuted?

(4) Who is the recognised guardian of the
baby of the "under age girl"?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) This matter falls within the province
of the Education Department and
should be referred to the Mi.' ster for
Education.

(2) Not known.

(3) This matter falls within the province
of the Police Department and should
be referred to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services.

(4) The maternal mother is the guardian
of the baby.
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EDUCATION
Students: Statistics

857. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) What percentage of children in year

I I are still 15 years old by 30 June of
each year?

(2) Is The Club required reading in some
Western Australian schools for year I I
students?

(3) Does The Club put forward the
proposition that "You don't get ad-
dicted to hash", page 43?

(4) Did the awareness course on 'Drugs
and Aichohol in Our Community"
conducted by the Education and
Health Departments of Western
Australia at Perth Modem School pro-
mote the proposition by stating "there
is not one addictive drug"?

(5) Is the department aware that the
humnour in The Club is based on-
(a) the misuse of drugs-Jock tucked

into smoking hash;
(b) the constant use of hash by the

hero-resulting in the drug-
induced incestuous fantasy, pages
50-5 1?

(6) Is the department serious in its ap-
proach to the drug problem in schools
when the required reading for I15-year-
old students is The Club?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(I) The number of students by age and

year level is available from the I July
student census only. The most recent
figures are for 1 July 1985. 43 per cent
of year I I students at Government
and non-Government schools were 15
years old.

(2) Yes. In year 11, course reading lists
are prepared by a joint syllabus com-
mittee, comprising representatives
from the tertiary institutions, inde-
pendent and Catholic schools, and
Government schools. This committee
is responsible to the Tertiary Insti-
tutions Service Centre and the Sec-
ondary Education Authority.
It is the responsibility of schools to
select the "required" reading texts
from the published list. A parent
objecting to any text may request that

an alternative text be assigned to their
child.

(3) No. The reference is to a discussion
between a football coach and his
imported star. The young man is try-
ing to explain why he used marihuana
before the match. Later in the play he
realises that drugs are not one solution
to his problems.

(4)
(5)

The views of characters in a play are
open to examination by the audience
and can be as readily rejected as ac-
cepted.
No.
The Club does not promote misuse of
drugs as humorous. Certainly there
are entertaining incidents within the
text, but in no way would these
suggest to an audience that drug
taking is a humorous activity. The ref-
erence quoted is total misinterpret-
ation of the text.

(6) The Education Department does not
consider that The Club promotes drug
taking. The member has clearly mis-
understood the play. His concerns
about its effects are misplaced.

HEALTH: DRUGS
Addictive:- Awareness Course

858. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Was the comment "there is not one

addictive drug" made to those who
attended the awareness course on
"Drugs and Alcohol in Our Com-
munity" conducted by the Education
and Health Departments of Western
Australia at Perth Modern School in
March 1986?

(2) Do the personnel with medical qualifi-
cations who were involved in the plan-
ning of the courses agree with this
comment?

(3) How many taxpayers attended each
evening of the awareness course on
"Drugs and Alcohol in Our Com-
munity" at Perth Modern School in
March 1986?

(4) How many of these taxpayers were on
the staff of the school?

(5) Would it be factual to say that less
than two per cent of the parental
population of Perth Modem School
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attended any one evening of the
course at Perth Modem School?

(6) What was the actual cost for each
evening of-
(a) salaries or time-off in lieu;
(b) materials and equipment;
(c) hire of venue,
for each evening of the fortnight
course conducted at Perth Modemn
School?

(7) Is the Health Department aware that
David Williamson's play The Club is
required reading for 15-year-old year
I I students at Perth Modemn School?

