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Tuesday, 20 December 1983

The PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths) took
the Chair at 10.30 am., and read prayers.

BILLS (14): ASSENT

Message from the Lieutenant-Governor and
Administrator received and read notifying assent
to the following Bills-

I . Mining Amendment Bill.
2. Public and Bank Holidays Amendment

Bill.
3. Electoral Amendment Bill (No. 2).
4. Door to Door (Sales) Amendment Bill.
5.
6.

Dairy Industry Amendment Bill.
Western Australian Tourism Commission

Bill
7. Western Australian Tripartite Labour

Consultative Council Bill.
8.
9.

Loan Bill.
Taxi-cars (Co-ordination and Control)

Bill.
10. Stamp Amendment Bill (No. 2).
11. Housing Amendment Bill.
12. Appropriation (General Loan Fund) Bill.
13.
14.

Dog Amendment Bill.
Financial Institutions Duty Bill.

ELECtrORAL
Country Areas: Pet it ion

On motions by the Hon. W. N. Stretch, the fol-
lowing petition bearing the signatures of 48 per-
sons was received, read, and ordered to lie upon
the Table of the House-

To:
The Honourable the President and Mem-

bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sembled.

We, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia:

Declare that just as the Australian Senate
recognises the representational needs of the
remote and less-populous areas of Australia,
so too does the Western Australia House of
Review recognise the representational needs
of the remote and less-populous regions of
Western Australia.

And ask that the State's House of Review
should vote against any proposition that aims
to decrease or weaken the representation of
country people in the State Parliament.

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

(See paper No. 614.)

ELECTORAL
Country Areas: Petition

On motions by the Hon. G. C. MacKinnon, the
following petition bearing the signatures of eight
persons was received, read, and ordered to lie
upon the Table of the House-

To:
The Honourable the President and Mem-

bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sembled.

We, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia:

Being residents and voters of the country
and remote areas of Western Australia urge
metropolitan residents to reject the prop-
osition now before the Parliament that would
allow political representation of country
areas to be diminished and which would
cause all political power to be concentrated
in the city.

Assert that the Legislative Council should
reject the measures now before it to ensure
that metropolitan area political represen-
tation does not "swamp" that of the country
and remote areas.

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

(See paper No. 614)

TRANSPORT: ROAD
Kojonup: Petition

On motions by the Hon. W. N. Stretch, the fol-
lowing petition bearing the signatures of 32 per-
sons was received, read, and ordered to lie upon
the Table of the House-

To:
The Honourable the President and Mem-

bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sembled.
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We, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia:

Hereby express our deep concern at the
unsatisfactory, unco-ordinated and de-
teriorating state of the heavy transport indus-
try in the outer Kojonup areas.

We are concerned that, at such a critical
time for agricultural and associated indus-
tries, road transport is being denied them,
even when it is the cheapest and/or most ef-
ficient mode available.

We further request the Legislative Coun-
cillors to press urgently for a realistic modern
transport policy that will ensure the most
rational and economic movement of goods to
and from this important area.

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

(See paper No. 616.)

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

TOBACCO ADVERTISING: "THE
GERALDTON GUARDIAN"

Select Commit tee of Privilege: Report

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [10.57 am.]: I seek leave to present a
report from the Select Committee of Privilege.

Leave granted.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: I present a report
from the Select Committee of Privilege and I
move, without notice-

That the report do lie upon the Table.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE- I second the mo-
tion.

Point of Order

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Is this a motion
to introduce debate on this matter? Obviously we
do not even know what is in the report.

The PRESIDENT: It is not a motion for de-
bate, but a motion that authorises the document
to be laid on the Table of the House. Subsequent
motions can be moved.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I thought that
incorporated in the motion was the proposition
that we agree to the report.

The PRESIDENT: It is not a matter of
whether or not members agree to it. This is a re-
port from the committee. The House is being

asked to allow the report to be on the Table of the
House. The member does not have to agree with
it and he can subsequently move a motion relating
to it when he has read it.

Hon. D. 1. WORDSWORTH: Why do we need
to have in the motion something that indicates we
agree to it when we have not even read it?

The PRESIDENT: Members are agreeing to
the tabling of the report.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I hope it is
worded in that manner.

The PRESIDENT: I agree with the member
that the President is supposed to be provided with
a written copy of the motion, although in this case
he has not been; but the motion is perfectly in
order.

Motion Resumed

Question put and passed.

The report was tabled (see paper No. 617).

HOUSING LAND: SALE

Smith Corporation Pry. Ltd.: Ministerial State-
ment

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [10.58 a.m.]: Mr President, I seek
leave to make a short personal explanation about
an answer to question 795.

Leave granted.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: There was some
confusion about the answer to question 795 asked
by the Hon. Norman Moore when I undertook to
obtain further information and supply that to him
in writing. I did so, but further confusion arose as
to whether the information was correct. This re-
lates to the contractual arrangements between the
Government and Smith Corporation Pty. Ltd. and
Mr Ran Smith. The Hon. Norman Moore had
asked with whom the Government was contracted
and the confusion arose from the fact that at that
stage the contractual documents had been
drafted, but had not been agreed to by Mr Smith
or the company.

To give further clarification, I advise that the
answer to the question is as follows-

The contractual arrangements referred to
in question 795 will be between the Govern-
ment and the Smith Corporation Ply. Ltd.
with Mr Ron Smith as consultant.

Hon. N. F. Moore: The only confusion is in the
mind of the Government.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION BILL

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon.

John Williams) in the Chair: the Hon J. M.
Berinson (Attorney General) in charge of the Bill.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I seek leave to take
the chair, if not the position, of the Leader of the
Opposition.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, certainly;
the Chair recognises your position.

Clause 1: Short title-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I doubt whether any Bill

that has been brought before this Chamber has
been discussed in the business arena as much as
has this Bill. The business arena, as the Govern-
ment and the Premier well know, still wants to
discuss it: it is still not happy about it; it is still
waiting for answers, as are members of this
Chamber and of the other place.

The Government under its legislation-by-
exhaustion system-I think I have probably
reached the exhaustion stage already-has con-
tinued to press ahead with legislation which it
challenges this Chamber to defeat or to accept.
Members will recall that the Government put on
the most magnificent turn, when it was suggested
the Opposition may take the business of the
Chamber out of the Government's hands. The
Government proposed, and was given an adjourn-
ment until today. The Premier still has to talk to
numerous sections of the business community,
some of whom he has refused to see because he
said this Bill will be dealt with today, come hell or
high water. The Attorney General knows. I have
great sympathy for him, his having to return here
after spending a leisurely weekend in Melbourne
with defamation Acts and all those sorts of funny
things which are discussed at meetings of At-
torneys General.

His own leader in another place does not know
what he wants; he will not talk to industry about
it; he will not grant a deferment; he wilt not tell us
why he will not do so, and he continues with his
bully-boy tactics and says, "I want it; I will have
it. lamn the Premier". Unfortunately this will be a
protracted debate, because the Opposition would
love the Government, which claims to be a cham-
pion of small business and business in general, to
go out and face the community.

The Government said at the time of the election
that businesses were on its side; -I, Brian Burke,
am the man who is going to look after business".
In a few minutes I will outline those business or-
ganisations which want a deferment, or for the

Bill to be defeated. The Premier continually goes
out into the public arena and says, "We have
agreement with the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry and with the WA Chamber
of Commerce".

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, he does not say that.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am sorry.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: He acknowledges that

there is continuing disagreement, but that sub-
stantial areas have been accommodated.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: At every turn, the Premier
is trying to sell the fact that business is going
along with him, not the fact that business is dia-
metrically opposed to everything he does. The
business people were forced to a negotiating table
by blackmail and they have been told, "I do not
give a hoot what you want or how you want it. 1,
Brian Burke, will give it to you the way I want
to".

The Premier has made no real effort to consult
with business; he has not had time to do so. The
Attorney knows the problems we experienced with
the Notice Paper today in regard to amendments,
problems of which both the Government and the
Opposition are aware. The Clerks of this
Chamber still have not received the amendments
and so cannot check their drafting. I am informed
that one amendment would be laughed out of
court. I will challenge the Attorney, when he
reads that amendment, to say that he, working as
a trustee, will accept the amendment.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That may be one of the
amendments that has been altered since you last
saw it.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is exactly my point.
The Attorney is agreeing with me wholeheartedly.
The Opposition received the amendments at 12.30
p.m. yesterday, less than 24 hours ago. The At-
torney, who intended to push this Bill through
come hell or high water, who criticised the Legis-
lative Council for holding it up, and for at-
tempting to take the business out of the Govern-
ment's hands, and who now comes back with five
or six pages of amendments which are placed in
the Opposition's hands 24 hours before consider-
ation of the Bill is resumed-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That was to accommo-
date your general point of view. They all rep-
resent the results of detailed discussions with in-
dustry.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is fascinating. The At-
torney now agrees that the Legislative Council
was right in deferring the Bill? Obviously he does.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I do not agree with that
at all.
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Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Good.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: The Legislative Council

had ample time to hold its own consultations be-
fore the discussions.

Hon. G. E. Masters: What about the Govern-
ment?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney knows that
is rubbish. The marketplace acknowledges that it
is rubbish, because the Bill was sent to 40 indus-
try groups the day it was brought into the other
place. Industry does not work like this Govern-
ment does; it does not have a bully-boy mentality.
It works through its business and decides what
money it will invest, how it will do it, and what
the possibilities are.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Like Bunbury Foods Pty.
Ltd.?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Possibly like Bunbury
Foods Ply. Ltd. The Minister for Mines can
chortle. At least I admit I lost money on Bunbury
Foods Pty. Ltd. It was my money which I lost
through a bad financial decision.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: So did the Government of
the day.

Hon. Peter Dowding: You urged it into it.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! That in-

terjection is not relevant to the Bill.
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It shows the Govern-

ment's mentality. It shows the Minister's men-
tality of personal attack, rather than his dealing
with the detail of Bills. The Minister for Mines
can chortle as much as he likes; we all know his
efforts in this place. He can wait and get what he
is going to get from his electors, because the man
who sat in his seat before him was also a smart
piece of work. He smiled, giggled, and yelled, and
we all know where he is now.

The Government has been asked by many
groups to defer this Bill. I will now list a few of
them. Firstly, I will read a telegram from the Pri-
mary Industry Association of WA (Inc). I am not
all that concerned about the association, because I
am not a member of it, but my previous advice
until yesterday afternoon was that the association
agreed in principle with the thrust of the WADC
legislation.

Members can imagine my surprise yesterday
afternoon when I received this telegram from Mr
A. W. Crane, the General President of the Pri-
mary industry Association. It reads-

Regarding West Australian Development
Corporation urge you to defer any decision
on enabling legislation for the Western Aus-
tralian Development Company until further
public consideration of the matter. Gravely

concerned about the implications for
agriculture. My general executive has not
had time to finalise an attitude towards the
legislation. Important that time is allowed for
public to fully assess the implications of the
legislation.

In the middle of last week, it was reported that
this association was prepared to go along with the
Government on this matter. What has happened
in the intervening period? From Wednesday last
week until Monday of this week these people sup-
ported the detailed consideration of the WADC
legislation, but now the association has found that
there are sections of the legislation with which it
does not agree. I point out that this organisation
represents 10000 farmers in this State. Is the
Government saying that its members' views are
not important, because it must push this Sill
through?

If the Legislative Council had not deferred this
Bill, it would have been passed and would have
been a horrendous blot on the record of this
Government. I know some members who sit on
my side of this Chamber believe that maybe the
public ought to suffer. They believe we should
show the socialists at work, trying to take over all
the businesses in this State.

I do not mind whether that includes smelters,
the North-West Shelf gas project, or Joe's corner
delicatessen. I do not mind what the Government
shows it can do, as long as it says what it will do.

It was interesting to have question time today,
because previously Mr Grill had said that the
WADC would enable the building of hotels in the
south-west. The week before last we received the
information that that would occur in the long
term. However, we were told today, in answer to a
question, that maybe this legislation would enable
capital to be put together to build hotels in the
south-west. We have heard all sorts of things. We
have heard about the opportunities for the little
man to buy into this corporation. The average
Western Australian will be able to have a stake in
it, but when it comes down to talking about the
$10 million involved in the establishment of the
corporation, it is an interesting sort of speculation.

The Government has said it will pay $5 million
out of Consolidated Revenue and it will ask the
SGIO and the R&l Bank to contribute also. Does
that sum of $10 million mentioned by the Premier
include the contribution of the SGIW and the
R&l Bank? If so, we must remember that the
Government had said that the SGIO would be
competitive in its operations. We received the as-
surance that it would be competitive in its deal-
ings; however, a Short time after the Bill dealing
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with the SGlO was passed, the SGlO is being
instructed to put $2.5 million into the WADC.

I asked the Attorney General to give me an
answer on this matter. I asked whether the R&l
Bank had been instructed to put money into the
corporation, or whether this action would be
taken on sound commercial judgment. I received
no answer from the Attorney General in his reply
to the second reading debate. He probably did not
think my question was important enough. I do
think it is an important question, because I be-
lieve the public ought to know about this matter.

The public must be assured that this bank and
insurer are not under Government pressure to
place money where the Government wishes it
placed. I would have thought that apart from a
little bit of blackmail, it may be a fairly unscrupu-
lous thing to do to the shareholders, the insurers,
or the depositors of money in Western Australia.
Is that the way the Government will give the small
person an opportunity to participate in this corpor-
ation? I do not believe the Government has
thought this Bill through. I made that statement
to some degree during the second reading stage.

Let us consider other people who wish to have
this legislation deferred. Some wish the legislation
to be defeated. The Australian merchant bankers
have written to the Premier on this matter. I
would like to know whether the WADC is a de-
velopment corporation or a bank. They are two
totally different things. In my mind, a develop-
ment corporation is an organisation which helps
various industries to get on the road and into a vi-
able situation. A bank is an association which
borrows, lends, and acts as a financial institution.

Until yesterday afternoon, the Premier was
talking about the floating of the dollar. Of course,
the dollar took a decidedly unfortunate trend.
Does the Premier still want to talk about the
floating of the dollar as being helpful? When the
dollar was strengthening, it was okay. However,
yesterday one of the large flaws in this legislation
became apparent. If the dollar falls as quickly as
it did yesterday, and if this corporation had bor-
rowed money overseas, the corporation could face
enormous problems. The corporation could lose
all its profits in one day; if an adverse day oc-
curred-it could go down the gurgler.

,Hon. J. M. Berinson: I think you may have mis-
understood the Premier's reference to the floating
of the dollar.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I might have, but if he
cannot make it clear enough for me to under-
stand-and I may not be very bright in these mat-
ters-how can the public understand? The At-
tornecy General can nod his head-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I was saying you were
very good.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney, but
flattery will get him nowhere.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I can try.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Premier has tried to

have two bob each way on the subject of the float-
ing of the dollar. He really has. He has tried to
have two bob each way on the development cor-
poration and he has attempted to sell it to the
public at Christmas time as a great Christmas
present in order that Mr Masters, Mr Lockyer.
Mr Gayfer, and Mrs Hallahan can have a share
in all these marvellous things the Government will
do with the corporation. He believes that people
will queue up.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Is this the substance of your
speech?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We will hear what the
Hon. Mark Nevill has to say later, I hope, be-
cause his snide remarks and expert interjections
have not led me to believe he knows what is in the
Bill, and I am sure the Attorney General does not
need his help.

Here we have a bonanza offered by the Govern-
ment. What is a bonanza? What is the interest
rate today? I do not have a clue, but yesterday I
talked to some businessmen who borrowed money
at 93/ per cent in Australia.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Overnight interest rates a
fortnight ago were as low as two per cent and in
some cases were even lower!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We will not have an
overnight market in the future. The Government
has seen to that because of the financial
institutions duty. I will get back to the money
market in a minute, Mr Gayfer.

Hon.C. J. Bell: They got rid of it overnight.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Here is a bonanza for

small investors, but what will they invest and in
what will they invest? In what will the corpor-
ation invest'? As far as one can read, it will invest
in projects for which people cannot obtain money
through the usual financial institutions. There-
fore, the corporation's money will be invested in
shows for which the banks will not lend money.
That may be or may not be taking a risk. I am
sorry that Mr Ferry is not present in the
Chamber; I have never had a great deal of time
for bank managers because they have always
knocked me back for loans.

Here we have a corporation which will finance
all these magnificent projects which the banks
and Financial institutions have decided they can-
not back, but the corporation will lend the money
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and obtain a return for the public. Whose leg is
the Government pulling? The public will not wear
that sort of thing and when this Bill is explained
properly to the public, they will realise that the
Government cannot run a development corpor-
ation better than can private enterprise. It will not
be better than the Australian Bank or any other
Australian banks in the State.

Hon. Garry Kelly: What about the R & I
Bank?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It will not be better than
the R & I Bank. Why will it be better than the R
& I Bank?

Hon. Garry Kelly: The R & I Bank is profit-
able.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Let us look at this mat-
ter-I am sure the Attorney General must be
tickled pink with the members who are help-
ing-and at the restrictions and laws governing
the R & I Bank, and compare them with the pro-
visions in the half-baked Bill in front of us. I am
sure that Mr Kelly will see what I am talking
about.

This Government is not honest in its approach
to this matter. If it were, it would tell us the
reasons it will not defer the Bill until March. The
Government has not yet said why it will not agree
to a deferment. All it has said is that it wants the
Bill to go through the Parliament because it is of
momentous importance. No-one can tell me that a
State that has been operating as long as Western
Australia without this WADC cannot wait
another three or four months, or the reason that
the Department of Industrial, Commercial and
Regional Development could not get behind and
guarantee businesses. Perhaps with a little dis-
cussion with the Chairman and Commissioners of
the R & I Bank, the Government can tell that
bank to put $2 million into the WADC. Why did
not the Government have any discussions with the
Manager and Commissioners of the ft & I Bank
and say that it will get the public to accept this
corporation because it is the best thing since
sliced bread? Why did not that bank say that it
would lend money for three months? Was it be-
cause the commissioner (Mr Fisher) doubts
whether this Bill is very good?

In his second reading speech, the Attorney
General accused me of saying dastardly things
about Mr Fisher and Mr McCarry. I hope he will
apologise, because he said that he would check on
what I said and that if he were wrong, he would
apologise. As he was wrong, and in the spirit of
Christmas, it would be proper for him to apolo-
gise, but it would not be nearly as nice as ad-
journing this Bill until March.

I have a list of 19 questions which the Attorney
General did not answer in his reply to the second
reading debate. Some of these questions are im-
portant. In the other place, the Premier may be
able to get away with not answering questions,
but in this place, Ministers will not get away with
it. That is not a threat; we just want the answers.
I want the answers, and as the Attorney General
knows from personal conversations I have had
with him, I am deeply concerned about this mat-
ter and have been for a long time. One of the
things that I would like to know-and this is in
addition to the 19 questions I have mentioned-is
whether it is the Government's intention that the
WADC will buy into a business to protect that
business from overseas or Eastern States takeover.
The Government is very good at this protection at
the present moment, and how Mr Wran will fight
it I do not know. Is the development corporation
to protect such businesses or is it to give them
that little bit of equity they need to push them
over the hump?

Those of us who have been in business know
that sometimes people need to borrow money at
very high interest rates to provide liquidity to get
them over a hump. Is it the Government's
intention, once the business gets on its feet, to sell
back the equity of the business to the corpor-
ation-the Attorney General knows what I
mean-so that a slice of the action goes back to
the original owners? That is what I believe the de-
velopment corporation should be doing. Is it this
Government's intention that it will happen in this
case?

I have not followed through all the amend-
ments, but I see the amendments will provide a
review which will enable a look at the equities the
corporation holds. Is there any specific provision
in the Bill to deal with the situation in which the
company into which the corporation buys-and I
hope the corporation will not have the major
share and I will have amendments on the Notice
Paper to ensure that it does not-wants to buy
back its equity? Let us assume it gets money from
other sources in a pure commercial sense. Where
is the provision in the Bill which says the
company can go to the corporation and repur-
chase what is virtually its own company? I do not
think any provision exists to cover that, except if
the board and the Treasurer agree.

I do not think that is what a development cor-
poration is about. I do not think a corporation is
there to continue holding part of the company
year after year. That may be the Government's
idea, and after reading some of the Premier's
comments, l gather that the corporation might get
on to one of these bonanzas, stick to it, and never
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sell it back. That would be the only way the
Government could think it would pay a commer-
cial interest rate on the money invested in its capi-
tal. It is the only way the Government could think
it was going to make sufficient for a sound com-
mercial interest rate. There should be some let out
for the company into which the corporation buys.

A very frightening rumour is going around
town at present to the effect that the AIDC has
been warned off two projects in Western Aus-
tralia pending the passage of this Bill through this
Parliament. It has been put to me that the AIDC
knows informally-I would prefer to say it has
been told politically-to keep its ingers off be-
cause the Western Australian Government will
handle the projects through the Western Aus-
tralian development corporation. If the rumour is
true and the Attorney knows it to be true-and I
am sure he would not, being an honourable
man-and that is the sort of thing which will hap-
pen to the business world, what sort of trust will
the business world place in this Government? If
the situation is as I have outlined and the details
get out, I suggest to the Attorney he should start
walking to the other side of the Chamber now, be-
cause if that is happening, he will not be in
Government beyond the next election. If that is
the sort of political interference that is occurring
to the AIDC, a body not even established in this
State, the Attorney and his Federal counterparts
will be moving to the other side of the Chamber.

We have heard a lot about what is going to
happen to Northern Mining Corporation NL, and
the fact that it may or may not, could or could
not, will or will not, come under the development
corporation. Will it come under the development
corporation? While I am on the subject of North-
ern Mining, let me quote what I heard the other
day, and I do not do this in a scary fashion. The
gentleman who holds up the world's diamond in-
dustry had reserves of $600 million to $800
million 12 months ago; today, those have been
drawn down to the stage where he is in the red to
the tune of $1.2 billion, and if he goes to the wall,
the Ashton diamonds will not be worth cut glass.
One organisation is trying to support the whole of
the world's diamonds and is trying to control the
sales, and this Government is talking about its
magnificent buy.

If those diamonds are worth the price of cut
glass, what will happen to the $42 million-odd
paid for Northern Mining? Let us hope it does
not happen. Those are the sorts of funny rumours
that come to one from people who I believe should
know. I repeat: Will Northern Mining be included
as part of the assets of the development corpor-
ation? We have had no definite answer. Some-

times the Premier floats it like a bait for someone
to grab, and sometimes he denies it and says,
"No, we wilt look at it". Is the answer dependent
on what happens to this Bill? The Government
might decide to run Northern Mining on the out-
side, doing all the little fiddles it will not be able
to do with the WADC, because we are going to
insist on parliamentary scrutiny of the corpor-
ation.

I know I am suspicious, and I know the At-
torney knows that, and he does not blame me for
being suspicious because he always was when we
were in Government. He used to query these mat-
ters and what might and could happen.

It is interesting to look at the options open to
the Government. The Government proved it had
not thought through the SGIO Bill. It came here
and the Attorney had to say. "We did not think it
was going to get as far as this; we put it up-"

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is about the eighth
time you have misrepresented me on that.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If the Attorney did not say
that, he certainly implied it. Judging by his look
of surprise and his answers to my questions in the
Committee stage, the Attorney did not believe it
would get through this place. The Government
had not done its homework and it played politics
to get the Legislative Council to throw the Bill
out. The Government was surprised when the Bill
got through; it will be surprised with this Bill be-
cause it does not know which way the Opposition
will go. It must be an awful worry to the At-
torney, but it is another Bill on which the Govern-
ment can say that the horrible Legislative Council
has stopped the public as individuals-and I am
glad some Government members are nod-
ding-and not allowed the little people to have a
piece of the action.

Nobody has explained to us just how the little
people are going to get a piece of the action. It ap-
pears from the Government's amendments that
the Government does not want the little people;
all the Government's amendments wipe them off.
The Government wants only corporate
money-those horrible multinationals and
bankers whose place it is trying to take and whose
job it can do better.

Let us look at another aspect in relation to
which the Government with its superb manage-
ment capabilities, and the superb managers on
which it can put its hands at any time-

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Do not forget that sar-
casm does not scan.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am not worried about
whether it is in Hansard.
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Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I want to be able to
tell my friends to read your speech.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The member may do that;
perhaps I will.

From where will the Government get the exper-
tise which it intends to put into small and large
businesses on a short-term or long-term basis? If
that expertise were available, it would already be
in business. It worries me that the Government
has proved its lack of expertise so many times. I
has introduced Bills without schedules and this
Chamber has inserted the schedules; it has
brought this Bill forward, and said it should go
straight through and not be deferred, and now it
has presented a heap of amendments. I do not
think the Government knows from where it can
get this expertise or how it can control the situ-
ation. I query whether these people with expertise
will be members of the corporation who first and
foremost will work for the corporation and who
then will be put out to Carry Kelly and Co., to
give accountancy advice, to Fred McKenzie pro-
prietary limited, to advise on legal aspects, or to
the Kay Hallahan and Peter Wells partnership, to
show them how to work together. Will the exper-
tise be brought from the marketplace?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Where does the AIDC or
the R & I Bank get its expertise? Do you doubt
that both those organisations have it?

Hon. A. A. LEW IS: Does the R & I Bank send
people out?

Hon. J. M. Berinsan: Who said that the
WADC would?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Premier said it would
support these businesses with short-term or long-
term expertise. Did he or did he not say that?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I do not have his precise
words on the subject. However, I think you are
putting a different construction on his words. He
is saying that the corporation can marshal the ex-
pertise for industry which is unable to do that for
itself, but that is a very long way from what you
are suggesting.

Point( or Order

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Can I move that the
Deputy Leader or the Governmcnt be given per-
mission to sit in the seat of the Leader of the
House or has that permission been given?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The Attorney General requested that
permission before the commencement or proceed-
ings, and it has been given.

Committee Resumed

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General has
put his inger on what I am trying to get at. If
Fred McKenzie proprietary limited were to be
helped by the corporation, it would not be of
much use for the members of the corporation to
sit in their offices and give instructions from
there. I imagine they would go to the company for
two or three months to put the organisation on the
right track. That is how I understand that mar-
shalling assistance would apply. As a keen
businessman, Fred McKenzie would probably
already employ the smarties in that industry and
if not, he would have gone to the bank and asked
for additional money to employ the experts in that
field. I do not understand why the Attorney Gen-
eral has the idea that the development corporation
has more ability to marshal experts than does pri-
vate enterprise.

Another problem with this Bill is that we do not
know whether it refers to small, medium, or large
businesses and each category has different
characteristics and requires assistance in different
ways.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is precisely why the
interpretations you have put on the Premier's
comments are not appropriate. His various com-
ments relate to different aspects of industry and
the problems which might occur in certain fields.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am glad the Attorney
raised that point. Perhaps in his answer he can
give hypothetical examples of how the expertise
will be provided to different sized businesses. I
would be happy with short answers of perhaps five
or six minutes each. I would have thought that
small businesses would come under the Small
Business Advisory Corporation and, therefore,
would not need to be covered.

When the Premier talks about these things, the
public cannot understand him, the Press cannot
understand what he is trying to say, and members
of this Parliament cannot understand because we
get no answers from him. The business sector
wants to know what the Premier and his Govern-
ment are about, but we cannot get definite
answers to any questions.

I am extremely worried about a further aspect
of this Bill which relates to the assistance given to
one company in a certain field, which assistance
might give it an unfair advantage over another
company in the same field. For instance, if Fred
McKenzie proprietary limited is given assistance,
what protection is contained within the provisions
of the Bill for Mark Nevill proprietary limited?
Will the Bill favour one operator against others?
Ir the Government is dinkum about running the
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corporation on commercial and businesslike lines,
Fred McKenzie proprietary limited, with the as-
sistance of the corporation, will be hell-bent on
sending Mark Nevill proprietary limited broke.

The Hon. Fred McKenzie would run the best
transport business in the game, helped by the cor-
poration. With competitive forces at work, he
would want to take over and get involved in all as-
pects of transport, so he would inflict that position
on Mark Nevill proprietary limited. Therefore, in
all likelihood, Fred McKenzie proprietary limited
would send Mark Nevill proprietary limited broke
simply as a result of market forces and compe-
tition--competition which in this Bill this Govern-
ment has indicated it wants.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: If that were right,' Mr
Lewis, every business which was assisted by a pri-
vate lender would put all other competing
businesses out of the field.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is not so.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is fairly close to what

you are saying.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The corporation wants to

be a banker.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, it is not to be a

banker.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney should make

up his mind. He wants the body to be a develop-
ment corporation, on the one hand, and a bank,
on the other hand. This is the whole nub of the
problem in respect of the Premier and the At-
torney General on this issue. They do not know
whether they want the body to be a bank Or a de-
velopment corporation.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How many businesses has
the AIDC put out of the Field because of its sup-
port for a competitor?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney keeps mak-
ing comparisons with the AbDC. The policy of the
AIDC is to sell back to the company.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: But before it sells
back-while it is still trying to make the company
efficient and profitable-why doesn't it put all the
other businesses out of operation?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The A IDC has a charter
and I suggest that organisation is not allowed to
be involved in many areas, although its charter
has now been widened by the Hawke Govern-
ment. If the Attorney wishes, I can quote the
areas in which the AIDC is not permitted to be
involved. However, I am sure the Attorney knows
it operates under a chartet and it is not allowed to
operate in various fields. Indeed, those fields in-
clude the sorts of matters we are debating today.

Obviously the Attorney did not know the AIDC
is not allowed to operate in the transport
area-the same sort of area about which we are
talking in respect of the operations of Fred
McKenzie proprietary limited and Mark Nevill
proprietary limited. The amendments which have
been made to the charter of the AIDC by the
Hawke Government might enable it to operate in
those areas, but it was unable to do so previously.

These are the sorts of things which make it ex-
tremely difficult to discuss the matter. People
refer to the AIDC, the Victorian Development
Corporation, and the Tasmanian Development
Corporation. However, we must discuss this Bill
and what it seeks to do for business. We should
not be discussing what all these other totally dif-
ferent bodies do. One of the Government's prob-
lems is that it says, "Look at the AIDC, the Vic-
torian Development Corporation, and the
Tasmanian Development Corporation and see
what they do". None of those bodies has functions
which are identical, and the limitations involved
are never spelt out by the Government when it
makes these sorts of comparisons in respect of the
issue under debate.

The Government is just conning the public on
this matter, because the Government does not
know what it wants. The Attorney does not know
whether he wants this body to be a bank or a de-
velopment corporation, and I do not believe the
Premier knows what he wants in respect of this
issue, either.

Why not leave banking to bankers and set up a
development corporation which will operate in a
businesslike manner? Originally the ALP indi-
cated it intended to establish a development bank.
The confusion has arisen because the Government
has muddled up banks and development corpor-
ations.

Hon. V. J. Ferry: It does not know the differ-
ence.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Government does not
know the difference, and that is the tragedy of
this Bill. The Attorney has been landed with a
Bill which has been shockingly mutilated as a re-
sult of amendments made by the Government.
Those amendments are not even ready yet, as the
Attorney agrees. They might be ready now, but
when I started to speak, they were not.

Hon. J. M. Berinsion: They have not been dis-
tributed, but they are ready.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Therefore, I shall have
time during the luncheon suspension to look at the
amended amendments which is a great courtesy
to the Opposition, as the Attorney would agree! If
I wish to seek to alter those amendments, I shall
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have to draft my amendments during the
luncheon suspension. That indicates the sort of
courtesy the Government is giving the business
community and this Chamber.

In all reality, the Bill should be deferred. I can-
not over-emphasise that. Everything that occurs
in the course of debate on this Bill indicates it
should be deferred. Articles in the newspapers
have indicated that industry spokesmen have
taken that stance also. I would have thought the
Premier would be horrified at the articles which
have appeared in the newspapers. I wonder
whether he has had any sleep in the last two
nights if he has been thinking about the headlines
and the lead articles in the Sunday Independent,
The Western Mail, The Sunday Times, and The
West Australian. Articles which have appeared in
all those papers have asked that the Bill be de-
ferred or defeated.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Would you expect any-
thing different from the newspapers you have just
mentioned?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I believe the newspapers
are usually rather good critics.

Hon. Garry Kelly: It depends on the ones to
which you are referring.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I have always believed
that journalists and newspapers have a job to do. I
have never had the paranoia of the Labor Party,
which believes the Press is against it. God help us
if the Press has been against the ALP in the last
eight or nine months! I thought the Press was
giving the ALP its usual honeymoon period after
being elected to Government.

We should give the Premier his just desserts.
He is a superb performer on the media. He should
be back reading the news or leading the "Sale of
the Century". He is certainly not a Premier.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That certainly is not the
case.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It may not have been two
months ago, but the Premier is going downhill so
fast now that it does not matter. The Labor Party
is in the same position, and nothing can stop it.

Hon. S. M. Piantadosi: This is nothing new. It
is the same old story.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is good to see the mem-
ber is back enjoying the fray. I would not be too
hard on the newspapers, because, with no urging
from me-I have not spoken to the journalists
about this-they have realised this is an horrific
piece of legislation. Can anybody in this Chamber
tell me that every one of those editorials in the
newspapers-

Hon. Carry Kelly: Editorials are typical. You
were talking about journalists before-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! We are dealing with the short
title.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Thank you, Sir. I was
about to ask whether any member of the
Chamber, within the period of eight months since
the ALP came into office, has seen every one of
those four newspapers to which I have referred
take a unanimous stance against the Government
on one subject?

Hon. Graham Edwards: They have certainly
been unanimous in support of it in respect of elec-
toral reform. You did not worry about them then,
did you?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! That interjection is disorderly.
The Hon. A. A. Lewis, on the short title of the
Bill!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The honourable member
makes my point better than I can. When the Press
is telling him things in the same terms he uses
against us, does he listen to it? No, he thinks that
is different. The member must understand that he
cannot use an argument at one time in favour Of
himself and then use it in another way at a later
time.

Hon. Graham Edwards: You are trying to do
SO.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The honourable member
might recall that I did not speak on the electoral
reform legislation because I was not allowed to do
so. The debate was adjourned and I did not get a
pair; but we have had that argument.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You had a pecuniary
interest, didn't you?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The ALP cannot get away
from the fact-although it tries to do so-that
public opinion is screwing it down day by day, as
are the Press reports. I will refer to some of the
reports later including those commenting on how
well the Premier has conducted some of the nego-
tiations. I was at only one meeting and I did not
understand that it went quite the way the Premier
later came out and said it did. Perhaps it is like a
football match, because I do not always expect
everyone to report accurately on it.

Hon. Garry Kelly: At least he will talk to
people.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Has the Government
talked to the PIA? Has the Government talked to
the Merchant Bankers Association? Has the
Government talked to the Leaseholders Associ-
ation? Has the Government talked to the Aus-
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tralian Petroleum Association? Of course not.
What a nonsense comment, Mr Kelly. The
Government will not talk, and that is what I am
asking it to do. I want the Government to defer
the Bill for three months so that it can talk with
industry.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: How many people did
you talk to?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!
Hon. Fred McKenzie: We spoke to the trade

unions and the Perth Chamber of Commerce.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! We are

still talking to the short title of the Bill.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Mr McKenzie has said he

talked to the TLC. Unfortunately I did not. I did
not know it ran any businesses. Certainly under
my amendments to this Bill it would not.

Hon. P. H. Wells interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order! The Hon. P. H. Wells!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Perth Chamber of

Commerce wants this Bill defeated. The Confed-
eration of WA Industry wants it defeated. They
come to the discussion table, but because of the
bully-boy tactics of the Premier-

Hon. Garry Kelly: You always say that.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If he acts like a bully boy,
he will be named a bully boy.

Hon. Garry Kelly: He is not a bully.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I believe be is bullying

people.
Hon. Garry Kelly: The last Premier but one

would fit that title.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is a matter of op-

inion, but I am not allowed to discuss that subject
with the honourable member because Standing
Orders will not allow it.

Where are we going with all these industry
groups? At last count, 24 industry groups which
are major employers of people involved in trade
unions-the type of people Mr McKenzie used to
represent to keep jobs for them-cannot get the
Government to talk with them. The Government
says it is too busy to talk with them. The Premier
has said, "No, I will not defer the Bill". However,
he will not give any reasons. Everyone has there-
fore been forced to compromise and to work, as
the Attorney and I will have to work playing
about with amendments right through the Bill,
because it is not properly drafted and there are a
number of drafting mistakes. Even the original
Bill had drafting errors before any change in em-
phasis was made.

So here we sit today, as we will tomorrow and
probably Thursday. working our way through a
Bill which the Government will not explain to
people even though the Press has told the Govern-
ment it ought to talk about it to the myriad
people in the hotel industry, the building industry,
the real estate industry, and all the others tied up
with this Bill. Government members have a role
to play in this. They ought to be going back into
their Caucus room demanding a Caucus and
having it understood that this is too politically
damaging for them to face.

Hon. Graham Edwards: It is too politically
damaging to the Opposition because it draws at-
tention to the fact that when in Government it did
nothing for years and years. That is what you are
worried about.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The member will live or
die by that sort of comment in this place. This
Government will be swept from office because of
that sort of attitude and that type of blind follow-
ing without looking at the Bill, without knowing
what the Bill does, and without being prepared to
talk to the people of this State, to the employers
of this State, and to the industry groups of this
State.

I have held up the Committee for long enough.
I am sure many other members want to speak to
the short title. Before I conclude, let me say here
and now to the business community of this State,
and let me give this warning to the Government:
When we win office in February or March of
1986-or before then if the Premier is game
enough to call an election-we will repeal this
legislation because there is no place for it. I can
speak only as one person, but I am pretty sure my
colleagues will go along with the repeal of this
legislation which represents the socialist mani-
festo written into one Bill-take over everything,
with absolutely no safeguards for the people of
this State! That is the way the Bill is written.

The last set of amendments I saw would allow
this corporation to borrow up to 20 per cent of the
State Budget without having to come to this Par-
liament for approval. Where is there Provision for
the people of this State to be allowed to be con-
sulted? Where is there provision for their rep-
resentatives to be allowed to talk about this Bill?
No such provision is to be found because the
Government is running scared and will not bite
the bullet.

For the first time since this Government came
to power, it is facing a crisis that it will not be
able to forget should it force through this Bill. If
the Government keeps going the way it is, the
total opposition of the community-and I have
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already mentioned the associations which are
against the Bill, as is the Press-will be laid at the
Government's doorstep. It will be the Govern-
ment's fault, as it usually is with Governments,
and it will be thrown out of office. Unless there is
a deferral and unless the Government is prepared
to allow the business community to discuss it at
length, this one Bill will cause the defeat of the
Australian Labor Party at any time it wants to
call an election.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: In this debate on the
short title of the Bill, I will not make a second
reading-type speech. Indeed, even though I did
not speak during the second reading debate be-
cause of my absence from the Chamber at that
time, it does not behove me to now deal with the
Bill's impact in general. The short title stage is
the right time for the Government to take the op-
portunity to grasp the nettle and to defer the Bill
at least until the autumn session. On my return to
the Chamber I read the debates and noticed the
comments that had been made, particularly by
the Leader of the House, in respect of the Oppo-
sition's taking from the Government the control of
the Chamber. The Government made great play
at that time-certainly the Opposition has
listened to the plea or statement made by the
Government-of its contention that the Oppo-
sition should not press for the deferment of this
Bill until the autumn session. Eventually, the Bill
was deferred for approximately a fortnight. In
light of what has happened during that fortnight,
the Government should voluntarily move at the,
short title stage of the Bill to defer the Bill until
the autumn session.

Every indicator since 8 December-every let-
ter, every telegram, and every newspaper-has
shown that this is the road the Government
should follow apart from having the Bill defeated.
The Government will not take any notice of the
newspapers or of the public response by way of
submissions to the Premier, the Opposition, and
individual members of Parliament. If the Govern-
ment does not concede that 30 Government
amendments which are to be dealt with today,
together with approximately 30 Opposition
amendments which it is suggested should be in-
corporated, give an indication to the public that
the Bill should be deferred, we, as a Chamber of
Review, in the interests of the public, should defer
it ourselves, in spite of what the Leader of the
House said about our taking the matter out of the
Government's hands.

Nothing is surer, as demonstrated by every in-
dicator that has been printed together with the
comments which have been made, than that the
Government should act accordingly and do what

the public wish. It should not be necessary for the
Opposition to seek the deferral of the Bill; the
Government itself should take upon its own
shoulders the recognition that it is causing com-
ment from every sector, particularly the business
sector. The Government should take cognisance of
the fact that the public arc unhappy with this Bill.
That should be the first thing the Government
does.

After the challenge made by the Leader of the
House that the Opposition, in moving for a defer-
ment, would take the matter out of the Govern-
ment's hands, I doubt whether the Opposition
would again adopt that course. The Government
may be hoping that the Opposition will do this so
that the Government then can make great play
about how the matter was taken out of its hands.

