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THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett) rook the Chair at 11.00 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - JUVENIOLE OFFENDERS
Cautioning Policy Review - Child Welfare Act Amendment

DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [ 11.04 am]: I have a petition addressed as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia:
Request the Parliament of Western Australia through the Minister for Police and the
Minister for Community Services to urgently review the policy on "cautioning" of
juvenile offenders which we believe has the potential to greatly escalate juvenile
crme and we further request that the following action be taken:
1I Section Four of the Child Welfare Act be amended to include:

a. First offence for stealing or unlawful use of a vehicle, common assault
and wilful damage to property;

b. Second offence break and enters, stealing from private property, and
unlawful entry to private property.

2. Oral cautions not to be issued where an offence has already been committed.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bearn 65 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 107-]

PETITION - ONE PARENT CENTRE, EAST FREMANTLE
Closure Review

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [ 11.05 am]: I have a petition couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, wish to bring to your attention our concerns at the proposed
closure of the One Parent Centre in East Fremantle which provides the only
instantaneously accessible, and specifically relevant support service for single parents
in crisis, in the greater Fremnantle area. We call upon the Government to review its
position on the matter, and take such action as is required to maintain the Centre in its
present form.

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

The petition bears 149 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 108.]
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PETITION - CRIME
Breaking and Entering, Malicious Damage to Progenty - Heavier Penalries

MR NICHOLLS (Mandurab) [It1.06 am]: I have a petition in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned -

Believe the penalties for breaking and entering and malicious damage to property
should be heavier as a deterrent to repeating the crime.
We also believe parents should be responsible for under 18's debts Or the offenders
should be charged as an adult.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 374 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 109.]

QUEEN ELIZABETH H MEDICAL CENTRE AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by M- Wilson (Minister for Health), and read a first time.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON COUNTRY HOSPITALS AND NURSING POSTS
Report Tabling -Extension of Time

On motion by Mr Grill, resolved -

That the date for bringing up the report of the Select Committee on Country Hospitals
and Nursing Posts be extended to 5 March 1992;
that the committee be empowered to present to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly
while the House is not sitting, its report together with minutes of proceedings,
transcripts of evidence, and written submissions received by the committee; and
any report, minutes or transcripts of evidence of the committee received by the Clerk
while the House is not sitting shall be deemed to be laid upon the Table of the House
and shall be treated for all purposes as a proceeding of the House and the Clerk shall
take such steps as are necessary and appropriate to publish the report.

SKELETON WEED AND RESISTANT GRAIN INSECTS (ERADICATION
FUNDS) AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 13 June.
MR OMODEI (Warren) [11. 16 am]: I support this Bill which seeks to extend to 1994 the
working period of the Act. This is important legislation. Skeleton weed is recognised as a
serious problem in grain growing areas. The weed is a vigorous perennial grass that hinders
harvesting and competes with grain crops resulting in a reduced grain yield. It has been
estimated that this weed costs the grain industry in the Eastern States millions of dollars each
year. In 1974 it cost the industry $30 million. The weed was discovered in 1963 and
between then and 1974 there were 23 outbreaks. The skeleton weed fund provides for
compensation to be paid to farmers who have to destroy grain crops because of the
intervention of this weed.
An amendment to the Act allowed the inclusion of resistant grain insects and resulted in
compensation payments to growers who suffered losses as a result of such insects. The
legislation allowed originally for a levy based on a total crop. Any grower producing more
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than 30 tonnes of grain was taxed $30. That was subsequently changed so that the levy could
be charged on a per tonne basis. This Bill is really a renewal of the existing levy, which
raises about $600 000 for die fund each year. In the 1989-90 year the six million tonne grain
yield was levied at 100 per tonne resulting in $600 000 being paid to the fund. It is intended
that this year the levy will be increased to 12g per tonne. Based on a five million tonne yield
this Will raise $600 000 for the fund again to be used to control skeleton weed and resistant
grain insects. I understand that the resistant grain insects eradication program is allocated
$20 000. It is impontant that these insects be eradicated so that stored grains remain in a
clean state and of high quality.
I understand thai the Bill is administered by the Agriculture Protection Board and that nine
people are employed under the legislation. [ believe they do a tremendous job for the grain
industry. Of course, the Agriculture Protection Board has an advisory committee comprising
representatives of the Country Shire Councils Association, the Western Australian Farmers
Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association and the various zones controlled under
the board's authority.
There is an overflow of funds in each year of some $250 000. Those funds are invested by
Treasury and the meagre return goes back into the fund, but that fund is used usually at this
time of the year until the new crop is harvested, so there must be a carryover of some
$200 000 per year so that the Agriculture Protection Board can continue its operations in the
eradication of not only skeleton weed but also resistant grain insects. Of the 300 farms that
were originally infested with skeleton weed only 202 remain actively infested; 98 of the
properties have already been cleared up, which is quite a remarkable achievement by the
Agriculture Protection Board.
The program has the broad support of the grain industry and in the last financial year over
1 500 volunteer clays of searching for the presence of skeleton weed were undertaken over
more than 29 000 hectares of land. The people involved in that process are to be
commended. Insects resistant to some of the chemicals need to be eradicated as soon as
possible, especially those that are resistant to phosphene, the chemical used by Co-Operative
Bulk Handling Ltd and other grain handling agencies to fumigate grain to eradicate insects.
Once those insects have been removed from the chain there will be a clear channel between
farm and handling for clean grains to be handled properly.
We on this side of the House have no objection to the Bill, which merely seeks to continue
what has been in train since 1974, and we believe the Bill should be supported.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [ 11.22 am]: I too am pleased to be able to support the Skeleton
Weed and Resistant Grain Insects (Eradication Funds) Amendment Bill. As the member for
Warren said, it is a renewal of legislation originally passed in 1974 and established at the
request of the industry which was being affected by outbreaks of skeleton weed, which was
discovered in the Narembeen area in 1972.
The good thing about this legislation is that the industry not only supports it but also
requested and supported the establishment of the skeleton weed advisory committee, which
oversees and administers the fund which expends die money raised by this per tonne levy.
Previously I have supported the transfer from a per grower levy, which used to be levied on
every title that delivered more than 30 tonnes of grain to Co-Operative Bulk Handling Ltd, to
a system whereby we levy on a per tonne basis. However, I want to expand on that a little:
Three years ago this levy was 7.50 per tonne; the following year it was raised to 80; last year
it increased to 100 and this year it has been raised to 120. That increase - of almost
50 per cent in three years - is a fairly substantial increase in anybody's language. Although I
am sure the $660 000 that will be raised this year will be well spent, there should be some
fairly detailed accountability to the growers of this State of the expenditure of that money.
When the Minister for Agriculture responds to the second reading he should tell this
Parliament just how the Agriculture Protection Board will advise the growers how that
money is spent and explain to diem die procedure by which decisions are made to spend it.
At a time when grain prices have been falling it is even more important that we make clear to
those people on whom we impose this levy - and we do impose it, because they must pay it
whether they like it or not - why it is necessary to raise that money. I want to make it very
clear that they do not object to die money's being raised. As I said, the fund was requested
by industry and for the average grain grower producing, say, 2 000 tonnes of wheat it will
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cost about $240 this year. When we think of the cost of chemical application for the
eradication or treatment of skeleton weed that is a very small price to pay, but we as
legislators should mate it clear to the people whom we represent exactly how the money is
spent.
I object strongly to this levy's being raised by ministerial order. There are two procedures by
which legislation in this Parliament can contain a provision for Ministers to vary races or
make amendments to the legislation without coming back to this Parliament. One is by
ministerial regulation, which must be published in the Government Gazelle; as a
consequence, the Parliament has the ability to disallow a regulation. Under that
circumstance the issue can'be debated in the Parliament; in other words, if a Minister decides
to increase a levy from 100 to 120 by regulation, we as a Parliament are able to debate that
decision and if we do not agree with the reasons the Minister gives the Parliament we can
vote against it and the regulation does not become law. However, under a ministerial order
there is no such ability, so the Minister becomes all powerful in the decision-making process
and the. Parliament has no ability at all to rescind or even debate that decision. That is not
what I would call democracy at work and I believe we should change this legislation to allow
that to happen.
Mr Bridge: That is the pattern. If you say democracy is not working, it is nothing new, is it?
Mr HOUSE: It is nothing new that democracy is not working - not since this Government
came into office.
Mr Bridge: Don't be cynical. Let us be grown up people for a change.
Mr Kierath: You be grown up for a change.
Mr Bridge: I have always been grown up. You keep your mouth shut - you know nothing
about the agriculture sector-
Mr Kierath: Don't be so rude.
Mr Bridge: I am not being rude.
The SPEAKER: Order! This is the way interjections will work today: We will have them,
so long as they are relatively orderly and are between the person on his feet and the person
who wants to interject. We will not have interjections across the Chamber.
Mr HOUSE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I had intended to move amendments during the
Committee stage to change the wording from ministerial order to regulation. However, I
understand that this Bill needs to pass through to the Legislative Council by tomorrow,
otherwise it will not be in place for this growing season. Bearing that in mind, I do not want
to hold up the Bill in the Committee stage so at the moment I do not intend to move such an
amendment. However, I want the Minister to say why he believes it should not be changed
from a ministerial order to a regulation.
Mr Bridge: The point I was mating, until I was rudely interrupted - and it seems there is one
law in this place; as soon as I want to speak everybody gets stuck into me. I have been the
most polite person in this Parliament ever since I have been here. That is a fact, and that is
why I became upset when I was accused of being rude. I am never rude in this place.
Mr HOUSE: The Minister is not talking about me, is he?
Mr Bridge: No, I am not. As to the member's question, I am not saying that I disagree or
that I agree with the member. My point is that the regulatory process that the member has
criticised has been a process of Parliament for a long time.
Mr HOUSE: That is not correct. The record should be clear about that. The preferred
option, and that followed by most inisters and the majority of legislation, is to amend by
regulation and not by ministerial order. I strongly object to the trend towards amendment by
ministerial order rather than regulation; it should not be allowed to proceed because it does
not allow Parliament to debate an issue when it ought to be debated in the interests of the
people whom we represent. I understand the Minister's point but we should consider those
orders as they apply to this sort of legislation. Perhaps the Minister will comment further
when he sums up.
The skeleton weed advisory committee has done an excellent job in the interests of the
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industry. Indeed, the voluntary work that people have done in an effort to keep the problem
under control should be acknowledged by Parliament. Over the last year, 1 500 volunteer
days were spent an searching over almost 30 000 hectares of land. Although outbreaks have
occurred in recent years, we have also controlled previous outbreaks to the extent where
skeleton weed has not grown out of control. The cost to the farming community were
skeleton weed to get out of control would make the mind boggle. Millions of dollars would
be involved, not thousands of dollars, so the few hundred dollars that the grain growers will
need to expend through the levy will be money well spent. I support the legislation.
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [ 11.31 am]: I thank the member for
Warren and the deputy leader of the National Party for their support of the legislation.
Again, that indicates the measure of the Opposition's cooperation with the Government.
Having regard to the overwhelming support of the industry for the passage of this legislative
package at an early date, it is pleasing from a Government point of view to hear that
indication of support. As outlined by previous speakers, the intention of the legislation is to
continue to expand the current operations of the Act to ensure a continual supply of funds for
the purposes of the Act. Were we not able to do that we would find ourselves in a serious
position regarding the availability of resources to carry out this measure. It is important that
this matter be considered by the Parliament today. It is encouraging that the cooperation of
the Opposition will ensure that happens. I am very pleased about that, and I thank members
for that support.
Mr Omodei: Our criticism is that the Government is in control of the business of the House,
and that the Bill could have been brought on at an earlier stage.
Mr BRIDGE: The member does not need to criticise in that way. We are all in agreement
about the Bill. It is a time of glad tidings.
In response to a point made by the deputy leader of the National Party, and his request for
clarification, my advice is that the skeleton weed advisory committee is in control of the
budgetary process. The committee determines the budget; it will continue its frequent
monitoring of expenditure. It is in that area that we need a procedure to ensure
accountability.
In summary, the Bill must be dealt with speedily. I thank the Opposition for its support. I
commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Deputy Chainnan of Committees (Dr Edwards) in the Chair, Mr Bridge (Minister for
Agriculture) in charge of the Bill.
Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 9 amended -