(8) Has the Health Department looked at
the drug promotion aspect of The
Club?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) To my knowledge this comment was

not made, unless words such as these
have been taken entirely out of con-
text.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) Approximately 30 attended each even-

ing of the course. The parent drug
awareness programme, like all such
programmes, is entirely voluntary for
parents. Since August 1985, when the
first parent drug awareness courses
were offered in high schools, nightly
attendance has ranged from under 20
to over 200. The average attendance is
approximately 55. These figures are
extremely encouraging, and show that
parents are willing to make use of
these valuable courses. The parent
drug awareness courses have been
widely appreciated, and WA's lead in
this area is likely to be followed in
other States and Territories. Those
who have attended in-service training
courses, enabling them to run drug
awareness courses in their own schools
and communities, include all youth
education officers, and a substantial
number of school nurses, guidance
officers, health education teachers,
and others. This programme is
expected to make a major contri-
bution to furtherance of drug edu-
cation. as part of the Government's
whole-hearted campaign to reduce
drug abuse in our society.

(4) Normally three or four members of
school staff attend the courses.

(5) The precise information on which this
calculation can be made is not cur-
rently available. Attendance for the
drug awareness courses is certainly
higher than that one would normally
anticipate at parental information-
education evenings of this kind.

(6) (a) Approximately $ 100-this rep-
resents salar or time-off-in-lieu
costs for one health education
officer and one youth education
officer;

(b) less than $1f0;
(c) there is no cost for hire of the

venue.
The "fortnight" courses at Perth Mod-
em School entailed four evening
sessions over the two-week period.
With 30 participants, the cost is
approximately $3 per head for a 2 /
hour course; for those courses with
larger numbers of participants, the
cost per head is even less.

(7) 1 refer the member to the answer given
by the Minister for Education to ques-
tion 634 on 2 July.

(8) See answer to question (7) above.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

HEALTH: TOBACCO SMOKING
"Quit " Campaign: Evaluation

1 76. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Health:

I have asked the Minister a number of
questions relating to the evaluation of
the long-term effectiveness of the
"Quit" campaign, and I seem to have
received a series of evasive answers.
With reference to the Minister's
answers to questions 622, 714, and
827, all relating to evaluation of effec-
tiveness of the "Quit" campaign, and
in particular the long-term effective-
ness of the "Quit" campaign, and in
relation to the answer to question 662
of Wednesday, 18 September 1985 to
which the Minister has today referred
me, can the Minister advise the House
that professional evaluations of the
"Quit" campaign and its long-term ef-
fectiveness have not in fact shown that
in the long term the "Quit" campaign
is almost totally ineffective?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
No, the Leader of the Opposition is
totally incorrect; and in fact it is quite
clear from the reviews that have been
done to date in relation to the "Quit"
campaign that the campaign is effec-
tive. I would be very surprised if every
single member of this House is not
aware of at least one person, be it
friend or family member, who over
the past three years has given up
smoking. There is no doubt whatso-
ever that the campaign has been quite
effective.
I must say also that I have not been
deliberately evasive in answering
those questions. The fact is that the
results of the 1985 campaign, or those
results it was thought proper to be
made available, were made available.
I am happy to make available the re-
sults of the 1986 campaign. However,
I will not make available results which
I think could be used to advantage by
the tobacco industry to counter the
"Quit" campaign, and my concern is
that in asking many of these questions
the Leader of the Opposition is acting
as no more than an agent for the
tobacco industry in a bid to obtain
information that would be to its com-
mercial benefit.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I understand

that it is contrary to the Standing Or-
ders, to which you have recently
drawn attention, to impugn the mo-
tives of members of this House. The
Minister hasjust done so in relation to
a series of questions I have asked on a
matter of public interest, public con-
cern, and public expenditure; and I
ask that you direct him to withdraw
his remark.

Mr Taylor: You might like to deny the
point I made.

Mr HASSELL: I am very happy to deny it
now, and the Minister should with-
draw.

Mr TAYLOR: On the point of order, Mr
Speaker, given the fact that the Leader
of the Opposition has denied that
claim-and I assume that denial is
made to the best of effect as far as he
is concerned-I will withdraw the

point that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition may be acting as an agent for
the tobacco industry, and just leave it
at that.

The SPEAKER: I thank the Minister for
Health for assisting in maintaining the
decorum of the Chamber.