If the Opposition does not move to satisfy the
Government's wishes, the matter should be de-
ferred for three months and the Bill Will rightfully
become the property of the Chamber of Review.
If the Bill is to be emasculated by Government
amendments that some members saw only late
yesterday afternoon, and by the necessary Oppo-
sition amendments to either precede or follow
those Government amendments, nobody outside
can blame anybody but the Government for what
happens to this Bill because the Government re-
fused to defer the Bill in accordance with the
wishes of the public in every avenue and field.
The Government is taking no notice of these pleas
and is riding roughshod over these people and or-
ganisations in an endeavour to push the legislation
through. The Government's wish was that this
legislation would have been passed on 8
December. The legislation was deferred for a fort-
night and now by pressure of deputations and rep-
resentations, the Government concedes that the
legislation would have been wrong, and yesterday
afternoon brought forward some 30 amendments.
The Government has admitted that it would have
been a gross mistake if the Bill had passed
through all stages on 8 December. The sensible
thing for the Government to do is to now move to
defer the Bill until the autumn session. If the
Government wants to instil some degree of confi-
denice back into the business community-it needs
confidence if this sort of thing is to be the blue-
print for the Government's motives-it should
defer this Bill so that further discussions can take
place as requested by IS, 19, 20, or more organis-
ations and numerous individuals. The Govern-
ment should further examine this legislation.

I have said that I do not intend to deal with the
Bill in detail because that has been done in the
second reading stage. I point out that it was done
rather brilliantly by the Hon. Sandy Lewis this
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morning. I may be wrong in my assumption on
this point, but I do not believe the Bill should be
discussed in detail during debate on the short
title. We should discuss only the reasons for the
adoption of the short title and our continuing with
the Bill at this stage.

On my return, I naturally turned to newspaper
articles of 8 December to see exactly what was
the public's reception of this Bill. If one cannot
take any notice of the Press, I do not know
through what other vehicle the man in the street
can learn about the proposition before the
Chamber. I do not know from where else he could
obtain his information, because as the Hon.
Sandy Lewis pointed out, the Government has not
gone out and discussed the Bill generally with sec-
tions of industry. Certainly, that did not occur be-
fore 8 December 1983. That point has been made
clear in correspondence to members. Let us con-
sider newspaper articles since 8 December 1983.

The first indication that this legislation con-
tained some problem areas was in The Sunday
Times of I I December 1983. It was stated-

The confederation's executive director, Mr
Basil Atkinson, said: "Industry does not dis-
pute the Government's stated objectives to
encourage economic development to foster
local participation in that development.

"But our members felt strongly that this
was not the way to proceed.

"Legislation to establish the corporation is
being rushed through Parliament with little
scope for public debate and discussion."

That reference was made to the legislation which
is before us now.

In The West Australian of 12 December 1983,
under the heading "Development plan heads
Burke talks", an article read as follows-

The Premier, Mr Burke, will hold top-level
talks this week with the business community
to try to smooth the passage of legislation
setting up the proposed WA Development
Corporation.

The Premier admitted that these talks had not
taken place before 8 December 1983. After the
Government attempted to have the legislation
passed, the Premier acknowledged that he needed
to smooth out the legislation in order to set up the
WADC. He admitted that if he had proceeded
before 8 December 1983, he would have virtually
ridden roughshod over some of those people who
were questioning him.

In The Australian Financial Review of 13
December, under the heading "WA development

proposal attracts business criticism", John
Mcllwraith reported as follows-

Business groups in Western Australia are
alarmed by some aspects of a State develop-
ment corporation planned by the State
Government.

That newspaper indicated to the public that five
days after this legislation was almost passed, it
was apparent the legislation had some problems.
The Government should defer the legislation until
the autumn session. The Confederation of West-
ern Australian Industry insisted that the Govern-
ment defer the legislation for at least a fortnight
so that the general public could look at it.

In The West Australian on 13 December, under
the heading "Business comment invited on
WADC", the following was reported-

The State Government is likely to amend
its contentious WA Development Corpor-
ation legislation to make it more palatable to
the business community.

The State Government admitted in the Press that
it was likely it would amend its legislation. In The
West Australian on 15 December, under the
heading "Chamber joins shaping of WADC Bill",
it was reported-

The Perth Chamber of Commerce will sit
down with departmental officers today to
draft amendments which the State Govern-
ment hopes will ensure safe passage for the
WA Development Corporation Bill next
week.

That was seven days after the Government had
attempted to have this Bill passed in this
Chamber.

On 15 December, in The Australian, under the
heading "Premier fails to win support for
WA DC", the following report appeared-

The West Australian Premier, Mr Burke,
yesterday failed to stem the Storm of protest
from the business -sector over the Govern-
ment's controversial development corpor-
atLion.

That was another indication that the business sec-
tor was not happy with the Bill. On t6 December,
in The Australian, under the heading "Call for di-
rect public equity in WA projects", the following
report appeared-

The confederation's senior officials, includ-
ing the authors of the submission, were all in
private discussions with government staff ar-
guing for last minute changes in the WADC
legislation.
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On that same day, in The West Australian, under
the heading "Government agrees to change
WADC Bill", the following was reported-

The State Government has accepted sub-
stantial changes proposed by business and in-
dustry to the WA Development Corporation
Bill.

The same people are now asking for a further de-
ferment. They do not wish to be pushed into a
corner where they have to accept amendments
that have been hastily written into the legislation
in an endeavour to effect the Government's desire
to have the matter dealt with this session.

The Western Mail of 17 December, in an
article headed "Message is clear: wait on
WADC", reported as follows-

The State Government has shown good
sense-albeit belatedly-by holding genuine
discussions with private enterprise groups on
its plan to set up a WA Development Corpor-
ation.

But the very fact that the Government has
accepted the need to make substantial
changes to the legislation carries a clear
message: it is time to pause and coolly review
the whole plan.

That report was written nine days after the
Government attempted to pass this legislation. If
it had not been for the actions of the Opposition,
the legislation would have been passed. The ac-
tions of the Opposition were deplored by the
Government. We were told that we were taking
the matter out of the hands of the Government.

Hon. G. E Masters: They said it was terrible.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I was not here, Mr

Masters, but I read the debate. I would say that
Mr Dans did his quince. He did his lolly in an en-
deavour to point out that we must not stop the
Government programmes. However, we have a
Government, the Premier and Ministers of which
have received a barrage of representation from
newspapers and all sectors asking that the legis-
lation be deferred even further. The amendments
to be written into this legislation need to be con-
sidered, and insufficient time has been allowed for
this to be done. The amendments should be dealt
with properly.

Hon. Tom Knight: The Government has the
cheek to say that industry supports this legis-
lation.

R4on. H. W. GAYFER: The Government has
had the check to say that. The Government
should defer the legislation in the light of evidence
from industry. The Government should be big
enough to say that it will defer this Bill for three

to four months to enable industry to look at it and
understand the amendments.

The Bill is colossal; there is no end to it. If it is
allowed to proceed in its present form, it could
mean the nationalisation of the whole State.

The Weekend Australian of 17 December, in
an article headed "Business fights to stop Devel-
opment Corporation plan", stated-

To most Liberals and a large number of
West Australian businessmen, Premier Brian
Burke's plan to create his very own
"Development Corporation" is something
akin to Frankstein dabbling in bio-chemistry.

Despite the Premier's insistence that he
has no intention of using his creation to
nationalise anything, his critics see the fiend-
ish concoction as nothing more than
"creeping socialism".

Sitting suspended from 12.30 to 2.) Sp.m.
Hon. H. W. GAY FER: If this is not the aim of

the legislation before the Chamber-it was ex-
pected that it would be passed nine days before
that newspaper article-the Legislative Council,
in using its numbers to gain that fortnight's delay
of proceedings, has given the Premier every
chance to go to the people and assure them that
this fiendish concoction has nothing to do with
creeping socialism.

I refer to The Sunday Times of 18 December
where, under the heading "New Burke Bill to
save Bill," it states-

The Premier, Mr Burke, last night an-
nounced major changes to legislation to es-
tablish the corporation.

The article continues with a long list of sugges-
tions that should be incorporated in the Bill. In
the Sunday independent of 18 December, under
the heading "Start Fighting", it states-

The Perth Chamber of Commerce should
stop quibbling over the fine print in the
Government's proposed WA Development
Corporation Bill and start fighting it.

The chamber is playing with a monster
which could too easily get out of control and
it would be far better off spending its
energies trying to stop the monster being cre-
ated than trying to make it "safe".

Again on IS December, in The Sunday Times
under the heading, "Danger of a foot in the
door", the following appears-

Some of the sting will be taken out of the
WA Development Corporation Bill if the
planned amendments are made subject to the
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bill being approved by the Legislative Coun-
cil.

Finally, in The Australian of 19 December, which
brings us up to date, under the heading "WA de-
velopment bill amendments 'cosmetic' ", it
states-

LAST-minute amendments to the West
Australian Government's controversial devel-
opment corporation legislation were dis-
missed yesterday as "cosmetic" by one or the
bill's most outspoken opponents, the influen-
tial Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry.

Today, the telegram that has been received from
Mr Crane, the President of the PIA, which rep-
resents some 0000 farmers in Western Aus-
tralia, culminates all these objections. The tele-
gram requests that the Bill be deferred until the
association has had time to consider the impact of
the various amendments that are being considered
and have been proposed by both the Government
and the Opposition in this place. If ever a case
had been made out that would allow the Govern-
ment to remain honrourable without any loss of
face-if that is the problem-this is it. By defer-
ring the progress of this Bill through the
Chamber, the Government would show that it is
prepared to abide by the feelings and wishes of
those people and organisations to which I have
referred in the half hour I have addressed the
Chamber.

It may well be, as I stated previously, that in
the light of what has happened since 8 December
the Government would like the Opposition to take
the initiative and, in fact, do just that and defer
the Bill. However, I would think by the tenor of
the debate to date that it is not the intention of
the Opposition to take that action. If that be the
case, I cannot do much about influencing theChamber because I am the only representative
from my party in this Chamber.

Hon. D. K. Dans: The last of the Mohicans.
Hon. Tom McNeil: You are also the leader and

the whip of a party.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Mr McNeil can speak

for himself, but I can only suggest to the Govern-
ment and the majority, by way of the Opposition,
that some concession be made to -the public and
that this Bill be deferred. Neither the Opposi tion
nor the Government will lose any face if the Com-
mittee knocks out the Bill or accepts the amend-
ments. Similarly, both parties will do all right in
the eyes of the public if the Bill is delayed at this
stage to allow proper consultation and deliber-
ation to take place; in other words, to allow the
Government to pursue the passage of this Bill

which some of us consider to be horrendous in its
present slate.

I will not speak any further on this subject.
This is a genuine plea to the Minister handling
the Bill. As I said before, having read the com-
menits made by the Leader of the House, I fully
realise that he felt the matter was being taken out
of the hands of the Government on 8 December.
Subsequent events have proved that the delaying
of the Bill for two weeks was a wise decision.
More people are better informed about the Bill
and even more provisions should be incorporated
to make it acceptable to this Chamber. In turn,
that amended Bill should be floated to the people
and organisations outside this place so that they
are informed about the ultimate Bill which may
be the architect of the WADC. I ask that con-
sideration be given to this Bill being postponed. In
fact, it should be deferred until the autumn
session. If that is not acceptable to the Govern-
ment, the House of Review should take the matter
into its own hands and do what is necessary to
present the Bill to the public in its correct form. If'
that is not acceptable, the Bill should be defeated
by this Chamber and taken off the Notice Paper.
However, that is the last resort and a Pretty ter-
rible one. If we do not intend to allow the people
to examine a Bill which will have some serious re-
percussions in this State, possibly the rejection of
the total issue might be the only course left.

HON. FRED McKENZIE: I take a completely
opposite stance to that taken by the previous two
speakers on this subject. I urge the Government
not to defer the Bill any longer and to proceed
with its passage. I think the Government has been
very fair by delaying it for a further two weeks.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Was it not absolutely
necessary?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I do not believe it
was absolutely necessary. I believed in the con-
tents of the Bill in its original form. Minor
amendments may have been needed, but I think it
was okay in its original form. The Premier and
the Government should be commended for being
prepared to make those concessions. I remind
members of one of the reasons for those con-
cessions;, we must face the reality of the situation
in whi ch the Government is placed. It has a hos-
tile upper House. I have sat here for the last six
years and when we have tried to amend Bills or
get concessions, we have never been successful.
Mr Masters knows that full well. Many items in
which I have been interested have been affected,
including industrial relations.
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H-on. G. C. MacKinnon: What about the
workers' compensation Bill? We almost rewrote
that at the request of Mr Olney.

H-on. FRED McKENZIE: That was one piece
of legislation on which the Liberal Party was pre-
pared to make concessions.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order! The other members have had
their opportunity to speak on the short title. The
Hon. Fred McKenzie has the floor and I will
afford to him the same protection I provided the
Hon. A. A. Lewis.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: For the benefit of
Mr MacKinnon, I indicate that the workers' com-
pensation Bill was one Bill where some con-
cessions were made; it is the only one I have wit-
nessed in six years. and that is a pretty poor re-
cord. In less than six months, the present Govern-
ment has conceded Bill after Bill. The Opposition
has enjoyed the situation of always having a ma-
jority in this Chamber. It is simple for it to pass
legislation through the two Houses of Parliament
when a Liberal Government is in power. In the
short time this Government has been in office,
Bill after Bill has been rejected.

Several members interjected.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Bills have also been

amended in a manner which is not really accept-
able to the Government, but it has adopted the at-
titude that half a loaf is better than none. This is
precisely what is happening with this legislation.
A number of amendments are forthcoming, many
of them sponsored by the Government, which has
been prepared to grant concessions in the hope
that the Bill will pass through this Chamber in
some reasonably satisfactory form.

That is quite different. I can understand the
reason it is not being passed through the
Chamber. It is not because the Opposition is re-
viewing the Bill, but rather the message has come
down from Liberal Party headquarters that Oppo-
sition members of this Chamber are being too soft
on the Government and that has had some effect
on the attitudes of members opposite. Those who
read Robert Bennett's column in The Sunday
Times will know it indicated that the business fra-
ternity-the group which Opposition members
mainly represent-has not been happy with the
performance of members of the Opposition.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: As a result, the
mandate the Government was given by the people

will be eroded. There is nothing sinister about this
piece of legislation. In his policy speech the Prem-
ier gave fair warning that the Government would
introduce a Bill of this nature.

Hon. P. H. Wells: Is it the same as you prom-
ised?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It is the same as we
promised.

Hon. P. H. Wells:. It does not contain any extra
provisions?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! The Hon,
Peter Wells and other members who are
interjecting will have their chances to make
speeches on the short title. I do not intend to
delay the Bill by listening to so many unruly
interjections.

Hon. FRED McKENZiE: We must remind
ourselves of some of the matters which were men-
tioned during the second reading debate. I know
the Hon. Sandy Lewis has given a rather compre-
hensive outline of his thoughts in respect of the
second reading-

Point of Order

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Is the deputy leader sit-
ting in the leader's chair or is the Leader of the
House sitting in the leader's chair and, if so, has
he obtained permission to sit there?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Leader of
the House has not asked for permission to resume
his normal seat, but I assume that, due to the ab-
sence of the Attorney General he is entitled to
occupy that seat. When the Attorney General re-
turns, if he wishes to occupy that seat again, he
will ask permission of the Chamber.

Committee Resumed

Hon. FRED McKENZiE: When speaking to
the short title, we have to remind ourselves of the
positive aspects of the Bill because there are a
number of them. That is the reason the Govern-
ment brought the Bill before the Parliament. As
has been indicated, the opposition has come from
one sector only. For example, I have not received
one complaint from one of my electors in respect
of this Bill, so I do not see that there is wide-
spread public concern about the proposition. Sure,
I have received two or three pieces of correspon-
dence from various organisations which represent
business, but I have not received any correspon-
dence from any of my electors. None of them has
expressed concern, and therefore, that indicates to
me that my electors are quite happy with the
legislation.

6300



[Tuesday, 20 December 19831 60

We ought to provide the opportunity for the
Bill to proceed so that it can be put into effect as
part of the Government's programme.

Hon. Garry Kelly: That is what we have a man-
date for.

1-on. FRED McKENZIE: That is certainly
what we have a mandate for.

I said earlier it was important that the Govern-
ment be enabled to proceed with its legislative
programme. This legislation forms part of that
programme which is important to the philosophy
of the Labor Party.

We ought to provide the opportunity for the
Bill to be implemented at an early stage so that,
at the end of our period in Government, we will
be judged on what happened during that time.
That is, of course, assuming the Parliament runs
the full three years.

It is most unfortunate that members of this
Chamber, if they seek to amend, delay, reject, or
adopt a practice which will prevent the implemen-
tation of this Bill will not enable this Government
to go to the people and be judged on what it has
done during the three years it has been in office.
That indicates how much protection this Chamber
has. It is no wonder we are concerned about it, be-
cause this is certainly important legislation.

I reject the comments of the Hon. Sandy Lewis
who said the legislation represented the socialist
manifesto all rolled into one Bill. The trouble with
the Hon. Sandy Lewis is that he does not really
understand what the socialist manifesto is all
about, because this is certainly not even the begin-
ning of the socialist manifesto. All the Bill seeks
to do is to advantage the Western Australian
community in order that people will have some
say in the development of the State to which they
rightly have some claim.

Hon. Garry Kelly: They will get some return.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It is far better to
give the people of Western Australia some return
than to allow money to be despatched overseas.
We have witnessed that happening for a long
period, and one would think Opposition members
would welcome the opportunity for the people of
Western Australia to have some small slice in the
development of this State.

Members should look at what the Government
proposes. Through the Minister's second reading
speech the Government stated that this legislation
was a key part of its programme to assist the
growth and development of business enterprise in
Western Australia and to put the State back onto
the path of economic growth and prosperity.

I ask you, Sir, what is wrong with that? That is
one of the positive aspects we are trying to get
across to Opposition members. Furthermore, it
was indicated the Bill was a means of promising
Western Australian participation in our State's
development to maximise the return from our
economic growth.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: That is available now.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It may be available

now, but daily, people are expressing their con-
cern about the continued inflow of money from
overseas and, heaven knows why, they seem to
pick on the Asian money to complain about. I do
not care where the money comes from. Not only
are people concerned about money coming in
from overseas for development projects, but they
are also concerned about overseas funds which are
being used to purchase existing farms. On a
number of occasions I have been told that large
slices of the south-west of this State are disap-
pearing into overseas ownership.

This Bill provides an opportunity for the people
of Western Australia to involve themselves in this
type of participation. The extent of involvement is
small. Initially it will amount to $5 million and
that is not a huge sum of money. After all, the
previous Government guaranteed a private en-
terprise corporation the sum of $5.5 million. That
corporation was Bunbury Foods Pty. Ltd., and it
went down the drain. No concern has been ex-
pressed about that here. I could rattle off dozens
of other actions that the former Government took
which cost the taxpayers of this State far more
than $5 million. Members should look at the
assets of Westrail, an area with which I am fam-
iliar. What happened to Westrail?

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: What about Westrail?
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The Opposition ab-

solutely wrecked it. It cost millions of dollars in
taxpayers' money.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I think I am being very tolerant
on the short title. I have been very tolerant since
11.05 this morning. Members will address them-
selves to clause I of the Bill which relates to the
short title. It will greatly assist the debate if the
Hon. Fred McKenzie is not helped by members of
the Opposition.

I-en. FRED McKENZIE: The parallel exists
in respect of spending the taxpayers' money, even
if the authority goes down the chute. I do not be-
lieve it will. I think it will be the greatest boon
that this State has ever had.

Hon. G. E. Masters: You mean it will go off
with a bang?
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Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It is a certainly; it
will go off with a bang and we will benefit greatly
from it. It will be the biggest bang this State has
ever witnessed. In years to come, my children and
perhaps Mr Masters' children, will enjoy the ben-
efit of it.

Hon. G. E. Masters: My grandchildren might.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I think it will have
short-term benefits. I do not think the benefits
will take as long to become apparent as Mc Mas-
ters thinks they will. The Bill will assist WA's de-
velopment. I do not have to keep reiterating
examples of other ways of spending the taxpayers'
money without actually getting into competition
with business. This is really what it is all about,
and it is what business does not like. That is only
a small facet of the concept, It will assist business
as well.

Hon. G. E. Masters: To go into competition?
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: That element is

there; we will be shareholders in ventures which
will be in competition with those which currently
have a free rein.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Or owners of industry.
The Government will go into competition.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: If it benefits the
people of WA, why not? If we are talking about
Western Australian or Australian money versus
overseas money, there is absolutely nothing wrong
with that, in my book. I think it is high time that
we did involve ourselves. That is what this Bill is
all about. I understand the concern felt by mem-
bers of' the Opposition because their philosophy is
entirely different from ours. We are not bringing
change in for the sake of change, nor are we
bringing it in suddenly.

Surely this cannot be described as a piece of
revolutionary legislation. It is nothing of the sort.
It is the First step towards giving Western Aus-
tralia the opportunity to own some resources.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Giving Western Aus-
tralians what?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: They cannot do it
now.

Hon. G. E. Masters: That is what you are
offering in your Bill.

Hon. FRED M~cKENZIE: Yes, of course we
are.

Hon. G. E. Masters: It is the same thing. They
pass money over and get shares back.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Yes.
Hon. H. W. Gayfer: How many shares do you

own?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: This is an
introductory step. No doubt, the Government will
become involved in it, and why should it not do
so? Instead of stepping in and guaranteeing loans
as has happened in the past, why should we not
buy a slice of the cake and put the State's devel-
opment, albeit so small, in the hands of the
people?

The Bill will also reduce the dependency of
Western Australian business on overseas capital
and provide greater access to the raising or equity
capital by reducing the drain of' profits to service
borrowings. What is wrong with that? When
members opposite get up to speak on the short
title of this Bill, I ask them to explain what is
wrong with it, because the Opposition has put for-
ward no real answers in that regard.

Hon. G. E. Masters: We are going into the
Committee stage pretty thoroughly.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: A negative attitude
has been adopted towards the whole philosophy of
our undertaking. I realise that many amendments
are proposed and I will be interested to see those
put forward by the Opposition because we have
more than accommodated the concern that has
been expressed by various groups in the com-
munity.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I understand you have
changed some of yours since yesterday.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Since this morning.

Hon H. W. Gayfer: Last night and this morn-
ing you changed some of your amendments.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I am not sure about
that.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: We are.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The members have
been given an advance copy of the changes pro-
posed.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Not yet. I hope we get them.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Members have no-
tice of the proposed amendments. In essence,
while I cannot see a great deal wrong with the
proposed amendments, I repeat that I prefer the
Bill in its original state. Given the prospect of the
Bill's being rejected by the Opposition, the
Government has been conciliatory in its attitude
and it is hoping that sufficient members opposite
will support the Bill so it is not completely re-
jected. I hope that after amendment the Bill is as
effective as it appeared to be in its original form.
In his second reading speech, the Minister said
that a mechanism through which a business can
obtain access-
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Hon. H. W. Gayfer: These amendments are
completely different from the ones we had
yesterday.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: -to borrow funds
and to gain advisory support from a single source
which has as its primary objective, the promotion
of business in this State, is lacking. That is what
the Bill is all about.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: This is the three o'clock
amendment!

Hon FRED McKENZIE: I suppose by the end
of next month there will be a four o'clock and a
five o'clock amendment.

Hon. H-. W. Gayfer: Why don't you defer the
Bill and do it all in one hit? This is rot.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: That is the honour-
able member's view. Maybe it is rot, but it is a
step in the right direction.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I would not put it so
harshly.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I did not want any
amendments, Mr Derinson, and if the Opposition
says it is rot, I will accept that. That is my point,
with due respect to the Attorney, who did a fine
job in this regard.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I think he did a fine job, too.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: He has my support

and for that reason I will not oppose any of his
amendments. If they had been proposed by any-
one other than the Attorney General, I might
have given serious thought to opposing them.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: In all fairness, you will ac-
cept the Opposition's amendments too, won't you?

Mon. FRED McKENZIE: I will listen to what
the Attorney says about them before I accept any
of the Opposition's amendments. If he is prepared
to accept them, I will give them serious consider-
ation; otherwise there would be no chance of my
accepting them at all. I just cannot understand
the reason for so much kerfuffe.

Hon. G. E. Masters: You must be joking.
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Read the amendment.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: You can take your tongue

out of your cheek now.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE:. I suppose 1 can

understand it because I tried really hard here time
after time to get my point of view across during a
six-year period of Liberal rule in this State when
speaking to legislation to which I was philosophi-
cally opposed on very good ground. In many of
those instances, my thought and fears were proven
correct. I refer primarily to legislation affecting
trade unions; after all, I cut my teeth on the trade
union movement. No matter what we would pro-

pose in that regard, if we wanted to defer it, our
suggestions fell on deaf ears. The then Govern-
ment's aim was to process the legislation as
quickly as possible so that public protests-they
were not all from business groups-were ignored.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: As I understand it, the
trade unions are opposing your industrial legis-
lation, so what are you on about?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: One cannot please
everybody, Mr MacKinnon; I think the honour-
able member told me.

i-on. G. C. MacKinnon: Cut it out.
Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The honourable

member could not stand up and say every business
firm would support the opposition to this Bill.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Don't talk to us; talk
to The Australian, the Western Mail, The West
Australian, the Weekend News, The Age,
Melbourne, and The Sunday Times, which news-
papers have all put out articles on this Bill.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I find the remarks of the Hon.
Graham MacKinnon to be highly disorderly. The
Hon. Fred McKenzie has the floor.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: At least Mr
MacKinnon did not refer to Labor Voice. It has
taken a neutral stand on it.

Let us look at who controls these organisations.
They are almost monopolies in their own right;
they are not quite, but certainly they are heading
that way. Every day we see takeovers of news-
papers and I understand their attitude on this
issue would be predictable, just as was the atti-
tude of unions towards the legislation the previous
Government introduced.

Hon. G. E. Masters: And which you are
introducing now.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: We will be
introducing it. It is being held over because of
lack of time for the Opposition to consider it. We
have accommodated the Opposition in that re-
gard, too.

To return to the point I was making, over the
years that I witnessed that sort of legislation
coming through here, I saw that it was rushed
through with what I regarded as undue haste. I
think we have been very condescending in our at-
titude-

I-on. G. C, MacKinnon: That is a good choice
of phrase.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: -in Permitting the
frustrations that this Government has faced in re-
spect of the way this Chamber deals with its legis-
lation.
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1 do not think we should delay the Bill beyond
the period we are here today. It should not be de-
ferred until March next year because that would
destroy the opportunity for the Government to go
about setting up this corporation so that by the
time of the next election-if we run the full
term-it would have had full opportunity for
evaluation. Then if the Opposition wants to repeal
the legislation, it can do so at its peril. It has been
mentioned here today that when the next Liberal
Government takes the Treasury benches in the
other Chamber, it will be urged to repeal the
legislation. Such action is always very easy for the
Liberal Party because I keep harking back to the
point that the Liberal Party has always enjoyed
one luxury-a majority in this Chamber. It has
been so simple for the Opposition when in
Government to have legislation passed in the
other place and for it to go through this Chamber
unscathed.

We have witnessed, not only with this Bill, but
also with a number of others, that they have not
gone through unscathed; in some cases Bills have
been completely rejected, and we will witness
more of it. The Minister said, in explaining the
legislation in a positive way during the second
reading, that "One of the primary functions of the
development corporation will be to provide that
missing link and assist businesses to put in place a
capital mix which maximises. prospects for growth
with financial stability". So assistance will be
given to the business community and it puzzles
me that the Opposition should seize upon the
philosophical attitudes of the Labor Party con-
tained in the Bill to throw it out, rather than give
it an opportunity to prevail.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Will the amendments
make that easier or more difficult?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Which amend-
ments?

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: The three o'clock
amendments.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I have not seen
them;, all I have seen are those agreed to earlier, a
number of which were published in The West
Australian this morning.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Are they designed to
make it easier for industry or to protect the pub-
lic?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I do not think they
do either. I think they are purely to accommodate
business; that is their purpose.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: To accommodate
business?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Yes. As I under-
stand it, the amendments that were taken on were
represented to the Government by the Chamber
of Commerce and the Con federation of Western
Australian Industry (Inc). I can only assume that
was the purpose of these particular amendments
because I stated earlier I did not see any need for
amendments. In order to accommodate the two
organisations I have mentioned, the Government
has agreed to these amendments which will
certainly alter certain aspects of the Bill but
which will not take away the real need for it.

I do not know what sort of memories members
opposite have-

Hon. G. E. Masters; It would be to accommo-
date business and all the things you are talking
about?

I-In. FRED McKENZIE: I refer to that pro-
posal in the Liberal Party policy speech which in-
cluded the suggestion that the R & I Bank should
provide equity capital in addition to lending to
business. I doubt whether that would have got off
the ground had it not been for the proposal of the
present Premier when he was delivering the policy
speech of the ALP 'which clearly stated that our
programme included the legislation which is
currently before us. We certainly do not believe
that hastily-devised approach of the Liberal Party
in its policy speech was the right way to go.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I find it increasingly difficult to
follow the short title in the member's speech, as I
found it increasingly difficult With other mem-
bers.

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I take note of your
comment and I will do my best to confine my re-
marks to the short title of the Bill.

It was mentioned earlier that in most respects
this Bill is similar to the AIDC Act which was
introduced federally by conservative Govern-
ments, and also that if one went through the Bill,
one would see the functions and powers we pro-
pose are similar to those contained in the Federal
legislation. In addition, similar legislation has
been introduced by State Governments. In Vic-
toria, the Hamer Liberal Government established
the Victorian Economic Development Corporation
which had powers similar to, those of the AIDC
and which had quite diverse functions. Recently,
an announcement in Tasmania-

Hon. Neil Oliver: The objects were similar to
those of this Bill?

Hon. FRED McKENZIE: Similar to the
functions of the Al DC Act. In South Australia,
the Government is expected to introduce similar
legislation. I urge the House to accept the amend-
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ments we propose because they have been taken
on board with a great deal of goodwill.

I suggest to members opposite that they should
consider very carefully the concessions the
Government has been prepared to make in order
to accommodate the requests of business. We ac-
knowledge that the Government has a responsi-
bility to that private sector of industry, but I re-
mind members that, as well as a responsibility to
that sector, we also have a responsibility to the
whole Western Australian community. In that I
am including the business sector, the unions, and
all the people. We told the people that we
intended to introduce this legislation. There is
nothing sinister about it, and we ought to be able
to proceed now we have made some major con-
cessions to the people who have expressed concern
that the Bill may have some effect on them;
namely the business community.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: This is clearly another
example of hasty, ill-considered legislation-there
is no doubt about that whatever. I received some
five pages of Government amendments about 15
minutes ago.

I felt sorry for the Hon. Fred McKenzie; he
was obviously told to pad up and bat for the
Government, and he was not brought up to date
with the latest state of the game. The Government
has decided, with a few wickets down, to declare
and to put the other side in so that the other side
could see what it could do by way of amendment.
I felt very sorry for the Hon. Fred McKenzie-he
was right out on the end of the jetty.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: I thought he did an excel-
lent job.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: He was very keen to have
passed the Bill as originally presented. Let us con-
sider what would have happened if, quite a few
years ago, when Henry Ford decided to build a
motor car, he built just the body and did not fit
any of the nuts and bolts. It would have been a
funny old car, and that is the way in which I view
this Bill before the amendments are added to
it-it does not have any nuts and bolts to enable it
to do what it is supposed to do.

It is all very well for the Hon. Fred McKenzie
to suggest that the Government has been very
benevolent and has allowed further examination
and consultation on the proposed amendments
which we have yet to consider. Quite clearly,
through the wisdom of this Chamber-and I em-
phasise the word 'wisdom"'-it exercised its dis-
cretion. It implored the Government to defer the
Bill and the Government agreed to this course to
allow it to be further examined throughout the
community. This is clearly another example of the

(198)

role of this Chamber, despite what the ALP mem-
bers of this Chamber have been saying. This is a
very responsible Chamber, and by agreeing to the
delay and by the formulation of its own amend-
ments to the Bill, that responsibility has been ac-
knowledged by the Government.

Looking at the amendments, it appears that
there are almost as many provisions in them as
appeared in the original Bill. I find it quite extra-
ordinary that the Hon. Fred McKenzie can de-
fend the Government's action in wanting the ori-
ginal Bill passed. It has been said that, prior to
the election, the Government stated it would
introduce a Bill to set up this authority. That is
one thing, and I liken the situation again to the
nuts and bolts analogy. It is all right to have a
particular title to a Bill, but the printing that fol-
lows sets out the details as to what the proposed
corporation can and cannot do.

I want to refer very briefly to a somewhat simi-
lar situation which arose in 1972 during the
Tonkin Labor Government's term of office. The
Tonkin Government introduced a Bill to establish
an authority for the marketing of apples and
pears. That measure was hotly debated, in the
same way as this Bill has been hotly debated.
Through the insistence of the then Opposition, the
apple and pear legislation did not proceed. The
Government eventually dropped the measure, say-
ing that the Bill, as amended, was not acceptable
to it. It was the Opposition which found the legis-
lation wanting, and the industry at large thanked
us for that.

I can speak of this matter from personal experi-
ence because at the time I represented in this
Chamber a very large section of the apple and
pear industry. The industry was extremely hostile
towards the Government of the day over that par-
ticular measure. A small section of the industry
wanted such a marketing authority, but, after the
Government dropped the Bill, some months later
it became quite obvious that such a body was not
necessary. A number of people who had supported
the legislation came to me and said "By God,
Ferry, you were right. Thank goodness that Bill
did not go through".

The sector of the industry which had previously
favoured the legislation realised that it was not in
its interests. So it is today; we have a similar situ-
ation. While this Bill may set out to achieve good
ideals, the way in which those ideals can be car-
ried out is quite another matter. That is the di-
lemma for the Government at the present time.

When the Government decided to introduce
legislation to establish a development authority, it
did not know what it was about. The Government
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did not really know what it was tinkering with.
That has become quite clear. We were told that
Mr Burke was the best new leader in Australia
and that the new Government would do all sorts
of things. It has become quite clear that the
Treasurer has no conception of financial matters.
It has become quite obvious during the course of
the debates in the Chamber this morning that the
Government has no idea of the difference between
a development authority, a banking institution,
and a financial institution. That statement applies
particularly to the Treasurer, and it is the reason
the Government is in difficulties. The Govern-
ment does not understand what it is about, and
therefore, it has been forced into its present situ-
ation, not because of its benevolence, but because
it has come to realise that others in the com-
munity recognise the deficiences in the proposal.
Many people have come out strongly in print im-
ploring the Government to change the wording of
the Bill.

This Chamber certainly requested that the
Government should delay the measure, and the
Government acceded to that request. I do not
want it to be said by members of the ALP that
this is not a role of this Chamber. It is exactly
what we are here for; it is the strength of our
system. In fact, we did the Government a service
by fulfilling this particular role, and there is com-
plete justification for it.

The statutory authorities in New South Wales
and Victoria were referred to. I touched on these
authorities during my speech at the second read-
ing stage, and I do not want to prolong the debate
with this type of argument. The Hon. Fred
McKenzie referred to the situation in those States
again. The documentation indicates that they
have run into great difficulty; they have been
found wanting. Many references have been made
also to the similarity between the AIDC and the
authority proposed under this Bill. There are
many differences between the two bodies, and
here again, the Government does not understand
the difference.

Hon. Mark Nevill: There are a lot of simi-
larities also.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: Yes, and I suppose the sun
shines in Victoria and Western Australia during
the course of the one day, but there are a lot of
differences between the two States . To say that
the two bodies are the same is erroneous. By the
time we have dealt with all the proposed amend-
ments this week, next week, or next year, I would
have little hesitation in saying that the Bill will be
very different from the one introduced here orig-
inally. The Government itself proposed to
introduce many amendments, and I guarantee

that many more amendments will be made known
to us during the Committee stage.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Are you proposing to de-
tail the differences you see between the WADC
and the AIDC?

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I do not have the differ-
ences written down, but one difference is that the
AIDC is 100 per cent backed by the Federal
Government. As I understand the proposal under
this Bill, there is a mix of some Government in-
gredients and the rest will come from the private
sector.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Well, not entirely.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. V. J. FERRY: Well, in actual practice it
would work that way. The private sector will be
expected to come in, and the development auth-
ority will play its role in part. The AIDC operates
on a different concept. There are other differences
as well, but I do not have them listed.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Since so many members
have asserted other differences, it would be
interesting to hear them.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! It has
been drawn to my attention that since the At-
torney General vacated his seat it has been occu-
pied by someone else. He may have to seek the
leave of the House to resume the chair he is now
in.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I seek leave to do so.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Attorney

General seeks leave to resume the seat.

Leave granted.
Hon. V. J. FERRY: Another difference is that

the range of industries in which the AIDC may
become involved is limited, although I understand
that is likely to change. My rending of this Bill is
that no restrictions are placed on the proposed
WADC as to the range of industries in which it
can become involved.

The AIDC has a limit on the amount it can
borrow, but I cannot see in this Bill that a similar
limit will apply to the WADC.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Those limits are in the
circulated amendments.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: This again illustrates the
problem we have. We have the Bill on one hand
and then on the other we have the amendments
which have yet to be considered. That illustrates
the point I am making that the Government
would be well advised to delay the passage of this
Bill until these things have been sorted out. Even
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at this point the Government does not know what
it is about.

The AIDC must review its holdings and equi-
ties in various companies each year, but there is
no such requirement provided for the corporation
to be set up under this legislation.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: 1 hate to say it, but that is
also covered in the amendments.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: There we are. I will not
proceed because it is quite futile to do so. All this
shows uip the Government for what it really is.
The Government has come up with an idea, but
that is all. It is a little like Henry Ford wanting to
build a car: The Government has the idea but it
has no nuts and bolts to do the job.

If anyone- were to suggest we should give a
blank cheque to the Government without looking
at all the finer points, he would be crazy. I would
not want this Chamber not to fulfil its role by not
examining the Bill in detail. Should I bear a
member of the Government or a member of the
Labor Party outside commenting on our actions in
reviewing this legislation, I will come out very
strongly indeed and point out that this Legislative
Council is an elected body and has the role, the
right, and the responsibility to review legislation.
The public of Western Australia regard this
Chamber as having that responsibility. Despite
the rantings, and ravings by this Government
against this Chamber-

[interruption from the gallery.]
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order! The people in the gallery will
maintain order;, otherwise I shall have to ask you
to leave.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: It somewhat disappoints
me that the expressions of some members of the
general public in some quarters are bigoted be-
cause they will not accept the fact that is accepted
by the vast bulk of the electorate, people who rec-
ognise this Chamber has the right, role, and re-
sponsibility, irrespective of the various provinces
throughout the State, to fulfil its role. Thank
goodness this Chamber does exercise that role.
The Government would be made to look ex-
tremely foolish and embarrassed if this Bill were
accepted without proper consideration and atten-
tion. That is e videnced by the Government's ac-
tions and its having found it necessary to
introduce five pages of amendments.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is quite wrong. The
only difference between having the amendments
and not is having a corporation similar to the
AlDC or not. There are perfectly valid arguments
for the view that it should not be similar. As it is,
we have adopted that pattern.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: I am not saying it should
not be the same as the AIDC; that is not the
impression I have sought to convey. It has been
said that this corporation will be similar to the
AIDC, and I am saying it will not be, and that
has been confirmed by the Attorney.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: But I am assuring you it
is and that that is the effect of the amendments.

Hon. V. J. FERRY: There we go. Again it is a
matter of going round in circles with this Bill.
This does the Parliament no good and it is no
credit to the Government to be expecting this Par-
liament to consider legislation that is not properly
researched and drafted. It has been through
another place and now, thank goodness, this
Chamber has had the sense to have a close look at
this measure. I find it extraordinary that this sup-
posedl* wonderful Government, led by the best
new leader, should be leading Western Australia
into the situation of having a special sitting of
Parliament designed to deal only with this one
Bill. I do not mind sitting here till Christmas
while we consider this Bill in the interests of the
people of Western Australia, but I do not appreci-
ate being kept here by a completely incompetent
Government.

The weight of opinion of the public and of all
the daily, weekend, and weekly journals is against
the Government's handling of this Bill. The
Government has been criticised for the Bill's
inadequacies.

A heading in The West Australian of 3
December this year read, 'WADC seen as
tinkering". The article underlines what I have
been saying about the Government's not under-
standing the difference between a banking
institution and a development authority. I quote
as follows-

The proposed WA Development Corpor-
ation has been criticised by a senior banking
industry official, Mr Ron Cameron, as an
example of political "tinkering" with the
financial system.

Mr Cameron, head of the Australian
Bankers' Association research directorate,
said yesterday that politicians were especially
prone to the simplistic idea that tinkering
with the system could substantially -affect
interest rates and the volume and distribution
of credit.

"Of particular appeal to politicians are
new finance bodies designed to fill a per-
ceived gap in the financial system," he told a
seminar at the University of NSW, in
Sydney.
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One example was the WA Development
Corporation, being established under legis-
lation currently before the Upper House.