Mr BRIDGE: I oppose the clause and foreshadow the insertion of a new clause which will
extend the provisions of the Act.
Mr House: What would the new clause do?
Mr BRIDGE: It would extend the operation of the Act.
Mr House: No, it would not.
Mr BRIDGE: Apparently it would simplify the operation of the Act.
Mr House: How?
Mr BRIDGE: By allowing it to operate for any number of years.
Mr House: Therefore, the three year sunset clause will be removed.
Mr BRIDGE: The existing Act specifies a certain period of time, and the amendment will
remove that specification. It will operate for as long as the Act is required, and will not
operate to a stipulated time frame.
Mr HOUSE: If I understand the Minister correctly - I am not sure that he knows what the
omss.
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amendment does - the amendment will remove the sunset clause. In other words, in years
gone by this legislation has come to the Parliament every three years, which provides an
opportunity to debate its contents. The Minister suggests that this Act will now apply
ad infinitum. Is that correct?
Mr BRIDGE: According to my advice, a sunset clause will remain. My notes regarding this
clause indicate that the sole function of the amendment is to extend the skeleton weed fund
for a further three years. Thus, it also extends a limited funding for resistant grain insect
control. Importantly, the amendment tidies up the Act by removing the need to spell out
each crop separately.
Mr House: Therefore, it will cover the three year period rather than taking each year as a
separate entity.
Mr BRIDGE: Yes.
Mr OMODEX: The Liberal Party has no problem with the amendment. It is a shame we did
not speak to the Government about it earlier.
Clause put and negatived.
New clause 4 -
Mr BRIDGE: I move -

Page 2, line 7 - To insert after clause 3 the following new clause to stand as clause 4 -
Section 9 amended.
4. Section 9 of the principal Act is amended -

(a) in subsection (2a) by deleting "or 1990-1991" and substituting
the following -

1990-1991 or during any other subsequent crop
year";

and
(b) in subsection (5) -

(i) by deleting "and" after paragraph (q);
and

(ii) by deleting "1990-1991" in paragraph (r) and
substituting the following -

"1990-1991; and
(s) delivered during any period of 12 months

ending on 31 October of any year after the crop
year 1990-1991 shall be deemed to have been
grown during the crop year ending on
31 October next ensuing after that delivery;".

New clause put and passed.
ClauseS5: Section 10 amended -

Mr BRIDGE: I move -
Page 3, lines 4 and 5- Ta delete "the crop year 1991-1992, 1992-1993 or 1993-1994"
and substitute the following -

a crop year after the 1990-1991 crop year
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 6 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Dill reported, with amendments.
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MARGARINE REPEAL BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 16 May.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) 1 11.50 an,]: This is a simple piece of legislation which the
National Party is pleased to support. The Margarine Act was passed in an attempt to regulate
the manufacture and sale of margarine in Western Australia. That legislation restricted the
production of margarine and placed certain conditions on the size and shape of containers in
which margarine could be sold, on the labelling of those containers and on the advertising of
margarine. I imagine that legislation was passed to protect the dairy industry at that time, but
since then we have moved a long way down the track and much of that legislation is no
longer necessary. Meadow Lea Foods is the remaining margarine company in Western
Australia and this legislation will help encourage other companies which market margarine
in different sized and shaped containers in Western Australia to use the new equipment and
technologies they have obtained. The dairy section of the Western Australian Farmers
Federation also supports the Bill.
MR OMODEI (Warren) [11.51 am]: I support the Margarine Repeal Bill. The Margarine
Act was introduced on 10 December 1940 and should be repealed with the support of the
industry. The Act was proclaimed to protect the Australian butter industry from what was
then considered to be the alternative vegetable and animal fat margarine industry. In those
days, under the Margarine Act, there were a series of categories for the sale of margarine.
Table margarine was to consist of fats and oils of a vegetable origin only; in cooking
margarine, beef and mutton fat was to comprise not less than 90 per cent of the fats and oils
present; and, in manufacturing margarine, beef or mutton fat was to comprise between
75 per cent and 90 per cent of the fats and oils present.
Under the Act the Minister for Agriculture also had the power to declare the maximum
amount of table margarine that was to be manufactured in Western Australia. Of course, that
provision existed to protect the butter industry. It was also designated that table margarine
could only be sold in cube shaped tubs. That is amusing when one considers - bearing in
mind that the Act is still in place - that almost every retail outlet sells margarine in a variety
of shaped tubs. It intrigues me that although this Act has existed for some time the retail
industry and importers of margarine in this State have been contravening the Act for years.
Obviously, the dairy industry in this State has not opposed the sale of margarine in those
containers because it recognises that table margarine is a bona fide product and does not
impact on the sale of butter in any significant way.
The Margarine Act was a very restrictive Act and I am surprised at the strength of the
legislation. However, I understand that it was introduced to protect a viable dairy industry.
Other restrictions imposed by the Margarine Act meant that margarine manufacturers and
dealers required licences and had to pay fees to the Department of Agriculture. Margarine
was also to be sold in portions of not less than six kilograms and cooking margarine was not
to resemble butter in colour. Although butter sales have declined significantly, partly due to
the effects of the promotion of margarine, it is recognised that the various types of margarine
have a place in the market. Also of significance is the fact that other States which had
similar legislation have substantially repealed their restrictions on the sale of margarine and
are now in the process of phasing out all of those restrictions on the production and sale of
margarine.
There are two companies that sell margarine in Western Australia. One is predominantly a
Western Australian company and the other imparts significant amounts of margarine into
Western Australia. This Bill has been introduced because of a growing concern among a
number of consumers and importers that the industry was over regulated and that the extra
costs associated with that were not justified Of course, a number of other regulations of a
Commonwealth nature have been introduced to standardise food regulations and the repeal of
this Act will allow that to occur. At the moment the differing regulations pertaining to the
composition, packaging and labelling of margarine in this State prevent the standardisation
of food regulations. It is in the interests of the industry that this Act be repealed so those
standardisation procedures can take place. The Liberal Party does not oppose the Bill, which
will repeal the Margarine Act of 1940 which is obviously outdated.
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MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [11.57 am]: I also support the Margarine Repeal Hill. The
successful passage of this Bill through the Parliament will remove for all time the restrictive
mechanisms placed on the dairy industry. For many years legislation restricting the
manufacture of margarine has been in place in all States of Australia. For years the dairy
industry in Western Australia preferred to hide behind legislation rather than meet its
obligations in the marketplace. If there is a marketplace for margarine it is the marketplace's
prerogative to compete. As a dairy farmer I remember the campaign run by the Margarine
Manufacturers Association across Australia. That campaign, run by Ben Dawson, tended to
promote the idea that Mrs Jones should have freedom of choice, and it eventually wore down
the Australian dairy industry to the extent that some partial compensations were made.
Today, some 20 or 30 years later, the final vestiges of this legislation are being removed.
The dairy industry must be competitive and viable in the same way as any other industry. It
cannot hide behind protectionism. If the dairy industry is losing out to the margarine
industry, it must examine alternatives and promote products such as soft cheeses and other
items. I have no doubt that the dairy industry will meet the challenge and will provide the
products that people want, such as soft cheeses and low fat products, which are currently
being developed around the world. If people want to manufacture margarine, so be it. I
could talk on a number of other matters in the limited time available, but suffice to say that
this is a good move. It will put the industry on a more positive footing and remove
restrictive covenants. It offers a challenge to the dairy industry to be market oriented in the
future. I support the legislation.
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [12.01 pm]: I thank the Opposition
for its strong support for the Margarine Repeal Bill. It is an important legislative package
which needs to be enacted. It is supported by the industry generally. I am sure that once it is
in place it will be an important step in the right direction. I thank members who have spoken
in support of this legislation, and I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