Questions without Notice Resumed

PASTORAL INDUSTRY: KIMBERLEY
Restructuring:- Secrecy

177. Mr THOMAS, to the Premier:
(1) Did he hear the member for Nedlands

claim that secrecy surrounded plans to
restructure the Kimberley pastoral in-
dustr?

(2) Is that claim accurate?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) The Leader of the Opposition,

in high dudgeon, may claim he is not
an agent for the tobacco industry. I
would not know whether he was or
not, and I do not much care. However,
if I was that industry I would probably
get a better agent.
I do take umbrage at the member for
Nedlands' presenting quite
deliberately a situation which is inac-
curate even on the basis of the ma-
terial he quoted from, and I take this
opportunity of pointing out to the
member for Nedlands that he will not
go very far by being less than frank
about the material he quotes from.
He said not more than 10 minutes ago
that the commitment made to the
Commonwealth was secret and was
not known to the Parliament, but that
he was now revealing it. Just prior to
that he quoted from the answer to a
question which, when I obtained a
copy of the same answer, reveals that
this member must have known he was
not telling the truth. On 5 November
1985, in answer to a question, I said-

I want to make it perfectly clear
that the State's position was
finalised by letter in June when I
wrote to the Commonwealth
confirming that provision would
be made for Aboriginal interests
to obtain within the Fitzroy Val-
Iey region one or more pastoral
units without additional cost to
the Commonwealth.
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That was in November last year. How
was it secret until the member for
Nedlands revealed it tonight? Not
more than 15 minutes ago the member
for Nedlands stood up and said, "I am
revealing a secret". He quoted from
the answer to a question that
contained the information he then
revealed. Did the member for
NedLands think we would not check
the answer? Everything he just read
out was in that answer, given in
November 1985.
It is no good reading the rest of it
now-the member should have read it
before he made his outlandish claim.
On page 3701 of Hansard of 5
November 1985 are the words that the
member for Nedlands revealed as a
secret tonight.
If Opposition members complain
about being labelled agents for the
tobacco industry, at least we do not
claim they cannot read.

PASTORAL INDUSTRY: LEASES
Emanuel: Aboriginal Groups

178. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
in respect of question 405 to which he
just referred, is it a fact that nowhere
in that answer is it revealed that 25
per cent of the Emanuel leases in the
Fitzroy Valley region had to be given
to the Aborigines?

The SPEAKER: Order! About halfway
through the Premier's answer I deter-
mined that it was inappropriate to
pursue debate on this subject by way
of questions this evening when we
were right in the middle of a debate on
exactly this subject before question
time began. For the sake of the easy
running of the House I did not want to
just sit the Premier down because he
had already got out a substantial pant
of his answer and it did not seem ap-
propriate. By the same token, it does
not seem appropriate to continue with
this line of questioning.
I am faced with a bit of a dilemma
now because I do not want to make
the member for Nedlands feel that he
has been mistreated during question
time. I am inclined to think I should
not allow his question because in fact
he is the member who presently has

the call and will be continuing the de-
bate after question time, and I would
think he could raise his question after
tea.

Point of Order
Mr HASSELL: The object of question time

is to allow members to question the
Government and the Ministry. We
have just witnessed the Premier's
using question time to respond to a
pant of a debate and he has seemingly
said something inaccurate.

The SPEAKER: Order? I will not stop
anyone asking questions. If you are
going to take objection to my
intentions in any way, the member for
Nedlands can ask his question.
Nevertheless, I suggest that having
asked the question and received an
answer, the subject will not be
addressed again during this question
time. I call the member for Nedlands.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr COURT: Is it a fact that in the
Premier's answer to question 405,
nowhere does he say that the
commitment is for at least 25 per cent
of the Emanuel leases in the Fitzroy
Valley region to go to Aborigines?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

I did not say that in the answer to the
question because that is not the case,
that is not the truth, that is not the
commitment. I did not say 25 per cent
of the Emanuel leases, because the
commitment is to an area of the
restructured leases-the Emanuel
leases and others-equal to 25 per
cent of the Emanuel leases. The point
is, the commitment is not for 25 per
cent of the Emanuel leases. That is the
problem with the way the member is
approaching the whole matter.
Apparently he is trying to justify a
position incapable of justification on
the basis he is currently using.