"Its aim is to provide businesses in WA
with a range of financial services, all of
which are well capable of being providled at a
commercial price by the financial system as
it stands," he said.

If, as was claimed by the WA Govern-
ment, the new body would operate on a
purely commercial basis, he could see no
significant increase in the availablity of
financing or better terms for the finance
available.

"Intervention through public ownership
should be, in the words of the Campbell
Committee, 'a last device' contemplated only
when unnecessary restrictions have been re-
moved from the financial system," Mr
Cameron said.

The Sunday Independent of 4 December con-
tained an article headed, "The honeymoon ends".
Thc article said-

Premier Brian Burke's honeymoon with
the Western Australian business community
is well and truly over.

This new Premier, who was paraded and mar-
keted as the best new leader in Australia, knows
nothing about financial arrangements. He is
dipping his toe in the water, and he is likely to go
down well and truly.

Prior to the election, the ALP went to the
people and said it would look after business, es-
pecially small business. The business community
is now looking to the Government for this help be-
cause it is extremely worried that the Government
is now undermining the business community's
basic principles of commerce. The West Aus-
tralian of 16 December had an article headed,
"Government agrees to change WADC Bill". The
article stated-

The State Government has accepted sub-
stantial changes proposed by business and in-
dustry to the WA Development Corporation
Bill.

The Australian of 19 December contained an
article which read-

Last-minute amendments to the West Aus-
tralian Government's controversial develop-
ment corporation legislation were dismissed
yesterday as "cosmetic" by one of the Bill's
most outspoken opponents, the influential
Confederation of Western Australian Indus-
try.

There is ample evidence of this, and I could go on
quoting examples. It is abundantly clear that this
Government has blundered enormously. Like Mr
Gayfer, I believe it would be prudent for the
Government to delay this legislation further, until
perhaps March or April. so that all the amend-
ments can be sorted out, rather than our having to
wade through pages of them now. I guess more
amendments will come forward tomorrow. There
must be a better way to deal with this matter.

I take the view that these authorities are pre-
carious; they are not financially sound; and they
have not always been based on the soundest prin-
ciples. That is evidenced right throughout Aus-
tralia. Many authorities in New South Wales and
Victoria have run into difficulties.

The Apple Marketing Board of New Zealand
was paraded out to us as a shining example of a
Government authority, but it ran into enormous
difficulties and made losses. This occurs be-
cause these authorities are not founded on sound
commercial practice. Only on rare occasions
should Government assistance be required. There
is a wealth of money within the community to
support any viable enterprise. I think the Govern-
ment would be well advised to delay the passage
of' this legislation still further, until an acceptable
document can be provided for the Parliament to
examine.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I would like to say
a few words, because I wish to take Mr McKenzie
to task about his inflammatory contribution to
this debate. He stated, without any verification,
proof, or source, that this Chamber had never al-
lowed the previous Opposition to amend any Bill.
I reminded him of an obvious example which was
when Mr Olney amended the Workers' Compen-
sation Act. He did that completely and
thoroughly. He did not even bother to apologise to
us; we were wrong.

When I reminded Mr McKenzie of that fact,
he and Mr Dans launched on a refuterative har-
angue, and tried to insinuate that that was the
only occasion.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Are you going to tell us
about the others?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: We can go and re-
search the others. I sat where Mr Berinson is sit-
ting at this moment and I know that many
amendments were allowed because they were
good. We accepted amendments when the Labor
Party was an energetic Opposition. However, dur-
ing the last three years, it had victory in its sights
and it was busy signing up people for the electoral
rolls and similar activities. I was in this Chamber

6308



[Tuesday, 20 December 19833 30

at that time and I knew the ALP members were
spending their time signing people for the rolls.

The insinuation was made that we had been de-
feating Sills right, left, and centre.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How many electoral Bills
have been defeated?

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think three. One
amendment which was allowed was suggested sev-
eral times by the Australian Labor Party. The
suggestion was taken up in the Liberal Party by
the late Dr Hislop. We took the suggestion of the
ALP and put it into force. It was to do with prop-
erty franchise-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That was about 20 years
ago.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Again I say that no
sensible suggestion has been put to us since. We
allowed amendments if they were based on sen-
sible suggestions.

However, sensible suggestions from the ALP
have been so sparse, it is no wonder we have had
difficulty accepting them in the past. I suspect
that someone is working out a new set of amend-
ments at the moment and Mr Berinson has asked
Mr McKenzie to use up a bit of time; that seems
to be the only logical reason for the contribution
he has made. I cannot find any other reason.

Mr McKenzie said that with this legislation it
will be the first time an ordinary citizen has been
able to buy shares in a company and in the public
life of the State of Western Australia. Mr
McKenzie would know that he can buy an
insurance policy with the AMP Society-a com-
pletely mutually provident company, investing the
majority of its funds in Australian and Western
Australian companies. All of its profits are dis-
tributed to its policy holders, because it has pol-
icy-holders only. In that way the ordinary citizen
would have ownership in a Western Australian
company.

Mr McKenzie displayed his abysmal ignorance
when he said that with this legislation we would
provide the only way in which an ordinary citizen
could have that sort of ownership.

Mr McKenzie talked about Westrail. The most
we did with Westrail was to take the stuffing out
of the feather bedding. That would be the limited
activity in which we engaged over the years.

The Government talks about its adding to the
economic development of the country with this
legislation. I was sitting in Mr Piantadosi's seat
when the iron ore development of this country was
taking place. I listened to Frank Wise and Harry
Strickland talk about it. Arthur Bickerton, who
was in another place, said he would push a peanut

down Hay Street with his nose if it took off. I
think it was Frank Wise who suggested that if
there were any veracity in the statements made,
he would eat his hat. In the event, we were kind
enough to let them off and say they were false
promises.

With all thc promises madc in those days about
the tremendous development which would take
place and which did take place, not only did the
Government not have to prime the pump with re-
gard to that development, but also the companies
had to assist the Government. It was quite the re-
verse situation to that which exists today. Do
members recall any of that? Of course some do,
because some were in this place at that time, or
read about it in the newspapers.

I have a great deal of sympathy for Mr
Berinson, because whoever prepared the brief for
this legislation was either a rank ama-
teur-although that is highly unlikely-or did not
know what he was about. I think that is highly
unlikely also. Perhaps he got his wires crossed, or
perhaps he knew nothing about the real financial
life in the community. I would say the latter is
probably correct.

I remember when we were dealing with the
land clearing controls legislation, it passed
through both Chambers without a dissentient
voice. I sent the legislation back to the Crown
Law Department and asked the officers there to
make sure it was watertight. The first time I had
to take action-against a fellow called
Henderson-the Crown Prosecutor advised me by
return mail that the piece of legislation which had
been drafted was an impossible piece of legislation
under which to take action. I feel for Mr
Rerinson. He has relied on somebody else to
instruct his department to draft the legislation
and it has been prepared so late that it cannot be
printed properly. We have five pages of amend-
ments. I gather it is not the first draft, and I
gather that some amendments considered were
just as good as those presented. Under the cir-
cumstances, one would be less than surprised to
know the Opposition also has a set of amendments
which are just as important. I repeat that I feel
sorry for the Attorney General for his having to
handle the legislation. He has to find all sorts of
excuses and reasons without apologising, and he
cannot dob in his department. We did have a
Minister in the Tonkin Government who dobbed
in his officers, but I do not think we will have a
repetition of that nonsense from Mr Berinson. He
will not be able to make excuses for amendments
which have justification and he will have to bluff
his way out. I have been in exactly the same pos-
ition when Bills have been ill-prepared.
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The other night we saw the Attorney General
handling the FID Bill. Without doubt, if he could
push through the maze of advisers and get back to
someone who knows politics, a Bill could be pre-
pared which could be discussed in the Committee
stage instead of his having to put forward excuses,

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That was not the problem
of that Hill. The questions that were asked were
questions that no-one would have perceived.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: He made it sound
like a problem because one or two sharp-witted
members had difficulties following the reasons
and explanations given.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: There was good reason
for it.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (on. John
Williams): Order! I remind the honourable mem-
ber that he seems to be straying a little from the
short title.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I am talking about
the amendments in the Committee stage. Some
members wanted detailed explanations when de-
bating the FID Bill, and they were hard pushed to
get those explanations because of the way in
which the Attorney General was prepared. It
seems we will have a repetition with this Bill.
Whether he blows his top in Cabinet I know not,
but he is not entitled to Aind himself in this situ-
ation when he had over a week to prepare himself.
We have had to put up with a typewritten copy of
the amendments without any explanatory notes.
The list has not been sent to the Government
Printer and, I guess, has not been checked
thoroughly. This is a Bill for which the Attorney
General is responsible. These are the sorts of
reasons that any responsible Government would
say that it had been proven to be unprepared;
proven to be inadequate in preparation; proven to
be incapable of getting the Bill up to the barrier;
and, therefore, it must withdraw and go through
the process properly.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: All we have proven to be
is accommodating to the public and to the Oppo-
sition. The timing is the result of our agreement.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Ask the PIA if it agrees.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! The Hon.

G. C. MacKinnon.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: At the weekend,
the PIA was behind the Bill. Winston Crane, the
president, expressed the view that his association
was satisified with it, but as late as yesterday,
along with other members I received a telegram
to say that it was no longer satisfied with the Bill.
I do not know what made it change its mind, but I

have the telegram. I am sure it has been read to
the Chamber.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: We all received a copy.
Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: On Friday, the PIA

was quite happy with the legislation. Mr Berinson
says that the Government is accommodating
everyone. He may be able to tell that to one or
two of the new members, but I have been here too
long for that.

Someone needs to convince the Government
that this Bill requires changing. The Government
has come forward with amendments and says that
it is accommodating everyone. The Government is
admitting, with the instructions given, that the
Bill is wrong and inadequate. Someone must con-
vince the Government to write another set of
instructions. Bills do not drop like ripe plums
from a tree. Bills have to be processed, and a com-
petent officer usually drafts them. They must be
checked, double-checked, and agreed to by Cabi-
net. I imagine that a Bill of this complexity
should be agreed to by a committee. I have my
suspicions that this Bill was agreed to by a group
of political activists. Some people believe, as Mr
McKenzie indicated, that this is the first step
along the path to the total socialisation of the
country. If I interpreted Mr McKenzie's provoca-
tive speech correctly, that is what he said.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: That is not correct; your
interpretation is wrong.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Mr McKenzie is an
old-fashioned Labor man who believes in those
things. The shock he will race is that Mr
Berinson, Mr Edwards, and a number of other
members in this Chamber are not of that ilk.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Don't you believe it.
Hon. 0. C. MacKINNON: He will never see

the 1921-22 accord reached in Queensland put
into effect. There is a reason for it. Big companies
are no longer owners of big organisations because
they are now owned by companies like the AMP
Society.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: The AMP is not
overseas.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: That sort of
rubbish went out with buttoned-up boots.
America was once owned overseas, but now it
owns overseas; and Australia, with proper man-
agement, could well do the same. The Labor
Party is prone to take the attitude that foreign
ownership is a terrible thing. However, if a farm
is owned by a foreign company, it cannot dig it up
and take it overseas. All of the work in the iron
ore field will not amount to one decent-sized hill
when all is said and done. The member should
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know it is rubbish and it is simply old-fashioned
nonsense, It is no longer necessary for industry
and banks to be socialised to be controlled, as in
the past.

The difference between Mr McKenzie and Mr
Berinson is that Mr Berinson knows it and no-one
has yet told Mr McKenzie. This legislation illus-
trates the difference. The sensible, brainy people
know it is not necessary, hence the carelessness in
the preparation of this Bill. The things it proposes
to do are almost without exception things which
should not be done and I refer particularly to the
assistance given to various industries and the way
that assistance will be given.

I refer to a subject which is dear to my heart,
the British united trawler exercise which was an
absolute tragedy and waste of money. The fishing
industry in this State has never been given
subsidies and it is the most successful in Aus-
tralia. Its workers are better off than any other
group of workers, and the fishermen are wealthy
men, deliberately made so by Government philos-
ophy in the original framework of the legislation.
We have the best-controlled fishery taking 60 per
cent of the resources year after year, which is an
immense percentage of any natural resource. It is
still in operation. Something worth over $100
million a year is going like a song, perfectly ef-
ficient in its operation. The Government, while
fathering and mothering this Bill, will wreck and
split the industry because of some fancy, new-
fangled management scheme. It will take certain
components away from fisheries and wildlife and
it has already totally destroyed the morale of the
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife.

This Bill will aid an area in which the depart-
ment begged the Government not to get involved.
It might have been trying to put subsidy assist-
ance into certain aspects of fishing which have
managed well without it.

Hon. Mark Nevill: What about Hunt's can-
nery?

Hon. G. C. MacKiNNON: What help did it
get?

Hon. Mark Nevill: It received $100000 last
year.-

Hon. G. C. MacK INNON: It' received no as-
sistance until BUT came along. It is a classical
example of what can occur with this Bill.

Hon. Mark Nevill: I am disputing your remark
about subsidies.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: It is a canning op-
eration, not a fishing industry.

Hon. Mark Nevill: They may not have sold
their tuna and products without the cannery.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON:. They could have
sold tuna at the drop of a hat and there was no
need to prop up Hunt's cannery until BUT was
put into effect. I suggest the member should go to
the fisheries department and discuss the subject
With Bernard Bowen or Jack Robbins.

Hon. Mark Nevill: I am well aware of the situ-
ation and I will discuss it with you if you like.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I would prefer members to dis-
cuss it at another time and not during the debate
on the short title.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The short title
deals with the Promotion and development of
economic activity in Western Australia. I suggest
that it will promote the pipedreams-opium
dreams if one likes--of only a section of the Aus-
tralian Labor Party.

From bitter experience in the past, my heart
goes out to Mr Berinson in his hour of trial when
his own department has been shown in a shock-
ingly bad light. The Premier insists this Bill is ab-
solutely vital to the building of the platform en
which the ALP may dance victory, but it is so
faulty that it must be shored up with five pages of
amendments. If the Bill needs so many amend-
ments after a two-week adjournment, the Govern-
ment should have a good look at taking it back
and rewriting it. I know that it is old and
timeworn advice, but it is the sort of advice the
Australian Labor Party gave this side ad nauscum
when we were in Government.

Hon. Carry Kelly: You had the numbers in
both Chambers;, that is the difference.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: The numbers in
both Chambers has little or nothing to do with it.
On another occasion I will take up that matter
with Mr Kelly.

I am serious in my request to Mr Berinson to
swallow his personal pride and take the Bill back
for further amendment.

Sitting suspended from 3.46 to 4.03 p.m.
Hon. C. E. MASTERS: I want to add my deep

concern to that already expressed by previous
speakers on this legislation. Obviously, like my.
colleagues, I am philosophically opposed to the
Bill and certainly to many of the things contained
in it. I have a great fear about the purpose of the
Bill and the way in which it could be used by a
Labor Government or by any other Government.

I am surprised at some of the Hon. Fred
McKenzie's statements. It was obvious, of course,
that he had not read the Bill in detail, and per-
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haps he could be excused for not doing so. Never-
theless, he should have done so before he made
the comments. It seemed that he also suggested it
was wrong for members of the Legislative Coun-
cil, particularly on my side of the Chamber, to
amend and to "hold up" legislation.

The legislation before the Chamber is so bad
that it will negate everything that the Legislative
Council and members of the Opposition have
done over recent weeks. It is indeed so bad that
this Chamber has today been presented by the
Government with five pages of amendments; in
fact, 15 clauses are to be amended. The Bill itself
contains only 30 clauses, but of those 30 clauses,
15 are to be amended by the Government.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Shame!
Hon. G. E MASTERS: The Hon. Fred

McKenzie was talking about what he considered
to be the small amount of $5 million; however, the
authorised capital of the corporation shall be $30
million, and if we take a gearing ratio such as the
one we have been talking about, and which is con-
tained in the Government's amendments , we
could be looking at $450 million. That is the sum
of money that could be involved with this corpor-
ation and it is a fair percentage of the State
Budget. It is quite proper that the Opposition, in
fact any member of Parliament, should express
concern and should be deeply interested in what
this could mean, and, if anything went wrong.
what it would cost the public of Western Aus-
tralia. We can envisage the sorts of difficulties we
could face.

Two weeks ago, the Legislative Council, in
seeking to defer this legislation, was roundly criti-
cised by the Government and certainly by the
Minister handling this Bill. He who said we had
taken the work out of the hands of the Govern-
ment. Indeed, we accepted 20 December as a
compromise which would, we thought, give the
business sector, the financial institutions, the Con-
federation of Western Australian Industry, the
Chamber of Commerce, and small and big
businesses generally, at least sufficient time in
which to study the Bill. It has been proved to be
insufficient time. Indeed, calls are received day by
day, hour by hour, to further defer the legislation.
For a change, it seems the Press has recognised
that the Legislative Council has delayed legis-
lation to enable those people who will be affected
by it to study it.

I do not believe that in the 91A years I have
spent in this Chamber I have seen a better
example of the Legislative Council at work than
in this case. It has performed most ably. The At-
torney should carefully consider the requests, par-

ticularly that of the Hon. Mick Gayfer, for the
Government to further defer the legislation. There
is every reason for the Government to do so. In
the time since I became a member of Parliament,
I have never known of a Government, with a piece
of legislation containing only 30 clauses, to come
to this Chamber with amendments to at least 15
of them. In addition, of course, we must consider
those from the Opposition.

As the previous speaker, the Hon. Graham
MacKinnon, mentioned, this Bill has been ill-con-
ceived and poorly drafted. It must be an embar-
rassment for the Attorney General to be faced
with this sort of legislation at this time of the
year. In view of the comments previously made, it
would be appropriate for him, his party, and the
Government to say, "Righto, we will defer it for
another few weeks, if you like". I am not
suggesting three months; a few weeks would suf-
fice. After all, we in the Parliament were elected
to do the job for what we are paid; that is, to look
at legislation, and to review it to ensure it is in a
proper and correct form.

There are philosophical arguments, of course,
and maybe in some areas we will never agree, but
at least we could develop some common ground if
the Government were prepared to look at changes.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Look at this message here.
Hon. G. F. MASTERS: I know. The Govern-

ment has already made a hash of a number of
Bills and this Chamber has shown it up for trying
to rush legislation through. The FID legislation
was rushed through without proper consideration
and, only two weeks after its passing through this
Chamber, we are to deal with message No.
106-a Bill to amend the Financial Institutions
Duty Act. That is an example of how far the
Government is going wrong in introducing legis-
lation. That is the reason the legislation before us
now should be deferred and looked at further.
That is the reason business and financial
institutions and the public generally should be
given a further opportunity to look at the very
serious developments that could come about
under this legislation if it were to become law in
its present form.

The SGIO Bill was amended also by the Legis-
lative Council. The Government accepted the
amendments, so they were correct. The members'
pecuniary interests Bill was rejected by this
Chamber; indeed, there were strong reservations
about the constitutional validity of that legis-
lation. My point in appealing to the Attorney is
that very good reasons exist for the Government
to say, "Righto, we will do the right thing by the
public and we will defer the legislation". This
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Legislative Council has already granted a two-
week deferment and with the undue rush with
which the Government is proceeding, that is a fair
statement of the situation. I know the Govern-
ment will say that on many occasions when we
were in Government and when I was a Minister
legislation was rushed through the Chamber fol-
lowing far less notice.

H-on. Garry Kelly: That is right.
Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: Perhaps the Hon.

Garry Kelly will tell me differently, but I cannot
recall any legislation which needed this much
amendment as a result of only two weeks' scru-
tiny.

Hon. Garry Kelly: You have the numbers in the
Chamber.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Hon. Garry
Kelly's party, his Government, his Minister, and
his Premier have accepted that the legislation is
poor. They must have done so because there are
15 clauses amended to which they have agreed. It
is not good enough for the Attorney to say that
the Government delayed the Bill for two weeks to
accommodate the business sector. It would not
have done it unless it thought the amendments
were justified.

H-on. Tom Stephens: Your legislation was so
poor you chose not to use it.

H-on. G. E. MASTERS: I am pleased that the
Hon. Tom Stephens has joined us at last. All the
promises made by the Labor Government about
consultation and conciliation have been thrown
out the door. No discussion or consideration was
given to this legislation until this Chamber had
had enough, and it was decided to let the public
know what was going on. bearing in mind we were
being asked to put at risk $400 million to $500
million of public money.

I was interested to hear the Hon. Fred
McKenzie say that he had received no complaint
from business people in his electorate. I ask the
honourable member to tell me, by way of
interjection, whether he knows how many copi es
of the Bill and the second reading speech were
sent to businessmen in his electorate. Members
from our party received strong reaction from
businesses in their electorates. From the Hon.
Fred McKenzie's silence he obviously sent out
none.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Did you send copies to the
small business people?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I sent out copies to the
entire community. I received some support, but
mostly criticism. I am being perfectly honest and
I ask the Hon. Tom Stephens, as a member rep-

resenting the public, how many copies of the Bill
and second reading speech he sent to
businessmen.

Several members interjected.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: l am sorry, Mr Deputy

Chairman (Hon. John Williams), I will address
my remarks to you.

Over the last two weeks, the Opposition has ap-
proached many organisations. The Government
would know full well that the Confederation of
WA Industry (Inc.) has been talking with the Op-
position as it has with the Government. Both par-
ties have also spoken to the Perth Chamber of
Commerce, and we have spoken to many other
groups, including the WA Road Transport As-
sociation, the Australian Federation of Construc-
tion Contractors, the Master Builders Association
of WA, large stores such as Boans Ltd., the direc-
tor of Schroder Darling & Co. Ltd., the ACPS
Credit Society Ltd., Statewide Building Society,
Westpac Banking Corporation, and many more.
In the main, those organisations said they wanted
the Bill defeated, but if that were not to be the
case, they felt that the Bill should be deferred
until proper consideration could be given to it.

The Government delayed the Bill for two weeks
because it had to. The Legislative Council has re-
ceived very little credit for some of the things it
has done over recent weeks and months. I hope
that the members of the media understand what
we have done and the reasons for these changes.
After reading the report in the Press today. I be-
lieve they do.

The Government has put forward amendments
to 15 clauses in a Bill which comprises 30 clauses.
This demonstrates that we did the right thing and
that we would have been irresponsible to allow the
Bill to go through the Chamber in the state in
which it was presented. When Mr McKenzie was
on this side of the Chamber, he looked at legis-
lation very carefully, but now that he is on the
other side, he is caucused and he must do what he
is told.

The Bill has enormous potential. My colleagues
have gone through it carefully and I assure the
Chamber that during the Committee stage we will
point out specific clauses which need amending.

I fear that this legislation will lead to a-greater
socialisation of this State. I have seen this sort of
legislation in the country in which I was born. In
the United Kingdom after the war, this sort of
legislation was put forward. The socialist days of
the nationalisation of coal and steel and an at-
tempt to nationalise transport have cost the public
billions of dollars. The UK has not been able to
quit itself of the results of this legislation. I am
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not suggesting that the Hon. Joe Berinson has this
in mind, but it leaves the door open. It gives the
opportunity for future socialist Governments to do
what they want to do, and that is to compete with
private enterprise and take over essential services
because they feel it is the right thing to do.

From bitter experience, I draw the attention of
members Of the Chamber to the possibilities that
could result from this legislation. Today I was
told that the Financial institutions are now ap-
proaching the Government to make the points I
have made. It was reported in the Press that the
Premier (Mr Brian Burke), has said there was
strong support for the legislation. The Opposition
maintains that it has received very little support
for the Bill from the people it has contacted. I
invite the Minister to strengthen the Premier's ar-
guments by giving us some examples of those or-
ganisations from which this support has been
forthcoming. This legislation has proven to be
poor and this Chamber and Parliament are en-
titled to know from where the support for it has
come.

The Opposition is intent on making sure that
the Bill is fully debated so that the development
corporation is truly competitive and operative o
a proper commercial basis. That was a statemnent
made by the Premier, and by the Minister in this
Chamber and we think that such a principle is ab-
solutely necessary.

We reject some clauses in the legislislation and
some amendments which have been put forward
because they do not go far enough.

I make the point loudly and clearly that when a
Liberal-National Country Party Government is
re-elected-obviously we will be one day-

Hon. D. K. Dans: You will be an old man with
a grey beard by then.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We certainly will be
re-elected, and do not forget that. When we are
re-elected, this legislation will be knocked out
within weeks of our coming into power. That is a
firm undertaking as far as we are concrnied. This
legislation will be knocked out-repealed-as
soon as we are in power. We give fair warning to
any business or industry that thinks it might gain
something from this in the short term. We are
philosophically opposed to the Bill and we will
move against the legislation when we are in
power. I give that assurance as my leader in
another place has done. We will never support
this legislation.

Hon. Mark Nevill: Even if it is successful?
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We do not think it will

be successful. We have said that what this legis-
lation intends to do can be achieved in other ways

in the private sector, through financial institutions
and banks, and so on. We do not think the legis-
lation is necessary, and it is undoubtedly bad. It
has been proved to be bad and has been brought
to the public's attention by this Chamber and by
the members on this side who took a step we knew
to be correct, but which the Government refused
to recognise as being necessary.

Concern exists in the media, the business sector,
and the finance sector. The belief is that the legis-
lation should be further considered. The Govern-
ment should say, "That is enough; we have made
our point and got our amendments; we will stop
for a few weeks". The Government's election
promise was that it would discuss, conciliate on,
and study all these matters. The Government has
gone forward regardless and has ignored that
promise.

I ask the Minister to consider the points made
so far by members of the Opposition. We say in
all sincerity that the Bill should be deferred be-
cause of the difficulties which have arisen. We
ask the Government to defer it. We are not say-
ing, "Knock it out". We did not knock it out be-
fore; we agreed to the second reading; but having
got to that stage and seen the deep concern from
the sectors to which I have referred and which the
Government says this Bill will help, we think it
would be quite wrong to go ahead. The Govern-
ment has received a long submission from the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry
and I am not going to go through it. Obviously,
the Government has read it; it expresses the fears
we have expressed in this debate.

Other people have not been consulted and the
Government should consult them because they
have a major impact in the areas of finance and
employment. They are responsible through
business and industry for increased employment
in this State. The Government, particularly the
Minister handling this Bill, should agree to report
progress, defer the Bill, and come back at a later
date. That will enable it to be considered properly
after all those people have had an opportunity to
look at it, to discuss it, and to make an input.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Government should
defer this Bill or else it will present us with very
limited options. The Bill came into the Parliament
on 22 November among some of the most com-
plex legislation ever presented to this Parliament
and which required a fair amount of consultation.
It would appear the Governm9nt was not able to
carry out the normal functions in terms of consul-
tation and providing information relating to those
Bills. This Bill fails because at this stage in its de-
velopment there has been a lack of consultation
and consideration by those who matter, and be-
cause I believe it raises the danger of confiscation.
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It has been argued that the Government has
consulted business. There is some truth in that
statement, but such consultation was a bit be-
lated. In an article in The Weekend Australian,
Peter Terry leads off his comments with a colour-
ful description of the Bill and says, "Premier
Brian Burke's plan to create his very own Devel-
opment Corporation is something akin to
Frankenstein dabbling in bio-chemistry" . He does
not seem to take a very good view of the Govern-
ment's involvement under the Bill.

H-on. Neil Oliver: He cannot be a friend of the
Premier; he cannot have worked with him.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The article appeared on
17 December which was some time after the Bill
was deferred. It goes on to say-

All this week, industry groups have
pleaded with the young Premier to forget the
controversial corporation and get back to the
nitty-gritty of State Government
responsibilities, like sewerage works and
transport deficits ... all to no avail.

It would appear industry was talking to the Prem-
ier and the Government. but many of those con-
sultations were initiated by industry because of
the fear, according to Peter Terry's article, that-

his critics see the Fiendish concoction as
nothing more than "creeping socialism".

The Premier is determined to push the Bill
through because as late as this morning it was re-
ported in The West Australian that the Premier
"intends to have the controversial development
corporation complete with its powers to buy into
industries in operation by the end of the month".
He intends to do that despite the lack of effective
consultation and the pleading of the industrial
groups that Peter Terry, one of the journalists,
was able to identify as having approached the
Premier.

In this debate on the short title of the Bill we
have been given the names of the groups which
have indicated that justification existed for de-
ferral of the Bill. They are responsible organis-
ations. The Hon. Sandy Lewis referred, as did
others, to the Primary Industry Association which
has 9 662 members. Mr Crane said his general
executive had not had time to finalise an attitude
towards the legislation. He went on to say. "it is
important that time is allowed for the public to
fully assess the implications of the legislation". A
responsible organisation presents that as a chal-
lenge. It is not a small organisation.

The Chamber of Commerce has been referred
to, and it represents I 300 small businesses. It in-
dicated clearly on 12 December in a telex to the
Premier, "We believe the role it intends to play is

already catered for by the financial sector".- That
organisation has indicated consistently both to the
Opposition and to the Press that it is opposed in
principle to this Bill and believes it should be de-
ferred to enable greater consultation rather than
the hurried consultation that came about mainly
as a result of its recent deferment.

The Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry Inc. has 6 900 members, representing some
80 per cent of small businesses-some 70 000
small businesses-in this State. Small businesses
are those with fewer than 10 staff and an annual
payroll of approximately $200 000 or less. I quote
the following from the Commonwealth Basic
Paper No. 8 of 1982 on small business in Aus-
tralia-

Small business in Australia is a significant
method of organisation. As table I shows, en-
terprises employing less than ten people,
which accounted for 93.2 per cent of all en-
terprises, employed 37.7 per cent of the total
private sector workforce; business employing
less than 100 people accounted for 61 per
cent.

The confederation has indicated in a letter to the
Premier, a copy of which has been made available
to the Opposition and to the Press, that it does not
believe this Bill should proceed. The letter of 14
December states-

You will note that the Confederation has
come to the firm conclusion that the Sill
should not be dealt with by Parliament next
week but be deferred for further detailed
consideration by all interested parties.

Therefore, it is not just a couple of people in this
Chamber, but a number of officers of organis-
ations, who have expressed the view that they
have not had enough time to consider the Bill.
Those organisations have many more resources
than have members in this Chamber and yet, be-
cause of the complexity of the legislation and be-
cause such a corporation has not been previously
established in this State, they need more time.

Mr McKenzie earlier referred to similar legis-
lation in Tasmania. However, I have a copy of
that legislation and it is not similar in every sense
to this Bill. A limit of $350 000 is imposed on ag-
gregate loans, and guarantees are limited to S2
million. A number of areas are totally different.

The Western Australian Road Transport As-
sociation, which has 749 members, made its pos-
ition quite clear in a telex to the Leader of the
Opposition. It wishes to be given an opportunity
to study the complexities of this legislation and it
desires more consultation to take place so that it
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will be better informed. I quote from the telex as
follows-

This association urges the deferral of the
legislation to establish the W.A. Develop-
ment Corporation until the autumn 1984
session of parliament.

The association finds that it has not been con-
sulted to the degree where it has sufficient infor-
mation on the legislation.

I also refer the Attorney General to an article
in The West Australian of 20 December, which
indicated the need for further information to be
provided. Part of the article read as follows-

The public would be in a better Position to
judge the proper course if it had more infor-
mation.

I quote further from a telex signed by Mr Layton
of the Western Australian Road Transport As-
sociation, as follows-

We consider that government needs more
time to liaise and discuss its proposals with
the private sector.

I suspect the association is saying that it has not
had sufficient consultation. The telex also
stated-

The legislation has far reaching impli-
cations and should not be pushed through
parliament in the few sitting days of the next
week.

It is an indication of the presssure created by this
Government which is trying to push a whole host
of legislation before members who do not have
sufficient time to consult those affected by it.
Members have arrived at Parliament and received
five pages of amendments without sufficient time
to consult industry and people affected. I very
much doubt whether the Government has had
consultations on all the amendments proposed. It
is quite obvious that Mr McKenzie was not con-
sulted as a backbench member of the Govern-
ment. If he did not know about the amendments,
it is unlikely the Government has been sufficiently
considerate to ensure that industry has had an op-
portunity to look at all the amendments proposed.

Perhaps we should forget the city for a moment
and look at the stamping ground of the Govern-
ment where it feels it has support; I refer to the
prospectors in the goldfields. John Jones, Presi-
dent of the Amalgamated Prospectors and Lease-
holders Association of WA Inc., in a telexed Press
release, stated-

The Amalgamated Prospectors and Lease-
holders Association today in Kalgoorlie came
out strongly in opposition to the Labor
Governments hasty attempt to introduce

legislation to establish the West Australian
Development Corporation.

The Government has been claiming it will look
after that area, but clearly the industry can see
this is not the type of legislation which is in the
best interests of the prospectors in the State. The
telex drew attention to the state of the industry
and asked that consideration be given to the fig-
ures released by the Australian Mining Industry
Council in its review of the financial position of
the Australian mining industry. The telex con-
tinued as follows-

The survey highlights-

Profits improved
inadequate.

but still grossly

Net return on shareholders' funds only
4%.
Capital expenditure to fall as incentive
for new projects declines.
Government 'take' 65.6% of pre-impost
profit.
Exploration expenditure and employ-
ment down substantially.

Sixty of the one hundred and thirty respon-
dents to the survey reported losses. Of real
concern also the effective after-tax return on
average funds was 4.7%, up on the abysmal
low of 3.6% recorded in 1981/82.

In the penultimate paragraph, it stated-
The association takes this opportunity to

call on the Premier to either withdraw or
defer this legislation and to further consult
with the various sectors of the mining indus-
try in Western Australia.

Many prospectors have been responsible for help-
ing the development of resource areas in this
State.

Finally, in the event that its request is not
heeded, the following point the association
made-

Failing this the Liberal opposition party
should scuttle the Bill in the Legislative
Council.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): I remind the member that, when
quoting remarks like that from other documents,
he is in breach of Standing Order No. 82 and I
will not allow it.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I apologise, Mr Deputy
Chairman. I was trying to indicate that it is not
just a few isolated members of the Legislative
Council who feel that more consultation and dis-
cussion is needed with the private sector.
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The Bill was presented at a time when the
Government, as a new Government, had a reason-
ably heavy programme of legislation, some of it
very complex. That programme made it difficult
for members to consult in an effective manner
with those affected by the legislation and for
those people to report back following adequate
discussion on its effects. That is a dangerous
precedent, because if this type of legislation is
passed without prior examination, large errors are
bound to be found in it. Once errors of that
nature have been made in legislation, it is not
always easy to rectify them.

Another group which has indicated it needs
more time to consider the legislation is the West-
ern Australian Permanent Building Societies As-
sociation (Inc.). That group has made a major
contribution to this State by providing finance for
housing. A letter from the president, Mr
Richards, says-

I have referred the notes to the executive
of our association and we certainly believe
the Bill in its present form should not be
passed.

That is another organisation which, after having
examined the notes in the short time available, be-
lieves the Bill should not be passed. The president
of the association then indicates the real problem
as follows-

The time factor does not allow detailed
consideration of its contents and therefore if
the Bill cannot be totally rejected, we fully
support action being taken in the upper house
to move. for its deferral until the autumn sit-
ting to allow full consideration of the impli-
cations of the legislation.

I cannot understand why the Government will not
accept some of the requests which have been
made by a large number of people in industry,
particularly bearing in mind that the Government
has admitted this is new legislation. It is certainly
not simple for everyone to understand and it will
have major implications for a wide number of
people in the business sector. The Australian
Mines and Metals Association would be indirectly
affected by this legislation and it indicated in a
letter of 15 December after a council meeting on
13 December as follows-

.. those in attendance expressed disquiet
about the Government's intentions.

In other words, given the opportunity to look at
the Bill, that association did not jump up and
down in glee about it, and it expressed the need
for further examination of it.

A letter of 19 December from the Chamber of
Mines or Western Australia (Inc.) indicates

clearly where it stands. That is another of the
major groups which represent people in this State
who range from prospectors to explorers through
to developers. In that letter the officers of the
Chamber of Mines had this to say-

The Chamber maintains close contact with
the Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry on matters of mutual concern and
supports the views expressed by that body in
its recent submission to the Government on
the proposed legislation.

In other words, those organisations consult with
each other. It then makes a direct statement in
connection with the proposed WA development
corporation as follows-

In particular, the Chamber remains
unconvinced of the necessity to establish a
Corporation ..

In the following paragraph it says-
Furthermore, the Chamber is opposed to

the introduction of legislation without ad-
equate time for the parties affected to exam-
ine and comment on the ramifications of
such legislation.

That indicates on a very wide front the failure of
the Government to consult adequately with people
involved in industry who could be affected by this
legislation.

In a letter of 19 December the Housing Indus-
try Association, Western Australian Division,
refers to this legislation.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I ask the member whether he is
cognisant of Standing Order No. 90. He has told
us that a wide range of people have made these
comments and he has enumerated a wide range. It
is my opinion Standing Order No. 90 alluding to
tedious repetition is being breached. I ask the
member to confine his remarks to the short title
of the Bill, not the long one.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Ilam trying to indicate not
only that those organisations have expressed this
view , but also the fact that they have sought the
deferment of the legislation because of the
Government's failure to consult them. By quoting
portions of the letters members or those
orgnisations have written, I am showing the way
in which they have expressly indicated the
Government has not consulted adequately with
them.

The Building Owners and Managers Associ-
ation of Australia Ltd. is another of those organ-
isations that expressed similar objection and
sought a deferment of the legislation.
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I indicate that, on a very wide front, there has
been lack of adequate consultation with the
business industry or those affected by the Bill.

The second reason the Bill should be deferred
relates to the fact that today we have been pres-
ented with a total of approximately 60 different
amendments from the Government and the Oppo-
sition. We have been given Five pages of amend-
ments and members do not have adequate time to
consider them. We are expected to check the
likely effects of the amendments, but it will not be
possible to obtain a proper explanation of them.
The Government has lacked consideration in the
way in which it has dealt with debate on this Bill.

I assume the Attorney who is handling the Bill
has spent half the time during which it has been
debated today preparing the amendments, be-
cause during that time he has not been able to
give the debate his complete attention. That indi-
cates the Government is not ready to proceed. At
the last minute it is trying to get all the infor-
mation required by this Chamber. More time is
needed to enable each member to properly debate
the legislation.

I find it difficult to support certain areas of the
Bill in its present form. I do not intend to leave
myself open to the situation in which the Attorney
can interject and say, "We have covered that
amendment. Someone has raised it and we de-
cided to change it". After some consultation, be-
lated as it may be, the Government has decided to
make approximately 28 amendments to the Bill.
That indicates it has found during the period it
has consulted with various people that certain
provisions in the legislation need to be changed.

A Government member interjected.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: That is not exactly what

the Perth Chamber of Commerce or the Confed-
eration of WA Industry (Inc.) was told when
these amendments were discussed. The Govern-
ment spoke to those organisations, not to the Op-
position. The Government spoke to the groups
which requested those amendments. If the
Government adopts that sort of attitude to consul-
tation with the relevant organisations, it is un-
likely to succeed.

It may be that portions of the Bill are good, but
I rind it difficult to ascertain them. In order that
the Government may enable fair consideration of
the Bill to take place, debate should be delayed so
that members can consult on it. I ask that the At-
torney consider deferring this kill to a later stage.

Hon. J. NI. BERINSON: There are only four
shopping days to Christmas, life is very short, and
our second reading debate was very long. In those
circumstances, I do not propose to succumb to the

recent tendency in this Chamber to have a second
"second reading debate" on the Committee dis-
cussion of the short title. I do not say that with
any disrespect to members who have posed in-
numerable questions and made innumerable com-
ments. In most cases, and as best I can, I will re-
spond to those matters on the relevant clauses.

For the moment, however, I propose to restrict
myself to matters of a more general nature, and I
refer in particular to comments by the Hon.
Sandy Lewis in leading for the Opposition. His
references to the bully-boy tactics of the Premier
were quite wrong and grossly unfair. I cannot im-
agine any Premier being more accessible or ac-
commodating to the whole community, particu-
larly the business community, than is the present
Premier. Despite their protestations about the ex-
tent of the Government's amendments, the mem-
bers of the Opposition know very well that all
these amendments have been formed on the basis
of discussion and agreement with representative
business organisations.

As to the timing of the presentation of the
amendments, this follows from the Government's
agreement to consult both with those business or-
ganisations and with Opposition leaders and
spokesmen with a view to finding as many areas
of agreement as possible.

There has been an assertion, but little factual
support of the proposition, that significant differ-
ences exist between the AIDC and the proposed
Western Australian development corporation. It
occurs to me that some consideration of that body
might be relevant for the purposes of allaying un-
realistic fears. To demonstrate the similarities be-
tween the two organisations, I will refer to the
1983 annual report of the AIDC. I refer to the
unnumbered centre pages of the report, and I pro-
pose to quote at some length because this provides
an opportunity not only to consider similarities
between the two organisations but also to refer to
particular comments made by some Opposition
members. Under the heading "What AIDC is"
comes the following comment-

AIDC is a statutory corporation of the
Commonwealth of Australia, established by
an Act of Parliament in 1970 ...