GRIEVANCE - ONE PARENT CENTRE, EAST FREMANTLE
Funding Cut

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [ 12.02 pm]: My grievance is directed to the Minister
for Community Services and I make it on behalf of more than 300 single parents and their
500 children. It is connected with the very harsh decision made in the Budget to cut the
funding to the One Parent Centre in East Fremantle in ordier to save approximately $270 000.
I have received a number of representations in the form of letters from various organisations.
I have visited the centre and witnessed the type of support being provided. Firstly, I must
place on the parliamentary record some information about this centre so that members
understand what is involved. It has an ongoing community outreach. It is a drop in venue, it
runs courses in self-esteem, and it provides occasional respite care and a social network for
sole parents and their children. The philosophy of the centre is that it is a unit of focus for
parents: It aims to further their independence, improve their autonomy, improve their life
opportunities, and respond to the needs of one parent families. The basis of the programs
operated in the centre is that the welfare of children and their parents are inextricably related;
in other words, the wellbeing of the parents is very critical, bearing in mind that they have
responsibility for the children. The other basis for the programs which operate is that
one parent families are subject to special and inherent stresses, such as loss and separation,
sole responsibility for children, no respite from children, absence of support networks and so
on. Basically, the age group from birth to six years is the most critical stage in the
development of children. That provides a summary of the activities of the One Parent Centre
at East Fremantle.
The people are concerned because there has been no consultation in this matter. Thcy cannot
get answers to the questions they ask the Minister, and the Minister has offered a totally
unsatisfactory alternative, which I will explain in the short time available to me.
Mr Macinnon: What is the Premier's response?
Mr STRICKLAND: The Premier's response has been very interesting, bearing in mind that
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she is also the Treasurer who has presided over the Budget and apparently supports this
move. The Budget allocation for Community Services this year is $109.8 million, a
reduction of $460 000 or 0.5 per cent on last year. However in the family services section of
the Community Services budget one finds a slight rise of $0.9 million. Funding to the family
and individual support subprogram of that section has been reduced by $1 million. I now
place on the record the objective of the family and individual support service. It is to assist
people to improve their personal and social skills and to assist parents caring for their
children, On the other hand, the funding for the children's services subprogram, the
objective of which is to provide a flexible range of high quality child care services which
maximise developmental opportunities for children whose parents require access to child
care services for employment, vocational training or other measons, has been increased by
$1.37 million. It is said by many people that, as a result of WA Inc losses, the chickens have
come home to roost, the Government has run out of money and it cannot continue to fund
many of its programs. That is not entirely true because in this situation the Government,
through the Minister for Community Services, has made a conscious decision to change the
priorities in the allocation of funding. It has decided to cut funding to the family and
individual support subprogram - the One Parent Centre is one of the groups that benefits
from that program - and to increase funding to an alternative service. The savings made by
cutting the $270 000 which is required to operate this centre will be used to provide a
neighbourhood house at a cost of $43 000. When the Government makes funding decisions,
it sets priorities. However, when setting priorities it is important that the following
procedure be followed: Firstly, the need for that service must be verified; secondly, a check
must be made of the perfornance of the people and the programs involved; and, thirdly a
decision must be made. What has happened in this case? The Minister could have retained
the existing service, modified the service, or cut the service. He has decided to cut the
service. He has made that decision without consultation and, therefore, he has created the
fear of a life threatening situation for those 300 sole parents and their families. I will explain
in a moment why these people perceive that this may create a life threatening situation. I
place on the record the comments of previous Ministers with regard to this centre. In the
lead up to the last election, the then Minister, Hon Kay Hallahan, said at the opening of the
centre -

There are very few family support programmes in Western Australia which have run
as long, or as successfully as the One Parent Centre.

When he visited the shelter last year the previous Minister for The Family is recorded as
saying -

As the Minister for The Family, I am proud of the long standing commitment Labor
Governments have clearly made to supporting families and in helping overcome the
pressures and difficulties, particular family groups experience. Sole parent families
face particular pressures ...

Previous Ministers have recognised the good work of this centre. There is no doubt about the
need for it. This fact has been attested to by the Multicultural Women's Health Centre. In a
letter to me its co-ordinator states -

Social Workers at DCS are not available for parents in the initial stages of
crisis. ... (the staff of the Multicultural Womens Health Centre) rely on the One
Parent Centre for referring women who need suppor...

What is this all about? It is about the fact that this centre deals specifically with problems
arising for sale parent families. The cost is about $500 per child. People go to that centre for
help and 70 per cent leave after six months. A further 27 per cent stay at the centre for a
year. Therefore, 97 per cent of those passing through the centre are picked up in crisis,
receive help and then get on with their lives. The centre is providing an absolutely
wonderful service. We were told at a meeting last night that people contact the DCS and
under normal conditions have to wait for up to six weeks for a representative to get back to
them. This centre provides an immediate service. The eight part-time family resource
workers at the centre are the key to its success. They each work for 15 hours a week and
after involving themselves in this network become mrends of the people who use its service
while in crisis. If funding for them is removed it will destroy the service. The Mayor of
Melville said that this One Parent Centre helps women to get back into the work force and
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that it is a Government program that is actually doing something. This centre has existed for
15 years. The only excuse the Minister could give to these people for cutting the service was
that there is only one such service in the State. The point made by those people and me is
that it is the one service doing something that is effective and is working. I call upon the
Minister to review the amount to be allocated to the centre and to tap the Premier and
Treasurer on the shoulder when she comes into the House and ask her to give some more
money for this centre.
[The member's time expired.]
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Community Services) [12.13 pm]: The One Parent
Centre was established in 1976 as a pilot model and at a time when few other support
services existed for families or children. It was established before the massive expansion of
child care facilities we have seen under this Government since 1983 and before most family
support services which operate at the moment were established. It was also established
before the Government's family centre program and the introduction of the child support
scheme by the Commonwealth Government to ensure that proper maintenance payments
were made to sole parents. It was also established before the Commonwealth's jobs
education and training program was established. That program is designed to get sole
parents back into the work force. Therefore, the centre was a pilot model established before
significant developments in support for families and children were undertaken. That pilot
model was never developed because the resources were put into other forms of support for
families and children. For example, resources were put into 20 000 child care places and into
the family centres program.
By 1993 this Government will have constructed 40 family centres to provide support for
families and social development activities for four year old children. The money has been
put into community and neighbourhood houses, a program that will cost the Government
$1.36 million this year. Therefore, considerable changes have occurred since the one parent
centre was established. What was then a pilot for a presumed future program involving
centres catering specifically for the needs of sole parents did not develop.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RIPPER: We saw instead resources put into alternative programs which provided
support for families and children, including sole parents. If one looks at the other changes
made since 1976 one finds that new attitudes towards sole parents have developed. We can
no longer say that sole parents represent an aberration or something so distinct from the
mainstream that it should be regarded as marginal. We now see many different styles of
parenting and family structures that are and can be successful. It is the Government's job to
provide support for families in all their diversity. No necessary link exists between sole
parenting and disadvantage. Many sole parents in the community are successful and occupy
senior positions. On the other hand many families with both partners parenting face serious
disadvantages and family dysfunction and a threat to the quality of life of their children or a
risk to their wellbeing.
Members should recognise that the community's attitude to family structures has changed
and that a variety of family structures now exist. We should not be targeting our resources to
one particular family structure. We should be trying to provide support for a diversity of
family structures. In Providing that support our target and priority must be the families most
disadvantaged, whether sole parent families or not. We must target those families with low
incomes and other indicators of disadvantage such as Aboriginality, new migrant status,
unemployment, chronic alcoholism or domestic violence. All of those other groups must be
considered. Instead of basing our service on whether people are sole parents or in a different
family structure we are looking at whether there is dysfunction or disadvantage in families.
Mr Court: If it works, why close it?
Mr RIPPER: It was a pilot project for a broader program. It was never developed into a full
program-
Mr Shave: What do you mean it was not developed into a full program? The Lotteries
Commission spent $60 000 on it in 1988.
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Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Several members inteijected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I do not think it is fair in this situation for there to be
more than one intrjection at a time to the speaker on his feet. Members, however angry.
should also not shout over the Deputy Speaker when he calls for order.
Mr RIPPER: It was a pilot for a program that never developed because alternative programs
were developed.
Mr Shave: So you wasted $60 000 from the Lotteries Commission?
Mr RIPPER: The member for Melville interjects on the basis of some Lotteries Commission
money having been used. That money was not wasted. It was put into a transportable
building which is available for other services to the community and to other people in the
community.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RIPPER: Lotteries Commission money is not used to buy votes. That is an insult to the
Lotteries Commission. Having dealt with those interjections, the important thing to
remember is that there will still be services in the area. We will be offering neighbourhood
house services in the area equivalent to those offered in other areas. No one parent centre
exists in Balga. Heathridge. Annadale, Kalgoorlie or Busselton. We offer a different form of
family support in those areas. We offer child care centres and family centres, and the
member for Vasse should know that as we have just announced one in his electorate. We
offer community houses and neighbourhood houses. When we examine our priorities as we
set the Budget we must think about consistency of treatment in different districts, and equity
of resourcing for different districts. The One Parent Centre has been offering an intensive
level of support to people, but intensive levels of support cost money and the One Parent
Centre has been an expensive model for welfare service delivery. It costs $270 000 a year,
and not very many members in this Parliament would have a welfare service in their
electorates funded to that extent.
Mr Clarko: But you don't need them everywhere. There is none in my electorate.
Mr RIPPER: It services only a particular geographical location. We must think about equity
of service across a range of geographical locations.
Mr Strickland: Everyone else refers their problems to the One Parent Centre because that is
where they are being solved.
Mr RIPPER: Nevertheless, it deals with a particular geographical area. There might be
referrals from other services in that area, but it is not providing services to Kununurra,
Albany, Belmont, Armadale, Cottesloe, or the northern suburbs. In a climate where we must
think carefully about our budget priorities -

Mr Clarko: Why?
Mr RIPPER: Because the recession has reduced the flow of revenue to the Government; but
in any case, whatever the revenue position, we must always think carefully about those
priorities. One of our jobs is to ensure equity of resourcing across different areas. Members
must recognise that the model of service delivery for families has changed, that this is a pilot
scheme which never developed. and that we are providing in this area the same sort of
service that is available to other areas. I repeat: There will still be child care facilities at the
neighbourhood house and the coordinator, with the management committee, will be able to
organise the same sort of services as are now organised in the community house and the
neighbourhood house. Those services include parent education, self-help groups, and other
forms of support for families.
I remind members that last night at the public meeting in Fremantle the member for Melville
spoke in favour of using volunteers and community management and working together with
the community rather than doing things through the Public Service structures. That is what
we are doing, because this is a departmental Public Service facility which is to become a
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community managed facility; it is to be run by a management committee and is to be under
the control of that community management committee. My urging to clients of the One
Parent Centre is to get on board with that process and to make that centre work for them;
because it can. If they participate in the formation of the centre and in the management
committee, that centre will work for them in the same way as community and neighbourhood
houses work for people in other districts.