Let us get it perfectly right: In reply to
that question, the wording I read out
previously was provided to this
member and to the House in
November 1985. At no time did I say
that 25 per cent of the Emanuel leases
was to be provided as one viable lease
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to Aboriginal people, because that is
not the case.

What the Government gave as a
commitment was for an area equal to,
but not necessarily of, the Emanuel
leases. For example, the resumed
Alcoa or other leases might provide
part of the input to an area to be given
to Aboriginal people.

I conclude by giving the member some
satisfaction. We do not apologise for
making provision for Aboriginal
aspirants for land, even though the
commitment is only to provide, at no
cost to the Commonwealth, the area in
question. We are happy to provide
viable pastoral leases to Aboriginal
people provided they can satisfy the
criteria that need to be satisfied as to
their ability to run those leases.

In effect the matter remains as I
indicated in quoting this answer, and I
said in the answer that the
commitment was to provide two or
more viable pastoral leases without
additional costs to the
Commonwealth. That was in
November 1985, yet now we have this
magical and intriguing secret reduced
from that to 25 per cent of the wrong
area of land down to 25 per cent of a
restructured industry. The secret is
not worth having.

FORESTS

Pine: Farms

179. Mr EVANS, to the Minister
Conservation and Land Management:

for

Can the Minister advise me whether
the Government has completed any
negotiations with private landholders
to enter into softwood sharefaming
agreements whereby the Department
of Conservation and Land Manage-
ment will establish pine plantations on
private farming property for future
logging?

Mr HODGE replied:

Yes, the Government has just
finalised the first agreement which
will establish 140 hectares of radiata
pine on a privately-owned farm at

Bridgetown. In addition to this, the
Department of Conservation and
Land Management expects a number
of other agreements to reach finality
over the next several weeks.

Interest in the scheme was so great
that it was expanded early this year
from a 500 hectare target to 2 500 hec-
tares in the Bunbury-Manjimup re-
gion. Since then, over 6 600 hectares
of land have been, or are in the pro-
cess of being, assessed for softwood
planting.

I am pleased to take this opportunity
to announce that the Government has
now decided to expand the scheme to
the Albany, Denmark, and
Plantagenet Shires. Despite the fact
that the scheme has not yet been
advertised in this region, there have
been a number of requests from
farmers in those shires to assess the
suitability of their land for the
scheme.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Road Funds

180. Mr COWAN, to the Minister
Transport:

for

When will the Minister be able to ad-
vise local authorities of their road
funding entitlements for the current
year?

Mr TROY replied:

I compliment the member for
Merredin because he obviously has
remembered a comment I made dur-
ing debate on the Transport Co-ordi-
nation Amendment Bill (No. 3) last
week when I indicated that the draft
programme was currently in my pos-
session. That programme is still under
consideration and I will make it avail-
able publicly as soon as consideration
of it has been completed.

Mr Cowan: It is pretty important.

Mr TROY: I understand the significance
of this matter for local authorities, but
I do not believe we are any later in
presenting it this year than has been
the case in previous years.
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TOURISM
Wager Festival. Mandurae

181. Mr READ, to the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Is the Minister aware of a recent news-

paper article publicising the water fes-
tival to be held in Mandurab in
November of this year?

(2) If so, would she comment on the
article?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) and (2) Yes. Ilam aware of the anicle,

which is headed "Wow-How about
this!". I shall quote a pontion as fol-
lows-

BARE top ladies will certainly be
the big attraction in the
November Water Festival in
Mand urah.

No doubt there will be standing
room only as the public tries to
catch glimpses of the ladies at the
front of the yachts finishing in the
Figurehead Yacht race on Sunday
November 9, around noon.