I interrupt myself for the purpose of reminding
members that that means it was established by an
Act of a Liberal Government. To continue-

: to promote the development of Australian
industry and Australian participation in it.

That much of course is entirely in line with what
the Bill before the Committee proposes. It goes
on-

AIDC has no regulatory role in industry.
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Neither will the WADC. To continue-
It pursues its statutory objectives solely by

its commercial operations as a development
Financier for industry.

Again I interpolate to develop the term
"development financier", because both at this and
earlier stages, constant challenges were thrown
out to the Government to define precisely what
the WADC will be. We were asked at many
points to make up our minds whether we were
dealing with a development corporation or a
financial institution. The term used by the AIDC
is, I think, a happy term to indicate that what
they and we are dealing with are organisations
which have both characteristics. That emerges
clearly from the AIDC's description of itself. I
refer again to the report-

AIDC's business activities are independent
of government influence or review.

I invite honourable members to consider the
amendments previously circulated, which will
make it perfectly clear that that is the position of
the Government in respect of the WADC as well.
To continue-

Under the protection or' the AIDC Act the
Corporation deals with companies in a com-
pletely confidential manner.

It goes without saying that that also would be the
case with the WADC. Under a separate column
headed "What AIDC does" comes the following
information, and I abbreviate these comments, I
think without affecting the sense of them-

AIDC provides finance tailored to indus-
try's needs. Forms of finance include loans of
$250 000 and upwards, leasing and equity
participations.
AIDC also provides financial services. It will
advise on or develop corporate financing
packages; arrange, manage, and participate
in project financing schemes; arrange and
manage leveraged leases; assemble Australian
participations in a project or find equity part-
tiers for joint ventures of Australian and
foreign capital; assist in developing proposals
for industry rationalisation.

Again, the similarities are impossible to escape. A
further heading in the report deals with the scope
of the AIDC's financings, and under th 'e beading
"Industry scope" conies this comment-

AIDC finance is normally available, sub-
ject to credit assessment and consideration of
priorities, for the following purposes: re-
sources and energy developments, including
mining and processing of minerals, oil and
gas developments, power generation and re-

ticulation; manufacturing and construction;
food processing; processing of farm, for-
estry-

And this will be of interest to the Hon. Graham
MacKinnon-

-and fishing products; facilities for the
transport of goods-

And this answers one other criticism raised by the
Hon. Sandy Lewis-

-including ships and aircraft, pipelines,
railways, port facilities, conveyors, loaders,
wharves, etc.; significant developments in
wholesale and retail distribution of goods; de-
velopment and application of new tech-
nology; industries or activities connected with
any of the above, such as supply of materials
or services, or providing infrastructure facili-
ties.

Again it is impossible to discern in this list of in-
dustries coming within the scope of AIDC
financings, anything different from what the
WADC Bill contemplates, which the Opposition
in some of its indicated amendments apparently
wishes to cut into.

Finally in this section of the AIDC report there
is a comment under the heading "Ownership cri-
teria" as follows-

AIDC finances mainly private enterprises
which are majority Australian-owned and
controlled, or which represent a significant
Australian participation in a venture.

Reading "Western Australia" instead of
"Australia", that again minrors the emphasis
which the Government puts on our own corpor-
ation. To continue -

Finance may also be provided to
companies or projects which are less than 50
per cent Australian-owned if they are engag-
ing in development of importance to Aus-
tralia and not competing directly with ef-
ficient Australian-owned enterprises.

I am reluctant to take references to the AIDC de-
cisions too far, but in case there is any risk of
leaving these matters on: too generallised a basis,
it might help members to consider some of the
matters detailed, and, in particular, those in re-
spect of specific industries. At page 15 of the re-
port, under the heading "The Timber Industry",
appears the following-

Bunnings Limited, with its subsidiaries, is
a Western Australian group with 2 500 em-
ployees. The group is engaged in the pro-
duction wholesaling and retailing-

Does anyone dispute that? Does the Hon. Sandy
Lewis dispute that? The report continues-
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-of timber products building materials and
hardware. The company is the largest pro-
ducer of sawn hardwood in Australia.

Early in 1983 Bunnings acquired Millars
(WA) Pty Lid, a foreign-owned company op.
crating in the timber industry in Western
Australia. The acquisition was an important
rationalisation which should bring long-term
benefits to the timber industry.

These benefits include more efficient use
of the State's hardwood resources and better
marketing of the State's timber products. At
the same time, the Bunnings acquisition has
resulted in a substantial increase in Aus-
tralian ownership of the timber industry in
Western Australia.

The Corporation acted as a financial ad-
viser to Bunnings, and provided loans to as-
sist in financing the acquisition.

Again I invite members to suggest that this assist-
ance by the AIDC to Bunnings-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: If you want us to read things
into it, we will do so.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: I would question
whether he should put his money into it.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I ask members
whether they think it was a bad idea and, if it was
not a bad idea by way of AIDC assistance, why
should it become a bad idea if, in a similar situ-
ation, assistance is available through the Western
Australian Development Corporation?

Finally, under the heading "A Diamond Indus-
try in Australia", appears the following article-

The recently discovered Argyle diamond
deposits in the Kimberley region of Western
Australia are of world significance. The
Argyle diamond area consists of a kimberlite
pipe and of alluvial deposits shed from the
pipe. Production from the alluvial deposits
began in January 1983. Commitment to pro-
ceed with the open-cut mine for the kimber-
lite pipe is expected during 1983 and pro-
duction is planned to commence late in 1985.

The Argyle deposits are being developed
under a joint venture arrangement between
CRA Limited, Ashton Mining Limited and
Northern Mining Corporation NL.

Ashton Mining Limited is a listed public
company whose main asset is its 38.2%
interest in the Argyle diamond mines joint
venture. The Corporation subscribed for $7.5
million of cumulative redeemable preference
shares in a subsidiary of Ashton Mining to
assist the company to provide its share of
evaluation and initial development costs at

Argyle, prior to the full project financing
being arranged for the venture.

I again ask members whether that is a bad idea
and, if it is not a bad idea, why should it become
so by way of similar assistance, by a Western
Australian-based and oriented State corporation?

The I-on. Vic Ferry, in general terms, criticised
development corporations and maintained in par-
ticular that they are not commercially sound.

For purposes of suggesting the contrary, I turn
to page 7 of the AIDC 1983 report, which sum-
marises the financial assistance of those oper-
ations over the last five years. This page indicates
that net profit after tax for the AIOC in 1979 was
$2.5 million in round figures, in 1980 it was $6.6
million, in 1981 it was $3.3 million, in 1982 it was
$10.5 million, and in 1983 it was $15.2 million; in
other words, it was not simply a viable operation
and one making an enormous positive contri-
bution to Australian industry as indicated by its
total assets of $962.673 million, but also it was a
corporation operating efficiently as demonstrated
by its consistent and increasing profit record.

As I am sure I must have said at least once be-
CorTe, this legislation is not novel, and it is
certainly not radical. In a nutshell, the Govern-
ment is looking to stimulate private industry in
this State by a package of loan and equity funds,
guarantees, and relevant advisory support. Allied
to that aim, and as a spin-off, we look to an op-
portunity to maximise Western Australian par-
ticipation and a share in the profits, both directly
and indirectly, through the State's own role. We
are looking, first of all, to the interests of Western
Australia and Western Australians, and it is on
that basis that we look to the Chamber to support
this Bill.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: As usual, the Attorney
General got up and read from an article plucked
from the air on a particular subject; he has not
answered one question he was asked. He thinks he
can smooth talk his way past this Chamber at
every opportunity. It will not happen. Unfortu-
nately for the Chamber, I now have to restate
those questions, because the Minister handling
the Bill is not going to get away with smooth
talking as he did at the commencement of the sec-
ond reading debate. He has not taken any notes;
we can understand that.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: I have taken substantial
notes.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He has not answered one
question asked by any member. He has dealt only
with the AIDC. The Attorney General is treating
this Chamber extremely shoddily.

A member: Absolute rubbish!
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Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Hon. Mark Nevill has
come here because of a relationship with the
Premier, and consequently a decent Labor man, a
real Labor man, has been got rid of.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! That remark has nothing to do
with clause 1.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He has made even less-

Withdrawal of Remark

Hon. MARK NEVILL: I ask for the remarks
made about me to be withdrawn. I found them
quite offensive.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I withdraw them.
Hon. Peter Dowding: You should withdraw the

lot.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Deputy Chairman has
asked me to withdraw and, in deference to the
Chair, I have withdrawn the remarks.

Committee Resumed

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Members
have been very good until now and so have I.'Could we have a little more order and get back to
the subject of the Bill?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I agree. The only person I
am chastising is the Attorney General.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Ifr we are to have a second
reading speech on a Committee clause, it becomes
impossible to deal with the details. If you raise
your questions, as they relate to a particular
clause, I will certainly address them as best I can.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I have raised a number of
questions that do not come up in definite clauses.
I raised them in the second reading stage and I
have raised them now because they cannot be
slotted into definite clauses. I have asked many
questions of the Attorney General, but he has not
answered them.

The Attorney General has given an answer on
the AIOC. However, the Attorney General did
talk about the AIDC lending money to Bunning
Bros. Pty. Ltd. and for the diamond venture.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We are looking to a cor-
poration with a special Western Australian em-
phasis.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General has
said we want the corporation to be the same as
the AIDC, but we do not want the public to par-
ticipate in it.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is not what I said. I
cannot imagine how you could extract that from
what I said.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: When Mr Ferry was
talking, the Attorney General said that it would
use all Government funding initially.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes, I did.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We want to know just

what the Attorney General means. He made
many interjections and then got up and read from
an AIDC report. The Attorney General said that
we are duplicating the AIDC with the WADC.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I did not say that. I
simply pointed to the similarities. That is hardly
the same thing.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Funnily enough, it is so
close that it does not matter. Is it similar, or is it
not? Can we have an answer about whether the
Government wants public participation?

H-on. J. M. Berinson: Yes.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Government does?
Hon. J. M. Berinson: We want the capacity for

public participation.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: There is a capacity. Does

the Government want it? The Premier has gone
out on the highways and byways and said that
this is a Bill which enables small people to invest
in Western Australia. Is this so?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Not necessarily. I will
answer when I make my reply.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General did
not answer at the second reading stage. I know he
is not dumb; he does not have to be told things
three times. However, we have got to the stage
where we are back to the previous discussion on
the AIDC which is not significantly different
from the WADC.

In his reply, the Attorney talked about the
profits of the AJOC. lHe did not talk about the
bad debts that had to be written off.

Hon. J. Mv. Berinson: But the profits are net,
after allowing for any bad debts, aren't they?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney did not
think it was restructured?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What is the relevance of
that to the statement of net profit, after appropri-
ate allowances.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney wants it
both ways. He wants it his own way, but he will
not get his own way. I do not want to be nasty,
because it is Christmas time, but if we could only
adjourn-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: If you don't want to be,
don't be.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It would be lovely if we
could adjourn until tomorrow afternoon so that
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bath sides of the Chamber could look at the
amendments.

The Attorney does not talk about allocations
for bad debts. He does not talk about the prob-
lems the AIDC has run into. All he has talked
about is how illis reconstituted.

The Attorney did not mention the fact that the
AIDC may have been warned off two projects in
Western Australia because of the WADC. If I
can find out these sorts of things, surely the At-
torney General, with his whole board of advisers,
can do so also.

We have not beard about the potential losses of
the Ashton Joint Venture if the diamond business
collapses, as has been predicted in some areas. We
have not talked about the total difference in phil-
osophy. The socialists never recognise the fact
that companies may make a loss; they talk in airy-
fairy terms only about profits.

The Premier told the Trades and Labor Council
that his Government would be able to reduce
charges with the amount of money that is made
out of the WADC. That statement was reported
in the Press and I have no reason to disbelieve the
Press.

We were told that this would be an opportunity
for Western Australians to have a share in this
corporation. However, something must have
changed during the afternoon because the Hon.
Fred McKenzie said in his speech that this legis-
lation would provide an opportunity for small
people to buy into the corporation. He lauded the
Government because it was providing an oppor-
tunity for the average person to share in the
State's resources through the corporation. When
Mr Ferry was speaking, the Attorney sai that it
would be all Government money initially.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I think my second reading
speech made that clear, didn't it?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No, it did not. If the At-
torney General cares to read his speech, he will
note that he has made comments about the ability
of people to get into the action.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: But not initially.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: So the Government will

finance the whole thing? Another question is: Is it
another totally Government-finainced corpor-
ation?

We cannot get answers from the Government
because its members do not know the answers. I
think Mr MacKinnon referred to "rank ama-
teurs" and the load of guff Mr McKenzie was fed
to make his speech. I do not blame Mr McKenzie;
he is an honest bloke. However, it was absolute

guff, the Attorney has now denied what Mr
McKenzie said, a couple of hours after he spoke.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Absolute hooey!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Did the Hon. Fred

McKenzie know that the average man in the
street would be able to participate? Did he say
that? Of course he did. However, the Attorney
General said, "No, not initially". I do not think
the Premier, or his advisers, know how they will
handle the WADC.

The Attorney General has not answered my
question, and there is no clause under which the
matter of competitive business can be debated.
The Attorney has not given me an explanation of
the, reason that the floating dollar makes it so
much more important for this development cor-
poration to be operative.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: I do not think I men-
tioned the floating dollar.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No, but the Premier did. I
do not want to quote from Press statements; I am
sure the Attorney has read them. However, the
Premier has said that now the dollar has been
floated there will be more opportunities, and that
this is another reason for this Bill to be passed.

Hon. Neil Oliver: That was before the devalu-
ation.

Hon. A- A. LEWIS: The Premier has not told
me whether the SGIO and the R & I Bank are
being instructed to put their money into this de-
velopment corporation, because the Bill states
that $5 million will come from Consolidated Rev-
enue. The Premier is saying that in the market-
place the amount will be 312 million. I cannot
deal with this matter in the clause which provides
for the $5 million for Consolidated Revenue-it is
a general statement.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Why can't you deal with
it under the capital clause?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I could, but it is a general
matter. I do not know whether the Government
wants the public to be involved in the develop-
ment corporation or whether the SGlO and the R
& I Bank will be involved. Are they being di-
rected by the Government to be involved? They
are simple questions and anyone who knows this
subject would answer them.

I asked questions about buying back equity and
the companies in which the corporation will
invest. I also asked about the situation of buying
back the equity. Again "No answer" was the
stern reply.

The initial question has not been answered by
the Government despite opposition from the
business sector and despite the fact that the At-
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torney General has said that the Premier is ac-
commodating industry. If industry is being ac-
commodated so well, why are all members of this
Chamber receiving so many telexes, telegrams,
and letters from organisations which want the Bill
deferred for another three months? If the Premier
is so great, why has not he put himself out a bit
and spoken to the people concerned? He has re-
fused to see some people because he said it is too
late and they have missed their chance. He has
said that they have known since 1979 that this
Bill would be introduced into Parliament. This is
a lot of rot because people do not know what a
Government will do until legislation is before the
Chamber and the Bill has been published.

The public believed the Government when it
said it would not put up charges, so why should
they believe that the Government would make
some massive move in the way of a development
bank or corporation? We have not yet been given
an explanation about the difference between a
bank and a corporation. Does the Government
know whether it wants the proposed organisation
to be known as a bank or a corporation, or will
there be a biennial conference of the Labor Party
in order that it might change its mind in mid-
stream?

I asked a fortnight ago whether the SGIO will
be instructed to contribute $2.5 million towards
the development corporation and whether some-
one from the SGlO would be on the board. The
Attorney General has had time to obtain the
answers, but to date he has not replied.

We have asked for an approximation of the
borrowing, and what the investment potential will
be. Obviously there is none, because the Attorney
General has virtually agreed it is a Government-
financed organisation. The Government does not
want other people putting money into the corpor-
ation. We have been told that this is a corporation
for the people. It is not a corporation for the
people; it is a corporation for the Western Aus-
tralian Government.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: All the people arc
involved in it through the Government.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Now it is a different line.
Mr Burke has been saying that the Government
wants the people to have a share in the develop-
ment corporation and that it will create $100
shares, but the Government does not want the
people to buy them-instead it will use taxes be-
cause people are shareholders. Those people
might want a policy from the AMP Society and
some silly people like me will invest their money
in companies like Bunbury Foods Ply. Ltd. The
money could be invested in anything one likes.

However, the socialist philosophy comes out again
because the Government says it can invest money
better than any person.

Mon. Fred McKenzie: It might just work and
that is what you are frightened about. You are
not prepared to give it a try.

Hon. S. M. Piantadosi: He may be a better
judge than you.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: He may be a better judge
than 1, and he is a great fellow, but his decisions
on these sorts of things are not always accurate.

We are talking about profitability and about
overseas borrowing. I asked the Attorney General
about hedging and I received no answer. This
question was asked a fortnight ago. It is an insult
to a member of this Chamber to have a second
reading speech just wiped out by a Minister and
then to be accused of insulting people, an accu-
sation for which I have not received an apology.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I still have not checked.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General has

had plenty of time to check. He has plenty of
people to check it for him, and yet he wants us to
deal with the amendments that have been
introduced today. The Attorney General makes
allegations and he has not had time to check.
What an insult to this Chamber.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Grow up!
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General

should grow up. He made comments which were
insulting, and he is not prepared to withdraw
them. Is this the standard with which he will con-
tinue by saying that he has not had time to
check? The Attorney is insulting this Chamber
more and more with his interjections.

I asked the Attorney about the connection be-
tween the WADC and the South-East Asian mar-
keting corporation. The Attorney General
interjected and said that the WADC had to have
overseas bank accounts because of the South-East
Asian marketing organisation. However, there
was no answer as to the reason it had to happen.
My first reaction was that the WADC would have
invested in the South-East Asian marketing cor-
poration; the money would be paid in here and the
South-East Asian marketing corporation would
have bank accounts for the WADC. There has
been no answer to that question.

I also asked the reason for two deputy chairmen
being required and I will come back to that mat-
ter later. There has been no answer as to whether
the Government will issue a Prospectus. A
number of other questions were asked during the
second reading debate; they have not been
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answered, but I will ask them again when the
clauses concerned are debated.

I also asked-and I know the answer, but I
think the Attorney should put it on record be-
cause he was present when certain assurances
were given-whether it required the corporation
in any new project or joint venture to give equity
to the Government in participation in television,
radio, and other media. I asked the question a
fortnight ago and it has not been answered,
although I have had an answer to that at a private
meeting outside this place.

I do not want to be tough or to delay the
Chamber, but unless the Attorney treats us with
the courtesy he expects us to give him in trying to
get this legislation through, he cannot expect us to
sit down and be smooth-talked. I gave a list
of 15 to 20 questions, most of which the Attorney
has had for over a fortnight, and absolutely no at-
tempt was made to answer them. If the Attorney
has not had time to read my speech at the second
reading stage, he should adjourn the debate even
until after lunch tomorrow, and look at this Bill
and the questions I have asked so he can answer
them.

It is not worth our while putting in the work
this needs if the Attorney is going to come back
and wipe the Opposition right off, and not at-
tempt to answer any of its questions. Can he im-
agine the Minister for Mines' reaction if any pre-
vious Minister had tried to give him the sort of
answers or non-answers we have had on a Bill like
this? He would have ranted and raved and kept us
here for hour after hour. I am not a volatile type
like the Minister for Mines; I am quiet, co-op-
erative, helpful, and all those things the At-
torney needs me to be tonight. I am all those
things because I am sure the Attorney will give me
the answers.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I will take up a
number of the matters raised again by the Hon.
Sandy Lewis. He asked whether the Government
wanted public participation in the Western Aus-
tralian development corporation. I am sorry if I
did not answer that question before; maybe I took
too much for granted. In particular, perhaps I
took for granted that an answer was not needed
since it seemed to be self-evident. The Bill pro-
vides for public participation and it hardly makes
sense to consider that provision in any other
framework than one where the Government is
looking to the possibility Of private investors. That
is not in any way inconsistent with another indi-
cation I have given to the effect that capital in the
early stages can reasonably be anticipated to be
Government capital or capital provided by bodies
associated with the Government.

A number of factors are involved here. In the
first place, in order to commence activities, the
corporation must have initiating capital. That can
be provided quite readily through the develop-
ment fund with the SS million already allocated
from CR1', and there is no reason to delay the op-
eration of the corporation given that that capital
is available. On the other hand, to ensure that all
the provisions required for public participation
are in place, far greater attention to detail is re-
quired. In particular, it requires that the listing
requirements of the Stock Exchange be met. I can
inform the Committee that discussions with the
Stock Exchange have been initiated for that pur-
pose, and that itself would give some indication of
the direction in which the Government's consider-
ation is taking it.

Even that, however, is not to suggest that we
are looking to equity participation by small-scale
private investors at the earliest stages of the cor-
poration's activity. Some things simply have to be
left to experience and the course of events. In par-
ticular, it would be highly desirable I would think,
in a project such as this, to ensure that the corpor-
ation is well established and underway and show-
ing firm prospects of profitability such as would
attract and secure the investment of private West-
ern Australian citizens. The long and short of it is
that the answer to the I-on. Sandy Lewis is,
"Yes, we are looking to public participation in
this corporation and initial steps to that effect are
incorporated in the Bill and are underway in other
areas as well".

The member asked whether the AIDC was
warned off two proposals in this State by persons
who are as unnamed as were the two proposals.
He was good enough to suggest that his comment
was based on nothing more substantial than
frightening rumour, and that is the category in
which I must leave it. I have no information on
any such event; neither has there been discussion
in Cabinet that would lend any weight to that
rumour.

The possible relationship between the corpor-
ation and Northern Mining has been raised in a
number of contexts. The direct question tonight
was, "Will Northern Mining be transferred to the
development corporation?" I can reply to that
only by indicating that that is indeed an option. I
can go further to suggest that the earlier intention
as proposals for the corporation were developing
was that Northern Mining should be transferred
by one means or another to the development cor-
poration. Whether that earlier intention proceeds
will largely depend on the eventual structure of
the development corporation. The fact that
there are so many amendments now before mem-
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bers, from both the Government and the Oppo-
sition, will suggest why it is not really feasible to
provide a more definitive answer than that which
I have given already.

Mr Lewis asked, "Where equity is taken, will it
be sold back to the owners?" I refer members to
page 5 of my amendments as distributed and to
the proposed new clause 15 headed, "Annual Re-
view of Shareholdings". The purpose of that new
clause, which has been stimulated by discussion
with the Chamber of Commerce and the Confed-
eration of Western Australian Industry (Inc.), is
to ensure that the corporation will annually re-
view its shareholdings with a view to selling those
off under the specified circumstances as they
apply from time to time.

The member asked a question as to the pro-
posed connection between the development cor-
poration and the South-East Asian trading cor-
poration. Again, I must preface my reply by say-
ing that this will depend to some extent, and per-
haps to a major extent, on the structure of the
corporation as it emerges from these Committee
deliberations. I can safely say that in any event it
is proposed that the corporation would be a par-
ticipant in the South-East Asian trading corpor-
ation and that it would be looking to assist in the
provision of finance, including equity capital.

Finally, I think the Hon. Sandy Lewis asked
whether assistance of any form to television and
radio would carry with it a requirement of equity
participation by the WADC. So as not to evade all
the implications of the question, I answer it in two
parts. In the first place, it should be understood
that no assistance to any industry will necessarily
carry with it an obligation for that industry to
permit equity participation by the Western
Australian development corporation. A whole
range of methods of assistance are open to the
WADC; equity participation is only one of those
and it is not expected that that would be in-
variable.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Could you explain that?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It should not be

thought that assistance by the Western Australian
development corporation to any company would
always carry with it a requirement for equity par-
ticipation. That is more likely to be the exception
than the rule. Again, one must add the caveat
that it depends on the circumstances of the group
to which assistance will be given. I suspect that
only partly answers Mr Lewis' worries. I suppose
he is particularly concerned about whether the
Government has some interest in taking up a
share in media groups by way of the WADC. I

can be no more direct than to say that the
Government has no such interest.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: My point relates to the
name "Western Australian Development Corpor-
ation". I understand that the corporation will not
Simply provide development finance to those en-
terprises which have been turned down by banks
as being too risky. It seems that the WADC will
be in the business of investment and ownership
also and I doubt the wisdom of using the termin-
ology, "Western Australian Development Corpor-
ation".

This point was brought to my attention by an
article in The Weekend Australian of 17-18
December, which stated-

It will not just provide development
finance to those enterprises that have been
turned down as too risky by the banks; the
West Australian Development Corporation
will be in the business of investment and
ownership too.

In fact, the WADC will be the holding
company for the Government's recently ac-
quired share in the Ashton diamond mine.

The article referred to the five five-star hotels
about which we read in the newspaper the day
after this Bill passed its second reading. It con-
tinued as follows-

..and there are already hints it may be
used to put up part of the cash to build a
chain of high-class tourist hotels in the
State's south-west.

I believe that referred to a Press report that the
Superannuation Board would be buying one of
those five-star hotels in Bunbury as the end
financier. The only inference I can draw from
that is that there is a possibility that the WADC
will be providing bridging funds if necessary.
Alternatively, it will be providing the difference
between the valuation of the completed property
and the advance from the Superannuation Board,
which naturally would not be 100 per cent.

The fact that the corporation will be involved
not only in development, but also in investment
and ownership places it in a far different light
from that of the Australian Industry Development
Corporation. That corporation came into exist-
ence under a very dark cloud and it was not gen-
erally accepted. It was introduced by the late Sir
John McEwan. It was not envisaged that the
AIDC would be used in the manner in which it
was and the way it was sometimes manipulated.

I regard this Bill as socialism by stealth. I am
concerned at the way it has been handled in the
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Chamber and the manner in which the Govern-
ment has handled the progress of the Bill.

This afternoon what I call the "2.45 p.m.
amendments" arrived here. I had not seen them
previously, therefore I had not had the oppor-
tunity to consider them. Other speakers have de-
scribed the amendments as comprising five pages,
and the aim is to amend approximately 50 per cent
or the clauses of the Bill.

I have received now two further addenda which
I have marked as the "5.30 p.m. amendments". I
do not know what other further amendments will
come forward. At the sanme time, a series of
amendments has been issued by the Hon. A. A.
Lewis.

I am concerned about the handling of the Bill,
which is really a disgrace. Indeed, I feel sorry for
the Attorney. Clearly during the tea suspension I
shall have to try to attach the amendments to the
Bill in an endeavour to ascertain their effect. If
the Government intends to pursue the legislation
today, I suggest it might be wise to report prog-
ress in order that members may have a few hours
within which to examine the amendments so that
they are in a position to debate them tonight.

The Bill has not been received in a friendly
manner by the business community. I have re-
ceived a number of requests that the Bill be re-
jected outright. Certainly I have not received any
requests that the Bill be amended. In fact I have
received more requests that the Bill be rejected
than I have that debate on it be postponed to a
future date.

The Government has adopted what I call
"socialism by stealth", because having introduced
the Bill in another place at 9.44 p.m. on 30
November, it was read a third time at 5.10 the
next morning. The second reading or the Bill in
this House was resumed at 8.59 p.m. on 6
December. That is no way in which to deal with
major legislation which requires the greatest pub-
lic awareness and input.

I put it to you, Sir, that 8.59 p.m. and 9.44 p.m.
arc times at which the major daily newspapers
have gone to press and the major television news
broadcasts have been completed for the day. It
appears the Government intends to go about its
legislation ensuring that the community of West-
ern Australia are not aware of it, because the
Press reporters in the gallery do not have the op-
portunity to use debate in this Chamber in the
widest form. The Government is involved in a
conspiracy in the way in which it is going about
this.

I would be interested to know why this Dill was
introduced in that way, because when debate was

resumed on it, we were playing musical chairs
with the business on the Notice Paper to the ex-
tent that, had the Hon. H. W. Gayfer been present
and had he not been granted leave of the
Chamber, he would have had a great deal to say
during the adjournment debate.

In conclusion I refer to another interesting
reason that the debate should be adjourned or at
least that time should be made available to exam-
ine the amendments which were produced at 3.30
p.m. and as late as 5.30 p.m. today. I refer again
to The Weekend Australian. I did not hear any
other member mention this article. Therefore, I
trust I am not going over old ground. The article
reads, in part, as follows-

About 200 or more businessmen came
close to giving Mr Burke a public snub over
the issue earlier this week.

That is the week ending 16 December. To con-
tine

They were guests at one of the State
ALP's periodic "decision-makers'
luncheons"-a regular function first thought
up while the Labor Party was in Opposition
as a way to maintain close and amiable con-
tact with local businessmen.

But on Tuesday when they all gathered for
steak at one of Perth's better hotels, the
Premier's reception was decidedly subdued.

As guest speaker, Mr Burke had chosen as
his subject "An outline of government poli-
cies and plans affecting the business sector
with particular reference to the WADC".

When the Premier finished his address and
invited questions, all he received was a blank
silence. He left the rostrum, glum-faced,
about I5 seconds later.

I take it from that that the Premier left the
business community of Western Australia at this
decision makers' luncheon totally stunned.

Hon. D. K. Dans: What paper is that article
from?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The Weekend Aus-
tralian of 17-18 December.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: That is your
interpretation, is it?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It says that the Prem-
ier "left the rostrum, glum-faced, about 15 sec-
onds later". I am only quoting the Press report. If
any other members were present-

Several members interjected.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The member was prcs-

ent, was he?
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! The N-on. Tom Stephens is out
or order.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I did not intend to reply
to an interjection, but I thought a member who
was present at the luncheon might be able to tell
me that this Press release is totally incorrect.

Hon. Torn Stephens: You ought to read the
article properly. The words used were "glum-
faced", and it was not an accurate report of the
event.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: As the Hon. Tom
Stephens was there and was one of the people
assisting the Premier, it is a pity he did not assist
him a little more. He could at least have asked
one question from the floor to get things moving a
little. The article continues-

In fact, on Tuesday night, he told the local
Trades and Labor Council he saw the income
from WADC investments actually reducing
the need to increase State taxes-which he
has already described as too high.

I could not agree with him more. It goes on to
say-

But to the business community a State
that derives its income from investments
sounds too much like Utopia.

Hon. Kay Hallahan: Don't think that-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I have re-

peatedly reminded the Hon. Kay Hallahan that
she is out of order to interject.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: During the second read-
ing debate I talked at great length about market-
ing and my own busines experience on world
markets. I went through the position in South-
East Asia, India. Pakistan, Bangladesh, and I
even dealt with Berlin.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Could I
ask the member to come back to the short title of
the Bill?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The point I am making
is, on that occasion, I did not receive any answers
from the Attorney. In fact, in the first comment
he made this evening, the Attorney said that the
questions people had posed to him during the sec-
ond reading debate were really of such little sub-
stance-I forget the exact words he used-that
they did not warrant a reply.

I referred to the problems of merchants and
agents in countries which were not behind the iron
or bamboo curtains and I indicated what would
happen when we started to operate through the
South-East Asian Marketing Corporation. In his
last comment this afternoon, the Attorney alluded
to the "South-East Asian trading corporation".

However, everything I have read to date refers to
it as the Sout h- East Asia n Marketing Corporatlion.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I am sorry, I used the
wrong name. "Marketing" is correct.

Sitting suspended from 6. 00 to 7.30 p.m.
Hon. NEIL OLIVER: To conclude my re-

marks, I indicate that the Government is endeav-
ouring to push this legislation through the Parlia-
ment with undue haste. A very large number of
amendments are to be dealt with, amendments
which affect more than half the clauses in the
Bill. On that basis I feel we should report progress
for a while or adjourn until tomorrow to allow
members the opportunity to examine the a mend-
ments which we received at 2.45 this afternoon, as
well as further amendments which came forward
at 5.30 p.m. I am prepared to go along with the
Government's proposal to proceed with the Bill
because it has discussed it with major groups in
industry such as the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry and the Perth Chamber of
Commerce. However, these five roneoed pages of
amendments prepared by the Government as well
as several prepared by the Hon. A. A. Lewis
should be dealt with properly and sincerely.

I have received two requests from the business
community of Perth: Firstly, to defeat the Bill,
and secondly, at all costs to have the Bill deferred
until the autumn session of Parliament next year.
Members should be given time to examine these
amendments before they are expected to proceed
with discussing the Bill further.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I was hoping the Attorney
would answer Mr Oliver's points.

Hon. J, M. Berinson: Two at a time.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It should not be two at a

time.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is an option I am en-

titled to consider.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney can consider

any option, but it is obvious he has received ad-
vice from his leader and Premier, who I under-
stand has made a statement about what he will
and will not accept. He does not happen to be a
member of this Chamber, and I think he should
leave the Attorney to discuss these things, without
racing out to the Press again with his. bully-boy
attitude saying we will accept this or we will not
accept that and saying exactly how he will run
things. We are trying to debate these things in all
calmness and again the Premier races off and says
all these things.

Hon. Kay Hallahan interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: There has been no delay

today other than that caused by the Government.
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The Government did not even have its amend-
ments ready until 5 o'clock this afternoon, so the
member should not talk about delays caused by
the Opposition. Mr McKenzie was put up like a
wood duck to use up time for the Attorney, so let
us not go on with that nonsense.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): When members have finished their
little conversations between the benches, I will
allow the Hon. A. A. Lewis to continue.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Already three or four
times I have asked the Attorney whether the R &
I Bank and the SGlO will be putting money into
this corporation of their own free will or under
instruction by the Government. The Attorney
seems hesitant to answer my question. I also
asked whether the Manager of or some other per-
son in the SGIO was to be a director of this cor-
poration.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It must be obvious
that the Government is not prepared to defer con-
sideration of this Bill any further. The only reason
that has not been said earlier is that it is so obvi-
ous. Nor should further delay be necessary, gi ven
the background to this legislation. It is about four
weeks or more since the Bill was introduced to
Parliament, but well beyond that we really need
to recognise the fact that the Bill is not new in
concept. In general outline it was part of the
Government's election platform not only this year,
but also for the election in 1980, so t6 talk in
terms of surprise and shock really is not realistic
and not to be taken seriously.

As to the details of the Bill, it is easy enough to
pick up this or that detail, but the truth of the
matter is, if Opposition members can only bring
themselves to declare it, that the problem is not
with the detail of the Bill, but with the principle
of it. That has been known for a very long time
and that is the reason all these calls for more and
more delay are so unconvincing.

The Hon. Neil Oliver referred to my comment
about five five-star hotels. My recollection is that
I dealt with this matter in the second reading
reply when I indicated that there is no commit-
ment to any such scheme, nor has anything been
said which goes beyond a generalised interest in
using the facilities of the corporation, so far as
they might be appropriate and helpful, to encour-
age the availability of funds for developments of
that kind.

No suggestion was made that the development
corporation would itself provide the funds. It is
not contemplated that it would do so. Certainly
there is no suggestion that the corporation would

be seeking to become a partner by way of equity
in a chain of that nature and scale.

Members' references to the corporation's being
left to simply bear the burden of risks which are
too great for the banking industry to take up
wholly miss the point of the corporation.

The corporation is not proposed to become an
additional part of the State's banking system; its
functions will be really quite different from those
of the ordinary banking functions in that it will
provide benefits of loan equity and advice in
whatever combination is appropriate for the par-
ticular project.

The Hon. Sandy Lewis again referred to vari-
ous reports about SGlO and R & I Bank
investment in the capital of the corporation. I
refer him to the second reading speech, which in-
dicated that it is hoped that the initial capital of
the corporation will be $10 million, of which $5
million is to be drawn from the development fund,
that fund having been provided with $5 million
from the CRF. For the rest, all that was said in
the second reading speech was that it was pro-
posed that the SGIO and the R & I Bank might
take up the balance of that initial $10 million.
That was the Government's proposal. There is no
question of coercion of either organisation; as a
matter of fact, there is no question of any relevant
decision having been made. It simply appears to
the Government that these two organisations are
well placed to take up part of the capital of the
corporation, and that to do so would fit into their
normal activities and their commercial approach.
We are fortified in that by the fact that the R & I
Bank was approached for its advice and informed
of the corporation proposal, and its advice to the
Government was in positive and encouraging
terms.

We have not gone beyond that, and I think that
is about as far as I can go in answering that
question.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Now we are approaching
the nitty-gritty. I thank the Attorney for his
answer and the calm way in which he gave it to
me. The Premier is in the field saying he will in-
itially have capital of $10 million. I do not want
to quote from newspaper reports; however, the
Bill mentions an initial $5 million. It really is $5
million from the CRF; the Government has no
other moneys. The Premier is incorrect in going
around saying that. Although he is intending to
approach the SGIO and the R & I Bank, he has
no right to go around saying he has $10 million,
because the Bill says he is to have only $5 million.
The Attorney has said that good responses have
been received from the R & I Bank, but he did
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not say anything about the SGlO. The Premier
has not denied any statement he has made. As I
understand the Attorney's answer, we are now
dealing with $5 million, and not the $10 million
that the Premier is telling the public he is to have.

Am I correct in assuming that all the corpor-
ation is to have is $5 million, which is the initial
contribution to capital? I want to know that, bullI
do not want to put words into the Attorney's
mouth. I think he has used the $10 million figure
also. That is the figure the Government is looking
for.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is what my second
reading speech contemplates.

I-In, A. A. LEWIS: That is what the Govern-
ment is hoping for.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! Could I seek the honourable
member's co-operation? This seems to be ad-
equately laid out for discussion under clause 21,
the capital funding clause, rather than under
clause I .

I-In. A. A. LEWIS: With due deference, Mr
Deputy Chairman, it probably is, but you would
by tying a noose around my neck in trying to tie
me right down to clause 2 1. If you insist-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, I do not in-
sist.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: -1 will deal with it under
clause 21. It appears to me that the Government
has $5 million and not 510 million; it is looking
for $10 million and is approaching the R & I
Bank and the SGlO. We already have the $5
million and we have the Attorney General's assur-
ance that the R & I Bank is taking it to its bosom
and is looking at the corporation in a favourable
light. We find that the SGlO is looking at it in
the same way, and I imagine, with the huge
profits that the SGIO will be making since we
passed the Bill the other day, that it will surely
accommodate the Government. Why does the
Premier go out into the public arena and why are
we talking as though that $10 million has already
been raised? It seems to me that the $5 million is
to just fall from the sky, and, as the Hon. Graham
MacKinnon said, good Bills do not fall like plums
off trees.

Hon. L. G. PRATT: The Attorney General has
answered the question regarding the interests of
the SGIO and the R & I Bank in a very loose
fashion; he has mentioned a very loose possibility
in regard to the R & I Bank, and has not really
answered the question asked by the Hon. Sandy
Lewis about the SGIO.

I know that the Government-and quite rightly
too--has made it a practice to have advisers pres-
ent in the Chamber to assist it in dealing with
Bills before the Chamber, and I ask the Attorney
General whether tonight the Government has rep-
resentatives from either the 5010 or the R & 1
Bank present in the Chamber to advise it on mat-
ters concerning the Bill.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Dealing with Mr
Lewis's comments first, as far as I am aware, the
Premier has not said that he has $10 million. Mr
Lewis asked whether it was a fact that the only
firm commitment at this time was in regard to $5
million. Yes, that is correct. That is the only firm
commitment. For the rest of the initial $10
million, there is a reasonable contemplation that
$5 million might be sought and obtained in the
ordinary way of business investment from the
R & I Bank and the SGlO.

I do not want to be misunderstood about my
earlier reference to the SGIO report. In his accus-
tomed fashion, Mr Lewis took a very plain state-
ment I made about the R & I Bank developing a
report and ended up with the bank "clutching the
corporation to its bosom"; if I remember his
colourful phrase. That is what Mr Lewis said
about the relationship; it is not what I said. What
I said was that the R & I Bank was asked for its
advice and analysis of the proposal for a develop-
ment corporation. It was not asked to give that
advice on the basis of its prospective investment,
but on the basis of its experience in banking and
commerce. That is as far as that advice went.

I would not like some of Mr Lewis' more
colourful language to change the effect of my own
explanation.

The Hon. Ian Pratt asked whether a member of
the R & 1 Bank is among the advisers who have
made themselves available for the debate on this
Bill. The answer to that is, "Yes". That adviser is
present for much the same purposes as the R & I
Bank was called upon for advice in the first place;
that is, that presence has no relationship to poten-
tial investment by the bank, but goes to making
available his experience to the extent that it will
be relevant to the further discussion of this Bill, as
and when it develops.

That I think will explain the reason that no rep-
resentative of the 5010 is present. There is really
no need for a representative of that office to be
present for these limited purposes.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney Gen-
eral for his explanation and I will leave out my
extravagant language in future.

Hon. D. K. Dans: The Attorney said
"~colourful".
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Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will leave out my
"colourful" language. From Consolidated Rev-
enue, $5 million will be put into the corporation. I
would like to know whether the Attorney agrees
with me that the R & I Bank has given pro-
fessional advice on the drawing up of the pro-
visions for the banking aspects of the corporation.
Any other specialist advice that the Attorney or
his advisers have needed has been provided, but
the bank has not committed itself to any financial
stake in the corporation. It has been used in a
specialist capacity to advise the Attorney and his
advisers. It has not in any way suggested that it
will invest money because it has been used in a
specialist role to have an input into the Bill. Has
this been done for specialist or technical reasons? I
hope the Attorney will answer that question.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The advice of the
R&lI Bank was not sought only for its relationship
to the operations analagous to banking functions
which the corporatioV might undertake. The ad-
vice of the R & I Bank was for the more general
purposes of the range of functions to be met by the
corporation.