GRIEVANCE - MANDURAH MARINE AND HARBOURS DEPARTMENT
Ocean Entrance Closure

MR READ (Murray) [ 12.23 pm]i: My grievance is addressed to the Minister for Transport
and concerns the recent decision by the Department of Marine and Harbours in Mandurab to
close the ocean entrance in Mandurah to marine vessels.
Mr Clarko: That is another thing you are closing!
Mr READ: I can assure the member for Marmion that the reason for the closure of this
ocean entrance is very sound; however, some concerns have arisen from the closure and I
will outline those to the Minister. The Minister for Transport would be aware of the long
history of problems with the ocean entrance at Mandurah. Certainly for as long as I can
remember efforts have had to be made to keep the entrance open for fishing vessels and
pleasure craft. The history books show that, even back at the turn of the century, when the
ocean entrance had completely silted up, people would take shovels out there to ensure that
the water exchange, and access to the ocean, continued.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Mr READ: Certainly some alterations have been made to the ocean entrance since that time.
That goes back 15 or so years and no doubt it would have had some effect on the silting. The
reason for the closure of the entrance is very sound; it is purely and simply the safety of the
boating public, not so much those people who are experienced boat operators as those who
do not have much experience in boat handling. When a heavy swell is running the shallow
ocean entrance can present some serious safety problems to inexperienced sailors.
I was contacted recently by a representative of the Mandurali Offshore Fishing Club who
expressed two concerns about the decision to close the entrance, although he is an
experienced sailor and could understand the reason for it. His first concern was the adverse
publicity that has resulted from the closure; the second was the effect that publicity will have
on a fishing competition being organised by the Mandurah Offshore Fishing Club for
10 November. 1 understand it is the largest fishing competition in the State and offers prize
money totalling about $20 000. He told me that people throughout the State have expressed
an interest in entering the competition. A great deal of sponsorship rests on this competition,
and he is worried that as a result of the adverse publicity - and the Minister would be aware
of' the articles that have appeared in the local newspapers - people might withdraw their
nominations for the competition or not nominate at all. When one reads comments to the
effect that the closure of the ocean entrance could have devastating economic, social and
environmental effects on the Mandurali community, one can understand his concern, and I
say to the House and to the Minister that those comments are a little exaggerated.
Mr Nicholls: In what regard?
Mr READ: I will tell the member in a moment. I request assurances from the Minister for
Transport on three matters, which I will deal with in order of priority. Firstly, the crayfishing
season will open on 11 November and I seek the Minister's assurance for those people whose
livelihoods depend on having access to the ocean that the entrance will be open for the start
of the season. Secondly, a huge amount of time and money has been invested in the
organisation of the fishing competition to be held on 10 November, and I seek the Minister's
assurance that people entering that competition will have access to the ocean. Thirdly - and
although this is not as important it nevertheless is important - both tourists and local people
should, as soon as possible, be able to use that ocean entrance to gain access to the ocean for
fishing and recreational boating. The Minister would be aware of the importance of the
tourism industry to the Mandurab region. Any commitment the Minister can give will allay
the fears that have been raised in the community, certainly amongst the fishing fraternity.
Most concern has come from the Mandurab Offshore Fishing Club, as it has commitments
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for sponsorship for next year, depending on the success of this year's competition. A
competition of that size, which has attracted a large number of entries in the past, will be a
huge boost to Mandurah's economy. I do not argue with the decision to Close the ocean
entrance, which was a responsible one; nevertheless I would like the Minister's assurance
that action will be taken as soon as possible to reopen the entrance to the commercial fishing
industry and the public.
MRS DEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Tourism) [ 12.30 pm]: I thank the member for
Murray for raising this issue. It is an important one for the people of Mandurah, for the
reasons outlined by the member. The people of Mandurah are aware that a silt problem
occurs every year. The Department of Marine and Hlarbours has provided information, and
the officers of that department are the experts. They have been keeping a close watch on the
silt problem. Technical documents indicate that any dredging undertaken prior to now would
have been in vain because with the weather patterns experienced recently it would not have
mattered whether dredging was undertaken in June or July; we would still have experienced
the silt problem now. As pointed out by the member for Murray, the Department of Marine
and H-arbours was acting responsibly in its decision to close the channel for safety reasons.
The rock lobster industry is a very important one. The season will commence in November.
I can assure the member that tenders have been called for the dredging work; they will close
on October 8. Advertisements were placed on Saturday, 21 September. It will be necessary
to dredge approximately 27 000 cubic metres of sand from the ocean entrance. The work is
similar to the dredging undertaken in October and November last year which ensured that the
sand bar was open for commercial fishing purposes and in time for the season to commence.
An allocation of $90 000 for the work has. been made in the Consolidated Revenue Fund. I
am assured by the Department of Marine and Harbours the bar will be open in time to ensure
that the offshore fishing club competition will proceed. I give a firm assurance that any work
undertaken will not interfere with the success of that event. The competition is usually a
very successful event; people come from all over the State to join in that fishing competition.
I understand that the event is attracting interest from every other State in Australia; so from
the tourism point of view it is a very important event for the Mandurah region.
Many emotive statements have been made about this issue; it has been raised in the House
previously. The people who are responsible for the fishing competition are very sensible.
The club spokesman stated publicly that the bar was usually open at least one week before
the cray season opened and that he was confident the fishing competition would proceed as
planned. There will be some disruption for recreational boaters because the bar is closed, but
I do not think we should regard that as a disaster created by a responsible decision by the
Department of Marine and Harbours. I note that at some Press conferences the point was
made that the situation would have a damaging environmental effect. I assure all members,
particularly the member for Mandumah, that algae is caused by nutrient laden fresh water that
flows down the river system, and that the closure of the entrance would have little effect.
Mr Nicholls: That is not the case. The interaction of tidal movement from the ocean to the
estuary has a significant effect on increasing the salinity level of the estuary. It is important
to make sure that we do not have any algae bloom -

Mrs BEGOCS: Of course it is important, if the bar is to be closed for a long time. However,
we are talking about a period of a few weeks, and it is emotive nonsense for the member to
make such a claim.
Mr Nicholls: The bloom will occur over the next six to eight weeks.
Mrs BEGGS: It is emotive nonsense to raise these concerns in such an irresponsible way.
The sand bar closes every year -

Mr Nicholls: It does not. The last time it closed was five years ago.
Mrs BEGGS: Most years the entrance silts up to an extent, but not as the member describes
it. It silts up considerably, but the bar has remained open longer this yea than in previous
years.
Mr Clarko: What will be the cost of opening the bar?
Mrs BEGGS: About $90 000. The cost is not the issue. Dredging occurs throughout the
State every year, such as at Carnarvon and Kalbarri.
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Mr Clarko: There is an argument at Kalbarri every year.
Mrs BEGGS: Of course there is. Everyone is concerned every year about the sort of
dredging works necessary to allow the rock lobster fishermen to start their season without
impediment. The issue is raised every year but every year the work is done. The
Department of Marine and Harbours budgets for that work every year, and every year the
work is done.
Mr Nicholls: Can I ask a question?
Mrs BEGGS: I am addressing a grievance. The member for Mandurab has not written to me
about this matter. He has raised the issue publicly to cause concern.
Mr Nicholls: I raised the matter during my comments on the Budget.
Mrs BEGGS: Yes, but the member did not take any positive action, such as writing to me
for confirmation, before he went public. The member for Murray has addressed a grievance
to me because he wishes to give assurances to the people concerned in a responsible way. In
closing, I repeat that the bar will be open for the fishing season and for the fishing
competition. On that basis, I am sure that the member for Murray will give his reassurance
to the people so that they can get on and do the job that they usually do very well.