It goes on to say that just as the
Kanyana carnival is synonymous with
Mandurab and is a great tourist attrac-
tion7 the people organising the water
festival are hoping it will be remem-
bered for the controversy surrounding
the event.
I am at a loss to understand why the
organisers consider that to promote
something as wonderful as Mandurab
is, they have to go to these sorts of
lengths and to exploit women in this
way. Nudity seems to be the flavour of
the month.
The water festival is an excellent con-
cept and the programme developed is
imaginative and sure to provide visi-
tors with a memorable experience.
The waterways at Mandurah alone are
are a very Strong attraction, so I am
absolutely astounded and very disap-
pointed that the organisers have felt
they had to resort to this sort of
exploitation of women.
The article referred to by the member
in his question is most unfortunate in
the emphasis it places on the presence
of baretopped ladies at the water festi-
val. What they should be emphasising
in an article to publicise anything in
Mandurab are the very natural assets
they have down there. They do not
need to exploit women to attract tour-
ists to Mandurah. The organisers
should re-think their approach.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
Orbital Engine Co Pty LId: Assistance

182. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Industry and Technology:

(I) Does he recall saying yesterday in re-
sponse to the member for Canning's
question about Government assist-
ance to the Orbital Engine Co Pty Ltd
that-

Today representatives of my
office and the Department of In-
dustrial Development met with
Mr Ralph Sarich and represen La-
tives from the Orbital Engine Co
to discuss how the WA Govern-
mient could assist the Orbital En-
gine Co to establish a man ufactur-
ing facility in Western Australia.

(2) Does he agree that this meeting is
many years overdue?

(3) Why has it taken a statement from Mr
Sarich to Sting the Government into
action that it should have taken many
years ago?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) to (3) The Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sit ion has the bull by the horns. I have
known Ralph Sarich personally for
more than 20 years. I have had quite
frequent discussions with him about
his proposals to take the production of
either his fuel injection system or the
orbital engine to the next stage, which
is the critical stage of manufacturing.

Over quite a considerable period of
time the door to my office and depart-
ment has been open to him in antici-
pation of the time when he reached
the stage of being ready to proceed,
and we are delighted he is at that
stage. He knows that as far as his
needs for land and a range of other
things that can be offered to him by
the Government of Western Australia
are concerned, those things are avail-
able.

Some of the principal obstacles to the
step he is to take are in place as a
result of some Federal Government
decisions. We are looking forward to
stitching up a package of specifics
which we can ask the Federal Govern-
ment to assist us with in assisting Mr
Sarich.
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The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
would be doing himself and the Parlia-
ment a disservice if he thought it was
only in the last few days or weeks that
the question of land being reserved
and special arrangements being made
to assist that company had come to
light.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Wards: Equality

183. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Local
Government:

What stage has he reached in his ef-
forts to establish in each local auth-
ority in Western Australia wards con-
taining equal numbers of electors?

Mr CARR replied:
When we first became the Govern-
ment, one of the matters that con-
cerned me most about local govern-
ment in Western Australia was the
disparities in ward representation
within a considerable number of coun-
cils. There are situations where one
councillor represents many times the
number of electors as does another
councillor. I have made it clear to
councils that my view and that of the
Government is that as near as possible
each councillor should represent the
same number of electors-as far as is
practicable and reasonable.
During the time we have been in
Government 40 councils have entered
into discussions with me and have
reached a mutually acceptable
compromise arrangement. About 30
of those have been put in place
through the normal process, and 10 or
11 have been agreed to in principle
and will be put into place in
November. The reason we are waiting
until then is the Act requires an elec-
tion to be held within six months of a
new set of boundaries being put in
place, and we do not want to Create
unnecessary by-elections. We will put
those changes in place in November in
time for the May elections next year.
Nevertheless, there are still a consider-
able number of councils where the im-
balance is quite serious, and in the last
week I have written to approximately
40 local authorities which have to this
stage shown no interest or readiness to

consider changing their ward bound-
aries or representation in wards. I
have invited each of those 40 councils
to reconsider its position.

Mir Rushton: You are forcing them.