I am advised that in the course Of its report, the
R & I Bank did suggest an interest in the possi-
bility of taking up equity, but it goes no further
than that.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I think we are getting to
the same conclusion; that is, that the Rt & I Bank
did assist with some of the technical aspects of the
Bill. The Attorney General has gone a little
further in his answer this time than he did pre-
viously. The R & I Bank did have some interest in
contributing to the capital of the corporation. I
had thought that the Attorney General said
previously that there was no interest as yet, and
that the bank had not been approached. However,
that is a matter we can leave aside; we still have
a reference to only $5 million and the advice of
the R & I Bank has been used for technical parts
of the Bill.

I do not know whether the SGIO has an
interest, but it would appear to me that the Prem-
ier is drawing a longbow in still talking about the
$10 million he has to start this corporation. I just
want to know the answer, because earlier in the
day reference was made to the fact that a stake
may be needed to get the corporation started and
that the stake would be $5 million.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It will be a minimum of
$5 million and a proposed $I0 million. Does that
help you?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Not really. It is a proposed
$5 million.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: A definite $5 million.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: A deflnite $5 million and

a "hoped like hell for" $10 million. Really, the
Government is hoping that the R & I Bank and
the SGIO will come in, because the government
has said already that it does not want outside
contributors. It does not want the small people to
put in at the stant-the Government wants it
started off with capital which is virtually Govern-
ment money or semi-Government money. I just
wondered how much money is needed to kick it
off.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: A minimum of $5 million
and a prospective $10 million.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: What if it is started with
J .ust $5 million for, say, 12 months, and then the
commissioners and directors of the bank and the
SGIO could make an investment decision I be-
lieve they should be allowed to make?

The Attorney General says the decision has not
been made, and that is the point I was trying to
get to.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Has he qualified that?
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No he has not. He has not

said the R & I Bank and SGIO will come up with
the loot. I believe I have to leave the matter at
that because obviously that is all the advice the
Attorney has. Is it important to get the $10
million? Can the corporation operate on the $5
million?

I would have thought that if one were speaking
about a development corporation with a paid up
capital of $5 million, one would have Buckley's
chance of success. Where is the Government
going? What money does it need? It all comes
back to the old question: Does the Government
know where it is going? I do not think it knows
how much money it needs.

One Minister said that ive-star hotels would be
built and other people said other things. Now.
when we consider the questions and answers in
another place today, we realise that the North-
West Shelf gas project may be involved. We are
entitled to know, are we not? It seems to come
down to the question of whether we will get the
answers out of the Government.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I agree with the Hon.
A. A. Lewis that we are reaching the stage where
certain items need to be known by the Opposition
if it is to be of any assistance in setting up the
proposed corporation. It is not good for the
Government to try to come into a Chamber of this
size and importance with a Bill of such import
and to give half-baked answers to the Committee.
Mr Lewis's question was straightforward.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: So was my answer.
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Hon. H-. W. GAYFER: The Attorney General
has not answered this question. I will save time by
asking it again. The Attorney General has indi-
cated that the corporation will require a minimum
working capital of $5 million and that the
Government is hoping for $10 million- further
$2.4 million from the SGlO and a further 52.5
million from the R & 1 Bank. He has said that
the Government has consulted with the R & I
Bank on the formation of the corporation, but as
yet it has not signified whether it will contribute
that amount.

The directors of the SGIO have said nothing in
respect of the matter even though the Attorney
General is the Minister in charge of the SGIO.
That does not matter. The simple question we ask
is: Is it necessary for the proposed corporation to
have $10 million in capital to operate in the man-
ner the Government expects it to operate or can it
proceed quietly with $5 million? This is the
question Mr Lewis is asking. In other words, from
what the Attorney General has said, the corpor-
ation would be much enhanced if, in fact, it had
$10 million capital. We are going into a corpor-
ation without knowing from where the extra
amount beyond the $5 million witl come. The
homework has not been done and the questions
have not been answered.

We are setting up a half-baked corporation and
the exploratory work has not been undertaken in
order to obtain the extra money that the Attorney
General has said is required. It has been dis-
cussed, but the SGIO has not been approached.
To my mind, exploratory work is required for
anything one proposes to enter into, whether it be
building a factory or a house or buying a farm. To
undertake this sort of investment, a person needs
to know where the initial money will come from,
especially if it is to be $10 million to set up the
WADC. All Mr Lewis is asking is whether the
Government has the money; he wants to know the
details.

I join with Mr Lewis. If the answers are not
forthcoming, it is another reason that the Bill
should be deferred or the Government should
withdraw it until the information is available. We
are part of a Committee and part of this State,
and we must accept the responsibility, the same as
anyone else, for this-legislation. The Opposition is
equally as responsible as the Government, and
there is no point in our trying to shillyshally
around with half the details. Theoretically we are
all going in the same direction in trying to ascer-
tain whether the corporation is *"a goer". If there
are half-hearted attempts being made to secure an
extra $5 million, and the Attorney General has.
said that the SGlO has not been approached, why

the bell are we continuing with the Bill before the
Attorney is positive that the Government can ob-
tain finance from elsewhere? One cannot build
anything without knowing where one is going.

The Government will not he given a licence
from the Opposition to continue along the course
it is following. I make an earnest plea to the At-
torney General that he withdraw the Bill for a
period of not less than three months. I know that
the Attorney is shying away from that suggestion.

Several members interjected.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: I suggest to Govern-

ment members that they make a speech.
Hon. P. G. Pendal: They are not allowed to be-

cause they are under instructions.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: This is a very import-

ant matter;, it is of State importance as well as
Commonwealth importance. If we go down the
gurgier because of mismanagement, or because
we did not do our homework in respect of the cor-
poration, the State, the Government, and the Op-
position will be the laughing stock of not only
Western Australia, but also Australia if the
Government is not able to set up the management
of the corporation as envisaged.

For heaven's sake, withdraw the Bill now. I
suggest to the Attorney General that he should go
home, do his homework, and approach the organ-
isation for which he is the responsible Minis-
ter-the SG 10-and ask whether it is prepared to
contribute $2.5 million towards the corporation.
Also he should ask the R. & I Bank whether it is
willing to accept the formalities which it has
already discussed with the Government. An
officer from that bank was in the Chamber
tonight. I have to go to a bank to find out whether
it is willing to lend me money before I can enter
into any venture. We need to know whether the
Government can guarantee that a bank will be
interested in a venture of this kind. If we cannot
get that assurance, why should we be a party to
begrudgingly setting up a development corpor-
ation on the assumption that support will be
available? It is time the Bill was withdrawn and
the Chamber adjourned for three months.

Hon. Carry Kelly: That will not happen.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It could happen. We

are giving enough licence to the Attorney General
to come up with the answers, and if they are not
forthcoming, something will be done.

Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: The Government has
now been urged for at least the twenty-fifth time
to withdraw this Bill and to bring it back at a
later date. We can agree or disagree about this as
members wish, but I want to make it clear that
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tbe Government will not withdraw or defer this
Bill, and I therefore put it to members that they
should stop asking-please stop asking! There is
no paint to the request. It has been asked often
enough and it has been replied to often enough.
Let us face the facts and get on with the business.
All this continued talk about deferring the Bill is
serving no purpose. If the Opposition does not like
the Bill, it should knock it out. If the Opposition
does not want to handle it now, it should do as it
wishes; but it should not keep asking-there is no
point in its continuing to ask.

If we can move beyond that paint for a mo-
ment, I will try once again to indicate to the
Chamber what the Government's position is on
the capital requirements of the development cor-
poration.

I referred earlier to the R & I Bank's report
that recommended that a corporation of the
nature proposed by the Government should pro-
ceed on a minimtum-I stress the word
"minimum"--capital base of $5 million. In the
Government's view, that is insufficient, and given
the nature of the corporation, and providing with
proper caution for its contemplated activities, the
Government believes a capital base of $10 million
should be sought.

We have spoken already many times about the
funding of the first $5 million. I have said that the
Government believes there is a reasonable pros-
pect that the nature of this corporation would
justify an investment of about $2.5 million each
by the R & I Bank and the SGlO. I have said
further that the R & I Bank has suggested it
would have an interest in taking up an equity
share. All of that has been said before, and, I sus-
pect, a number of times. I understand well enough
that in saying it now I am not adding anything
new to the previous discussion.

The question that has been put repeatedly in
different forms is why have we not yet obtained a
commitment from the R & I Bank and from the
SGO . The main reason we have not obtained
that sort of commitment is that we have not yet
got a corporation. It is not as though we are in a
position to put out a prospectus as a private
company might and then test the market. Until
this Bill passes through the Parliament, we do not
have a prospectus. We have no basis, and neither
does the R & I Bank, for judging the merits of
the proposed investment.

Let me give the simplest example of the sort of
problem facing us. It emerges from the terms of
the Bill itself and from two listed amendments-
one amendment put forward by the Government
and one by the Hon. Sandy Lewis. I refer to the

proposals for gearing the debt structure of the
corporation.

The Bill itself provides no limit to the gearing
so that $10 million, or even $5 million, could at
least in theory give rise to funds of a very large
amount indeed. After discussions with the
Chamber of Commerce and the Confederation of
Western Australian Industry, and after a close
examination of commercial practice in relevant
organisations, the Government has listed an
amendment proposing that the Corporation's bor-
rowing capacity should be limited to I5 times its
capital. It follows from that that we believe it is
realistic to look at a corporation, at least in its
early period, with total maximum funds from all
sources of $150 million. Against that, the Hon.
Sandy Lewis has listed an amendment which
suggests that the debt capital ratio should not be
15:1, but only 5:1; that changes the game
altogether, does it not?

Hon. A. A. Lewis: It makes it more
businesslike.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: When we come to the
particular clause, I think I will be able to demon-
strate readily to the honourable member that it
makes it very much less businesslike. I leave that
aside because I want to encourage all members to
stay within some limits on this clause, arnd I will
do so myself.

If, unfortunately, the Hon. Sandy Lewis's listed
proposal is carried, even a $10 million capital
base will produce only $50 million in total for the
use of this corporation, and that creates an en-
tirely different set of circumstances and an en-
tirely different corporation. It could well be that
the R & I Bank or the SGlO, or any other poten-
tial private or semi-Government investor, would
be less attracted to that investment than to one
which was based on more normal commercial
considerations. That really is at the heart of this
problem of prior commitments.

I put it to the Hon. Mick Gayfer that in this
context, where we are dealing with a situation
tonight of drawing up a prospectus, it really is
premature to demand, as he would like, that we
come up with firm commitments (or other than
Government funds. It seems to me the reasoning
behind that set of circumstances is almost self-evi-
dent. Certainly, it is reasonable and I ask mem-
bers to accept it on that basis.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I believe we are
at last getting down to the nitty-gritty of the Bill.
The Attorney General has stated at this stage that
neither the 5010 nor the R & I Bank has indi-
cated whether it will come in. It has been
suggested to them that they should conic in to the
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tune of $2.5 million, bringing the capital up to
$10 million.

Hon. J, M. Berinson: No. How many times do I
have to say it? It has not been suggested to them;
there is no commitment and there is no suggestion
so far.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: If someone sit-
ting at the back of the Chamber has not got that
suggestion now, I do not know why not. I will put
the matter slightly differently. If the Government
is going to go out and obtain leverage, those other
bodies who are to lend the corporation money will
be looking at the security the corporation can
offer. What sort of guarantee would both those
organisations have to give when the corporation
starts to borrow money? Has the Government had
any indication whether people who are going to
lend the large amount of money the Government
wishes to have-and it is talking about a leverage
of 20:1, so we are talking in terms of billions of'
dollars-will be satisfied with just a Treasury
guarantee, or are they looking for a guarantee
from the R & I Bank and the SGIb? After all,'those two bodies have more collateral to guaran-
tee than has the Government.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: That is a new one on
me. I have just explained the reason we cannot
anticipate an investment decision of the R & I
Bank. Now I am being asked to anticipate the re-
quirements of potential lenders to this non-exist-
ent corporation. I really am prepared to do my
best in the face of adversity, but there has to be
some limit to the reasonableness of the questions
asked. I put it to the honourable member that this
is not a reasonable question.

Pursuing the latter part of his comments as best
I can, I am astonished that he should think that
the credit and the asset backing of either the
SGlO or the R & I Bank is greater than that of
the State. I find that suggestion difficult to com-
prehend. I am going on memory because obvi-
ously I do not have the figures with me, but I re-
call that the total reserves of the 5010 now stand
at about $20 million. Does anyone believe that, on
the strength of its reserves of $20 million, the
SGlO could borrow $600 million? A few months
ago, that is the amount we raised on the credit of
the State for the gas pipeline. I believe nothing
more needs to be said on that part of the problem.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Attorney
may try to make a mockery of it, but he has done
enough business and so have I to know that if one
is prepared to lend money to a particular
company, one often looks to the partners in the
venture to see what sort of credit they have to
offer.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: For a limited company
you may look to the directors for a guarantee.

Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: It would not be
unnatural for lenders to ask the Government what
other organisations could be involved should this
corporation start to lose money heavily.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In a very limited
sense, Mr Wordsworth is correct. If one were
dealing with the ordinary sort of limited company,
one might well look to its directors for personal
guarantees if one was not satisfied that the assets
of the company itself provided sufficient security.
On the other hand, I am not aware of any practice
of looking to shareholders for personal guarantees.
Even trying to take the member's analogy as far as
it can be stretched, one would have to say that to
consider the possibility of our looking to the R&I
Bank and the 5010 as shareholders to pledge
their assets to the borrowings of the corporation is
totally beyond normal commercial practice or ex-
perience. In any event, who would look to the
directors of a limited company for a guarantee
when the Treasurer of the State was prepared to
pledge the credit of the State for that purpose?

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: If they pledged them-
selves for $600 million. Perhaps your credibility is
not so good.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: Of course we have
pledged our credit for $600 million.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You have pledged the
people of the State.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Certainly. If the
member is saying we should not have assisted the
building of the gas pipeline, we can discuss that
on another occasion.

However, in the interests of accuracy-and the
Hon. Sandy Lewis is always anxious to keep me
on the mark-let me correct my previous state-
ment by saying that the credit of the State was
accepted as sufficient to cover an amount not of
$600 million but of $1 200 million. After that
borrowing, the State of Western Australia still
properly retains a triple "A" credit rating.

Hon. Tom Knight: You say that the 5010 and
the R & I Bank will not lend the money because
they do not know what your prospectus is. They
are doubting the credibility of the St ate.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order!
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: No-one is talking of

the 5010 Or the R & I Bank lending the corpor-
ation anything. We have spoken in terms of their
equity participation. We seem to be talking at
cross-purposes. I believe the point raised by Mr
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Wordsworth is more than adequately covered by
the explanation I have given so far.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We are evincing more and
more information from the Government all the
time. The Attorney previously did his foly and
yelled and screamed about a deferment.

Several members interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We are now gaining a few

clues about this capital input of $10 million. We
are getting more information from the Govern-
ment, but it is like drawing every tooth in some-
one's head. The Attorney said that the R & 1
Bank report stated that the capital required for
the corporation was $5 million.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Minimum.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am trying to paraphrase

what the Attorney said.
Hon. J1. M. Berinson: Don't leave out the word

m.rinimnumn

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The R & I Bank report
stated $5 million, and the Attorney said the
Government thought it should be $10 million.
Earlier the Attorney was quoting the good advice
given by the R & I Bank and I do not deny that it
has specialists available to give advice on
investments. However, it now appears the Govern-
menit will not accept the report from the R & I
Bank. That is fascinating. We are gradually get-
ting more information bit by bit.

Several members interjected.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney is squirming

in his seat because he has let go that the R & I
Bank suggested $5 million minimum and the
Government said, "No, $10 million". The
Government will not accept the advice from the
R&l Bank, but the Attorney told me this morning
that I should do so because the R&l Bank gives
good advice.

It is interesting that the Attorney is changing
his tune under questioning. Is it not fascinating to
hear the yells and screams of pain from Govern-
ment members when they are caught out?

Hon. D. K. Dans: You don't have to switch on
the television to see Monty Python's Circus; it is
right here.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order! I have warned backbench
members time and time again about these
interjections. On the next occasion I will take ac-
tion, and I mean it.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney went on to
say that he cannot do this or that because there is
no corporation yet. One of the questions asked

here and in another place was, if the Government
does get the corporation, will it issue a prospec-
tus? That question has not yet been answered. It
is interesting to note that the Attorney and the
Premier want this to be a commercial type of op-
eration and yet they will do nothing in the world
to further the corporation as a real business oper-
ation. They want it both ways. In the same way,
the report of the R & I Bank indicated a mini-
mum capital for the corporation of $5 million; but
the Government overruled the bank whose expert
advice it was not Prepared to take. I want the At-
torney to give me Cabinet's reason for not ac-
cepting the R & I Bank's expert advice, because
we are now beginning to find where this Govern-
ment is going.

In the Attorney's own words, the Government
received a report from the R & I Bank which in-
dicated a minimum of $5 million; but the Govern-
ment was not happy with that. The Attorney said,
..We, as a Government, thought it would be better
at $10O million".

Where are we going with this Government?
The Attorney should tell us what the Government
intends to do. He should tell us whether, if the
corporation is established, it will issue a prospec-
tus. These are the sorts of things the Chamber de-
serves to know.

Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: While the At-
torney looks in the dictionary to see whether he
intends to offer a prospectus-

Hon. J.' M. Berinson: That is the first decent
crack you have made all session.

Hon. D. 1. WORDSWORTH: While we have
been debating this matter-

Hon. D. K. Dans: We are not debating it. We
are making a joke of it!

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: -as to whether
the SGIO and the R & I Bank will each contrib-
ute $2.5 million, the Attorney General has
pointed out to the Chamber that the Government
has a treble "A" rating, I think it was.

Hon. D. K. Dans: He pointed out it had a treble
"A" rating after it had tumbled to the North-
West Shelf gas pipeline.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Why is the
Government worried about these bodies contribu-
ting this small amount of money? We are having
trouble raising the first $5 million, let alone the
rest of the funding.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It is a bit of a rort
really, because only three weeks ago we passed
legislation in this place agreeing to the further ex-
pansion of the SGbO, and I voted for it. I am now
beginning to kick myself for having gone along
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with it. In its own terms, when it introduced the
Bill to expand the SGIO, the Government said it
was necessary for greater profitability and further
expansion into State instrumentalities. I think
they were virtually the words that were used.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: "Investment" was the
word used.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It is obvious the
Government must have had the WADC in the
back of its mind then. That Bill was passed by the
skin of its teeth. It was a high flyer and the At-
torney was amazed that it was passed, and so was
1. I did not expect it to go through. The principle
it contained has been flown in this place for the
22 years I have been a member.

However, if the WADC was on the books, and
it must have been three weeks ago-surely the
Government had been taking advice for longer
than that-and the Government had no idea at
that time any money would be forthcoming from
the SGIO because it did not have an expanded
SGIO, where was this extra money coming from
to make up the $10 million? There must be some
irons in the fire apart~from the R & I Bank and
the SGIO. Perhaps those are the only two bodies
with some degree of muscle that the Government
could coerce to become involved. Perhaps other
bodies do not have any muscle to exercise in order
to get this money.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Westrail would be able
to find it.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: There is the SEC. Per-
haps a loan could be floated for the SEC and it
could be channelled through the back door into
the WADC. Who knows, the WADC may take
over the SEC or Westrail, and then there would
be a laugh!

Hon. D. K. Dans: That is very doubtful.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: It would be out of its

profits then, because that is not a very successful
organisation.

Hon. Garry Kelly: You are just being silly.
Hon. 14. W. GAYFER: I am not being silly,

because had the SGl B0 ill not been passed in this
Chamber, the Government would have ben
flummoxed; it would have had nowhere to go
-Does Mr Wells think that is -on beam.

Hon. P. H. Wells: Right on.
Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Do you, Mr Deputy

Chairman, think that is on the beam?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): I was wondering when you were going
to ask me. You had better return to clause 1,
otherwise I shall close the debate.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: We are now arguing
about an extra $5 million the Government is
hoping to attract after this Bill is passed. That is
what the Government is saying, is it not? The
Government does not have any reason to believe it
will get that $5 million; it is hoping to attract it.
A while ago the Attorney said that if we do not
have the vehicle, we cannot expect anyone to hop
into the car.

The SGIO was not a possibility in this respect
three weeks ago--prior to the legislation being
passed. Obviously one of the important reasons
that legislation was introduced-a reason that
was kept from members of the Chamber-was
that, by expanding the 5GbO, revenue was being
created whereby the WADC could be propped up.
I do not think that was mentioned during the
course of debate on that Bill. However, now we
are starting to find out a number of matters about
this.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I shall try as best I
can to answer the questions which have been
raised recently. I shall then suggest seriously that
we proceed to the vote, because nothing useful
can emerge from any more of these generalised
comments, especially at the level they have now
reached.

One of our problems is that we have too many
members here who think they are Sherlock
Holmes, James Bond, or someone of that nature.
They have the impression that they can really un-
earth well hidden (acts by their persistence. How-
ever, no new facts have emerged; and the longer
this discussion proceeds, the more strained are the
arguments which are presented, and the less re-
ality there is to them.

I have suggested that the report of the R & I
Bank recommended a minimum initial capital for
the corporation of $5 million. Mr Lewis says that
if we propose $10 million, that means we are
ignoring the R & I Bank's report. "Minimum"
means r~inimum. It means the least. It does not
mean the most. It does not even mean the opti-
mum. It means the minimum. Taking into ac-
count the recommendation that the minimum in-
itial capital should be $5 million, the Government
has come to the conclusion that a preferable in-
itial amount providing a-more stable base for the
operation of the corporation would be $ 10 million.
That is not a question of ignoring the R & I
Bank's opinion; it is a matter of taking the R & I
opinion into account, adopting it in terms of the
minimumn, and then adding a further amount
which it is thought will be more appropriate.

Mr Gayfer also thought he had come across a
real revelation. He discovered to his own satisfac-
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lion alone that the unstated purpose of the recent
5010 legislation was to find S2.5 million for the
5010 to invest in this corporation. Again I am re-
lying on memory, but my recollection is that the
5010, on its past limited franchise, has
investments in excess of $100 million. I think it is
closer to $150 million, but I will be cautious and
say $100 million. Within the last three months
alone, the SGIO has placed the sum of SI million
in an SEC loan, and again, if my memory is cor-
rect, $3 million in central authority bonds. At all
times it has a large pool of investable funds, so I
do invite the Hon. Mick Gayfer to rest assured
that there was no ulterior purpose in the SGO
Bill and that whatever else it was, it was quite
irrelevant to any need to bolster the funds of the
5010 for the indirect advantage of the Western
Australian development corporation.

The Committee has now been sitting for 10
hours today and all the time devoted to this Bill
has been centred on clause one, short title. With
the best will in the world and without wanting to
evade any relevant argument or question, I put it
to the Committee that enough is enough and that
we ought now to proceed to a vote on this clause.

Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: I have listened to the
debate over some hours-

Hon. D. K. Dans: Ten.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Whatever, but that is

what this Chamber is all about. I have heard what
I would consider to be an uncharacteristic out-
burst by the Attorney, who is handling the Bill,
when he said something like, "if you don't like it,
knock it out".

HaIn. Graham Edwards: He suggested you
should be honest.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That has been the
invitation to members on this side of the Chamber
over several months in regard to different legis-
lation the Government has brought forward. The
Attorney has been asked a number of questions
about financial details and other matters import-
ant to members on this side, but he has been un-
able to answer those questions or has not been
prepared to do so. Examples of these questions are
those which relate to the 5010 Bill and the FID
Bill, when we were fobbed off with the same sorts
of excuses as we have heard today. The Hon.
Mick Gayfer and the Hon. Sandy Lewis were
quite entitled to ask for more detail, because we
are talking about millions of dollars of public
money; we are talking about $5 million, $10
million or whatever.

What we are saying, and what we have been
saying all along, is that because of the Attorney's

evasiveness and his unwillingness to provide
answers about the detail of the Bill-

Hon. Garry Kelly: Rubbish.
Hon. 0. E. MASTERS: It is not rubbish. Can

the honourable member tell me where the other
$5 million or $6 million is to come from?

After being fobbed off with these sorts of argu-
ments month after month, the Opposition is en-
titled to make that sort of comment, because it
has not received answers, because it has not been
given the details, and because it is not getting
proper responses-and remember that its mem-
bers represent the public out there in the com-
munity, something members opposite seem to
have forgotten. The Opposition is entitled to ask
the Attorney for a deferment. We are not going to
accept his invitation, or the Government's
invitation, to defeat or defer the Bill. We are
simply saying, "Use your cornmonsense and defer
the Bill". Certainly we are opposed to the prin-
ciple of the Bill. Our philosophy is against the
Bill.

Hon. D. K. Dans: Get up and say you are op-
posed to the principle.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I have said that we
are, time and time again. Nevertheless, let me
make it clear that one of the reasons-justifiable
reasons-we are asking for a deferment is that,
undeniably, industry and commerce have been in-
sistent about asking for a deferment. They say
there must be a deferment. The Opposition has
given name after name, organisation after organ-
isation, and association after association, from
which requests have been received for a defer-
ment. These people want to look at the legislation.
We are, therefore, Perfectly justified in asking the
Government to defer the Bill.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! Order! Members will come to
order.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If the Government is
genuine about its stated policy prior to and since
the elections, when it spoke about consultation
and discussion, surely it cannot deny that a whole
host of people are calling for a deferment. Across
the community there is a Call for the Bill to be de-
ferred so that people can talk about it. This is the
call by all those people who will be affected by the
legislation.

Hon. D. K. Dans: What about the people who
voted for the Labor Party?

H-on. 0. E. MASTERS: The Government's call
for discussion and consultation is so much hog-
wash.

6336



[Tuesday, 20 December 1983]133

Hon. D. K. Dans: You represent a minority of
the population.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Let us have more time.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the

Leader of the House and the Hon. Phillip Pendal
to set an example while the Acting Deputy Leader
of the Opposition is on his feet, I do not expect to
have to get to my feet again.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We in the Opposition
are entitled to ask for a deferment, for all the
reasons that have been given. I will not repeat
them because the Government is obviously very
tender about that sort of comment. On numerous
occasions over past weeks we have seen a refusal
on the part of the Government to answer detailed
questions about normal business practices and
normal business concerns; this was certainly so
with the SGlO Bill and the FSD Bill. We have
been faced with a lack of answers and detail. We
come to this Chamber forced to ask for a defer-
ment-a rightful deferment. We have come here
today and seen the Government produce amend-
ments to 15 of the 30 clauses of this Bill.

Hon. Tonm Stephens: Don't scoff at our co-op-
erative approach.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The honourable mem-
her would not have read the Bill, so he should
shut up. I am glad to see he has on the right
coloured tie today.

Never in the experience of most members on
this side of the Chamber have we been faced with
the situation that the Government has been forced
by the Opposition, for one reason or another, to
defer initially a Bill of only 30 clauses and then to
come forward later with amendments to half the
clauses in the Bill.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: Let's get on with debat-
ing the amendments.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That demonstrates the
ineffectiveness of the legislation and the fact that
the Government is in a shambles. This is bad
legislation.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: This legislation con-
tains 30 clauses and the Government's ive pages
of amendments will affect 15 of them. For
heaven's sake, what are we talking about? Are we
expecting to come along after two weeks defer-
ment and discuss amendments that have only just
been brought to our attention, -amendments which
we have had no time to study, which the com-
munity has had no time to consider, and which

financial institutions have had no time to discuss
with the Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry?

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You talked it over with Mr
Burke and still you want it deferred.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Sure, the Premier
talks about conciliation and discussion and says,
"Let's talk about it. Let's be fair".

Hon. Garry Kelly: How much conciliation did
you have when you were in Government?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Premier talks
about conciliation. He says he wants to talk over
problems.

Hon. Garry Kelly: We have done it.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Is that right? To my
certain knowledge, at lcast 20 groups want the
Bill deferred or rejected and the Government has
not even talked to them.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Enumerate them.

Hon- G. E. MASTERS: I have been through
this before.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. Garry Kelly: What about today?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I draw
the attention of the Hon. Mr Piantadosi, the Hon.
Garry Kelly, and the Hon. Mick Gayfer to Stand-
ing Order No. 107.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Government members
talk about conferences, discussions, and concili-
ation, and say, "Yes, we have talked to all those
people and we have now brought forward amend-
ments which we, out of the kindness of our hearts,
will put forward to meet the demands of the
business and finance community".

Has the Government discussed the matter with!
for example, the WA Road Transport Associ-
ation? I doubt whether it has talked to that group.
I do not hear an answer. Has the Government
talked to the Australian Confederation of Con-
struction Contractors? We have talked to that
group. Has the government asked those groups
about their problems? Again, no answer can be
heard. Has the government talked to the Master
Builders' Association? Has it even mentioned it?
Has it sought input from any group? No, the
Government has not done so. It has not uttered a
single word to these groups. It has simply said,
"We are going about our business. We will not
accept any more amendments. These are what we
will take, full stop". That is the Premier's attitude.

Hon. Garry Kelly: He didn't say that.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I understand that this
evening he said he would not accept the Oppo-
sition's amendments.

Hon. Garry Kelly: He was talking about one
particular amendment.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It is more than that; it
is a bully-boy tactic which he is using in respectof
the Legislative Council.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I will leave the Chair until the
ringing of the bells.

Sitting suspended at 8&S3 to 9.45 p.m.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 2 put and passed.
Clause 3: Interpretation-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 3-Delete paragraph (e) and substi-
tute the following-

(e) trade and commerce, including
marketing, transport and other services
but does not include the activities of pol-
itical parties or trade unions.

Points of Order
Hon. D. J1. WORDSWORTH: While we were

waiting for the bells to ring, we assumed that a
new list of amendments was being prepared by
the Clerks to give us some help to sort out these
amendments. It appears we have the same sheets
as before and that there has been no sorting out.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon, John
Williams): I understand the sheets you have are
the operative sheets.

Hon. H. W. GAY FER: Can you tell us the
reason we suspended?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suspended the
sitting at the request or the Attorney General and
Mr Lewis, who is handling the Bill for the Oppo-
sition, so that they could come to some form of
agreement about the arrangements for some
amendments which overlapped. It was to avoid
delaying the Bill even further.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I understand an agreement
has been reached between them.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All I oan say is
that we adjourned to facilitate the passage of the
Bill-there were certain overlaps. Nothing else
has been agreed to.

Hon. H. W. Gayfecr: How do we find out about
them?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Perhaps the At-
torney General can explain.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I can perhaps explain
the position to members. The purpose of the brief
suspension was to enable the Hon. Sandy Lewis
and me to clarify the order in which our respect-
ive amendments would be taken. Some of them
overlapped and a question arose as to which
should be taken first. That was the limited pur-
pose of the exercise; there was nothing involved in
our discussions which went to the merits of any
particular proposal.

Committee Resumed

May I raise a matter of procedure with you. Mr
Deputy Chairman? With this clause, and with a
number of others, I think it would be preferable
to take individual proposals separately- that is, if
it meets the convenience of the Committee, I
would suggest that the proposed amendments to
clause 3 be taken in three parts.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is quite in
order.

Amendment (deletion of paragraph) put and
passed.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The Government has
never had the remotest thought that this Bill
should be directed towards assisting political par-
ties or trade unions. While the addition of that
part of the amendment would seem to be su-
perfluous, nonetheless we do not object to it as it
precludes the operation in an area in which the
Government has no intention that the corporation
should operate.

I do point out that the amendment has the ef-
fect of deleting from the definition of all economic
activity. The Hon. Sandy Lewis has not indicated
the reason that word should be omitted, and it is
the opinion of the Government that it is important
that it should not be deleted. I suppose if one
wants to go to other parts of the definition clause
or to other clauses of the Bill, it would be possible
to infer financial services among the services com-
prehended as economic activity. It is desirable
that that should be quite clear. Indeed, the con-
cept of a development corporation which might be
limited in respect of assisting with "economic ac-
tivitie" involving financial services is almost
internally inconsistent. It is important also to
understand that the corporation, among its other
activities, will necessarily be engaged in money
market activities in order to ensure that its funds
are at all times used usefully for some pur-
pose-even if the purpose is only to secure
interest-when they would otherwise be idle.

Even that sort of activity would involve a con-
cept of financial services, and I suggest to the
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Committee that it would be unwise, apart from
being unnecessary, to delete that word.

I suggest to the honourable member that he
consider changing his amendment to simply add
after the existing paragraph (e) the words, "but
does not include the activities of political parties
or trade unions".

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney for
his support and his queries about the word
"financial" being omitted from the definition
"economic activity".

It is the Opposition's view that the omission of
the word "financial" is important and we have
had a discussion for long enough about the bank-
ing realm rather than the business realm. Again it
is a conflict that I guess we will not resolve. It is
either a development corporation Or a financial
institution. I believe that the word "financial" can
well come out of the definition without affecting
the operation of the corporation in any shape or
form.

Clauses throughout the Bill give the corpor-
ation all the financial freedom it needs, even look-
ing ahead at ratios and things of that nature. I be-
lieve there is assistance to protect the corporation
investing its money and doing the things which
the Attorney mentioned. It is a foible, but I be-
lieve it does set out that the "economic activity"
of the corporation should not come into its
financial services, but should deal with the cor-
poration part of it.

Under the definition of "economic activity",
the meaning of the word "financial" brings to
mind a banking, hire-purchase, or financial
house-type image, and I do not believe it is needed
in the clause in order that the Minister might ef-
fectively run the corporation.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The honourable
member is confusing the definition of -economic
activity" with what the corporation will actually
do. Earlier on in the debate when referring to the
AIDC summary of its purposes and scope, I
referred to the use of the phrase "development
financier for industry", and I suggested to the
Committee at that stage that that was a useful
summary of the combination of purposes for
which the development corporation will exist. Part
of it, as will be found for example in the functions
listed under clause 11, directly goes to financial
functions. While I have indicated that this might
be covered by other references in the legislation,
this should be clearly understood. The corporation
will, in fact, be a combination of what we have
referred to as a development corporation and a
financial institution. It will have a mixed function.
It is hard 10 imagine how it could otherwise

function properly within the general framework
outlined in this Bill. I see no point in our continu-
ing this- single argument back and forth. What I
would like to do in lieu of that, with your assist-
ance, Mr Deputy Chairman (Hon. John
Williams), is to move an amendment to the
amendment which has been moved by the Hon.
Sandy Lewis. I move-

That the amendment be amended by
adding the word "financial" after the word
"including".

The effect will then be that the Government will
indicate its acceptance of the reference to pre-
cluding activities of political parties or trade
unions, but will otherwise look to the definition of
"economic activity" to be held intact- I ask the
Committee to support my amendment on the
amendment. Without that Support, We Will find
ourselves, at a very early stage of consideration,
tending to go in a direction which is inconsistent
with what the Corporation, however modified by
later amendments, needs to have the capacity to
do.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: As I understand it, the
Attorney wants paragraph (e) to remain with the
added words "but does not include the activities
of trade unions or political parties". I still have
this fear of the word "Financial" within the defi-
nition. I am sure there would be a fear in the
community that this is alluding-and the At-
torney virtually said so; he wants two bob each
way-to the fact that the Government wants to be
a financier and a development corporation. We
are after a commercially orientated development
corporation, not a financing body.

Amendment on the amendment put and passed.
Amendment, as amended, put and passed.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 3, line 28-Insert after the
interpretation "paragraph", a further
interpretation as follows-

"political party" means any organisation
body or group whose objectives or activi-
ties are directed toward influencing pub-
lic policy;

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1 oppose this amend-
ment and I suggest to the Committee that the
meaning of the term "political party" would bet-
ter be left to the general understanding of that
term. I arrive at that conclusion because I am
quite sure that this is a terrible definition, but I
am not necessarily able to offer something better.
Let me explain some of the considerations which
lead me to this mild criticism of the definition
which has been offered. It would seem to me that

6339



6340 [COUNCIL]

it will cover organisations, bodies, or groups the
objectives or activities of which are directed either
wholly or partly towards influencing public policy.
There one comes across the problem that one
involves an enormous range of organisations and
groups which would simply not be considered as
political parties in the ordinary sense of the term.

Newspapers are certainly organisations, part of
the function of which is directed towards
influencing public policy. BHP is an organi.sation
which devotes itself at times to influencing public
policy on quotas, and General Motors-Holden's is
an organisation which devotes quite some effort
towards influencing public policy on tariffs.
Government departments and statutory
authorities are often in the business of influencing
public poiicy. The Public Health Department,
with its antismoking campaign, is engaged in
influencing public policy. That is certainly an or-
ganisation, body, or group, and yet is nothing re-
motely within the contemplation of what anyone
would consider as a political party.

Given this sort of breadth to the meaning of the
words, as compared with a well understood, but
narrower compass of the term "political party", 1
simply believe we would be better off leaving the
attempt to define "political party" alone
altogether.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I accept the Attorney's ar-
gument and his assurance that the corporati on
will not be used for those things. The definition of
"economic activity" and the usual usages of the
terms "political party" and "trade union" are ac-
ceptable to the Opposition. I seek leave to with-
draw the amendment.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 4: Western Australian Development

Corporation established as a body corporate-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 4-insert after subelause (3) the fol-

lowing new subclause to stand as subclause
(4)-

(4) Notwithstanding subsection (3),
the Corporation shall not be subject to
direction by the Minister except as
otherwise provided by this Act.

This amendment is self-explanatory and it is de-
signed to ensure and maximise the independence
of the corporation from ministerial control. In
quite unqualified terms the freedom from minis-
terial control is written in by this amendment and
the Committee will find, in later debate, that it is
fortified by consequential amendments. This

amendment was agreed to by the Government at
the particular urging of the Chamber of Com-
merce and the Confederation of Western Aus-
tralian Industry. I understand it is also in line
with the preference of the Opposition. I commend
the amendment to the Committee.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Does this mean that the
appointment of directors and alternative directors
is no longer under ministerial control?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The example which
the member offers is the sort of reason that re-
quires the clause to contain the phrase, "except as
otherwise provided by this Act". It applies only in
those cases which are particularly specified, such
as in the appointment of directors. I think another
example is the prescription of the maximum
shareholding of any shareholder. In matters such
as that, the Bill is quite specific as to the areas in
which a Minister might have any authority im-
pinging on the activities or existence of the cor-
poration. In its day-to-day activities-investment
and commercial decisions-this clause will have
the effect of precluding Government interference.

The reference to subsection (3) at the begin-
ning of this subclause is designed to overcome any
suggestion that the status of the corporation as an
agent of the Crown might bring with it some
overriding ministerial authority. Putting all that
together, the amendment makes it clear that de-
spite the status of the corporation and except
where elsewhere in the Bill particularly specified.
the corporation shall be free to exercise its own
discretion absolutely.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I can agree with that
and thank the Attorney for the clear and concise
explanation. However, I cannot understand the
way in which it will fit in with the roles of the
chairman and directors. If the Minister is ap-
pointing directors, surely he will appoint people
who will carry out his directions. Is that not open
to manipulation?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In the first place, I
cannot imagine what alternative system of ap-
pointment might be used, considering that in the
early stages the Government will be the sole
shareholder and at all times, either directly or in-
directly, will be a majority shareholder. The
question raises some serious points as to the bona
fides of the Government, on the one hand, and the
integrity of people who accept appointment, on
the other. I think it will be clear from the pro-
posed terms of the legislation that the directors
are given, and are expected to exercise, a high de-
gree of independence in their judgments. They
would be failing in their duty if they did
otherwise.
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Much might be said of the numerous other ap-
pointments made to various statutory bodies such
as the R & I Bank, the Commonwealth Bank,
Qantas Airways Ltd., and so on. In general, our
experience has been that Governments respect the
intention of the legislation under which they are
operating and that persons who are appointed in
such terms as are proposed with this corporation
see it both as their right and their duty to exercise
the sort of independence provided.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I can see no problem with
this amendment. It tightens up the clause and
takes away the ministerial direction except as
otherwise provided in the Bill. Other provisions
relating to this aspect are contained in the Bill,
and I see no problem with this amendment. It is
making the corporation a more commercial oper-
ation.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 4-Insert after subclause (3) the fol-
lowing new subclause to stand as subclause
(4)-

(4) The Corporation shall in all re-
spects comply with the provisions of the
Companies Act 1961, and the
Companies (Western Australia) Code,
as if it was a public company incorpor-
ated under the Companies Act 1961,
and the Companies (Western Australia)
Code.