GRIEVANCE - SCHOOL BUSES
Inspection Services Transfer

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [ 12.36 pm]: I address my grievance to the Minister representing
the Minister for Education. My grievance relates to the proposal of the Government to
transfer the school bus inspection service fronm the school bus inspection department of the
Ministry of Education to the Police Department. I was disturbed when I read the Budget
papers in relation to this matter. I asked question on notice 1263 on Wednesday,
I1I September, requesting the reasons for that transfer. The reply was that in accordance with
the recommendation of the Government's Functional Review Committee, the transfer has
been made as a result of identified cost benefits and because bus and vehicle inspections for
other business sectors are completed by the Police Department. That is, the transfer is to be
made for two reasons: The Police Department does inspections in other areas, and the cost
saving involved. Neither of those paints is valid when we are talking about the safety of
school children on country woads. The cost is not important, for a number of reasons.
When contacting the school bus service section this morning, my secretary spoke to John
Nicholas who was unable to identify the exact cost of this service. However, he said that his
belief is that the saving will be negligible. I do not care very much whether the saving will
be negligible or whether it will run to thousands of dollars. The principle involved is that the
school bus inspection service has operated for many years. It is undertaken by people who
have a great deal of expertise with such vehicles. They have in their hands the lives and
safety of some 25 000 school children in rural areas who are bused to schools every morning
and home every afternoon. What sort of service are we seeking to replace? This represents a
very small cost in a very important safety area. The last thing that any school bus contractor
wants to do is to drive a bus which becomes involved in an accident. The last thing that
parents want is for their children to be involved in an accident while travelling in a school
bus. Country roads in this State are in a deplorable condition so we must ensure that every
other aspect of this situation is right. The school bus which transports children is a very
important part of that procedure.
Inspectors do a number of things. Firstly, the inspection service is on an ad hoc or random
basis, so a school bus proprietor does not know when an inspector will show up. The bus
drivers cannot just tidy up the vehicle, replace a tyre, or fix the brakes knowing that the
inspector will come the following week. That is important because it means that under the
random system the bus will be in the best possible condition at all times. With the police
inspection system the proprietor will be required to take the bus to the nearest police
inspection site, and he will know when the bus will be inspected. In that case he can make
changes before the inspection takes place. Another important point is that contractors
operate many different vehicle and body types on the buses to transport school children. The
inspectors have become experts in identifying the faults which occur in these vehicles and
know what to expect when a vehicle has reached a certain mileage. For example, the
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inspectors know when a problem is likely to occur with, for example, the Hi-Lux buses, and
they can inform the bus operator before the problems occur. Thai will not be possible or as
efficient if the inspections are conducted by the Police Department.
This is a specialist service in a specialist area for special reasons. The service's operating
priority should be the safety of the children and not the pursuit of cost savings by pufflng the
lives of children at risk. Interestingly, the contractors have been the most vocal people on
this issue, not only in my area, but also in those served by other National Party members.
They say that they do not want the change. The system works well and is safe. These
contractors do not want to be in charge of school buses which have accidents; they want to
ensure that all precautions are taken.
The Police Department inspects many other types of vehicles, and provides a range of
services. Therefore, it cannot specialise in bus inspections, and a specialised service is
needed. The proposed change to the service wiUl not improve the situation; in fact, it will put
the lives of 25 000 school children at risk twice a day in rural areas. I implore the
Government to reverse its decision. The priority should be safety standards for our children
rather than the pursuit of negligible savings - that is our responsibility. The impact of
transferring this service to the Police Department will be the lowering of safety standards,
and no saving will be big enough to warrant putting the lives of children at risk. I ask the
Minister to be positive and to allow the school bus inspection service to continue in the
manner in which it currently operates.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Fuel and Energy) [12.43 pm]: I thank the
deputy leader of the National Party for providing short notice on this matter so that I could
conduct some research on the issue. As a former Minister for Education, I was involved in
the school bus issue for some time. School bus services - which receive an allocation of
$35 million a year - provide a tremendous service to the people of this State; every day
50 000 school children board school buses available to outer metropolitan area and non-
metropolitan areas. Many issues arise when discussing school buses.
Regarding this grievance, we must refer back to 1987 when the Government undertook a
review of many of its functions. The Functional Review Committee was formed to look at
different areas of Government activity. Firstly, the committee was asked to consider whether
a Government function should be maintained. Obviously, the school bus service is a very
important part of Government and will remain so. Secondly, the committee was asked to
consider in which part of Government does the service best reside, and how is the best
performance to be obtained from the service. Thirdly, the committee was asked how the
service could be best carried out wherever it was located. The bus inspection service was
subject to such a review.
Currently five people within the Ministry of Education conduct the inspections. The 1987
inquiry conducted an in-depth analysis of the issue and decided that the service would be
best suited by a transfer to the Police Department. Interestingly, the inquiry discovered that
the cost of delivering the service from within the Ministry of Education, considering the
overall expenditure and the number of people using that service, was estimated to be $140.
However, the Police Department currently offers the service for a fee of $25. Therefore, the
Ministry of Education service was five times more expensive than the operation within the
Police Department-
The Police Department is the authority currently vested with ensuring that vehicles comply
with vehicle standard regulations, and has the enforcement powers to back that up.
Therefore, it was considered to be the logical operation to undertake the school bus
inspections. The decision was made on the basis of cost and efficiency, in consideration of
the other inspection services conducted by the police. Currently the police delegate the
inspection authority to the Ministry of Education, although it imposes certain conditions
upon that service; for example, regarding the number of inspections per year. This year the
Ministry of Education decided to transfer the service to the Police Department as part of its
budgetary process. One of the five persons from the Ministry of Education involved in the
service will be retained to provide technical advice. This person will liaise with the police
and the Ministry of Education on such matters as the drawing up of standards. The other
four people working in this field wili be redeployed within Government or, if they choose,
may accept the offered package to leave Government employment. This transfer of the
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service will save $300 000, and these funds can be spent on educational matters. The school
bus inspection service costs will be met by the Police Department.
Mr House: Are you flat just transferring the cast from one Government department to
another?
Dr GALLOP: Sure; this is a functional review issue, and it is a matter of whether the
function can be best performed by the Police Department.
Mr H-ouse: Adjoined to that issue is the safety of children. Itris not only a matter of
performance, it is a matter of what is in the best interests of the children.
Dr GALLOP: Certainly, and in consideration of that point, many school buses operate which
are not part of the Ministry of Education system, and these buses are subject to the Police
Department regulatory system. The Police Department -

Mr House: That does not apply to children in country areas.
Dr GALLOP: In country areas the school bus service is provided by the ministry, but many
buses which are not part of that service are school buses. In the metropolitan area many
buses are part of the private education system, and these buses are inspected by the police.
Mr House: Those buses are not travelling over gravel woads every day.
Dr GALLOP: They are.
Mr House: In the metropolitan area? Where?
Dr GALLOP: Those school buses exist to take children on country trips as well as deliver
children to sporting and other cultural events in the metropolitan area. Therefore, on some
occasions they are required to perform certain jobs in the country. The essential problem in
the deputy leader of the National Party's argument is that if the police experience problems
when inspecting school buses, surely there would be problems in their inspecting all other
buses and vehicles in both the metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas of the State. I
acknowledge that particular skills are associated with inspecting school buses, but those will,
I am suit, be picked up by the Police Department as it carries out those functions. Policemen
and women throughout the State will be available to perform those functions in
non-metropolitan areas.
Mr House: Will that be done on a random basis? That is another key issue.
Dr GALLOP: I cannot answer that question but will pass it on to the Minister for Police to
consider. In the negotiations that are taking place between the Police Department and the
Ministry of Education to transfer this matter, two issues are being addressed: First is the
issue of the number of times a bus is inspected every year; we will certainly insist that
standards are maintained. Currently, inspections are conducted twice a year. Second,
specification compliance and similar issues will be dealt with in the process of transfer. I
will refer the concern of the deputy leader of the National Party to the Minister and I am sure
that is one issue that can be taken into account when that function is passed across. The
Government is not attempting to cut back on services. There is, however, an attempt to
locate services in the best areas and because the Police Department performs this function in
the community at present it is felt that it would be best suited to doing that job. Of course,
that raises the issue of the fees associated with the delivery of that service for bus
contractors.
Mr House: I am not worried about the fees, I am worried about the safety of the children.
All you are worried about is saving money.
Dr GALLOP: Should the Ministry of Education, which has been given a job of delivering an
education service to our children, focus on that job or fulfil ancillary tasks? Certainly, on the
evidence of the Functional Review Committee, it is felt that this ancillary function would be
best performed by the State Police Department. It performs that function in other areas and
has the skills and the network of people to perform that function adequately. It should not be
feared that the standards of service delivery in this area will be reduced; however, the focus
within the Ministry of Education will be on its mainstream function; that is, to deliver
education for children throughout the State.

Sitting suspended from 12-55 to 2.00 pm
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GRIEVANCE - LEGAL COSTS
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) (2.02 pm]: My grievance is to the Minister representing the
Attorney General in this House, and it relates to legal casts, or the cast of justice. The legal
system in Australia is controlled by the most powerful trade union in Australia; I refer to the
professional legal organisations in this country. The conduct of members of the legal
industry is not subject to the Trade Practices Act and, in fact, the practices in the industry are
the most restrictive practices in existence in Australia. It is in effect a closed shop. The two
branches in the legal profession are dividing the spoils and are responsible for the prohibitive
costs their clients must pay; I refer to banristers and Queen's Counsel. The existing system,
in brief, is such that a person in need of legal assistance or advice contacts a solicitor in the
first instance. If further action is needed the solicitor contacts a barrister on behalf of the
client and, if further action again is needed, the barrister contacts a QC. What does this do to
the costs for which the client is responsible? While the case is being prepared many
solicitors charge between $1 and $5 for each written page, $5 for a fax, $1 for a telephone
call and so on. The preparation of a case can cost up to $5 000. At each level of the legal
system, solicitors, barristers and QCs charge various fees. Solicitors charge between $100
and $200 an hour, banristers charge approximately $1 000 a day, and QCs charge $5 000
upwards a day and, of course, they insist on having junior counsel to assist them which can
cost up to $3 000 a day. Who can afford to pay these fees? People in the lower income
bracket can apply to the Legal Aid Commission and the wealthy have their own resources.
The people in the middle income area and small business have nowhere to go and often,
when confronted with litigation, they must drop their cases and not receive justice in
accordance with the intent of the system.
In addition, many delays occur before cases reach the courts. Every delay costs the client
more money and at times cases are delayed for up to two or three years. This is a source of
trauma for the person involved and it is not only an absence of justice, but also a clear
injustice when one considers the situation of the people at the wealthy end of the scale. I
refer to businesses and large organisations that can quickly have their cases heard before the
courts because they have the financial resources to do so. When banks challenge people who
have fallen behind with their mortgage payments quick justice is dispensed on the bank's
behalf, and within a couple of months they are able to repossess the property of the person
whose obligations have not been met.
Some urgent changes are needed to the system. Independent arbiters should be appointed,
bearing in mind that between 80 per cent and 90 per cent of the cases need not go through the
court system. The system must be changed to allow these arbiters to deal with legal matters
so that people are able to obtain justice at a much lower cast and much more quickly than is
presently the case. Reforms in progress in other professions and industries should be adapted
for use within the legal system. Consideration should be given to success fees, whereby
solicitors, banristers and others are paid upon the successful completion of the case, rather
than their receiving an up-front fee before the case is heard in court. Consideration should
also be given to the costs related to litigation, and also the ability of people to pay legal fees
should be examined.
Two cases have been brought to my attention recently, both of which are prime examples of
people having been subjected to litigation in an unfair manner. In one case, involving a
subcontractor and contractor, I believe the case should have been proceeded with to enable
the subcontractor to recoup some of the money owed to him. However, that was not possible
because of lack of funds. I do not attempt to adjudicate on the case but merely to present
some facts to this Parliament. The case to which I refer involves a contract between
Wanneroo Concrete Pty Ltd and Westar Engineering Pty Ltd, I quote from a letter sent to
me by the subcontractor -

I have currently 133,000 dollars in debts incurred on the contract for Wesmar
Engineering. My current overdraft for the business is $78,000....
My credit rating as a result of non-payment by Westar Engineering has been reduced
to zero and I have exhausted all finances to pursue this matter in the courts. I have
spent (up-to-date) approximately $ 10,000 on Solicitor's fees and am no longer able to
pursue the right to be paid monies owed to my company. I have been issued with
numerous "writs" to pay for outstanding debts. I am not eligible to pursue aide from
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"Legal Aide" as I am the owner of a company. I have been in business for eight years
and have always paid my employees award rates, and have paid all other debts until
1991 as a result of the Contract with Westar Engineering. My Solicitors are adamant
I should be paid the sums claimed by myself from Westar Engineering Pry Ltd
totalling $218,000. Unfortunately I do not have the finances to fight for my rights.
As a result of this Company's (Westar Engineering Pty Ltd) reluctance to pay me I
will be forced into liquidation and will lose all my assets including my home ... The
stress and pressures this has placed on myself and my family is grossly unfair.