Mr CARR: I am not forcing anything at
all, but I have made it quite clear to
the 40 councils I have written to that I
am concerned about the imbalance in
their representation and I believe it
would be appropriate for them to ap-
proach me and enter into discussions.
Certainly, history has shown, with the
40 councils with which I have had dis-
cussions, that I have been prepared to
compromise and bend quite a distance
from the particular mathematical cal-
culation of the Government's policy.

WATER AUTHORITY

Apprentices: Tenders

184. Mr LEWIS, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Water Resources:

In view of the Government's firm pol-
icy on apprenticeship training
enunciated in answers to questions On
notice to the effect that Komeswest
and the BMA require successful
tenderers to employ apprentices, I
ask-

(1) Why is it that the Water Auth-
ority is out of step with the stated
Government policy and has no
such requirement as to tenders?

(2) What action will he take to rectify
this inconsistency?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) and (2) This question no doubt needs
to be answered accurately because it is
an important one, and the member
considers the matter to be serious. I
would need to seek information from
the authority to be able to respond in
the manner the member requires, so I
suggest he places the question on the
Notice Paper and I will be happy to
respond in the appropriate way.

The SPEAKER: I suggest that if the mem-
ber does put it on the Notice Paper he
should reword it, because technically
it should have been ruled out of order.

1989



1990 ASSEMBLY]

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
Annual Leave Loading: Abolition

185. Mr STEPHENS, to the Premier:
Will the Government support the
Confederation of Australian Industry
in its announced intention to launch a
test case in the Conciliation and Arbi-
tration Commission to have the 1 7'/z
per cent leave loading abolished?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The Government has not yet con-
sidered the newspaper report which I
think today stated there was to be
same national application. The news-
paper report also stated the Govern-
ment's position on the question-not
to the specific application-and it
may be helpful for me to read the spill
on page 15 which perhaps the member
did not get to. It states-

Mr Beirke today repeated his
view that any move to change hol-
iday loading needs a "common
approach" by governments.

It was not a matter for WA
alone and it was up to the Federal
Government to reply to the Con-
federation's move, he said.

But a common approach to
change loading would be
supported by the WA Govern-
ment, he said.

I do not know whether the member
read that far.

Mr Stephens: I do not read the paper in the
House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member only
read far enough to know that an appli-
cation is being made. He only reads
the headlines in the House.

Mr
Mr

Stephens: On the front page.
BRIAN BURKE: It does not matter; it
is on page IS, and I have just read it
for the member, and I hope it is of
some edification.

Mr Stephens: At least there is consistency
in your answer.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Consistency is a vir-
tue, particularly here where there are
tricky people like the member for
Stirling.

GERALDTON MARITIME INDUSTRIES
LTD

Share Float
I186. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) Is he aware of the difficulties being

experienced with the public float of
shares by Geraldton Maritime Indus-
tries Ltd, which is proposed to be
Geraldton's first publicly listed
company?

(2) In particular, is he aware of the diffi-
culties that are being experienced with
that flotation, approved as it was by
the Corporate Affairs Commission.
because of a notice sent by the
Geraldton Port Authority to the
Geraldton Tug Company relating to
the termination of its contract?

(3) There are too many questions to ask
them all without notice, but I ask
whether he has taken any action to
assist the company; whether he is
aware of the economic importance of
the flotation to Geraldton and its fu-
ture development; and whether he has
received any representations from the
member for Geraldton in support of
Geraldton Maritime Industries?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) to (3) There are a number of issues
relating to this matter and I will touch
on some of them.

Yes, I am aware of this matter, and
have been for more than two weeks. In
that time I sought advice from the
Crown Law Department because the
question of legality arose. The
Geraldton Port Authority has a degree
of autonomy and the advice I received
from the Crown Law Department was
that the Geraldton Port Authority had
not offended my position as Minister
in those particular negotiations.

If the Leader of the Opposition would
care to place on notice the other ques-
tions he has raised, I will give my at-
tention to them. I advise the House
that I have discussed this matter with
the local member.
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