This amendment will tighten up the position. The
Government has said it wishes the corporation to
run as closely as possible to the operations of a
commercial or bus iness venture. The amendment
will ensure that the corporation operates under
the Act under which any other competitor has to
operate. It will mean that all the requirements on
corporations and companies will have to be met
by the WADC. Thus the corporation will have to
report and do all the things that are required
under the Companies Act, as does a public
company which is incorporated.

The amendment is self-explanatory and the
Committee should support it. It will add to the ef-
fect of the previous amendment and it will make
the corporation a commercial venture in the true
sense.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move-

That the amendment be amended by
deleting the words "in all respects" and sub-
stituting the words "in such respects as may
be prescribed".

The effect of my further amendment would be
that the subclause would read as follows-

The Corporation shall in such respects as
may be prescribed comply with the provisions
of. the Companies Act 1961, and the
Companies (Western Australia) Code, as if it
was a public company incorporated under the
Companies Act 1961, and the Companies
(Western Australia) Code.

The aim of the member in moving his amendment
was expressed to be to ensure, as near as possible,
the application to the corporation of ordinary
commercial standards which must be followed by
an ordinary company. The whole thread of the
amendments which the Government has listed is
to meet the main part of Mr Lewis' objective; that
is, we accept the desirability of ensuring the appli-
cation to the corporation of ordinary commercial
standards.

However, it is a mistake to take that further
and suggest that the appropriate commercial stan-
dards are those applicable to an ordinary
company, because this is not an ordinary company
and what we should really attend to is the appli-
cation of all those requirements on ordinary pub-
lic companies which make sense in the context of
this very special sort of corporation.

The Commissioner for Corporate Affairs has
been consulted on the proposal which is embodied
in Mr Lewis' amendment and the relevant part of
his advice is as follows-

I confirm that it will be difficult, if not im-
possible, to simply pick up the Code by way
of an application clause, the principal prob-
lem being that the Code assumes the exist-
ence of a regulatory system which would not
automatically apply to the WADC if it was
done in this manner.

That problem was recognised by the Confeder-
ation of Western Australian Industry (Inc.) be-
fore the commissioner's advice was obtained and
it was as a result of discussions between the
Government and the confederation that an
alternative means of implementing the agreed
outcome was decided upon. The method of im-
plementing this aim is to provide later in the Bill
that applicable rules and requirements from the
code should be specified by regulation.

The intention is that all applicable provisions of
the code should apply to the extent that they
make sense in the context of the special sort of
structure which the corporation will have. To en-
sure that that was done fairly and to the satisfac-
tion of the parties which arrived at that con-
clusion, the Premier undertook that representa-
tives of the confederation and the Perth Chamber
of Commerce would be welcome to sit in on the
drafting session where those regulations were
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drawn up. Should the Opposition wish to partici-
pate in that exercise, I think I am safe in saying it
would be welcome to do so.

The fact remains that it would niot be realistic
to attempt to apply to this corporation all of the
provisions of the Companies (Western Australia)
Code, but it is the position of the Government
that all such provisions which are reasonably ap-
plicable to a body of this sort should be applied to
it. That is the effect of my amendment and I com-
mend it to the Committee.

Hon A. A. LEWIS: I think we have come to
the crunch point. I will not accept the Govern-
ment's amendment to my amendment. I will not
accept that the corporation cannot be run if my
amendment were passed. I am afraid I do not be-
lieve that drafting regulations is the way to run
something commercially. All of us know that
these regulations are expected to be drawn up in
the first week or two of January. They could be
gazetted then, and it would put the corporation
into operation by the third week of January. This
Chamber would have no chance whatsoever to
consider those regulations until March. I do not
believe the Attorney should put the Chamber in
that situation. He is virtually daring us to toss out
the regulations after they have come in.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It will work the other way
around; you will certainly not want to throw out
the regulations. The worst you would say about
them is that they were not complete enough.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is right, and we
would have to go and draft them again.

If my amendment is accepted, this clause will
provide that the corporation should act under
those guidelines. We should not leave things to
chance to be prescribed. The Opposition will not
accept prescription by regulations as a way to
make this corporation work in a commercial man-
ner. We believe this amendment is essential.

Our legal advice may differ from the com-
missioner's. I guess this sort of thing happens with
legal people; if it did not, we would not need
judges. The Attorney says this clause makes
sense, but I do not believe it does. This Chamber
should be the master of its own destiny and it
should insist on my amendment.

I would like to know the sorts of things that
would not apply to the corporation if it did not
adhere to the Companies Code. We have had an
assurance from the Premier that it will work as
near as possible under commercial conditions.
Every time we allow regulations to prescribe
things, we take away power from this Chamber.
Need I remind members of the tantrum we saw
not long ago when the Government did not want

us to disallow certain regulations, but which it It-
nally agreed to do. A simple motion would have
done, and I do not believe the Chamber wants to
go through that sort of thing again if it can poss-
ibly help it.

By insisting on my amendment, we will make
sure we are not at the mercy Of regulations drawn
up by the Government three or four months after
the corporation is operating. I do not think it is
fair, should this Bill be passed, to expect us to
then have to disallow or alter the regulations once
the corporation is operational.

Hon. J. MI. BERINSON: [ wish I could meet
the honourable member's invitation to give
examples of aspects of regulations applying to or-
dinary public companies which would not be ap-
propriate to this corporation. My embarrassment
at being unable to do so is made all the greater by
the fact that I am the Minister in charge of the
Companies Code, and the member would no
doubt expect me to have all these things at my
fingertips.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I thought you had the whole
Bill at your fingertips.

Hon. J7. M. BERINSON: If he would care to
give me 12 or 14 hours, which would provide just
two minutes for each of the 112 pages of the
code-

Hon. A. A. Lewis: I am prepared to give you
that 12 hours.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am not prepared to
take them. But I am quite sure I could come up
with a list of examples. I will instead call on the
honourable member to approach this in a much
more general and commonsense way. If we look at
this question on general principles, we cannot help
but be impressed by the fact that, for all the
statutory bodies called on to act on ordinary com-
mercial principles, it is impossible to bring any
one to mind that is required to meet the provisions
of the Companies Code. These are highly specific
regulations, and most of them are directed at the
security of shareholders. It would be an odd pos-
ition indeed if the Government were not prepared
to accept its own integrity and to regard itself as
requiring the same sort of supervision as would
apply to other company promoters. But very
many other aspects would cause complications.

The honourable member said, in a sort of pre-
amble to one of his criticisms, "With due respect
to the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs", and
then went on to treat the advice of the com-
missioner as if it were really irrelevant.

I-on. A. A. Lewis: He is a great bloke and has
helped me before, so we won't have any of that
nonsense.
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Hon. J. M. eERINSON: The Commissioner
for Corporate Affairs has indicated-and I have
quoted him-precisely to the effect that the appli-
cation in total of the Companies Code to such a
corporation would be inappropriate and unwork-
able. That is also the effect of the advice of the
Crown Law Department. That is also a position
acknowledged by the Confederation of WA In-
dustry and the Perth Chamber of Commerce. It
was the result of all that advice and consideration
which led to the proposed application to the cor-
poration or all relevant provisions.

I know this is approaching the matter in a gen-
eral way rather than in the specific way the
honourable member would pr~fer; nonetheless, I
urge him to accept that the fact that the
authorities are urging us against the course of ac-
tion he proposes, and the very specific safeguards
proposed to be written into the Bill by way of
regulations, and on top of all that the absence of
any similar application of the code to any other
statutory body, ought to be enough to satisfy him
and all other members of the Committee as well
for our present purposes.

I-on. A. A. LEWIS: I am afraid it does not
satisfy me. I recommend that my amendment be
accepted as it stands because my advice is that
the Confederation of WA Industry and the Perth
Chamber of Commerce agree with my amend-
ment. The Attorney has said they do not, but as
late as lunchtime today, I understood they were in
agreement with my amendment. That knocks out
half the Attorney's argument.

I do Rot want to be rude about the Com-
missioner for Corporate Affairs or the Crown
Law Department. I could be rude about the
Crown Law Department because of the way it has
handled these amendments and the way it has
drafted previous amendments. Its advice really
does not thrill me. I will do no more than to re-
quest the Committee to accept my amendment.

Hon. NElL OLIVER: I accept the amendment
moved by the Hon. Sandy Lewis. The Attorney
has said that the Companies Code in Western
Australia applies only to shareholders. But that is
only one portion of it, because it also covers the
responsibility of directors and the manner in
which the accounts of companies are maintained
and recorded. It goes much further than to deal
only with shareholders. Therefore, I very strongly
support the amendment and trust that the Com-
mittee will do likewise.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I seek clarification that
the words to be deleted are "in all respects".

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): "In all respects"; that is correct.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I oppose the amendment
on the amendment.

Amendment on the amendment put and a div-
ision taken with the following result-

Ayes 10
Hon. J1. M. Berinson R-on. Garry Kelly
Hon. D. K. Dans Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. Peter Dowding Hon. S. M. Piantadosi
Hon. Graham Edwards HeIn. Tom Stephens
Hon. Kay Hallahan Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
Noes 16

Hon. W. G. Atkinson Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. C. J. Bell Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. Tomn Knight Hon. P.OG. Pendal
Hon. A. A. Lewis Hon. 1. G. Pratt
Hon. P. H. Loekyer Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. G. C. Mac Kinnon Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. G. E. Masters Hon, D. J1. Wordsworth
Hon. Tom McNeil Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Taller)
Pairs

Ayes Noes
Hon. J. M. Brown Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon. Robert Hon. 1. G. Medcalf

Hetherington Hon. V. J. Ferry
Hon. Lyla Elliott

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 5; Board of the Corporation-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 4-Delete paragraph (d) and substi-
tute the following-

(d) 3 other persons.
Hon. J_ M. BERINSON: The advantages of

the proposed amendment are not at all self-evi-
dent to me and I invite the Hon. Sandy Lewis to
elaborate on them.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I believe in flexibility, but
I do not believe in too much flexibility. My
amendment is open for discussion. The Bill pro-
vides for two to eight extra people together with
the prescribed people and such a provision is a bit
too flexible.

I want to substitute the figure "Y" there as it
will give the board seven members whereas there
would be 12 members on the furtherest extension
under the Government's Bill. I do not think 12
people arc needed on the board. I cannot under-
stand the reason so many people would be needed
in a closely-knit commercial organisation- I am
quite prepared for the membership to be five, as it
presently stands, with the chairman, two deputy
chiairmen, the managing director, and three
others. If the Attorney can explain the reason he
wants 12 people on the board, I would be happy
to listen to his remarks.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I have great diffi-
culty in arguing against a proposition "I believe in
flexibility, but not too much". That seems to be
the basis of Mr Lewis' argument and I do not
think it should be accepted. Yes, the R & I Bank
apparently has a board of Five, but it is not an or-
ganisation which is open to public participation.
That difference makes it desirable to have the
very sort of flexibility which the honourable mem-
her is trying to cut out; that is, the flexibility to
provide for expanded participation as the con-
tributors to this corporation in turn expand. I
would not have thought that an organisation with
the sort of work and resources to which we are
looking would be excessively loaded with a maxi-
mum of 12 directors, but, in any event, there is
nothing to suggest that the Government would
move for the appointment of so many people in
advance of a requirement for them. I suppose one
could toss a coin to establish the optimum
number, but I doubt very much whether the opti-
mum number would be seven.

In all the circumstances, it is preferable to re-
tain the flexibility which the Bill as drafted en-
compasses, and to reject this amendment.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: As I understand the At-
torney's explanation, he wants flexibility so he can
have on the board directors who have wide knowl-
edge on various subjects. The breadth and the
scope of the corporation causes the Government
to want extra flexibility so that it can be involved
in Fred McKenzie's transport company, on the
one hand, and Mr Gayfer's farm, on the other.
The Government wants varied expertise on the
board. Do I understand the Attorney correctly?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It may be the breadth of
the work or of the shareholding.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Fair enough. I accept the
Attorney's explanation and seek leave to with-
draw my amendment.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 6 to 8 put and passed.
Clause 9: Protection of directors-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: As the Government

has indicated, it does not intend to proceed with
this clause and we will vote against it. The clause
provides for directors a special measure of protec-
tion which would not apply in the case of ordinary
companies. This is just one example among many
of the ways in which we are reflecting our agree-
ment that, as far as practicable, the provisions of
the Companies Code should apply to this corpor-
ation. The effect of deleting clause 9 will be to
impose upon directors of the corporation the sorts

of duties and obligations which apply to directors
of other companies.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Opposition accepts
the Government's explanation on the clause. I
presume the same explanation will apply to clause
10. The Companies Code covers this, and
reference to that code has been inserted in the Bill
by a previous amendment, so the duties of the di-
rectors are covered. I agree with the Government
that we should delete clauses 9 and 10.

Clause put and negatived.
Clause 10 put and negatived.
Clause 11: Functions of Corporation-
Hon. J. MI. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 6, line 21-Insert after the word

"undertakings" the passage "(including small
and medium-sized business undertakings)".

This amendment does not need elaboration. It
makes perfectly clear what was always the
intention of the Government; that is, that the as-
sistance of this corporation should be available for
small and medium-sized businesses. The specifi-
cation of' these business undertakings is at the re-
quest of the respective business organisations.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 6, lines 16 to 25-Delete paragraph
(a).

Hon. J. MI. BERINSON: This is an absolutely
crucial part of the Government's proposal and it is
most important, before we proceed further, to
have from the Hon. Sandy Lewis a clear indi-
cation of his reasons for proposing this amend-
ment.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Again, in the main, my
objections to this clause relate to the reference to
financial resources. That worries me, as does the
passage "engaging or participating in the develop-
ment of economic activity either alone or with any
business undertaking;"

I would like to know what is envisaged by
having economic activity "alone". I would like to
know in what cases the corporation would go it
alone.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: At one point in the
session-I forget what the actual occasion was-I
made the comment that the Opposition has so far
rejected three Bills. There was a vigorous re-
sponse from the other side of the Chamber, in-
sisting that the Opposition had defeated only two
Bills. I then found it necessary to point out that,
in the case of the tobacco Bill, what had actually
happened was that the Bill had not been defeated
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as a matter or form, but had been amended out or
existence.

Several clauses in this Bill are so crucial to the
framework of the proposed corporation that to de-
lete or radically amend them, would be in effect
1o be rid of the Bill altogether.

Clause I I is in this category, and no-one should
approach the honourable member's proposition
without a clear understanding of the seriousness
of its implications. The Hon. Sandy Lewis starts
with an objection to the provisions of paragraph
(a) (i), which provides for assistance by way of
financial resources or other services to business
undertakings. If we are talking about a develop-
ment corporation, just bow far are we going to be
rid of the whole concept when we remove the
possibility of assisting with that financial re-
source?

In one form or another, that will certainly be
the main form. in which assistance by this corpor-
ation will be useful at all. Again, referring to the
AIDC report which 1 quoted earlier, we note that
in that corporation, facilities are offered over the
whole range which the Government has made
clear would apply to this corporation as well,

The possibilities are, in the main, loans, equity
participation, and guarantees. What is left for
practical purposes if one puts all of that to one
side? 1 suppose the expression of good wishes is
there, but that is not what the development cor-
poration is about.

We come to a crucial decision at this point: Do
we have a development corporation that is
capable of assisting development, or do we have
something which might he called a development
corporation. but which is capable of doing
nothing? If we delete clause 11, the second
alternative would be adopted.

Hon. Neil Oliver: It is only paragraph (a).
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I understand that it is

only paragraph (a) which refers to the provision
of financial resources, and that is what I am
talking about. I eam referring to subparagraph (i)
at the moment and about the provision which
specifies that one of the functions of the corpor-
ation is to promote the development of economic
activity in Western Australia, by providing or as-
sisting with the provision of financial resources.

I would think that the argument is clear
enough. Either we have a development corpor-
ation or we do not, but we cannot have a develop-
ment corporation without its having the capacity
to assist development. That is precisely what Op-
position members will do if they remove the ca-
pacity for the corporation to provide financial re-
sources. I put it to the Committee again that if it

deletes clause I11(a), it will leave an empty shell.
If that is what members want, they may as well
have voted against the second reading. Let us be
honest about where we are going. Either we have
a development corporation or we do not, and
without clause I1[(a) we will not have one. I call
upon the Committee to reject this amendment
and to endorse the provisions of clause I11(a) as
they appear in the Bill.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thought we were going
along in the spirit of co-operation. If I were not a
mild-mannered fellow, I would take strong objec-
tion to the Attorney's lecturing and heckling.

I put forward an amendment on the prepared
list and I was asking the Attorney General for an
explanation. I received part of an explanation-a
forthright one at that-and that is a bit of a
change. We have worked hard since I11.00 am. to
obtain explanations and I do not believe the At-
torney General should lose his cool to the stage
where he starts lecturing. I remember that on
another occasion he wagged his finger at me and
lectured me, and it resulted in a lengthy debate.
Probably I was not as mild mannered in those
days as I am now.

I accept the Attorney's answer in regard to
financial resources. However I want an expla-
nation of subparagraph (ii). I want to know the
economic activity that the WADC will engage in
alone. I understood that that was totally outside
the scope of the Bill and that it would help other
companies and industries. Would the Attorney
General please tell me what the WADC will do
alone and in what areas this will occur?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: If I understand the
honourable member correctly, the difference be-
tween us is considerably narrowed.

Hon. A. A. Lewis:. I accept your forthright ex-
planation.

Hon. J, M. BERINSON: In that case, I refer
to the word "alone" which is of concern. As best I
understand the position, it is really a term that
has been used for completeness. I am not aware of
any proposal that the Government would have for
the corporation to go into a development entirely
alone. if this really is the concern of the honour-
able member, I would suggest that it would be
more appropriate to move for the deletion of the
words, "either alone or with any business under-
taking" in subparagraph (ii). This concept of a
sole operation is not really a current concern of
the Government. and it is not anticipated to arise.
It would be an acceptable approach, but the shot-
gun approach of eliminating clause I I altogether
is one that would be totally unacceptable, as I
tried to indicate earlier.
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Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney Gen-
eral for his explanation and I think we can debate
this quietly and seriously. I wonder whether the
use of the word "alone" could refer to an indus-
trial deal where, say, no-one can be found to op-
erate a foundry to provide castings in order that
the total operation would flow. With the Attorney
General's explanation and with a bit of coaching
on the side, I wonder whether we should defeat
the clause. Maybe the corporation might want to
go into something like that alone. I am a little
horrified that in this society we are needing to do
what has been suggested; that a situation may
arise that no founder would go into such a
business. It may be-and I would like to hear the
Attorney's comments-that that is the sort of
thing that is covered by this clause.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: That is the sort of
purpose it could serve and I am grateful to the
honourable member for having raised this prob-
lem in the first place and for being so positive
about solving it. There are other examples. For
example, the technology park is going ahead with-
out the development corporation, but had the cor-
poration existed at the time, the infrastructure for
that technology park could well have been an ac-
tivity that the corporation could properly enter
into alone. It could set up the initial infrastructure
and do what it could to encourage technological
firms to participate. There is nothing menacing
about this, but given the trend of debate-it has
now become a conversation-I would suggest to
the Committee that it stays with the Bill as
drafted.

Amendment put and negatived.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 7, line 3-Delete the word "activity."

with a view to substituting the following
passage-

activity; and
(c) to operate subject to this Act as a com-

mercial business undertaking and to
generate profits (and thereby dividends)
(or the benefit of the shareholders of the
Corporation.

This is part of the Government's effort to accom-
modate the calls from all sides that whatever else
this corporation does, it should act on commercial
principles and it should not undercut the market
or existing competitors by whatever assistance it
gives to newcomers into the field. I hope the Com-
mittee will accept this as a useful provision to
meet the general concern that has been expressed.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I can see no objection to
this amendment, but I can really see no necessity

for it in view of the additional subclause to clause
4. 1 would have thought that clause would ensure
that the corporation acts as a commercial business
undertaking. I guess the Attorney means this
amendment to come into effect when the corpor-
ation gets some shareholders, because he said it
was to be all Government money in the beginning,
and that the Government was not looking for
shareholders from outside to kick it off. I presume
this will be applicable a fair way into the future.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: If I have not lost
track of the numbers, that subclause said that the
corporation shall function in accordance with the
requirements of the Companies Act. Unfortu-
nately, the Companies Act sets out all sorts of
rules, but none of them goes to the commercial
operation, expertise, or profitability. It is a matter
of the corporation's keeping within the rules, and
there would be nothing to prevent a private
company from quite deliberately setting out not to
make a profit in a year. I would expect the con-
trary to be the case; that is, that with a number of
them, tax considerations might encourage them to
do otherwise. This amendment is to cover one as-
pect of the submissions made to the Government
which is not covered elsewhere.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 12: Powers of Corporation-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 7, lines 8 to ID-Delete all words
from the word "Without" down to and in-
cluding the word "power" with a view to
substituting the passage "The powers of the
Corporation referred to in subsection (I)
shall be limited-".

The Opposition believes this is a more convenient
way of putting this aspect; it sets it out better
than does the previous draft. Can the Minister tell
me the reason that clause 12(l) refers to
"Western Australia or elsewhere" while clause I I
says that the function of the corporation is to pro-
mote the development of economic activity in
Western Australia?

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: To take the last point
first, perhaps a simple analogy would be provided
by the activities of the Western Australian tourist
commission. The aim of the commission is to pro-
mote tourism in Western Australia, but for that
purpose it might have offices in Melbourne,
Sydney, Auckland, or Singapore. The use of
agents outside home territory is common and that
is the sort of position with which we are deal-
ing-facilities for providing sales of Western Aus-
tralian products and the establishment of trade
fairs, or whatever. There is a range of matters and
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I cannot hope to give them all while standing on
one foot.

A most unusual formulation is involved in the
amendment and I suggest it is undesirable. The
starling point has to be clause 12(l) which says
"The Corporation has power to do, in Western
Australia or elsewhere, all things necessary or
convenient to be done for or in connection with
the performance of its functions". That is a stan-
dard form provision, and having said that, to fol-
low it with something which gives a limited list
and could well have inadvertently omitted some-
thing which would enable it to do all things
necessary, is undesirable. That is the reason
powers are never specified in this limited way;
they are always expressed as inclusive provisions
and that is certainly the more appropriate form at
this point of the Bill.

Amendment put and negatived.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1 move an amend-

ment-
Page 7, line IlI-insert immediately before

the words "to borrow" the passage "subject
to subsection (3),".

I have to anticipate future events at this point by
indicating that I propose, in a few moments, to
move amendments limiting the amount of bor-
rowings by the corporation. They appear at the
top of page 2 of the printed amendments as circu-
lated. Clause 12(2)(a), as originally printed,
would permit the corporation to borrow moneys
without limit. By adding the passage "subject to
subsection (3),", the borrowing of money will be
restricted to the limits provided by clause 12(3)
which will be a move to add in a few moments.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am glad the Minister is
adding more limitations. I know what the Minis-
ter is aiming at and the Opposition accepts the
amendments.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. i. M. BERINSON: I wish to move an

amendment to delete the word "in" on page 7,
line 14 and substitute the word "on".

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): This is a correction of a typographical
error-, the word should be "in" instead of "on".
The Clerks will make the correction.

I-on. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-
ment-

Page 7, lines 23 to 26-Delete the follow-
ing passage-

and rights, powers and privileges of all
kinds including those under any Act of
the State or the Commonwealth relating
to minerals, petroleum or gas.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I can see no real objec-
tions to this amendment from the point of view of
the Opposition. I believe the Government is cor-
rect in deleting that portion of paragraph (f).

Amendment put and passed,
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 8, after line 12-Insert after

subclause (2) the following new subclause to
stand as subela use (3)-

(3) The Corporation shall not borrow
moneys (otherwise than for temporary
purposes) if, as a result of the bor-
rowing, the total amount borrowed by
the Corporation (otherwise than for
temporary purposes) and not repaid
would exceed 15 times the sum of-
(a) the amount of the issued capital of

the Corporation for the time being;
and

(b) any amount set aside by the Cor-
poration as reserves.

This is quite a crucial insertion and is included to
accommodate what can be accepted as the legit-
imate concern of the organisations to which I
have previously referred, and also the legitimate
concern of the Opposition. As I indicated earlier,
the original draft of this Bill would provide for the
corporation to have an unlimited capacity to bor-
row money. That has been widely criticised as un-
desirable and uncommercial. The Government has
accepted the criticisms made and incorporated the
appropriate amendment in the new subclause now
before the Committee.

Under the provisions of this amendment, the
corporation would be authorised to borrow up to
15 times the total of its capital and reserves. I
want to emphasise to the Committee that this is
not a igure plucked from the air, but one which
has been taken on professional advice and which
reflects the position in private commercial en-
terprise. I put it to the Committee that the
amendment as drafted by the Government meets
all the legitimate concerns which have been ex-
pressed in respect of the corporation's capacity to
borrow, and will permit it, at the same time, to
function on a reasonably commercial basis. I com-
mend the amendment to the Committee.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: As I understand the for-
mat in dealing with this amendment, if the Oppo-
sition opposes the Government's amendment and
it is defeated, the Opposition can then move its
amendment. If the Government's amendment is
passed, the Opposition's amendment is not dis-
cussed.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): That is correct.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I oppose the Government's
amendment. The Attorney General has talked
about the 15:1 ratio. It can be seen that I have
been pretty generous because I have come from a
1: 1 ratio to a5:I ratio.

My original thought was that perhaps the At-
torney did not receive those amendments, because
all sorts of things have happened to amendments
in the last day or two. However, I believe the ratio
of 15:1, which is the same as that of the AIDC, is
not a good argument. I had time to look at the
position in respect of one commercial Firm only
today. That company was Kimberley NZI
Finance Ltd. The borrowing rate for that
company is 6:1. Therefore, let us talk about the
ratio in the commercial sphere. I believe the Ford
finance company has a similar ratio, but that is
only hearsay, so I will not insist that it is right.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Why should you base
your comparison on that sort of finance company
rather than on the AIDC or, for example, the
merchant bank?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We are once more work-
ins towards the immovable obstacle between us,'
an obstacle which has occurred in most of our dis-
cussions on the Bill; that is, the development cor-
poration versus financial institutions and commer-
cial banks. In the main, a financial institution is
lending to a number of borrowers. As I under-
stand from what the Attorney and the Premier
have said, the development corporation will be
used for equity capital and for helping out various
bodies. We can use the foundry example I gave
earlier in discussing a previous clause. To a de-
gree the corporation is to be used for venture
capital. The Attorney said it would also be used to
a degree as a financial service, so it will be a bit of
both.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Like the A IOC.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The AIDC is a national

body for which, as far as I know, there is no
intention to have outside shareholders. It is
Government controlled and owned. Am I right?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The corporation will be in

a totally different situation. The Attorney admit-
ted tonight that, in the short term, Government
money will be used, but he envisages in the long
term shareholders from outside interests, whether
they be individuals or companies, will invest in the
WADC, and they have to be protected against the
venture part of the corporation. That is the reason
I have been endeavouring to sever a development
bank from a development corporation, because a

development bank would be a real Financial
institution and would not play around with the
other things which the Government has told us
the development corporation will do.

Let us look at the borrowing capacity. We
might as well be perfectly frank. In a further
amendment we will recommend to the Govern-
ment that, by regulation, or by the Governor-in-
Executive-Council, the limit on authorised capital
should be raised. The Attorney will note I have an
amendment to that effect on the paper.

Let the Government go ahead with the develop-
ment corporation. If the development corporation
is allowed to operate under my foreshadowed
amendment it will be able to borrow at a ratio of
5:1. With the Government's $10 million, it will
immediately have its hands on $60 million. If the
corporation is any good and it has its fully paid up
capital of $30 million, it will immediately have its
hands on $180 million. That is assuming it can
find somebody to lend it the money at the right
rate of interest. Also, if the corporation is bor-
rowing overseas, insurance and everything else
will have to be taken into account. I do not think
the Government will do quite as well out of this
borrowing and lending business as it thinks. How-
ever, that is a personal opinion and we all have
personal opinions as to how far this should go.

The Government has said there is an urgency
about the Bill. That must be the case, because we
are not allowed to defer it. The Government
wants to write its regulations in the first week of
January so that the corporation will be up and
running. If the Attorney can tell me that the cor-
poration needs more than $60 million for it to be
up and running before the Chamber meets again
or within the first 12 months of its operation, I
would be extremely surprised. I would hope that,
with the appointment of the staff of the corpor-
ation and everything else that will be involved,
some time will be taken to review the position
prior to the corporation making decisions in this
respect.

[I is always open to the Government to bring an
amending Bill back to the Chamber. -However,
there is no way the Chamber should immediately
accept this position, remembering that the AIDC
is a totally Government-owned facility and the
stated objective of the WADC is to have share-
holder funding. Therefore, I do not believe the
Government can base its borrowing ratios on the
AIDC, because of the concern I would have, and I
am sure members of the Chamber would have, in
respect of the individual investor in the corpor-
ation.
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The Government must be dinkum about this. I
am not wedded to the Figure of $5 million; it
could be $4 million or $5.5 million, although I be-
lieve for a start the figure should not exceed $5
million. If the corporation is successful, the At-
torney can refer the matter back to the Chamber
at a later date.

The Government's amendment should be de-
feated and the Opposition's amendment should
replace it.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Mr Deputy Chairman,
I seek clarification on the question before the
Chair.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): It has been proposed by the Attorney
General that we add subclause (3) to this clause.
If the words proposed to be inserted are agreed to
by the Committee, an amendment foreshadowed
by the Hon. A. A. Lewis will not and cannot be
put. If the words proposed by the Government are
defeated, then the Hon. A. A. Lewis can move his
amendment.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This is an extremely
important issue, and I have to stress the Govern-
ment's position and look to the Committee to sup-
port that. The Government has moved from a
situation where borrowings were to be unlimited
to a position where borrowings are proposed to be
limited to I5 times the issued capital, plus re-
serves. The Hon. Sandy Lewis, for his part, has
moved from a position where he advocated that
borrowings should be limited to the amount of
capital to one where he accepts that the bor-
rowings should be permitted to the extent of Five
times the capital. The honourable member says he
is being generous in moving from a 1:1 to a 5:1
ratio. What he has done is to move from the ab-
surd to the merely impossible.

I refer in this respect to advice from the
Treasury, and again I present this to the Com-
mittee verbatim, but leaving out unnecessary ver-
biage-

The amendment proposed by the Oppo-
sition would have the effect of lowering the
gearing ratio of the corporation from I5
times to live times the sum of issued capital
and reserves. This represents a marked
reduction in the corporation's operating ca-
pacity. At the outset, With the Treasurer
taking up 50000 shares at cost, or $5
million, the corporation would have the auth-
ority to borrow only $25 million. By compari-
son with the gearing ratios applicable to simi-
lar financial institutions, the level proposed
by the Opposition is extremely conservative.
In the case of the most comparable

institution (AIOC) recent legislation in-
creased its gearing to a ratio of fifteen to one.
It is important to note that these amend-
ments also provide for a formal Common-
wealth guarantee of the borrowings of AIDC.
By way of further examples set out below are
the ratios of other institutions obtained from
balance sheet figures-

ARDB, 14.7 to 1.
R &I Bank, 19.8 to 1.
Commonwealth Trading Bank,
I .

25.1 to

ANZ Bank, 17.4 to 1.
State Bank of Victoria, 32.2 to 1.
Merchant Banks Group Average, 20.6
tot1.
It can be seen that the Government's
intention to apply a ratio of 15 to I is
well within the accepted norms of the
financial sector, and I am firmly of the
view that any reduction -from this level
would be unreasonable.

Members will have noted that this advice invites a
comparison of the corporation's position with the
position of similar institutions. One of the import-
ant similarities between the AIDC and the
WADC, and an important advantage which both
have over the other banks and merchant banks
referred to, is the availability of a Commonwealth
or State guarantee, as the case may be.

In the circumstances, a debt ratio of 15:1 is
perfectly safe and even conservative. Really there
is no reason to suggest that this should be
tampered with further.

The Government has attempted to meet what I
have referred to as legitimate concerns in this
area. It has done that by moving to a gearing
which is modest and conservative, given the
nature of the corporation and its relationship with
the State. To go beyond that is really to distort
what this corporation is all about.

Earlier in discussions on the corporation, and
earlier in this present debate, we have stressed
this point of ordinary commercial activity. A
number of amendments have been designed to im-
pose on the corporation the obligations that are
thought to be analogous with those that would be
applicable to other similar commercial operations-
If the obligations are similar, the advantages or
facilities ought also to be similar. It is really im-
posing an uncommercial standard on a body like
the development corporation to suggest that,
given its character and association with the State,
it should be compared with finance companies
rather than with the AIDC or, for example, the
merchant banks.
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So, when the Hon. Sandy Lewis says that this
will give us $60 million, and that this is surely
enough for the next three months until we can
come back with an amendment to increase the
amount, I put it to him that this really misses the
point of the exercise. It is not a question of
whether $60 million will be needed in the next
three months. The point is, are we looking to es-
tablish this corporation on a commercial basis?

Gearing is obviously an important element in
respect of the profitability of an enterprise of this
nature, and that in turn is a reason for rejecting
another part of Mr Lewis's approach, which took
the form of saying, "Let it get off the ground and
get functioning, and then we will look at it
again". The point is, if we do it on this restricted
basis, we will never get it off the ground on a
proper commercial basis.

Every time we look at it we will see a distortion
of what would otherwise be a commercial struc-
ture or operation. For all of those reasons, and be-
cause gearing goes so much to the heart of the
functioning of a body with the sort of financial
functions which the corporation has, I urge the
Committee to accept the Government's proposal
as fully reasonable and responsible and as respon-
sive to the submissions which have been made to
the Government from private industry concerned
with this very point and accepting this gearing
ratio as being reasonable in the circumstances. We
should not further fluctuate from a 15:1 to a 5:1
ratio because if we did so, we would, to a large
extent, change the nature of the framework within
which we should be operating. I ask the honour-
able member to re-consider the position he has
taken at this stage and to accept that the Govern-
ment has really gone as far as it needs to do, to
meet the legitimate worries which have been
expressed.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is very interesting that
most of the Attorney's speech supports my argu-
ment that the amendment should be defeated.'
Most of his speech points out what the bank's bor-
rowing ratio should be.

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Together with the AIDC
and the merchant banks.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I have discussed the AIDC
and I will not repeat the argument. The Attorney
has heard it and can either accept or reject it. I
will leave it at that. I am sure that he is as sick as
I am of hearing repeated arguments. I have ex-
plained my view on the AIDC ad nauseami. The
Attorney does not have to be inflicted with it
again.

I want him to tell me which banks deal in ven-
ture capital and do the "side effect" things that
this development corporation will do.

I return to my original argument that the
Government does not know whether it wants a de-
velopment corporation or a financial institution or
bank. It is really an ALP case, basically, because
originally the Government wanted a development
bank. The arguments of the people who will be af-
fected by this legislation have been put forward.
When I listened to the Treasury's advice, I
thought, "Lewis, by yourself, without the
Treasury's help, you are a genius", because if the
Attorney reads into the Treasury's advice what I
read into it, he will see it supports my arguments
right along the line. It says I am a bit conserva-
tive, but I have never been frightened of being de-
scribed as being conservative.

We are dealing with shareholders' and tax-
payers' funds and they are more important than
my funds. I do not mind the Attorney's taking
gambles with his own money, but he should not
gamble with the taxpayers' money.

The Attorney is really talking about $60
million. If the WADC will be so successful, the
Government will have its paid-up capital in no
time; it will have $30 million and it will then work
on the figure of $80 million. The Government said
it wants to start at $10 million, but if somebody
came forward and said, "Instead of $2.5 million,
here is $25 million", the corporation would not
say "No". Come off it. Is the Government
dinkum?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Are you dinkum about
suggesting that the R & I Bank could provide $25
million?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No, because the R & I
Bank knows what the WADC will be like. The
Government has not yet tried to get the R & I
Bank to commit itself and the Government might
have offended the hank greatly by raising the $5
million Figure to $10 million. If the WADC is as
good for the public as the Government wants us to
believe it is, the Government has all the chances
in the world of its success.

Hon. Garry Kelly: You are moving for 15:1 ?
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: No, I will recommend it

with a certain amount of knowledge and accept-
ance from the people; my advice is that, apart
from one organisation, the rest of the business
community and business organisations agree with
my ratio and not with the Government's. I am
being honest in saying that I did not approach
them myself; I am sure the Attorney gets someone
else to approach people when he is seeking infor-
mation. I doubt whether he has been to the Con-
federation of Western Australian Industry, the
Chamber of Commerce, the Real Estate Institute
of WA (Inc.), leaseholders, and prospectors, or
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anybody else from whom he gets his information.
My information is that only one group is opposed
to my amendment.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Which one is that?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am not certain that even
it is opposed to it, but the Perth Chamber of
Commerce put forward the 15:1 ratio, and the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry be-
lieves my amendment to be better than the
Government's. Imagine that; a confederation of
9 000--odd people believes I am correct! We could
go on all night quoting figures, but if the Perth
Chamber of Commerce was asked, -Do you pre-
fer IS:1I or 5.1 ", on my blunt terms, and using my
tact, would it say. "Mr Lewis, we will have to go
with the Government"? It would be extremely
interesting to know because people are quoting
from afar in many of these submissions.

I oppose the Government's amendment for the
reasons I have given. I have been through all the
relevant issues and I do not want to repeat them
to the Government. I thank the Attorney for the
(act that most of his case has supported my com-
ments. He still has not miade up his mind whether
he wants this body to be a bank or a development
corporation.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Hon. A. A.
Lewis's arguments on the 5: 1 ratio are very sound
on the basis that in regard to private investments,
the WADC is quite different from the AIDC
where there are no public shareholders. If the pub-
lic will be asked to invest in WADC, they will
need the security of knowing that the leverage will
be only 5:1. The Attorney quoted a reference,
preferably from Treasury. He said the AiDC has
now been allowed to go up to IS: 1. What was it
previously?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It was 8:1.
Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is very

strongly akin to M r Lewis' point.
Hon. 1. M. Berinson: I would not have thought

SO.
Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: It had to estab-

lish a reputation for itself at 8:1 before it was al-
lowed to go to 15: 1.

Perhaps when this corporation obtains some
reputation, it can go in for a higher ratio. The
other argument mentioned was that a bank has a
ratio of 32.5: 1.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It was the State Savings
Bank of Victoria.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Thank you.
Under the banking Act, all those banks quoted
would have to have deposits held in Government
securities.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I just cannot accept the
examples the Attorney has given. Following on
from what the Hon. David Wordsworth has said,
when we talk about the State Savings Bank of
Victoria. the Commonwealth Trading Bank. and
the Commonwealth Savings Bank, we should note
they are not operating on paper only. They have
their fixed assets and current assets in the form of
depositors' funds. Real property advances are se-
cured in the form of mortgages, if the mortgages
advanced are no greater than between 65 per cent
and 85 per cent of the value, If' they are at 90 per
cent of valuation, they are covered by a housing
loans insurance. When the Attorney General is
quoting the State Savings Bank of Victoria and
the Commonwealth Trading and Savings Banks,
he should remember that it is a different ball
game.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: What about merchant
banks? They have a credit average of 20.6: 1.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: There is no way they
would spend on paper only. They would not lend
in the manner of straightout debentures; loans
would need to be secured either by additional col-
lateral or by a mortgage. The Attorney is propos-
ing that banks can borrow basically on paper. I
believe it is realistic to arrive at a ratio of 5:1,
particularly when we take this proposal into ac-
count. If the authorised capital were fully paid up,
it would mean an amount of 3450 million. I do
not know whether the Government wants to com-
pete with Robert Holmes 'A Court for BHP! It
would take a fair slice of the action. That sum is
approximately 20 per cent of the State Budget,
and I think that is a little overambitious, even for
Premier Brian Burke.

Hon. 3. M. RERINSON: I am obliged to keep
arguing this point because it is so important to the
structure of the corporation. The advice Mr Lewis
and I have received may be different, but what I
am told is that both the Chamber of Commerce
and the Confederation of Western Australian in-
dustry not only agreed on this ratio of 15:t, but
also participated in the drafting of the clause
which I have presented by way of amendment.

That is not necessarily inconsistent with what
Mr Lewis has said; he said the confederation
would prefer a ratio of 5:1 rather than 15:1 and
that really was not the point of discussion at the
time. What was being discussed was a reasonable
commercial basis for operation.

It may be, therefore, that Mr Lewis and I are
both correct in our understanding of the confeder-
ation's opinion. Mr Lewis may be correct in be-
lieving that it would prefer a ratio of 5:1 rather
than a ratio of t5-1, At the same time, it is true
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that it accepts the ratio of 15:1 as a reasonable
commercial basis for the operation of a body of
this kind.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Does it involve itself in equity
capital? I understand the A1DC only advises on
development funds; it does not involve itself in
equity capital.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I do not want to
cover old ground too far, but at an earlier stage of
the debate 1 quoted from the AIDC report which
indicates that it did take up substantial equity in
businesses with which it operated. One example I
gave-now I am thinking back to the fig-
ures-and, subject to correction, was that a $7.5
million interest was involved with one of the
companies associated with the Argyle mining de-
velopment.-

Reverting to the main point that Mr Lewis was
arguing, I point out that it seemed to revolve
around the view that it was inappropriate to com-
pare this development corporation with either the
banks or the merchant banks. The only examples
he gave werc of finance companies which he said
had a ratio of 5:1 or &:1.