The second case involves a company called Global Trading Pty Ltd, which two years ago
rented premises from a company called Eng Seng Pty Ltd. One of the conditions of the lease
was that the landlord should repair the roof, remove asbestos from the building, and sign a
City of Perth document which was necessary to obtain approval for certain other businesses
to be run on these premises. In short, this tenant spent approximately $80 000 to $ 100 000
on the premises. The landlord has not met his obligations under the lease. The tenant,
Global Trading Pry Ltd, has incurred legal costs of up to $ 10 000. It cannot go to the
Commercial Tribunal because this matter does not come under its jurisdiction. The tenant is
now faced with eviction. He has no more money and needs another $20 000 for lawyers'
fees to take the case further. He cannot afford to do so. In the meantime the landlord has
adopted a heavy-handed approach. The man says that "two heavyweight bouncers entered
my shop by breakcing down the door". He called the police. The owner also employed
Canine Security and Alsatian Watch Patrol in order to frighten him from the premises. He
states in the last paragraph of his letter to me -

Is this the norm and accepted way of real estate agents' performance in this country?
Is the governing law of this country no different to the law of the jungle? Should the
rich and the strong be allowed to crash on small people who are trying to earn an
honest living?

This sort of behaviour is the basis of my grievance today and for my saying that people have
a right to justice but cannot obtain it because of the costs associated with getting before a
court. We must address this problem quickly. A number of committees are examining the
question of legal costs, but I implore the Minister to take urgent action to have the effect of
legal costs addressed so that people can obtain justice.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [2.12 pm]: When I first went to
university I commenced a science course. I did applied mathematics 10, physics 10, in
which we were doing mechanics and which was mainly mathematics, and inorganic
chemistry, which also involved mainly maths. I decided that those subjects would not hold
my interest for the full year and discussed the alternatives with some people. I decided to
change to law and went home and told my father. His response was to talk about the
"leeches and bloodsuckers of society", prior to refusing to speak to me for three months.
That was nearly 28 years ago and it seems that time has not dramatically changed the image
of the legal profession.
In defence of the profession I will later mun through a number of reforms which apply in
Western Australia and which have improved the system substantially. I acknowledge that
the examples raised by the member for Balcatta are convincing evidence that, whatever has
been done, enormous problems still exist for people in the community seeking to take legal
action. I understand that a Wanneroo concrete contractor engaged in a large contract with a
rumn about which he took the trouble to get a credit rating before commencing work. The
contract involved in excess of $200 000. Unfortunately, the finn involved has had some
difficulty arising from the importation of some equipment. That led to one of its members
being charged with evasion of customs duty. He is now sewving time at Her Majesty's
pleasure. That left that person's company in a position where it was unable to meet its
commitments to the Wanneroo concrete contractor.
Whatever the legal ramifications, the contractor may not be successful with any action
because there may be no money left. Nevertheless, this was an open and shut case where a
contract was entered into, work was done and the Wanneroo contractor was told that unless
he could provide $10 000 his lawyers were unwilling to initiate action against the defaulting
company. That seems to present an enormous difficulty. Although the contract was a large
one it is obvious much of the money was used to pay subcontractors and the profit margin for
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Wanneroo Concrete Pty Ltd was relatively small. However, that company is now asked to
pay another $10 000 for lawyers without knowing whether any action taken will be
successful. One must have an enormous degree of sympathy for the person involved.
In the second case the person was leasing premises in Hay Street. I understand a business
migrant came to Australia and spent $600 000 to set up a business. He had an unfortunate
experience with the landlord, who he thought would carry out substantial improvements to
the rented property, including the removal of asbestos. However, that was not done. As a
result, only a third of the property could be used for the business purpose for which it was
intended and the person involved suffered a significant financial loss. He found that he could
not access lawyers at a reasonable rate and was told that the lawyers would not initiate action
unless $20 000 was paid up front. He tried to take the law into his own hands by withholding
rent payments. The managing agents and landlord responded by engaging security agents
who attempted to eject him from the premises. Police were called on that occasion and the
move was resisted. A second firm was engaged which took Alsatian dogs to the premises.
That this person was being terrorised so that he could be evicted from rented premises is
further evidence that even the landlord did not wan: to resort to the courts but wished to take
the law into his own hands.
I will run through the things that this Government is doing about the court system in this
State. First, it has reviewed the operations of all courts. Only this morning I opened a
seminar for registrars of local and wardens' courts which will discuss improving the
administration of the courts system to make it as efficient as possible. We have introduced a
system of compulsory pre-trial conferences in the courts. We are also looking to the
introduction of a scheme for the management of court programs. Western Australia has the
shortest delay of all the States between issue of a summons and the opportunity arising to go
to pre-trial or between the laying of a charge and the hearing of that charge. We have
nothing to be ashamed of with the work done to make the court system much more workable.
In addition, the profession has always been a fused one. Other States have systems of
solicitors and banisters and a rule that a solicitor does not appear in court but a barrister
does. In Western Australia the majority of legal practitioners are both banisters and
solicitors and no restraints are imposed on their going into court. Nor is there any obligation
for lawyers to use a Queen's Counsel unless their client chooses to do so because of the
nature. and difficulty of their case. The legal profess ion has also done a great deal in an
attempt to make pro bono advice available both through legal advice centres and support
centret- They man legal advice centres and provide duty counsel to attend courts in the city
and some country centres.
More recently the contingent fee system was set up by the Law Society in an attempt to cater
for clients who do not qualify for legal aid but are willing to enter into an arrangement under
which if they are successful they pay a proportion of what they receive as an award from the
court to be used to fund future. actions by other people. The Law Society is doing what it
can. It is untrue to say that the legal profession is a monopolistic and uncontrolled one. It is
one of the few professions that has a system under which the amount its members can charge
is prescribed by various cost rules. If a client is unhappy about the amount of the charge he
is entitled to have those costs taxed in the appropriate way or to complain to the Barnisters
Board or the Law Society of Western Australia. What some lawyers have done in the past in
order to avoid that is to enter into cost agreements before the action starts, which enables
them to charge more than the prescribed fee under those costs rules. Thfose sorts of contracts
for costs have been the subject of discussion for some time, as to whether the profession
should declare them unethical or whether the Government should legislate to ban them so
that lawyers cannot charge more than the base fees. The notion that, somehow or other,
arbitrators and the like are cheaper than the court system has not been borne out in practice.
As a lawyer, I have never been involved in an arbitration that turned out to be cheaper or
quicker. One reason for that is that in an arbitration one must pay for the cost of the
arbitrator, whereas if one goes to court one does not have to pay for the cost of the court or
the judge, except the costs of filing fees paid when people lodge the initiating process or set
the matter down for trial, and that goes nowhere near a full recovery of the costs. Arbitrators
are generally used where there is a need for confidentiality by the parties or where there is a
need for expedition and one can work on the basis of having that sole arbitrator waive some
of the rules in order to get there. However, in my view very rarely does it work in avoiding
costs or reducing the costs to the panics involved.
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Mr Bloffwitch: But would you agree that it is prohibitive for the average person to enter into
this type of arrangement?
Mr D.L. SMITH: As I have said, these two cases are evidence that it is prohibitive. Despite
all the good work the profession, the court administrators and the Attorney General have
been doing it is still prohibitive and we must work to find an alternative solution. We try to
do that through the Legal Aid Commission of Western Australia but this year, for instance,
we have increased the total amount of money available to the commission from $18 million
to $20 million, yet the commission will say that on any one day it would knock back tens if
not hundreds of applications, either on the ground of merit or on the basis of there not being
sufficient reward for the litigant, or shortage of funds.
I appreciate the concerns of the member for Balcatta and will convey them to the Attorney
General, and he and I will continue to work to try to make the system more accessible than it
currently is.
The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

POLICE AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Strickland, read a first time.

MOTION - ORDER OF BUSINESS
Orders of the Day Nos 59,57, and 60

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [2.24 pm]): I move -

That Orders of the Day Nos 59, 57 and 60 be now taken.
In doing so, I remind the House again that I am moving the order of business requested by
the Leader of the Opposition, who held a Press conference yesterday to announce to the
assembled multitudes that he would be moving in both Houses of Parliament, according to
The West Australian today -
Mr Macinnon: Were you at the Press conference? I said we would move it in the
Parliament, and we have already moved the motion. I did not say that we would debate it.
Mr PEARCE: I am not saying the Leader of the Opposition said he would debate it, and he
can debate it when he likes, but he made a big hoc-ha yesterday about raising these issues in
the Parliament.
Mr Lewis: We do not dance to your tune.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Applecross cannot dance, period. I simply make the point
chat I am moving for this order of business at the request of the Leader of the Opposition, and
the good citizens of Perth who read their The West Australian this morning and received the
impression that we would be debating matters relating to the Royal Commission are not
missing out on that debate through any action of mine or the Government's. I am happy to
concede to the request of the Leader of the Opposition to move for those items to be dealt
with now.
Question put and passed.