I put it to the Committee that Mr Lewis is still
not making a valid comparison because what the
corporation is designed to do, by way of its range
of development assistance programmes, does not
run parallel to the activities of finance companies.
Finance companies, so far as I am aware, do not
seek either to take up equity investment in
companies with which they are dealing or to pro-
vide advisory services to them. Both of those
points are important elements of the work that the
corporation has set out for it in this Bill.

Even if we are dealing with Finance companies,
I want to suggest to Mr Lewis that he is not being
conservative, but ultra conservative in the
examples which lead himi to a ratio of 5:1. 1 have
two examples to quote to him and these arise
from figures provided by the R & I Bank on
Esanda Ltd. and the Commonwealth Banking
Corporation's finance company. The Common-
wealth Bank's finance company has had a debt
ratio of 12.5:1 and if it is suggested that there are
special factors applied to the Commonwealth
Bank by the Commonwealth, I will move to
Esanda as an example of a finance company. It
has a ratio of 8.4: 1.

Why should it be argued that we should adopt
a figure that is simply lower than anyone else
has? It is lower than that of the AIDC, it is lower
than that of the banks, it is lower than that of the
merchant banks, and it is lower than that of the
finance companies. I want to urge the Committee
to be realistic about this, and not to approach this

borrowings question in a way which will shackle
or hobble the corporation before it even gets off
the ground.

I have already said, and [ think the Hon. Sandy
Lewis was unkind enough to say "ad nausearn",
that 15:1 is a reasonable ratio. Could I put it to
the Committee, arising from the figures of
finance companies, that however conservative one
wishes to be, one should not contemplate going
beyond a ratio of 10:1 if one is serious about let-
ting this corporation get on with its work? I do
not see any great point to extending this debate
further. I can at least agree with Mr Lewis to the
extent of saying that what all of us have had to
say has, by now, been said a number of times.
What I might do is to test the realism which the
Committee is prepared to bring to this vexed
question by proposing an amendment to the
amendment I have already moved by replacing
the figure "15" with the figure "10". That would
bring it right into the category of the very finance
companies on which Mr Lewis has based so much
of his argument.

When we get down to the basis of this whole ar-
gument, we find that the figure 1 am now
suggesting will test whether we are serious about
letting this corporation function in the way in
which it is designed to function. The Government
has at all times been anxious to accommodate the
requests based on this factor. We have come down
from an unlimited capacity to a limit of I5 times
capital plus reserves. I get the feeling that the
Committee will not accept the 15 times ratio, but
I suggest to it that if it restricted it to five times
the capital, it would be unrealistic and that should
not be contemplated.

Therefore, I move-

That the amendment be amended by
deleting the figure " 15" and substituting the
Figure "10".

Amendment on the amendment put and passed.

Hon. A A. LEWIS: I wilt not accept the
Government's amendment. The -tut tut" that
comes from members of the Government shows
that some members will not wait until a person
Finishes a sentence. The Attorney's amendment
does not go as far as the amendment which ap-
pears in my name on the paper. I am not talking
about percentages. There is a good chance that we
may come to some agreement. The Attorney's
amendment has to be defeated so that the Oppo-
sition's amendment can be accepted, and that is
the reason I am urging the Committee to defeat
the Attorney's amendment. I believe we could
reach some compromise between us.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Han. John
Williams): The question is that the subelause pro-
posed to be inserted be inserted. I will remind the
Committee that the flgure "15" appearing in the
amendment is now "10'", and the defeat of this
amendment will allow an amendment to be moved
by the Hon. A. A. Lewis. If the amendment is
passed, the Hon. Sandy Lewis's amendment can-
not be put. Does any member of the Committee
have any doubts as to what we will now vote on?
The question is that the words proposed to be in-
serted, be inserted.

Amendment, as amended, put and a division
taken with the following result-

Ayes 33I
Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. D. K. Daris
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Graham Edwards
Hon. Kay Hallatian
Hon. Carry Kelly

Hon. W. C. Atkinson
Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon. Tomn Knight
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. C. C, MacKinnon
Hon. C. E. Masters
Hon, N. r. Moore

Ayes
Hon. R. Hetherington
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. J. M. Brown

Hon. Tom McNeil
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)

Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon. 1.0G. Pratt
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. P. H-. Wells
Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Hon. 1.0G. Medealf
Hon. V. I1 Ferry
Hon. C. JT Bell

Amendment, as amended, thus negatived.

Non, A. A. LEWIS: I move ant amendment-
Page 8, after line 12-Insert after

subelause (2) the following new subclause to
stand as subeclause (3)-

(3) Notwithstanding anything con-
tained in this Act, the Corporation is not
authorised except with the prior ap-
proval of Parliament. expressed in a res-
olution of both Houses, to-.-
(a) lend to or invest in any business

undertaking a sumn exceeding in the
aggregate $I million;

(b) invest in any business undertaking
by way of equity participation
where the aggregate of the same ex-
ceeds 15 per cent of the equity of
the business undertaking;

(c) borrow moneys and issue debt
paper exceeding an amount which
is five times the issued and paid up
capital of the Corporation.

Part of this amendment deals with the matter we
were debating on the previous amendment. The

other part relates to a matter referred to in the
first paragraph which states that the
"Corporation is not authorised except with the
prior approval of Parliament, expressed in a resol-
ution of both Houses".

Hon. Carry Kelly: That is normal commercial
practice.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is not, but really we are
getting a little confused. The board has some
powers. We still have a long way to go before the
Hon. Carry Kelly learns what is in the Bill. It is a
tragedy that he interjects; he should leave it to the
Attorney.

I believe the rest of the amendment is self-ex-
planatory. The corporation can invest in any
business undertaking by way of equity partici-
pation when the aggregate of the same exceeds
15 per cent of the equity of the business undertak-
ing. The $1 million can be the complete undertak-
ing, and I believe if we were building the foundry
we talked about earlier and the corporation were
to finance the whole lot, it could come back to
this Parliament. The public will not be coming
into the corporation until a later stage as the At-
torney has told us, and I imagine the "start" will
be a period of three or four years. I believe there
is nothing unreasonable in this amendment.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: Contrary to the
honourable member's assertion, this amendment
is a very serious and highly objectionable one, and
the Government is vigorously opposed to it. Be-
fore I proceed to outline some of our reasons for
that opposition, I wonder in view of earlier dis-
cussions whether we can put one matter aside by
clarifying whether it would be acceptable to Mr
Lewis to increase the borrowing ratio from the ex-
pressed Five times to 10 times in paragraph (c) of
his amendment.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I think we ought to deal
with the clause as it comes. I believe the Attorney
has a note from me on this matter, and it can be
handled in the way I suggest in the note. I do not
believe the ratio should be extended from five
times.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This amendment
deals with two separate matters. On the one hand,
it seeks to limit the borrowing capacity of the cor-
poration to ive times the capital. We have dis-
cussed that issue at such length already that I
think I need say no more than that it is not only
unacceptable to the Government, but also un-
realistic and uncommercial. Having got that off
my chest, I will put it to one side.

If possible, the second aspect of this amend-
ment is even More serious, and 1 think it is not
going too far to say it is destructive of the basic
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objects of this Bill. This part of the amendment
seeks to limit the capacity of the corporation
without prior parliamentary approval to lend or
invest in any business undertaking more than $1
million, or where equity participation is involved,
15 per cent of the equity, whichever is less. In
current terms that is really restricting the corpor-
ation beyond any reasonable limit. To require the
prior approval of the Parliament on its own is to
ensure that this body is precluded from acting in
an ordinary commercial way. Parliament does not
meet for several months at a time; what is the cor-
poration going to do with an application that it re-
ceives during a recess?

Parliament is incapable of dealing with confi-
dential matters, and how is it possible to contem-
plate the agreement of the Parliament to a loan
of say, $2 million, to a company without its
cutting across the ordinary sort of commercial
confidentiality which is at the basis of all those
transactions? Can anybody imagine the Govern-
ment bringing in a proposal to assist a particular
company with $2 million. $4 million, or $5
million? That really is not a lot of money in
current terms. Would the Parliament accept it
without wanting to go into every nook and cranny
of the company that applied for the assistance?

Can anyone imagine the Hon. Peter Wells being
satisfied with a general assurance from the Minis-
ter assisting the Treasurer that all is well and it
has been carefully vetted and had the benefit of
the closest professional scrutiny, and that it is
justified on its merits? Nobody would suggest the
Hont. Peter Wells would accept that; that would
be his starting point. It would be the starting
point for the H-on. Sandy Lewis.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Oh, fair go!
Hon. J. M. BIBRINSON: It would be the sec-

ond step for the Hon. Sandy Lewis. The long and
short of it is that a corporation Subject to Prior
parliamentary approval before it gave a loan ex-
ceeding $t million would never give a loam above
SI million. It would not be possible; companies
would not apply for this assistance knowing that
they had to come to the Parliament for approval.
That is how uncommercial the concept is. It is an
absurd concept if anyone attempts to argue it
alongside the argument that this corporation
ought to function on ordinary commercial prin-
ciples. It simply cannot be done.

What is this talk about I5 per cent equity limi-
tation? How far does 15 per cent go? It should be
remembered in any event that there is a double
limitation of IS per cent or SI million, whichever
is the less. We are inviting the corporation to con-
sider investment or assistance to its friendly local

liquor store. What else would be assisted by
measures of this restricted nature? It simply goes
nowhere. I suppose there is no point in our getting
excited about this, but if we put the corporation
into the sort of straightjacket constituted by this
amendment, we are really saying that the corpor-
ation should not go ahead at all. In support of the
uncommerciality of this proposal, I again refer to
Treasury advice which I propose to quote as fol-
lows-

In the Corporation's role of lending from
borrowed funds for project finance purposes,
amounts of over SI million would I expect be
frequently involved, If that were the case, the
requirement for resolutions of both Houses
would be so restrictive as to make the proper
functioning of the Corporation impossible.
Indeed, given the speed necessary for op-
erating in a commercial environment, there is
no way in which the Corporation could fulfil
its role under such an unreasonable con-
straint.

Much has been made of the need to ensure
that the Corporation has no privileged pos-
ition in the commercial world, but the limi-
tation now proposed would 'put it at a decided
disadvantage compared with similar existing
institutions.

I am not sure what would be acceptable to
the Government as an appropriate limit for
the purpose of compromise, but maybe a
compromise could be reached by increasing
the limit arbitrarily to say $5 million or SI0
million. However, this would not remove the
basic grounds for objection, namely that the
amendment would place the Corporation
(which in all other respects is supposed to be
independent and governed by "prudent com-
mercial principles") in a straigbtjacket in re-
spect of its lending operations.

Should the outcome be that some limit is
placed on the Corporation's lending-

I ask the Chamber to take particular note of the
following passage-
-then it is important that provision be made for
the limit not to apply to lending for temporary
purposes. Without such provision, the Corpor-
ation would be extremely hampered in its short
term money market operations, as considerable
sums will need to be invested from time to time.
From the initial issued capital alone, it is quite
likely that an amount in excess of Sl million
would be placed with one dealer and therefore be
subject to resolution of the Houses in the absence
of a specific exclusion.
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I do not really believe that this is a matter on
which we need to rely on Treasury advice. Ordi-
nary experience and commonsense would support
everything I have said. We know from our experi-
ence in the Parliament that amounts of $1 million
are frequently exceeded by way of Government
support of one sort or another. We hear about
some of the larger disasters. I refer to the $5.5
million that went down the drain with Bunbury
Foods. I am not sure how much the continuing
guarantee of the Manjimup cannery is costing.
However, I think it is in excess of $3 million. The
honourable member suggests it is something like
$8 million. Whatever it is, it is a hell of a lot more
than SI million; we agree on that. I ask members
to consider how many guarantees are generally
flowing through the system which do not comec to
disaster, so we do not know about them. I am sure
that Mr MacKinnon, with his experience in
Government, will be able to confirm better than I
that sums of $1 million are certainly regarded as
modest in the extreme.

This combination of circumstances can lead to
only one conclusion: The amendment by Mr
Lewis in its present form is a recipe for paralysis
as far as this corporation is concerned,' It is
another of those amendments in the category of
which it might be said, "if that is all you are
going to do, you may as well not be doing any-
thing at all". In an attempt to contribute posi-
tively to some accommodation of the wish to es-
tablish a maximum amount of loan, and repeating
my previous proposal in relation to the debt ratio,
I shall move an amendment, copies of which are
now being circulated. I wish to keep the issues
quite clear, and at the outset I ask members to
amend the distributed document in line 5 by
deleting "10" and substituting "5". I make it
clear that the Government does not accept the
reasonableness of gearing at 5:1, but I think it
would be realistic, given our previous debate, to
not carry that argument further. I would not want
what is now my main argument on lending limits
to be confused by further reference to borrowing
limits.

I move-
That the amendment be amended by

deleting paragraphs (a) to (c) and substitut-
ing the following-
(a) borrow moneys (otherwise than for tem-

porary purposes) if, as a result of the
borrowing, the total amount borrowed
by the Corporation (otherwise than for
temporary purposes) and not repaid
would exceed 5 times the sum of-

(i) the amount of the issued capital of
the Corporation for the time being;
and

(ii) any amount set aside by the Cor-
poration as reserves; or

(b) lend moneys (otherwise than for tempor-
ary purposes) to any one business under-
taking a sum or sums greater in the ag-
gregate than 50 per centum of the sum
of-
(i) the amount of the issued capital of

the Corporation for the time being:
and

(ii) any amount set aside by the Cor-
poration as reserves.

The argument for my amendment on the amend-
ment really follows from what I have said already,
and I will simply summarise it briefly at this
point. The reference in paragraph (a) to
"temporary purposes" is for the purpose of per-
mitting investment in the short-term money mar-
ket as indicated in the advice by Treasury.

Paragraph (b) provides an alternative-I would
suggest a reasonable alternative-to the proposed
restriction on lending powers. The arbitrary figure
of $1 million is meaningless and hopeless.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Does this mean that it
would be up toS$ 100 million?

Hon. Neil Oliver: It means it could be up to
$250 million.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The arbitrary figure
of I5 per cent of equity is also, in these days. so
small, especially when combined with an
overriding limit of $1 million, as to really be of
far too limited value in the real world.

What I am now proposing is that there should
be some limit, so as to accept in principle the ar-
gument of the Opposition that there should be a
limit, but that it should be based on a percentage
of th capital and reserves of the corporation
rather than merely on some arbitrary sum or per-
centage.

Hon. D. J1. Wordsworth: You are suggesting
that the whole of the money should go to two
companies.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am suggesting that
two companies could indeed have the advantage
of the whole of the amount represented by the
capital and reserves of the corporation. Of course,
that would be far short of the assets of the corpor-
ation since that would be multiplied by five, eight,
or 10. depending what the debt ratio was.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is a very interesting con-
cept. I do not accept the deletion of the figure
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-10" and the substitution of the figure -5" as any
indication that the Government believes that is
what it wants to do.

It seems to me the difference in the borrowing
powers is based on two different matters: One is
that my amendment relates to paid up capital,
and the other is the Government's amendment on
the amendment relates to issued capital plus re-
serves multiplied by five. That is one of the basic
differences as I understand it.

Sitting suspended from 1245 to 1. 15 am.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move-

That the amendment on the amendment be
amended as follows-

in proposed subelause (3)(a)-Delete
the number "Y" and substitute the
number "8";

in proposed su belause
(3)(a)(i)-nsert after the word
"issued" the words "and paid up";

in proposed subclause (3)(b)-nsert
between the word "than" and the pass-
age -50 per centum" the passage
"$5 000 000 or";

in proposed subclause
(3)(b)(i)-nsert after the word
"issued" the words "and paid up";

at the end of proposed subclause
(3)(b), after the word "reserves" add the
words "whichever is the less".

I do not want to weary the Committee, but fr
greater caution it might be wise if I were to read
the amendment as it would then stand. It is as
follows-

(a) borrow moneys (otherwise than for tem-
porary purposes) if, as a result of the
borrowing, the total amount borrowed
by the Corporation (otherwise than for
temporary purposes) and not repaid
would exceed 8 times the sum of-
(i) the amount of the issued and paid

up capital of the Corporation for
the time being; and

(ii) any amount set aside by the Cor-
poration as reserves; or

(b) lend moneys (otherwise than for tempor-
ary purposes) to any one business under-
taking a sum or sums greater in the ag-
gregate than $5 million or 50 per
centumn of the sum of-
(i) the amount of the issue and paid up

capital of the Corporation for the
time being; and

(ii) any amount set aside by the Cor-
poration as reserves whichever is
the less.

The effect of the amendments on the amendments
to proposed subclause (3)(b) will be to permit the
lending of $5 million or 50 per cent of the capital,
plus reserves, whichever is the less.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I would like the
amendments clarified. My understanding of the
arrangement was that the maximum should be 50
per cent of the amount of issued and paid up
capital of the corporation, or $5 million. I do not
know whether the amendment provides for $5
million to be the maximum.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It says, "$5 million or 50
per centumn. whichever is the less". So $5 million
must be the maximum.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Thank you.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: This happens to be a fairly
complex clause, but I think we have come to a
situation that will allow the corporation to work
and to make a realistic assessment of real business
practices to be Followed. I thank my leader and
the Attorney for their assistance in the drafting of
this amendment.

Amendments on the amendment put and
passed.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I seek clarification of
how one differentiates between one business
undertaking and another. Many businesses may
have common shareholders; they could be separ-
ate entities which are part of one operation. For
example, a firm supplying a certain company may
have a limit on the credit rating. This could be
overcome by setting up ive companies so in the
aggregate it would be $25 million. I will not name
the company, but I give an example of a very
large company in WA which has a series of
companies not in a subsidiary role to a holding
company. They are smaller allied operations; one,
for example, is involved in a systems housing ar-
rangement and the other is involved in metal fab-
rication, yet the whole lot is together. Therefore,
we are talking about an amount of $5 million or
the lesser amount of the two. The legislation
needs more safeguards against that situation be-
cause that is where the abuse starts; people will
Aind out that the Government will pay $5 million
here and $5 million there and eventually it will be
financing $25 million to the same people. I know
the spirit in which the Attorney is bringing this
Bill forward, but that is a loophole which he
should examine.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: In respect of the
problem the Hon. Neil Oliver mentioned, my
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amendment really adopts the same approach as
that of the original amendment by Mr Lewis.

Hon. Neil Oliver: Does it?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It looks to a business

undertaking. I suppose at the end of the day all
one can rely on is the ability and efficiency of the
directors of the corporation and it will be their re-
sponsibility to ensure that not only the terms, but
also the spirit of this Bill are implemented in their
decisions and I am certain they will be.

Amendment, as amended, put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 13: Corporation to act on commercial

principles-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 8, lines I5 and 16-Delete the words

"ensure as far as possible" and substitute the
words "use its best endeavours to ensure".

I doubt very much whether a great deal hangs on
the amended wording. It has been adopted by the
Government to accommodate the wishes of the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I agree with the Attorney:
I do not think much hangs on it and I will not
proceed with my foreshadowed amendment be-
cause it appears that it will not serve much pur-
pose, considering what we have done with the Bill
so far.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 8, lines 27 to 30-Delete the passage

"such proportion as the words the Treasurer
may determine of the net profit of the Cor-
poration fbr that year or period, as certified
to by the auditor appointed under section
25(3)" and substitute the following pass-
age-

such amount as the Treasurer may de-
termine, being not less than the amount,
as assessed by the Corporation's auditor,
that would be payable for sales tax on
goods purchased by the Corporation and
tax on income or profits for that year or
period if the Corporation were a public
company liable to pay such taxes".

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I intended to amend this

clause, but I discovered my amendment made ab-
solutely no sense. I then looked at deleting the
words "as the Treasurer may determine, being not
less than the amount", and leaving the phrase
"such amount as assessed by the corp~oration's

auditor". The corporation's auditor and the
Treasury should be able to establish a working re-
lationship in this case and I will not proceed with
my amendment because no Government would
want to trust Treasury to assess what the auditor
has done so that the Government does not lose
any money owing to it under the taxing measures
covered by this clause.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 14: Economic activity of special

significance to the State-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 9-Delete subclauses (I1) and (2).
It virtually is a rewording of the clause. I am not
prepared to gamble as to whose wording is the
best. I believe the wording of our amendment is
much better than the existing provision.
Subeclauses (I) and (2) are not necessary, when
we consider the previous clause we have passed.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Clause 14(l) and (2)
on their own do no more than provide that the
Minister may notify the corporation of matters
considered by the Government to be of special
significance or importance to the State. The cor-
poration thereafter is required to seek out
opportunities to perform its functions in the area
specified.

It has been suggested in some quarters that
clause 14(3) as originally drafted would create a
situation where the third step of the process was
that the corporation, having identified some ap-
propriate activity, could have the Minister go
further and require it to engage in that activity.

The amendment I have listed makes it perfectly
clear that that third step would not follow. It is
probably not necessary to have that specified
here, because at an earlier stage of the Bill the
Government has already had adopted a provision
which prevents ministerial control of the activities
of the corporation. Nonetheless, this is here for a
second time to make it absolutely clear that that
absence of ministerial control applies in particular
to the general position covered by clause 14.

Having had that reinforcement of the corpor-
ation's independence, I want to suggest to the
Committee that we should not take it further and
preclude the Government from even bringing to
the attention of the corporation particular areas
of significance in the Government's view to econ-
omic development in this State.

It might well be that the Government wishes to
put some particular emphasis on an area of tech-
nology or any other area, and that it would be in
the interests of the State generally to ensure that
the various statutory bodies, capable of contribu-
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tins to development in that Field in some way, co-
ordinated their interests rather than moved off at
tangents and developed a number of different
fields to a lesser or less-efficient extent.

Given the proposed amendment to clause 14(3),
all that is left of clause 14(1) and (2). even if it
remains in the Bill, is simply an exchange of in-
formation between the Government and the cor-
poration.

The initiating process is to make clear to the
corporation that the Government does have a par-
ticular interest in a particular area. The corpor-
ation responds by searching out possible develop-
menits that would fit in with both the emphasis
that the Government has, and the general corn-
niercial criteria which the corporation is called on
to exercise. That is all there is.

Given the relationship between the corporation,
the Government, and State that is a very modest
sort of provision which threatens no-one. I think it
is hardly necessary to say that even without for-
mal provision permitting the Government to draw
the attention of the corporation to areas of special
interest, there would be nothing to prevent the
Government's drawing such attention in any
event.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am about as enthusiastic
about this amendment as is the Attorney; it is
only a matter of wording. I do not mind whether
the Attorney goes along with me or whether I go
along with him. I got the First call and if the At-
torney has no objections, he could go along with
me. We are doing the same thing with the At-
torney's amendment, but to talk about the Minis-
ter's drawing something to the attention of the
corporation, that is a matter of a letter to the
chairman of the corporation saying so-and-so. All
sorts of people write and inform the Government
of these matters. I just suggest that we could
make the Bill less cumbersome by having one
clause.

If the Attorney is dogmatic and wants to fight
this amendment, I will not press mine, but I be-
lieve for the sake of brevity mine would be the
better amendment.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I support Mr Lewis'
amendment because whatever the Attorney says,
the Minister may from time to lime inform the
corporation in writing of the Government's poli-
cies and the like and the corporation shall actively
seek out opportunities for the corporation,
whether or not the Minister is able to direct the
corporation. Because of the Government's associ-
ation with the development corporation, I would
have thought that the corporation would be hard-
pressed not to act on the Minister's information,

because the legislation says that the corporation
shall actively seek out opportunities when in-
formed by the Minister of the Government's poli-
cies. As far as I am concerned the amendment of
the Hon. Sandy Lewis is much more in line with
my thinking and would follow the wishes of many
members that there should be less ministerial
involvement and more independence for the devel-
opment corporation.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Mr Deputy Chair-
man (Hon. John Williams), you would know me
better than to think that I would be dogmatic, but
I think this is a case for being reasonably firm. I
do urge the Committee to stay with the Bill as it
is and to agree to the further amendment I have
listed.

We have at all points gone to some lengths to
ensure, emphasise, and reinforce the indepen-
dence of the corporation. That should be enough
for present purposes. That should not be taken so
far as to preclude the possibility of the Govern-
ment's advising the corporation of the State's par-
ticular interest from time to time as seen by the
Government. This is simply a way of formalising
that. There is certainly no discernible detriment
that could arise from this decision.

On the other hand, given that there is a re-
lationship between the State and the corporation,
it is desirable that it should at least be open to the
Minister to draw such matters formally to the at-
tention of the corporation as this clause provides.

Amendment put and negatived.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 9, line 38-Insert after the section

designation -13(I)" the following passage-
;and, notwithstanding anything con-

tained in this Act, the Minister shall not
direct the Corporation in the perform-
ance of its functions under this section.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The reason I withdrew my
amendment is that the amendment moved by the
Attorney General covers my proposed amend-
ment. My only argument concerned profit, and
the Opposition agrees with the Attorney's amend-
ment.

Amendment put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause I5: Managing director-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page tO, lines 7 to Il]-Delete subiclause

(2) and substitute the following-
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(2) The managing director shall be
appointed, and may from time to time
be reappointed, for such term as i s speci-
fied in his instrument of appointment or
reappointment.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Opposition agrees
with this amendment, which is to delete the man-
aging director's ive-year term. The managing di-
rector can be reappointed from time to time for a
specified term.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 16: Appointment of staff and consult-

ants-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

trent-
Page I I-Insert after subclause (4) the

following new subclause to stand as
subclause (5)-

(5) In the exercise of its powers under
subsections (1) and (4) and with respect
to the purchase of goods by the Corpor-
ation, the Board shall give consideration
to and, so far as is practicable and econ-
omic, give preference to the engagement
of and purchases from persons and firms
within Western Australia.

Hon A. A. LEWIS: Again, as good Western
Australians, we support the amendment.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 17: Use of staff and facilities of Depart-

ments and instrumentalities-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General

proposes to move an amendment to this clause. I
will not proceed with the Opposition's amend-
ment. because the point at issue is an agreed
price, Or a price of the Public Service facilities for
the use of staff. I believe this amendment is the
result of requests from the Chamber of Com-
merce and the Confederation of WA Industry.
They wanted to make sure that the corporation,
being a commissioned body, received a com-
missioned price for the use of any facilities or
staff. The Opposition will not proceed with its
amendment.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-
ment-

Page 11, line 20-Insert after the word
..payment" the words "at commercial rates".

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 18 to 20 put and passed.

Clause 21: Capital of the Corporation-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: May I suggest that the At-

torney General moves to delete subclause
2 1(2)-a move with which both the Opposition
and the Government agrees? The Attorney will
move to insert a new subclause, but the Oppio-
sition's amendment would delete that subclause
altogether. If the Attorney General wants to re-
place subclause (2) with another subclause, I
suggest that he moves to delete subclause (2).

I-on. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-
ment-

Page 13-Delete subclause (2) with a view
to substituting the following-

(2) The Governor may on the rec-
ommendation of the Board by regulation
increase the authorized capital of the
Corporation.

This amendment is to accommodate some
impressions that subelause (2), as originally
drafted, would leave increases in the capital of the
corporation to the decision of the Treasurer. The
proposed amendment requires that any increase
be by way of regulation, and that would, of
course, bring the issue back to the Parliament for
consideration on each occasion. The existence of
the regulations would enable the increase in capi-
tal to be disallowed in a way that would not apply
under the Bill as originally drafted. I move this
amendment with a view to accommodating any
suggestions that increases in capital should not be
put beyond the authority of the Parliament any
more than the original establishment of the limits
of capital, the establishment of which is a matter
for decision by the Parliament itself.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We agree with this
amendment.

Amendment put and passed.
H-on. J. M. BERINSON: I move anm amend-

ment-
Page 13-Substitute the following for the

subclause deleted-
(2) the Governor may on the rec-

ommendation of the Board by regulation
increase the authorized capital of the
Corporation.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I oppose this amendment;
I believe it is unnecessary. I partly accept the At-
torney's argument. I would have accepted it in
full at a later stage if the corporation had been
working for some time. I believe it gives an oppor-
tunity for boasting by the Government as to how
well the corporation has gone and how much
money has come in, and I believe it is a matter
which should come back to the Parliament every
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time. As we all know, regulations slip through this
place time after time without members really
studying them. With a corporation as important
as the Government says this one is, an increase in
capital should come back to the Chamber. It
should not be effected by regulation. I cannot see
any real reason for this haste. A small amending
Bill could be introduced. It is probably easier to
do it in that way than to move to disallow a regu-
lation. The time taken on a small amending Bill
would probably be a lot less. We would have a
second reading speech, and the Government
would explain what it was doing, rather than its
having to explain what is going on after a regu-
lation is disallowed. I recommend to the Govern-
ment that it does not replace the subclause de-
leted.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: Although this item is
fairly small, in its own way it throws up one of the
interesting problems which an earlier decision
tonight about the application of the Companies
Code threatened to do. My understanding of the
provisions of the Companies Code is that in-
creases in capital are left to the decision of the
shareholders. With that decision behind us, and
with no other provision for the increase in capital,
I suspect the Parliament would never have any
opportunity at all to consider increases in capital.'
Under my amendment, the Parl iament would
have the final say on increases in capital by way
of its ability to disallow the regulations.

I confess this is not a problem to which I had
previously turned my mind, but I believe that
would be the result. It is one I suspect neither the
Opposition nor the Government would really want
to support. When all is said and done, this is a
corporation set up by the Parliament and when we
are dealing with fairly basic considerations going
to the structure of the corporation. we ought to
reserve to ourselves the ability one way or another
to maintain control. That will be accomplished by
my amendment and I seriously suggest to the
Hon. Sandy Lewis that it will not be ac-
complished by his approach.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I would like the Attorney
to quote me the section in the Companies Act
which states the point he has just made. I would
be very doubtful that it is necessary, in view of the
provisions of the new subelause of clause 4. The
Attorney is talking as though the Government is
going to be the complete shareholder. We are
looking to the future because I presume the auth-
orised capital will not be raised immediately, but
in the future. At that stage, he hopes to have pri-
vate investors involved in the corporation. Why
not let the corporation deal with it under the
Companies Act? Why does it have to go to the

Government? Why should it not go to the share-
holders as they are? If the corporation gets off the
ground, the situation may arise of someone being
a larger shareholder than the Government. We
ought to be able to say the shareholder has the
right, not the Government.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Section 121 of the
Companies (Western Australia) Cede states-

(]) A company may, if so authorized by its
articles, by resolution passed in general meet-
ing alter the provisions of its memorandum in
any one or more of the following ways:
(a) by increasing its share capital by the

creation of new shares of such amount
as it thinks expedient;

The requirement first is the agreement of a gen-
eral meeting. Even putting that aside, I would
have thought the interest of the State in this cor-
poration is of such a substantial character, and so
likely to remain so, that the Parliament would
want to be in a position to exercise the overriding
discretion which disallowance of regulations pro-
vides without necessarily intruding into an ordi-
nary commercial decision which is to increase the
capital on justifiable grounds. My amendment
looks to a commercial decision in that the advice
of the Governor is to come from the board and
not from the Treasurer or the Government.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is early in the morning
and I will accept what the Attorney General is
saying. His argument defeats the points he put
forward and those of Fred McKenzie and the
Premier about their trying to make this thing a
-goer". He has virtually confessed that in his
heart of hearts he reckons the only ones which
will put dough into this corporation are Govern-
ment or semi-Government bodies.

I do not know that I can say any more. It ap-
pears that the Attorney General has thrown in his
hand and realised that the Government will be the
only one to put money into this corporation. The
private investor and the little man who should
have been able to invest, will have no hope in hell
of getting hold of corporation shares, let alone
corporation finance.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 13, lines 21 to 23-Delete all words
after the word "State" down to and including
the words "approved by the Treasurer".

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 13, line 26-Delete the passage

.approved by the Treasureir".
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Amendment put and passed.
"on. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

met-
Page 13-Insert after subclause (4) the

following new subclause to stand as
subclause (5)-

(5) In issuing further shares under
subsection (4) the Corporation shall give
preference to existing holders of shares
in the Corporation.

I-In. A. A. LEWIS: I query with the Minister
for Mines whether this is normal practice. 1
understand that recently Western Mining Corpor--
ation had a placement of shares and it was not
giving preferential treatment to its shareholders.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It did not ask the Minis-
ter for Mines.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: What is the precedent for
this under the Companies Act? Who asked for it
to be inserted?

I-In. J. M, Berinson: The Chamber of Comn-
merce.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Does the Attorney know
why?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It thought it was a better
idea.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: In future there may be
other shareholders. It seems to be giving prefer-
ence to the Government to go on buying more
shares. It seems to set a precedent. I would like to
know the reason for it, but obviously the Attorney
General does not know.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 14-Delete paragraph (b) and substi-

tute the following-
(b) shall have such rights in relation to the

direction and control of the Corporation
and the Board and in relation to divi-
dends as may be prescribed;

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I ask the Attorney Gen-
eral the reason that subclause (7) needs to re-
main. As 1 understand it, all the provisions in
subclause (7) are already covered by company
law, and I use that expression in its widest sense.
Rather than our amending subclause (7), 1 be-
lieve we should delete it. I understand the amend-
ment put forward by the Attorney General, but I
believe we could smarten up the Bill yet again by
deleting this subciause.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The original
subelause (7) Rave owners of shares in the corpor-
ation no rights in relation to direction and/or con-

trol of the corporation or board. In response to
represnta lions that that was riot the course which
should be pursued, the Government agreed that
ordinary shareholder rights, so far as they were
reasonably applicable to the corporation, should
apply. I must again repeat my earlier comments
that it was acknowledged in discussion between
the Government and the representative organis-
ations that the Companies Code did not lend itself
to automatic application for this purpose.

It was agreed on all sides that it would be pref-
erable to draft regulations for the purpose. Be-
cause of the earlier decision in clause 4(5), the
Companies Act and Code apply in full to share-
holders' rights. Nonetheless, I suggest to the
Committee that it should not disturh the present
amendment, because, at worst, it will do no harm,
but at best it will cover a gap which I suspect is
soon likely to appear. It will do no harm to retain
the provision, because if indeed the code works as
clause 4(5) contemplates, there will be no need
for regulations. I do not want to be too pessimistic
about the future, but I shall repeat some of my
earlier warnings that I suspect the code will niot
work. I hope that by later this morning I shall
have had the opportunity to have enough atten-
tion paid to this item to produce the detail which
might be adequate to satisfy the Assembly when
it considers our amendments and even to satisfy
the Hon. Sandy Lewis when he reconsiders what
the Assembly might have to say.

In the event that my very pessimistic convic-
tions are confirmed, this provision will allow us to
carry on without any serious disruption. If the
more optimistic of our number are right and the
code and Act work, we do not need the regu-
lations, but the provision allowing those regu-
lations to be made would not, so far as I can see,
do any harm.

Therefore, even though that may be an un-
usually negative approach to the inclusion of a
provision in an Act, nonetheless it is practical in
all the circumstances and I would recommend to
the Committee that this amendment proceed.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am sorry that the At-
torney General is so pessimistic. I was only trying
to clean up the Bill a little. I am quite happy to go
along with his amendment on that understanding.
I am an optimist. I am hopeful clause 4(5) will
work and that we can go ahead without the need
for regulations. I will not press the issue in respect
of this amendment. ]I was a suggestion I had. The
Attorney has given me his pessimistic view. I will
accept it, beca use I guess Attorneys always have
to be pessimistic about all these things.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It has absolutely
nothing to do with this clause, but the member re-
minds me of something I read this week which
rather attracted me. It simply said, "Optimist: 1
believe we live in the best of all possible worlds'.
Pessimist: 'I'm afraid you are right':'

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-
ment-

Page 14-Insert after subelause (7) the
following new subclause to stand as
subclause (8)-

(8) Notwithstanding anything in this
Section, no corpration or person de-
scribed in subsection (4)(b) or (c) shall,
without the prior approval of the
Treasurer, acquire or hold shares in the
Corporation, whether under subsection
(4) or (7)(d), in excess or such limit as
may be prescribed.

Hon. A- A. LEWIS: I would like an expla-
nation of this amendment from the Attorney. My
initial reaction would be to toss it out. I should
like a detailed explanation describing the limit
that will be prescribed or an estimate of that
limit.

Hon. I. M. BERINSON: This amendment fol-
lows on the request of' the Chamber of Commerce.
It is directed at covering possible undesirable
takeover situations. The member will know that
special provisions to limit shareholdings are not
unknown, although I would not suggest they are
common or usual. Probably the best known of
them which come to mind are the restrictions on
holdings in television companies. These are care-
fully regulated because of the importance of that
industry and its potential influence both financial
and social. I was not a party to the discussions
with the Chamber of Commerce, but I would
think that the reasoning behind this provision is
analogous to that which applies to the television
shareholding restrictions; that is, that this is a cor-
poration of such a special character and with such
a special (unction that no opening should be left
for an undesirable takeover.

For myself I would have to say that the
possibilities of that happening are so remote as to
not really require us to devote a great deal of at-
tention to them, but this was a concern expressed
by the chamber. The drafting of the amendment
was in line with the chamber's request and it is
really on that basis that I sponsor it now.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I thank the Attorney fr
his explantion and I accept it, but could he give
an estimate of the limit that may be prescribed?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I cannot say that the
thinking has advanced sufficiently on this point,
but I am advised that a Figure of the order of 19
to 20 per cent is contemplated. Again that
roughly relates to the level at which shareholdings
now have to be declared.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 22: Guarantee by Treasurer-

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-
rnent-

Page 14, line IS-Delete the words "The
Treasurer" and substitute the passage
"Subject to the prior approval of the
Governor in Executive Council, the
Treasurer"

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Opposition agrees
with this amendment. It will bring the Bill into
line with similar legislation such as that which
covers the operations of the SEC.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: During debate
on clause 1, I raised the issue of the R & I Bank
and the 5010 being asked by lenders to give
some sort of guarantee. Can the Attorney assure
the Committee that those two organisations would
not be offering any sort of guarantee for loans the
corporation provides?

Hon. J. M. BERlNSON: No such guarantee
has been contemplated, and I cannot imagine that
it would be contemplated. The reason does not go
to questions of principle but to questions of practi-
cal reality. Those realities are that clause 22
pledges the credit of the State to guarantee pay-
ments by the corporation, and that is obviously
the best sort of guarantee and one which lenders
would always look to in preference to guarantees
by any statutory corporation. To the extent that
this meets the question, I can only repeat that
there is absolutely no question that a shareholder,
whether the SGIO, the R & 1 Bank or anyone
else, should be looked to to reinforce the guaran-
tee of the State.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 23: Guarantees by the Corporation-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I would like to move to de-

lete the clause.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The way to deal with this is for mem-
bers to vote against the clause.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This raises very
serious questions. The Government is certainly
opposed very strongly to the honourable member's
suggestion. The best way to proceed would be to
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invite him to give an indication of the reasons for
this quite radical proposal.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: There are several reasons,
which I would have thought were patently obvi-
ous. We have tried to put the corporation on a
commercial footing. Subclause (2) provides that
the Treasurer, by notice published in the Govern-
ment Gazette, can set the limit of the guarantees
of the corporation in total. Before that, the cor-
poration can guarantee the payment of any
moneys payable by or discharged on any indebt-
edness or liability of any business undertaking
and can give an indemnity against any failure to
pay moneys, and so on.

When we were discussing clause 12, 1 think
subelause (8), we set a limit on certain borrowings
and lendings. It would therefore be ridiculous to
allow this clause to remain in the Bill.

If the Government wishes to give a guarantee,
it can do so as has been done over the years. but I
do not believe this corporation should be allowed
to carry on in the manner proposed when we have
been talking about having it operate in a dinkumn
commercial sense.

The Attorney earlier referred to banks and
finance houses, but where could we find one of
those that has this sort of unlimited capacity? The
Committee should not accept this clause in any
way and should vote against it because the clause
defeats all the good that was done when we dealt
with clause 12, when we moved to have the cor-
poration operate on a sound commerical base. If
we left this clause, as members of a House of Re-
view we would be making fools of ourselves. I
should think this was patently obvious.

Hon. J. M. BER INSON: I very strenuously op-
pose the move to have the Committee vote against
this clause. It would be a serious blow to the cor-
poration to delete this clause and the move runs in
the face of the ordinary commercial activity
which one would expect of a corporation of this
type. It is not just a matter of looking to the
AIDC, although that is a convenient starting
point. Whether we look to that or the banks Or
finance companies, we are likely to find a differ-
ence in the approach to the taking up of equity;
but we are most unlikely to find a difference in
the range of facilities for the creation of credit.
Those facilities invariably take at least two forms:
Firstly, direct loans and, secondly, guarantees.
Nothing is more normally commercial than the
view that a development corporation, part of the
function of which is to ensure the provision of
finance in appropriate cases, should have the ca-
pacity and the flexibility to provide that by way of
guarantee rather than by way of direct loan.