RANGEVIEW REMAND CENTRE BILL

Second Reading
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [2.25 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to cause, by Statute, the Government to defer its imminent plans to
construct a juvenile remand and detention centre on land known as the Lakes hospital site
pending full community consultation and the proper assessing of alternative proposals for the
siting of such an institution.
A short history of the proposal revolves around a recommendation by the Department for
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Community Services and the prior decision of Government to construct a new juvenile
remand/detention centre, generally in the eastern sector of the Perth metropolitan region,
centred in Forrescfield. With the announcement of that proposal, the communities in the
general area where the facility was to be built were rightly concerned that they had not been
consulted and that the siting of the institution was inappropriate. Because of the controversy
and perhaps the political ramifications of such a decision, the Government aborted the siting
in Forresifield and cast around for other suitable locations.
In late 1990, when the Government's Asset Management Taskforce was discussing with the
City of Melville the future uses of a parcel of land known as the Lakes hospital site, it was
mentioned that perhaps the remand centre could be centred in that general location of
Murdoch, adjacent to Murdoch University. At the time of these discussions, while they were
infornal, the Melville City Council officers made it quite clear that the siting of a remand
centre as suggested would be totally inappropriate - it was not in line with the long term
planning of the general area and, indeed, would create wide community concern - and
therefore would be against the wishes of the City of Melville. Notwithstanding, the
Government proceeded and earlier this year announced its decision to construct what was
then identified as the Murdoch juvenile remand centre. Its precise siting was to be located
roughly central, within a 500 metre wide finger of land, protruding northwards from the
residential suburb of Bibra Lake and wedged between the suburb of Leeming to the east and
the campus of Murdoch University to the west, sitting contiguous to the residential suburbs
of Kaidinya, Murdoch, Winthrop, Bateman and Bullcreek immediately to the north. More
particularly, the land is known as Cockburn Sound location 3068 and being reserve 36727,
located in the south west metropolitan region approximately 14 kilometres down the access
of the Kwinana Freeway south of central Penth.
It should also be known that the land, in the main, was previously held in private ownership
and was resumed under section 17 of the Public Works Act in 1972 for the express purposes
of university, roads, hospitals and public buildings as specified, being central hospital
laundry, food processing, sterilising and other services. The land on which the remand
centre is to be located was subsequently reserved under the Metropolitan Region Town
Planning Scheme Act, and shown on the scheme map as for public purpose, specific and
notated as hospital. The Melville City Council, cognisant of its planning responsibilities,
implemented and guided its planning on the basis of locating urban communities adjacent
this site, which it had set aside in its own district town planning scheme for Government
purpose; namely, regional hospital site. Since that time the site generally has been known as
the Lakes hospital site and, in line with the intention of the original taking of the land, a
Government board known as the Lakes hospital board was instituted for the sale purpose of
guiding the planning and construction of a major regional public hospital to serve the
projected 300 000 to 400 000 people who would ultimately reside in the south west
metropolitan region.
On these understandings, therefore, and on the basis that town planning and its regulating
Statutes are fundamental to orderly planning with the intent of projecting future land use and
giving a surety of purpose, it is contended that the somewhat ad hoc and arbitrary decision to
site the juvenile remand/detention centre at Murdoch runs contrary to the principles of good
planning and is at odds with the previously stated intent that the site was to be used for a
hospital and other ancillary uses. Notwithstanding the steadfast objection of the City of
Melville to the siting of the juvenile remand/detention institution within the modern middle
class suburb known as Murdoch, against strong community opinion, the Government still has
not changed or deferred its intention to proceed as soon as practical. Members should be
aware of the weight of objection to the proposal which was starkly evident at a public
meeting held one Sunday morning in March of this year on a recreation ground at Kardinya;
nearly 3 000 people gathered to voice their objection to the Minister for Community
Services. The House should also be aware that five separate petitions totalling 4 662
signatures have been presented to this House, calling on the Government of Western
Australia to urgently review the proposal in the light of its proximity to residential
subdivisions and the concern of the public for their safety, and requesting the Government to
relocate the proposed remand centre to an area away from existing or proposed residential
subdivision. Major public debate has ensued over the past five or so months, to the extent
that the Government. with some understanding of the concerns of the public, took the
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cosmetic action of changing the name of the institution known as the Murdoch remand centre
to the Rangeview remand centre, in recognition of the psychological pollution that would
impact on all the residents in the modem suburb of Murdoch.
This Bill therefore seeks to return to the Parliament the ability to make decisions in areas of
widespread public concern, where the Government has not been seen to have properly
consulted with the local authorities or the community, and where indeed decisions apparently
have been made in haste without forethought of the town planning processes. The
Government should consider the impact such an establishment may have on the community
generally, and have cognisance of the community's belief that no proper consideration has
been given to the siting of the establishment in other locations where there would be little
impact on the community and no concern would be likely to be expressed.
To this end, the Bill will cause the Government - on receiving the Royal assent - to
immediately defer any further work on the Rangeview remand centre pending proper
consultation with the concerned local authorities of the City of Melville and the City of
Cockburn, the Murdoch University and the citizens of the affected residential communities
of Laeming, Bateman, Murdoch, Winthrop arid Bibra Lake, as represented by the Lakes
Action Group. As part of the consultation process, the Government will be required to
examine other sites that have been suggested, particularly one in the Canning Vale area that
is suitably removed from the existing penal establishment, and that such relocation could
give similar advantages to those which currently support the Murdoch siting. The Bill would
also cause the Department for Community Services to properly evaluate existing unused
Government facilities, the conversion and upgrading of which it is believed will save
millions of dollars,
It is important for the House to understand that the Bill does not prevent the establishment of
a juvenile remand and/or detention centre. However, it seeks to suspend such construction
until alternative sites are evaluated and proper consultation has taken place with the
interested parties. Indeed, the Bill will require the Government to table the result of such
consultation in the Parliament, in support of a motion that must pass both Houses of
Parliament, if the remand facility is to proceed on its proposed site in the suburb of Murdoch.
Finally, the Bill is not introduced on the basis of prejudice or necessarily because of the
Nimby syndrome, but because it is generally believed that there are cheaper and more
appropriate alternatives - rather than siting what could only be considered as a penal
institution, in contradiction of the long term planning intentions upon which a modem
residential area has been established. To this end, it is appropriate that Parliament should
decide the destiny of such proposals, and for that reason I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Ripper (Minister for Community Services).

CHILD WELFARE AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 28 August-
MR RI1PPER (Belmont - Minister for Community Services) [2-35 pm): Recently the
Opposition called for a bipartisan approach to matters of law and order in Western Australia.
We perhaps saw an example of the beginnings of a bipartisan approach when formal police
cautioning of juvenile offenders was supported by both sides of the House in December last
year. It is noteworthy that when the matter was debated in the upper House late last year the
Liberal spokesman for justice specifically commended the initiative as a humane one to deal
with child offenders or would-be offenders. The support for the initiative which has been
developed in the Western Australian system and for charges initiatives in other jurisdictions
was welcomed. The purpose of formal police cautioning of juvenile offenders is to deal with
minor offenders. It is not to deal with the serious repeat offenders who have caused so much
alarm to the community by their grossly negligent and irresponsible actions. Those people
cannot be dealt with by formal police cautioning. There is no option for those people but to
put them into detention or some other custodial situation because their offences are not
minor. Their offences are creating outrage in the community, and they are not something
with which the cautioning system should deal. The cautioning system is in place for minor
offenders - die people who ride skateboards on the road, the people who ride bicycles at
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night without lights, the people who perhaps steal a Mars Bar from the supermarket, or
engage in same form of abusive language with each other.
The purpose of formal police cautioning is to release the police and the cowlts from the time-
consuming process of dealing with those offences through traditional means; to allow both
the police and the courts to focus on the cases of serious repeat offenders. In one respect, the
system can be seen as providing for the efficient use of scarce police and court resources, and
allowing the courts more time to deal with cases about which we are all concerned. In
another respect, the system can be seen as providing a more effective way to deal with the
minor offenders themselves, because most parents would know that if a child commits an
offence and one must punish that child it is better to do that straightaway. It is not a good
idea to wait two or three weeks and then punish the child because by that time the link
between the offence and the punishment is diluted in the mind of the child. If we arr to
punish children for minor offences it is better that the punishment is undertaken immediately,
on the spot, and in conjunction with people they know rather than later through a
bureaucratic system by people they do not know and in a way that dilutes the link between
the offence and the punishment which society has ordained. In the case of minor offenders,
we hope that the police will work with families and with the Department for Community
Services. We know that in a number of circumstances welfare problems underlie the minor
offence. The police may pick up a 13 year old girl out alone at five to twelve in the evening.
Why is she out on her own? What is going on in the family that results in a lack of adequate
supervision of the child? Is there a welfare problem which means that the child does not feel
secure and safe at home? Is there a lack of parental responsibility or supervision? That is a
matter that can be addressed by a welfare authority. The Department for Community
Services has established a special unit - the Killara after-hours welfare and justice unit - to
deal with those matters.
If the police find a minor offender who obviously has a family problem, the matter is referred
to the Department for Community Services. The department is no longer a nine to five
operation and out of office hours welfare assistance can be offered to the family. That is a
major innovation with improved cooperation between the police and the Department for
Community Services. This will have an important long term effect in dealing with juvenile
offenders. All members are aware that if we can head off the minor offenders and prevent
their entering the repeat offender cycle, this problem will be reduced. Great problems are
caused by serious repeat offenders, who must be dealt with, and we must ensure that minor
offenders do not reach this stage. Also, the family must be involved, and that is why the
localised action of the police sergeant, the welfare officer and officers from the department -