In granting a guarantee the corporation would
not simply be bound by any statutory limit on its
capacity to guarantee. Before it even reached that
stage it would be bound by its obligations, en-
trenched in this Bill, to behave in a proper and
normal commercial manner. Any lending auth-
ority which just went on some wild rampage
offering guarantees well above its capacity to
honour would certainly not be acting in a respon-
sible commercial way.

The second point to be made relates to the
honourable member's reference to earlier recon-
structions and the amount of loan raisings. This is
a different question from allowing a guarantee at
all. If the honourable member were to suggest
that the extent of guarantees should be limited in
some other way than by prescription by the
Treasurer in the Government Gazette, that would
be a proposal consistent with what we have done
with earlier stage of the Bill.

It would not be beyond our capacity to arrive at
a sensible conclusion on that question in the same
way as we have done on others. I put to the
honourable member this suggestion: That the
words at the end of clause 23(2) "by the
Treasurer by notice published ink the Gazette" be
deleted. If that were done, the provision would re-
main-

The total actual or contingent liability of
the Corporation under all guarantees and
indemnities given by it under subsection (1)
shall not at any time exceed an amount pre-
scribed.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: The words would not have
any real meaning.

Hon. G. E_ MASTERS: It would do nothing.

Hen. H. W. Gayfer: The words do not really
Mean Very Much.

Hon. J. M. RERINSON: Certainly they do.

Hon. R. W. Gayfer: I do not follow.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: I will explain the dif-
ference. If those words are not deleted, the limi-
tation is provided by notice of the Treasurer pub-
lished in the Gazette. That is the beginning and
end of the process.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: On the other 'hand, the
amount prescribed would be by regulation.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: ]t would be by regu-
lation if the words at the end of the subclause are
deleted, but it would not be by regulation if the
words remain.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Is there much difference?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I would think, if not
all the difference in the world, then a very
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significant difference, because a notice published
in the Gazelle cannot be disallowed by either
House of Parliament, but a prescription by regu-
lation can be disallowed. That is the point I was
trying to make.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I mean in regard to actu-
ally issuing the amount. The amount prescribed
would be acted on too late-after the 14 days
which we have to disallow the regulation expires.
It would be lost before it could be dealt with.

H-on. J. M. BERINSON: This envisages a
pretty tricky process by which both the Govern-
ment and the corporation would lend themselves
to amending the maximum amount while the Par-
liament was in recess; the guarantees would be
issued beforehand and it would say "bad luck". I
do not think that would be the end or the story,
because if the regulations were then disallowed,
any guarantees issued would have been issued in
breach of the company's right to issue those
guarantees. I cannot imagine why even
irresponsible directors would themselves have
such a blatant disregard of their obligations;
certainly the sort of responsible directors we
would be looking to would consider that to be out
of the question.

We have two different questions here; on the
one hand, I regard it as inconceivable that we
should seriously suggest that an organisation of
the nature of the corporation-as it has come
through the sieving process tonight-should be
precluded from giving guarantees, and, on the
other hand, I acknowledge that it is consistent
with other reservations we have made to apply a
limit to the total of guarantees entered into by
some means other than the Bill as drafted.

I invite members of the Committee to consider
those two issues separately; in particular, I invite
the Hon. Sandy Lewis to adopt the amendment I
have suggested to him.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I have been co-operative
all night, but I am afraid I will not be on this one
because then the Attorney would have to move
another amendment to subclause (3) and it will
go on and on. My big worry is in regard to the
issuing of guarantees. One would imagine that if
the Treasury issues a guarantee for $5 million, it
would have to have $5 million in the kitty held
against that contingent liability. It faces a poten-
tial loss of that guarantee. 1 am quite prepared to
agree to an adjournment, if the Attorney wants to
go outside and draft another amendment to incor-
porate a limit such as he did in regard to clause
12(g).

1 am prepared to look at whatever suggestion
the Attorney makes, but I am not prepared to ac-

cept our prescribing the amount. I do not think it
overcomes my problem. That is a suggested
alternative which the Attorney may ind attract-
ive. After this clause, we have a fairly clean run.
We could postpone clause 23, deal with the other
clauses, defer the report on the Committee stage,
and then, while another Minister deals with the
other Government Bill, the Attorney could leave
the Chamber. I-e could then return at a later time
with an amendment to clause 23. I suggest we
defer further consideration of clause 23 until the
end of the Committee stage, when we have had
the opportunity to go through the rest of the
Government's amendments. I offer that as a sol-
ution to speed up the workings of the Chamber.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I will offer an
alternative possibility. We also have to deal with a
small and, I think, non-contentious amendment to
the FID Act. If it is agreeable to the Chamber, I
propose to report progress on this matter and seek
leave to sit again at a later stage of this morning's
sitting. I am reasonably confident that in the few
minutes during which the FID Bill will be dis-
cussed, I will be able to draft a further amend-
ment.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: Certainly.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at
a later stage of the sitting, on motion by the Hon.
J. M. Berinson (Attorney General).

(Continued on page 6368.)

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS DUTY AMEND-
MENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly: and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [2.42 a.m.J: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill provides for amendments to the
Financial Institutions Duty Act which amend-
ments the Government considers necessary to en-
sure that the Commonwealth Bank registers
under the Act.

The Commonwealth Bank is established under
Commonwealth legislation and it is not possible
for our Parliament to legislate to impose financial
institutions duty directly on the bank in the same
way as on other financial institutions.
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Consequently, the Bill has to impose a duty on
the Commonwealth Bank's customers, in which
case the bank can, under section 33, undertake to
make payments to the commissioner oft behalf of
its customers on the same basis as would be re-
quired if it were registered.

If this undertaking was accepted, section 33
provides that the Commonwealth Bank would be
deemed to be registered under the Act.

The bank has only recently advised the Govern-
ment that it would give an undertaking to pay
duty voluntarily only if the legislation imposed a
duty on all of its customers and not simply on
larger depositors as in the current section 12.

Consequently, the amendments to section 12
impose a duty on all depositors with unregistered
financial institutions which have dutiable receipts
in excess of the amount required for registration.

If section 12 is amended as proposed, the Com-
monwealth Bank has indicated that it would give
an undertaking to register voluntarily under sec-
tion 33, and to pay the duty on behalf of its
customers, providing a neutral treatment of the
Commonwealth Bank and other banks.

It is pointed out to members that the Common-
wealth Bank has registered voluntarily in both
New South Wales and Victoria, in which States
the bank is currently paying financial institutions
duty. The existing provisions in section 1 2 of the
Act are similar to those in Victoria, but, neverthe-
less, the recent advice from the bank is that only
if this amendment is made to the legislation to
impose the duty on all of its customers, can the
bank give an undertaking to register voluntarily in
this State.

In effect, the amendments to sections 12 and 29
ensure that the Commonwealth Bank pays the
duty on behalf of its customers, and the Govern-
ment considers the amendments to be necessary to
remove any doubt which must otherwise attach to
whether the bank would give an undertaking to
register voluntarily under the Act.

The Bill should ensure that the Commonwealth
Bank is treated in the same way as both the State
banks and the private banks.

I commend the Bill to the House.

HON. PETER WELLS (North Metropolitan)
12.45 a.m.]: The Bill before us makes an import-
ant distinction between those people who bank
with the Commonwealth Bank and those who
bank with other banks throughout the State. The
Minister has made that point clear in his second
reading speech. With the Commonwealth Bank, a
charge is made against the customer, but with

other banks the charge is imposed on the financial
institution. That is an important distinction.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It is not.
1-Ion. P. H. WELLS: If the Minister will just

bear with me, I will indicate to him that during
the second reading speech stage of the parent
legislation, I raised an important point about this
distinction. Section 77 of the parent Act contains
a clause which enables the passing on of a charge
made against a Financial institution. This Act pre-
vents a registered financial institution from
recovering from a person, on whose behalf it
keeps an account, the FiD paid by the institution
in respect of moneys received by it for the credit
of an account of that customer after January
1985.

Section 79 of the Act under the heading
"Transitional Provisions" refers to the effect upon
contracts, and it makes the distinction that FJD
can be imposed on contracts that were in exist-
ence on 1 January 1984, but it may not be
charged on those contracts which exist after I
January 1985. The clause states-

Nothing contained in a contract entered
into before I January 1984 between a
financial institution and another person from
whom it receives money prevents the
financial institution from recovering from
that person the amount of duty payable by
the financial institution in respect of that re-
ceipt and nothing contained in any law pre-
vents a financial institution from recovering
from a person the amount of duty payable by
the financial institution in respect of a receipt
from that person before January 1985.

It means that because of the Bill before the House
those people who bank with the Commonwealth
Bank will have a charge made against them as de-
positors, but because of the Bill that has been
passed, and because of the reference to January
1985 in that lcgislati6n-the legal interpretation
around Perth and in Victoria is that every deposi-
tor 's account is a contract-that charge cannot be
passed on to a customer by the bank after
January 1985.

H-on. D. K. Dans: What is the difference?
The Hon. P. H. WELLS: The difference is that

it is a Charge against the financial institution for a
deposit with an ordinary bank, which it is allowed
to pass on until January 1985, Technically, the
clause does not allow for that charge to be passed
on after January 1985. That legal interpretation
was provided to the bankers.

When a person opens a bank account it is an
implied contract; therefore, to pass on other than
bank charges, the bank must have an authority
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from a customer to pass on a charge. It would
seem that because a person has signed for a
chequebook, that authority is given. The BAD tax
is charged against a customer by the Common-
wealth Bank.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Who ultimately pays?
Hon. P. H. WELLS: The charge for FID is

against the financial institution. If a person de-
cides, after 1985, that he wishes to challenge this
matter in the courts, there is a good chance that
the case could be upheld because the charge being
passed on is made against the financial
institution, not against the depositor. This Bill
makes the FID charge against deposits of the
Commonwealth Bank.

H-on. Peter Dowding: Are you suggesting that
FID is not collectable by a bank or by its
customers unless it is the Commonwealth Bank?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am saying that there is a
difference between the Commonwealth Bank and
other banks. The cost is a charge against the per-
son, and that has been clearly outlined during the
second reading debate. It has resulted in amend-
ments to sections 12 and 29. It means that in this
case the depositor will be charged the financial
institutions duty. In other financial institutions, it
is not a charge against the depositor despite the
fact that the charge is passed on to the depositor.

Hon. Peter Dowding: It does not make any dif-
ference because if the Commonwealth Bank as-
sumes responsibility, it is deemed to be registered,
in which case it is in the same position as other
banks, as are their customers, Is that not the pur-
pose of the Bill?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: If what the Minister has
said is correct, the information in the second read-
ing speech is incorrect. The second reading speech
states-

The bank has only recently advised the
Government that it would give an undertak-
ing to pay duty voluntarily only if the legis-
lation imposed a duty on all of its customers
and not simply on larger depositors as in the
current section 12.

The last paragraph on page 2 of the second read-
ing speech reads as follows-

If section 12 is amended as proposed, the
Commonwealth Bank has indicated that it
will give an undertaking-

Hon. Peter Dowding: Would you look at the
first paragraph on page 2 of the second reading
speech?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The irst paragraph on
page 2 reads as follows-

If this undertaking was accepted, section
33 provides that the Commonwealth Bank
would be deemed to be registered under the
Act.

What I am saying is that the second reading
speech states that the financial institutions are
collecting FID on behalf of their customers.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What does it say?
Hon. P. H. WELLS: It says it will be deemed

to be registered under the Act. It refers to deposi-
tors. As opposed to other institutions, the second
reading speech refers to financial institutions.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Would you look at section
33(3)?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I have read section 33(3),
but the amendments to sections 12 and 29 refer to
depositors.

Hon. Peter Dowding: The effect of the under-
taking being received is that the bank is deemed
to be registered.

Hon, P. H-. WELLS: I am happy to accept
what the Minister says. However, if the Minister
is saying that the Commonwealth Bank will be-
come, to all intents and purposes, the same as
every other bank, what he means is that the Com-
mon wealth Bank comes under the classification of
sections 77 and 79. With regard to section 79, it is
questionable whether a bank has the right to
charge a depositor after I January 1985. The
bank can be charged under the Act because it is a
financial institution, but to pass on ibis charge in
terms of charging an account because it has an
existing con tract is not right. I discussed this mat-
ter with the Attorney General who advised that it
was intended under the Act that banks
renegotiate contracts within 12 months.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Can I give an undertak-
ing that before the end of 1984 the matter will be
closely examined to see whether there is some
anomaly? Whatever anomaly exists is not thrown
up by this amendment.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: What I am pointing out is
that the banks are the same as other financial
institutions, and there is no question about ihat. 1
am happy to hear the Minister give an undertak-
ing. However, during the debate in the Com-
mittee stage on the original Bill, the Opposition
raised questions in respect of the then clause
66(3) and the ability of the Government to ap-
point an officer. Although the Attorney General
said he would do something about this matter, he
has not generated an amendment in this Bill.

There is a certain amount of confusion in the
community at the present Lime because a number
of Financial institutions have not been able to ob-
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tamn a copy or the Act. A number of organisations
are exempt under the Act; they have spoken to
their banks, but they have not been able to obtain
exemption forms. I raised this matter during the
debate on the original Bill and I advised that the
stamp office would not have the ability to gear
itself up to provide the necessary information to
interested persons. All the banks during the
Christmas period-

Hon. Peter Dowding: That has nothing to do
with this amendment.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am pointing out that the
Government has failed to provide enough time to
train officers in financial institutions to under-
stand the terms of the financial institutions duty.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Do you mean an exemp-
tion?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am pointing out that a
certain period should have been prescribed before
the original legislation was implemented to enable
banks and financial institutions to inform their
staff of its implications. I have received a number
of calls at my office from people who have been
trying to find out whether they are exempted
under the Act. A number of people are confused
because the Government did not provide a certain
period before the provisions or the Act were im-
plemented.

Hon. D. K. Dans: Do you circulate your
speeches in your electorate?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I could circulate a fair
amount of information about what is contained in
the Act.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I can well imagine how
people come to your office confused.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: It would appear that if a
member dares to raise any matter on which
doubts have been expressed by the business
people-and certainly those people have been hit
by the Act-the Government is quick to jump on
the member who raised the question.

Hon. D. K. Dans: I am saying that you are a
confusing speaker.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I wonder whether the
Hon. Des Dans has spent as much time as I have
discussing this Bill with industry.

Hon. Peter Dowding: This is an amendment.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: This amendment means

that people are affected by the Act-I understand
it has become an Act.

Thcerore, the bank will have the same con-
fusion in regard to problems which have been ex-
pressed to me in connection with this Bill. I raised
this issue during the second reading debate on the

original Bill and it was ignored. The Minister has
indicated that he will look into the matter, but he
seems to think that the problem does not exist. 1
suppose it will exist when someone challenges the
bank, then the Government will find itself in a
state of confusion.

I am certain that if the Leader of the House
speaks to the banking area, he will understand
that a real problem exists, and a number of his
legal colleagues are advising the banks in that
way because they have passed on the information
to me. To overcome this sort of confusion, the
Government should give some consideration to
checking the matter out. I do not particularly like
the FID, but I accept that this Bill was brought in
to sort out one area of anomaly.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Comittee, etc.

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

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
Peter Dowding (Minister for Mines), and passed.

FRUIT AND VEGETABLE INDUSTRV
Select Committee: Membership

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metro-
politan-Leader of the House) [3.05 a.m.1: I
move-

That the Hon. Graham Edwards be ap-
pointed to the Select Committee on the Fruit
and Vegetable Industry in place of the Hon.
Kay H-allahan.

Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENTf AND REPEAL
(INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS) BILL

Second Reading:- Order Discharged

HON. a. K. DANS (South Metro-
politan-Leader of the House) [3.06 a.m.]: I have
discussed this matter with the Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters, the Acting Leader of the Opposition, who
agrees with this course of action. The reason for
this is that the Bill will be brought back again. It
wilt allow sonme changes to be made that have
been requested by some sections of the com-
munity, and will also allow the correction of some
drafting errors that will mate the Bill much easier
to handle than by our having to move amend-
menits after the second reading stage. Any
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changes made will require another second read-
ing, but the Bill will be given to the Opposition as
soon as the changes are effected, which will be a
considerable period of time before the House sits.
Therefore, I move-

That Order of the Day No. 3 be dis-
charged from the Notice Paper.

Motion put and passed.
Order discharged.

Sitting suspended from 3.08 to 3.25 a.m.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION BILL

In Committee
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sit-

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

Clause 23: Guarantees by the Corporation-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Progress was re-

ported after the clause had been partly con-
sidered.

H-on. J. Mv. BERINSON: I move the following
amendment-

Page 15, lines I7 and 18-Delete the
words "Prescribed by the Treasurer by notice
published in the Gazette" and substitute the
following passage-

twice the sum of-
(a) the amount of the issued and paid

up capital of the Corporation for
the time being; and

(b) any amount set aside by the Cor-
poration as reserves.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Opposition agrees
with these amendments and thanks the Attorney
for his assistance.

Amendment put and passed,
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move an amendment-

Page 15-Delete subclause (3).
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 24 put and passed.
Clause 25: Accounts and audit-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1 move to delete the

clause.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): The Attorney General will have to ask
members to vote against the clause.

Clause put and negatived.
Clause 26: Annual report of the Corporation-

Hion. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-
ment-

Page 17, line 27-Insert after the word
".Year" the passage "and in sufficient time to
enable the Minister to comply with subsec-
tion (2)".

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 17, lines 33 to 35-Delete the words

",as soon as is practicable in each year after
the receipt by him of all reports" and substi-
tute the passage "before I October in each
year".

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 27 and 28 put and passed.
Clause 29: Regulations-
Hon. J. M. BERlNSON: 1 move an amend-

ment-
Page 19, lines 8 to I11-Delete paragraph

(a) and substitute the following-
(a) the application to the Corporation,

the directors, or the employees of
the Corporation, either with or
without modification or variation,
of any written law which would not
otherwise be binding on the Corpor-
ation, the directors, or the em-
ployees of the Corporation; and

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. J. M. DERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 19, after line 15-Insert after

subelause (2) the following new subclause to
stand as subelause (3)-

(3) tn relation to the powers referred
to in subsections (1) and (2) (a), the
regulations may, with or without modifi-
cation or variation-
(a) impose duties and liabilities, and

confer rights, on the directors by
reference to the relevant provisions
of the Companies (Western Aus-
tralia) Code as from time to time
amended;

(b) require the Corporation to comply
with Division 4 of Part IV of that
Code as from time to time
amended; and

(c) make provision for the keeping of
accounts by the Corporation, and
the audit thereof, by reference no
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the relevant provisions of that Code
as from time to time amended. '

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 30 put and passed.
New clause 15-
Hon. J. M. BERiNSON: I move-

Page 9-Insert after clause 14 the follow-
ing new clause to stand as clause IS-

Annualre- 15. (1) The Corporation shall, at least
view Of Share
holdings. once in each year, review its holdings of

shares in companies and where-
(a) the Corporation holds a sub-

stantial numbqr of shares in a
company; and

(b) the Board is satisfied that re-
tention of any of the shares is
niot necessary for the proper
performance Of the functions
of the Corporation,

the Corporation may dispose of those
shares.

(2) In disposing of shares under sub-
section (1), the Corporation shall give
consideration to and, so far as is practi-
cable and economic, give preference to
the sale of those shares to Western Aus-
tralian or other Australian private sector
interests.

(3) Nothing in this section requires
the Corporation to dispose of shares at a
loss.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I ask the Attorney the
necessity for Proposed subelause (3). If we intend
to run a commercial operation, obviously the
board would be alert to the fact that we are trying
to make a profit. Proposed subclause (3) is one of
the extra provisions that have been added and I
wonder why it was necessary.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This is part of a re-
view of all of these provisions. I suppose it is
really there, like many others, to make specific
what in any event would be implied by the re-
quirement for proper commercial judgment to be
used.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: It reinforces the position.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I think that is as

much as can be said in its favour.
New clause put and passed.
New clause 27-
Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I move-

Page 17-Insert alter clause 26 the follow-
ing new clause to stand as clause 27-

1200)

AnnuAl
meeting of
share-
holderS.

27. Subject to the provisions of the
Companies Act 1961 and Companies
(Western Australia) Code with res et
to limited liability corporations, the
Board shall as soon as is practical after
1 July in each year. till a meeting of
shareholders for the purpose of:
(a) reporting the Corpration's. activi-

Ities for the preceding year;,

(b) presenting audited accounts for
confirnation, and

(c) complying with all other require-
ments of the provisions of the
Companies Act 1961 and
Companies (Western Australia)
Code.

This is another reinforcing clause. Regardless of
whether it needs to be there, I would prefer it to
be included. It just reinforces what we have done
during the day and night. I cannot see any real
reason that it should not be there.

New clause put and passed.
Schedule-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 20, clause I-Delete subelause. (F)

and substitute the following-
(1) Except as otherwise provided hy

this Act, art appointed director shall
hold office for such term, as is specified
in his instrument of appointment, but he
may from time to time be reappointed
for such term as is specified in his
instrument of reappointment.

Amendment put and passed.
Schedule, as amended, put and passed.
Title put and passed.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Before reporting the Bill, I wish to say
a few words. You have spent 12 hours and 30
minutes debating the Committee stage of the Bill
and I am very grateful to members for the assist-
ance they have given me. Thank you.

Report

Bill reported, with amendments, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

NON. J. M. BERINSON (North Cenital
Metropolitan-Attorney General) [3.40 asn]:1 I
move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
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HON. G. E. MASTERS (West-Acting Leader
of the Opposition) [3.41 am.]: I will be brief, but
I think I should make a couple of remarks about
the events leading up to the progress of the Bill
through the House today. In drawing attention to
those events. I hope they are noted by the people
who report them to the public.

The Bill was received in the Legislative Council
some two weeks ago and members of the Oppo-
sition forced a deferment of the Bill. The Govern-
ment screamed and the Press gave us a bad write
up. but the Opposition proved that the Govern-
ment had failed to fulfil its promises and commit-
ments in respect of discussion, conciliation, and
the like.

The Opposition forced the deferment of the Bill
and made the Government accept the need for
that deferment, and it is clear the actions of the
Opposition in this House were justified. There is
no doubt that the Bill was quite inadequate in its
original form. I do not recall previously seeing be-
fore this House a Bill comprising 30 clauses which
the Government attempted to force through both
Houses of Parliament with over 30 amendments,
27 of which were made by the Government.

I put it to the House that had it not been for
this Legislative Council and the efforts of the
members on my side of the House, the Bill would
have gone through in the form in which the
Government first introduced it and it would have
been hopelessly inadequate and quite wrong. In-
deed, it would have failed miserably.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Rubbish!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Government members
may well say that is rubbish, but 27 amendments
were put forward by the Government and other
amendments were moved by the Opposition.

Several members interjected.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Don't try to justify the
deferment.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I do not suggest we
need to justify the deferment. The Government
itself has justified it, as have the public. What we
did was quite proper and correct.

We are a House of Review and if ever there
was an occasion on which we justified the pos-
itions we hold, it was in respect of this Bill. If ever
proof were needed for the arguments we have
pursued in past months in this respect, i t was pro-
vided by the events in respect of this Bill. I hope
that situation is recorded properly and the Press
report it as they should.

Hon. Peter Dowding: Him!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Regardless Of Whether
it is "he" or "they". Mr Dowding can laugh; he
can think it is funny.

Hon. Peter Dowding: I think it is a bit pathetic.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: However, I suggest to

him and other members that the Government
failed miserably. It is most unusual for a Minister
to introduce a Bill in this form, and I am sorry the
Hon. Joe Berinson was put in that position, but I
again point out to members here and those who
are interested that what we did was both proper
and correct, and the events of the day have proved
that.

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metro-
politan-Leader or the House) (3.44 a.m.]: I
thank the members of the upper House who took
part in the debate today for the spirit of co-oper-
ation that they displayed. However, I shall correct
Mr Masters, because I do not think the Oppo-
sition forced the Government to do anything at
all. If Opposition members are going to play at
those kinds of games in order to retrieve some of
the glitter which has been stripped from them by
a perceptive Press, I am sure they will not do it in
the manner just attempted.

Members will recall that the Attorney General
moved to defer the debate on this Bill till today,
so it was a Government initiative.

Several members interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!.
Hon. D. K. DANS: If anyone cares to read

Hansard, he will find that the move by Mr
Berinson was agreed to.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Did you read your speech
of the day, Mr Dans?

Hon. D. K. DANS: As to the amendments,
they were brought about because we did consult
with a large section of the community. Mr Mas-
ters knows only too well that he approached me
and asked for the assistance of a draftsman,
which we provided.

Hon. G. E. Masters: We thank you for that.

Several members interjected.
Hon. D. K. DANS: It would be stretching a

longbow to say that tonight's performance by the
Opposition wipes out 70 years of corruption of
this House, simply because members opposite say
they have reviewed something.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Ninety-three years.
Hon. D. K. DANS: Whatever; it is a hell of a

long time. But members opposite have not ab-
solved all of their sins by this simple exercise of
yesterday, last evening, and the early hours of
today. The fact that the Bill was brought back

6370



[Tuesday, 20 December 1983) 37

here was a Government initiative, and I do not be-
lieve members opposite should be crowing about
it. They should be accepting that the Committee
handled the Bill well because of co-operation.
That is the reason we finished at this hour of the
morning. It is not a situation calling for point
scoring. However, because the Acting Leader of
the Opposition used this opportunity to try to re-
capture some of the glitter the Opposition may
have lost over its actions, I thought it was incum-
bent upon me to make a few comments.

HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central) [3.47
a.m.]: I would like to thank the Government for
the assistance I received while dealing with
this Bill tonight. I thank the Attorney for de-
bating this Bill in a way that all debates in this
House should be conducted. His courtesy and his
help were of great assistance to me.

I have learnt a lot and I have learnt that I have
more to learn, so Mr Berinson tells me. However,
he would probably agree that he has a bit to learn
as well, and that we are not full bottles on it all.
Again I thank the Government for providing the
assistance of a draftsman and for holding the
meetings we have had.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and returned to the As-

sembly with amendments.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE: SPECIAL

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metro-
politan-Leader of the House) 13.48 a.m.]; I
move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
2.30 p.m. today (Wednesday) 21 December.

Question put and passed.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HIOUSE:
ORDINARY

HON. D. K. DANS (South Metro-
politan-Leader of the House) 13.49 a.m.I: I
move-

That the House do now adjourn.

Health: Myalgic Encephalitis

HON. JOHN WILLIAMS (Metropolitan)
(3.50 a.m.): What I "have to say 1 -consider to be
extremely serious and of great importance to the
State of Western Australia. Members might re-
call that I recently asked the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Health whether there
had been an outbreak of myalgic encephalitis in
Western Australia. I was told there had not been
an outbreak, and I had no reason to disbelieve the
answer given to me by the Minister from infor-

mation prepared by his staff. I believe the answer
to be perfectly proper.

I have now to tell members that several people I
know in the Far East are refusing to come to
Western Australia because of an article which
appeared in the Oriental Daily News of 8
November 1983 and printed in Hong Kong. I
have been provided with a translation of the
article by the telephone interpreter service, and
this has been authenticated as being a true
translation. I quote as follows-

MYALGIC ENCEPHALITIS
500 people in Western Australia have con-

tracted a virus known as Myalgic Encepha-
litis said to be caused by allergy to environ-
mental chemicals.
SYDNEY:

There is prevalent in W.A. a virus known
as Myalgic Encephalitis. 500 people have
fallen victim and the cause was said to be
similar to people exposed to the Orange
Agent during the Vietnam War.

According to Dr. P. Newman, Senior Lec-
turer of Synecology at the Murdoch
Univeristy of W.A., many people are ex-
tremely allergic to environmental chemicals
at work or at home. They are often exposed
to Some Strong chemicals and thus the virus.

These strong chemicals arc often found in
plastic bags, drycleaning detergents, motor
oil, road oils, degreasers and children's cloth-
ing. The symptoms are long term physical
fatigue and extreme allergy to the virus-

I raise this matter purely because of the fact that
if Dr Newman has given this information to the
Press, I want him to know that he has done a
great disservice to this State, because people
abroad are particularly sensitive about this sort of
reporting. It just so happens that a few personal
friends of mine have cancelled trips here-and
this can be proved-because of this article.

It could well be that in the interpretation of
facts from Sydney to Hong Kong, errors have oc-
curred. Nevertheless, I ask the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Health to have the
Minister for Health arrange the appropriate in-
quiries to ensure that there is no truth in: the
article. The matter has caused distress to certain
people, and I would like it rectified.

Consumer Affairs: Kyra Nominees Pty. Ltd.

HON. J. M. DERINSON (North Central
Met ropolitan-Attorney General) [3.53 a.m.]: I
undertook earlier to provide an answer to a
question without notice raised on behalf of the
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H-on. Phillip Pendal. He asked certain questions
related to a Mr John Bennett, a Director of Kyra
Nominees, the Trustee of the G. & N. Unit Trust
that went into liquidation on 7 July 1980. The
answer is as follows-

I)No action is presently contemplated by
the Corporate Affairs Office.

(2) Yes. The matters raised in the report
were subject to comprehensive
investigation.

(3) The total owed to creditors was
$762 647. The expected deficiency is not
known because of civil actions currently
before the court.

(4) There is no practical way of ascertaining
from the public rccord the names of all
the companies with which Mr Bennett is

associated. However, it is known that
Mr Bennett has been associated with
some companies which are in liqui-
dation.
Section 227 of the Companies Code pre-
cludes certain classes of persons from
being concerned in the management of
corporations.
If the member has any information
which might suggest that a person is
involved in the management of a
company contrary to section 227, he
should bring such information to the at-
tention of the Commissioner for Corpor-
ate Affairs.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 3.54 asm. (Wednesday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TOURISM: HOTELS

South-west: Government Assistance

802. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Regional
Development:

With regard to the proposed series of
hotels for the south-west region, was (he
Minister correctly reported in The Aus-
tralian of 6 December 1983, as saying
that the Government was prepared to
become directly involved in financing
the projects?

Hon. Peter Dowding (for Hon. J1. M.
BERINSON) replied:

The Government would prefer not to be-
come directly involved in inancing pro-
jects and the Minister did not indicate
that the Government would.
However, the WA development corpor-
ation could play a role in helping WA
companies to marshall the capital to act
as a catalyst to getting projects off the
ground and if necessary to stand behind
the projects as a guarantee.

EDUCATION

Primary School: Kukerin

803. Hon. W. N. STRETCH, to the Attorney-
General representing the Minister for Edu-
cation:
(1) When were repairs and renovations last

carried out at the Kukerin school and
headmaster's house?

(2) When is the department planning to
have these repairs and renovations at-
tended to?

Hon. Peter Dowding (for Hon. J. M,
BERINSON) replied:
(1) Repairs and renovations to the Kukerin

Primary School were carried out during
the 1977-78 financial year and were
completed in January 1978.
A number of maintenance and
improvement items have been carried
out to the principal's house during 1982
and 1983.

(2) The school has been listed for repairs
and renovations in the 1985-86 pro-
gram me.
Repairs and renovations to the princi-
pal's house will be attended to by the

State H-ousing Commission supervisor
on request by the tenant.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Western Australian Development CorporatLion.,
Ministerial Responsibility

804. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Regional
Development:

Bearing in mind the recent statements
by the Minister regarding the Western
Australian development corporation, is
the Minister for Regional Development
goi ng to become the Minister in charge
of the corporation?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The responsibility belongs to the Prem-
ier.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT

South West Development Authority: Policy Docu-
muen t

805. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Regional
Development:

Will the Minister table the South West
Development Authority policy docu-
ment?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
Arrangements have been made for the
document to be tabled today.

TOURISM: HOTELS

South-west: Western Australian Development
Corporation Involvement

806. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Regional
Development:.
(1) With regard to the Western Australian

Development Corporation are the recent
announcements by the Minister of the
WADC's involvement in the south-west
region hotels project binding on the cor-
poration?

(2) If so, how does the Minister explain the
statement made to the House in the sec-
ond reading speech that the
"Commercial activities of the
(proposed) corporation are not 'to be
subject to political interference"?
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Hon. PETER DOW DING replied:
(1) No. See answer to question 802.
(2) Not applicable.

TOURISM: HOTELS
South-West: Western Australian Development

Corporation Involvement

807. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the
House representing the Premier:
(I) Has the Premier had any complaints

from the hospitality industry in the
South-West over the announcement on
Monday, 5 December 1983, that it was
proposed to co-ordinate funds through
the Western Australian development
corporation to build five five-scar hotels
in the South-West?

(2) If so, what action does he intend caking
about these complaints?

Hon. D_ K. DANS replied:
(1) Not to the Premier's knowledge.
(2) See (1)above.

TOURISM: HOTELS

South-west: Location

808. I-on. A. A. LEWIS, to the Miniscer for
Mines representing the Minister for Regional
Development:

Further to the Press reports in The Aus-
tralian, South Western Times, and The
West Australian of 6 December 1983.
where does the State Government intend
the series of five-star hotels to be built in
the south-west region?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The State Government is not building
the hotels and at this stage a range of
preferred locations will be drawn up for
consideration by possible developers.

PUBLIC SERVICE: PUBLIC SERVANTS

Bunbury: Relocation

809. Hon. A. A. LEWIS, to the Leader of the
House representing the Premier:

With regard to the Premier's announce-
ment of the removal of up to 800 public
servants to the Bunbury region-

If any of these public servants are
unable to relocate themselves to the
Bunbury region, will this affect any
future promotional prospects in the
Public Service?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
No.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Telephone Sales

810. Hon. Fred McKENZIE, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for Con-
sumer Affairs:
(I) Has the Consumer Affairs Bureau re-

ceived any complaints concerning the
soliciting by telephone for sales of vari-
ous products?

(2) Has any consideration been given to
introducing legislation to control the
hours during which it is permissible to
solicit sales by telephone?

(3) If not, will the Minister explain
reason restrictions as provided in
Door to Door (Sales) Act are not
plied to telephone soliciting?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:

(1) Yes.

the
the
ap-

(2) and (3) No. Matters concerning tele-
communications fall within the legislat-
ive ambit of the Commonwealth. How-
ever, a voluntary code adopted by the
Direct Marketing Association of Aus-
tralia requires its members to solicit by
telephone only during limited hours.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

FUEL AND ENERGY: ELECTRICITY AND
GAS

Charges: Inquiry

200. Hon. N. f. MOORE, to the Minister for
Fuel and Energy:

My question refers to an announcement
in today's The West Australian relating
to the appointment of an independent
committee to investigate tariffs charged
by the State Energy Commission. In re-
lation to that announcement, my
question is-

(1) Could the Minister advise when the
other members of the committee
will be announced?

(2) To whom will the committee re-
port?
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(3) Which recent studies by the com-
mission's consultants will be incor-
porated in the review?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
I)The other members of the committee

will be announced shortly.
(2) The inquiry will report to me.
(3) The inquiry will have access to, I think,

the five studies which have been conduc-
ted into various aspects of the SEC's ac-
tivities and role over the last five years.
All of those reports will be available to
the inquiry in the course of its deliber-
ations.

ANIMALS

Wild Dogs: Control

201. Hon. H. W. GAYFER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Premier and
Treasurer:
(1) As the Minister for Agriculture has pub-

licly stated that an unusually large
number of cases of wild dog attacks on
livestock has been occurring recently
and coinciding with Government policy
in reducing staff in the Public Service
instrumcntalmties and the subsequent ef-
fect this has had on the Agriculture Pro-
tection Board, will the Premier and
Treasurer ensure the people of IKulin
and surrounding shires that a permanent
dogger will be employed to bring that
task force back to the previous compli-
ment of three full-time doggers9

(2) If the answer to (I) is "No" would the
Premier and Treasurer, because of the
crisis that has developed in the move-
ment of wild dogs from Crown lands and
the resultant terrible attacks on defence-
les livestock, give consideration to ex-
tending the temporary period of service
of the dogger recently put on in the H-olt
Rock district in an attempt to give some
control to the problem?

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member knows that if he did not give'
prior notice of that question it is out of
order.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I have no knowledge
of it.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: It was telephoned
through to the Premier's office
yesterday morning.

I-on. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) and (2) If I can obtain the answer at

some later stage of the sitting I shall be
only too pleased to answer the question.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Leader of the
House has indicated that, at some later
stage of the sitting, when he receives the
answer, he will reply to the question. Is
leave granted?

Leave granted.

MINING

Hampton Area: Title

202. I-on. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

Does the Government propose to legis-
late to remove the ownership of minerals
from the title held over the so-called
Hampton area near Kalgoorlie?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
There is no current proposal in those
terms.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Kyra Nompinees Pty. Lad.: Unit Trust

203. Hon. P. H-. WELLS, to the Attorney Gen-
eral;
(1) Would the Attorney General advise

what action if any the Corporate Affairs
Commission proposes to take agains' Mr
John Gordon Alexander Bennett, a di-
rector of Kyra Nominees Pty. Ltd., the
trustee of the G. & N. Unit Trust that
went into liquidation on 7 July 1980?

(2) Is it a fact that a comprehensive report
was fled by the liquidator of Kyra
Nominees Pty. Ltd. many months ago?

(3) Is it a fact that Kyra Nominees Pty.
Ltd. has a large number of creditors
whose total debt is up to $I million?

(4) Is it a fact that Mr Bennett has been
involved in other companies and has op-
erated them since the liquidation of
Kyra Nominees Pty. Ltd.,-and are these
companies also in financial difficulties?

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) to (4) 1 acknowledge that prior notice of

this detailed question was provided. A
reply in fact has been prepared, bui un-
fortunately I do not have it with me and
I am told it is still on the way. If it suits
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the convenience of the House, I will
either provide it during the adjournment
or I will arrange to forward it directly to
the honourable member.

MINING

Hampton Area: Ownership

204. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

Does the Government agree that the
owners of the Hampton area should con-
tinue to own the minerals?

Hon, PETER DOWDING replied:

To the extent that they own the min-
erals, it is a question of fact. As to the
question of policy. I am not in a position
to make any statement about it at this
stage.

TOWN PLANNING

Strata Titles: Legislation

205. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Attorney Gen-
era i:

Can he tell us when we can expect to see
legislation relating to strata titles
introduced, bearing in mind that the re-
port of the Law Reform Commission
followed seven years of inquiry and also
that the Government has had the report
for some time?.

H-on. J. M. BERINSON replied:
Firstly, let me say that this report was
presented just one year ago and I have
been anxious at least to give a detailed
indication to the House of our legislative
intentions. Members may recall that
when in Opposition I was keen to advo-
cate such an indication being provided
as early as possible, and I have not
changed my mind in that respect. Unfor-
tunately whereas in earlier, balmier days
I suggested that a 12-month period for
such an indication would be appropriate,
my own position with this report is that
as a Government we have not had 12
months to consider it. Nonetheless I can
in general terms give an indication that
the report will very largely be adopted
and that I expect legislation to be pre-
pared and introduced in t984. I would
very much like to be in a position to
have that legislation available for the
autumn session because it does involve

serious questions for a number of people
whose strata title residential units are
combined with commercial units and
who as a result are paying rates, taxes
and other outgoings which are dispro-
portionately high. For that reason I
would like to have the legislation pres-
ented in the autumn session in time for
its implementation in the 1984-85 rating
year. I will do my best to achieve that,
but at the moment I can give no def'inite
commitment because we have not yet
reached the stage of Cabinet consider-
ation or approval.

MINING

"De Facto" Rights

206. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

Is it the Government's intention to legis-
late to remove the so-called de Facto
mineral rights held by the owners of cul-
tivated land?

Hon. PETER DOWD5ING replied:

I assume the member is referring to the
agricultural land provisions of the
Mining Act and 1 would have thought
he had caught up by now with the fact
that a Mining Act inquiry is being held.
One of the terms of reference of that in-
quiry is to make a recommendation to
the Government on this point. If the
member had been paying attention dur-
ing the sittings of the House, he would
know that the inquiry is to report to me
in mid-January. When I have that re-
port I will give the chairman and the
members of the industry the courtesy of
allowing them to consider it before mak-
ing a decision.

Hon. N. F. Moore: The first time in the
whole year.

TOWN PLANNING

Strata Titles: Legislation

207. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Attorney Gen-
eralI:

Further to the Attorney's answer to my
question about the strata titles legis-
lation, would he give consideration to
having it introduced early enough so
that there might be a chance for public
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input on the legislation, because a large
number of people over a long time have
expressed a fair amount of interest in
this matter and it does affect a large
number of people?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
The report of the Law Reform Com-
mission has itself been open for public
comment, and quite a lot has been re-
ceived. I have also received and accepted
an offer by the Law Society to establish
a special committee to consider the de-

tails of the Bill, because in many re-
spects it will involve highly technical
matters. I do not know that I can
go further than that since I do not
have a timetable for Cabinet approval
and subsequent printing of the legis-
lation. In general principle though, once
the Bill is printed I think it will be of a
nature that should make it quite accept-
able to have available for distribution to
interested parties in advance of' its pres-
entation to Parliament.
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