Mr Mac~innon: Are you supporting the Bill or opposing it?
Mr RIPPER: If the Leader of the Opposition listens he will hear my intention. However, a
context needs to be created.
Mr Mac~innon: As to why you oppose it.
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the Opposition does not know the meaning of the word patience.
If he listens he will learn not only the Government's intention, but also a great deal of useful
information.
Mr Court: You have not been on this side of the House, but normally at the beginning of a
speech a member indicates his support or otherwise.
Mr Trenarden: He is trying to work it out; leave him alone!
Mr RIPPER: Rather than trying to disrupt my speech, if members listened they would find
out the Government's position. I intend to outline for the House the context of the operations
of the formal police cautioning system. This system frees the courts to deal with serious
repeat offenders, and provides local, immediate response to minor offenders. This also
improves the handling of the welfare issues which may underlie the offences. Despite
bipartisan support for the formal police cautioning system, misrepresentation has occurred in
public debate on the matter. It has been said that offenders will be cautioned five times for
serious offences before further action is taken. That is a complete misrepresentation of the
way in which the system is supposed to work, and is working in practice. Serious offenders
who are causing the community such alarm do not receive multiple cautions for offences
such as car theft and housebreakcing. It must be remembered that the system allows for the
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discretion of the police officer, and I have great confidence in the integrity of these officers.
Police officers are not more lenient than the community towards these offenders; police
officers will not caution people who are causing serious problems to the community.
Nevertheless, it is important that there is public confidence in the justice system. The public
must not be made to feel vulnerable as a result of misrepresentation of important matters
such as these. Undoubtedly, the formal police cautioning system is a success in our
jurisdiction: it has been proved in other States and in New Zealand and it will be successful
in Western Australia, regardless of whether we make changes to the system. The scheme
will operate in the way in which it was designed; that is, in accordance with the confidence
shown in the individual responsibility and discretion of police officers.
I turn now to the legislation.
Mr Shave: This is riveting stuff, Mr Minister.
Mr Macinnon: Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House. More members
should be here to listen to the Minister's riveting speech!
Mr D.L. Smith: It is your legislation, and where are your members?
Several members interjected.
[Quorum formed.]
Mr RIPPER: As indicated by several of my colleagues, it is remarkable that the Opposition
cannot marshal sufficient support for its own legislation by maintaining a quorum in the
House.
Mr Macinnon: We want the House to see your performance, my friend.
Mr RIPPER: I am happy for people to see my performance. However, a lack of a quorum
demonstrates the lack of support within the Opposition for its own legislation.
The SPEAKER: Order! Those members conducting conversations while walking around the
Chamber should cease doing so immediately. Members were called here to form a quorum,
and that is no excuse for that kind of behaviour. Irrespective of what members think of what
the Minister is saying, he has a right to be heard.
Mr RIPPER: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The Opposition seeks to alter schedule 4 of the Child
Welfare Act in order to exclude a number of offences from that schedule, and hence from the
formal police cautioning system. However, some problems are associated with the
legislation: Schedule 4 does not relate only to the operation of the formal police cautioning
system; schedule 4 relates also to the operation of the Children's (Suspended Proceedings)
Panel; that is, the alternative to court. That panel has operated in this State for many years
without argument about its jurisdiction. Other questions may have arisen, but its jurisdiction
has never been questioned. The Opposition legislation, although attempting to deal with a
perceived flaw in the cautioning system, has the unintended side effect of dealing with the
operations of the suspended proceedings panel, thus creating other problems.
Members may be aware that the Attorney General intends to introduce legislation soon to
change the offence of unauthorised use of a motor vehicle to what it more properly
represents; that is, car theft. Those changes will be welcomed throughout the community
because people do not believe dhnt the "unauthorised use of a motor vehicle" is the proper
description of what is happening throughout the community. People have seen their second
most valuable asset taken from them and put at serious risk. We must remember that if this
legislation is passed, we could find ourselves altering schedule 4 of the Child Welfare Act to
take account of the changes to the legislation proposed by the Attorney General. We must be
careful about that because every time there is a change we will need to alter the fourth
schedule of the Child Welfare Act. There are two flaws with the proposed legislation:
Firstly, its effect on the Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel; and, secondly, the need
to alter the schedule as a result of changes to other parts of the legislation. People have said
that we should not worry about the Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel because it is
not an important part of the juvenile justice system. However, I draw members' attention to
a report released today by Dr Harry Blagg, the executive officer of the State Government
advisory committee on offenders. Dr Blagg visited New Zealand to investigate its court
diversionary system and the family group conference system. That system has a number of
extremely positive featres. Firstly, it involves the family, the offenders, the victims, the
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family of victims and authorities in a conference to discuss the offences that have occurred.
That conference decides what reparations will be made and then the families of the offenders
are responsible for ensuring those reparations are made. In other words, the onus is put back
on the parents in dealing with the consequences of the offences committed by their children.
In giving power back to the family the family group conference system is taking a very
important step in juvenile crime. The second important feature of that system is that it
involves the victims of crime. Victims are able to draw to the attention of offenders the
consequences of their actions and how they have affected the victim. It gives victims a
chance of expressing their feelings to offenders and also provides them with the opportunity
of participating in discussions with the offenders, their families and authorities about the
reparations which should be made. The third positive feature about the family group
conference system is the way it builds on indigenous social structures. One of the regrettable
features of juvenile justice problems in Western Australia is the over representation in the
system of young Aboriginal people. That over representation becomes worse the deeper one
goes into the system to the extent that four per cent of the juvenile population contributes
nearly 70 per cent to the inmates of detention centres. That is a very serious and worrying
problem for the community. The State Government advisory committee on offenders has
said that this is the biggest challenge confronting the community and the Government at the
moment.
The SPEAKER: Order! I do not think it is an acceptable practice to throw lollies across the
Chamber. It is one thing for members to use this place as a refectory by continuously
chewing llles, but their being thrown to members' colleagues is beyond the pale. It is a
practice which is rude in the extreme. I have happened to pick it up on one side this time but
it actually occurs on both sides of the House and I hope the practice ceases from today.
Mr RIPPER: The family group conference system in New Zealand is important because it
builds on the indigenous social structures in a community. It is important in New Zealand
because it takes advantage of the Maori family structure and involves extended family and
community leaders. I hope the implementation of a similar system could be successful in
Western Australia because the extended family is important within the Aboriginal
community. Many Aboriginal parents are crying out for more support from the community
in their dealings with Aboriginal young people. Aboriginal people are now wanting to solve
this problem and they want support, power and help from us so they can deal with the
problems of their young people. We must take advantage of that willingness in the
Aboriginal community - and of Aboriginal parents in particular - to become involved. The
family group conference system provides a perfect opportunity for involving Aboriginal
families and Aboriginal community leaders in finding solutions to the problems affecting the
Aboriginal community in Western Australia.
The family group conference system has imposed stringent requirements on offenders in
New Zealand. In one case an offender was asked to hand over the keys of his car to the
victim. That car replaced the victim's car which had been written off by the young
offender's actions. The family is responsible for enforcing the penalties which, in some
cases, can be more severe than those imposed by a traditional court system. It is not more
severe in terms of locking people up but in the other reparation requirements which are
imposed on the offenders. In fact, the system has been part of an overall scheme in New
Zealand and has resulted in a reduction in the number of juveniles in detention centres to the
extent that the majority of those detention centres have been closed in recent years. Clearly,
such a scheme has great potential to be adapted in Western Australia. That is the advice we
have received from Dr Blagg and I am confident that when the State Government advisory
committee on detention considers that report it too will recognise the potential for that
scheme to operate in Western Australia. I intend to take that proposal to Cabinet as soon as I
have received the comments of the advisory committee because I want to show my Cabinet
colleagues the value and potential of the scheme for Western Australia.
Members may ask what relevance this has in the question of formal police cautioning.
Formal police cautioning and the New Zealand family group conference system are both
court diversionary options and are ways of dealing with offenders without taking them
through the bureaucratic processes of the court. In fact, in New Zealand the family group
conference system is very similar in its operation to the formal police cautioning system and
the two methods are linked in New Zealand. Before we can make formal legislative changes
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to the cautioning system we must consider more carefully the family group conference
system. and the way in which it should be integrated into the juvenile justice system in
Western Australia, because that is the way we should be proceeding.
We may proceed in that direction by using the Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel as
the vehicle for the operation of the New Zealand family group conference system. However,
if we make changes now which have the unintended side effect of restricting the jurisdiction
of the suspended proceedings panel, in advance of the possibility of bolting that New
Zealand scheme to the suspended proceedings panel, we could upset the present situation and
could restrict the jurisdiction of the panel just when it may be coming into its own. I would
be reluctant at the moment, given the close connection between the formal police cautioning
system in New Zealand and the operations of the family group conference scheme, to make
legislative changes to formal police cautioning. Equally, I would be reluctant to make
changes to the jurisdiction of the suspended proceedings panel just when we have the chance
of using that panel in a productive way because it empowers families, gives families
responsibility, involves victims, addresses victims' concerns, deals with the rights and
obligations of indigenous people, takes advantage of Aboriginal family structures and takes
advantage of the Aboriginal community's willingness to be involved in dealing with this
problem. I do not agree that we should at this stage pass the Opposition's legislation because
it would interfere with the proper integration of the family group conference system into the
Western Australian juvenile justice system. It would also have unintended side effects on the
Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel. In fact, when we introduce the family group
conference system we may also be able to introduce these provisions either administratively -
assuming the advisory committee in Cabinet finds it satisfactory - or through legislation. It
would be a pity if our administrative options were hampered by legislation passed quickly in
this place which had unintended side effects. It would also be a pity to pass this legislation
in advance of broader legislation which takes advantage of the New Zealand family group
conference system.
Nevertheless, I am concerned that formal police cautioning has been misrepresented in
public debate. I am concerned that some people in the community genuinely believe that
serious offenders, such as car thieves and house breakers, will be cautioned. That was never
the intention of members on this side of the House and, I am sure, it was not the intention of
members on the Opposition's side of the House when they supported the legislation last year.
It was not intended that the system should operate in that way, and I am certain that it has
never operated in that way. I have confidence in our police officers, in their attitude to
juvenile crime, their sense of responsibility, and their integrity. I do not believe they will
operate the scheme in a way which is excessively lenient from the community's point of
view by cautioning serious repeat offenders. However, the point remains that the scheme has
been misrepresented. It has been misrepresented in a mischievous way by the Press and
some members of the Opposition who have not remembered their previous wholehearted
support for the system when the legislation was before the Parliament.
I would like the public to have confidence in the juvenile justice system and the formal
police cautioning system. It is important to say to the public that the letter of the scheme
refl ects the spirit of this operation and the way in which it was designed. The legislation
presented by the member for Scarborough has some flaws. It has unintended side effects and
it might hamper positive developments in the juvenile justice system in the future. How do
we maintain public confidence in the scheme against misrepresentation, without those
unintended side effects? I am pleased to inform the House that the Commissioner of Police
has undertaken to review his instructions to police officers about the operation of the formal
police cautioning system. He will instruct his officers not to apply the cautioning system to
juveniles who commit the following offences - house breakcing by day, unauthorised use of
motor vehicles or car stealing. That takes care of the problem that the public may lack
confidence in the operation of the scheme because of the misrepresentation that has occurred.
I have confidence in the integrity and responsibility of individual police officers.
Mr Macinnon: The Minister for Fisheries does not.
Mr RIPPER: [ am talking about the juvenile justice system.
Mr Macinnon: The Minister attacked the commissioner and Superintendent Ayton
mercilessly.
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Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the Opposition has had plenty of opportunities to debate that
issue. The Opposition has asked for my view of the juvenile justice system and his constant
interjections demonstrate once again the difficulty he has with listening. It is an important
part of a politician's job to be able to listen.
It is important that the public has confidence in the operation of the system. I do not believe
that the instruction from the Commissioner of Police is necessary int a practical sense,
because I do not think police officers would have operated the system differently from the
way in which it will be operated following the further instructions from the commissioner.
Nevertheless, I want the public to be able to wholeheartedly support the cautioning system
and I do not want them to be prey to false allegations that offenders will be cautioned for
serious offences. I want the letter of the scheme to reflect the spirit of the scheme and the
design as originally intended. It should reflect how the scheme accurately operates in
practice. The instructions by the Commissioner of Police will provide that opportunity for
the formal design of the scheme to reflect the intention of the people who originally brought
this matter to the House and the way in which it should operate. The intent of this legislation
has been achieved with virtually immediate effect because the Commissioner of Police has
undertaken to amend those instructions.
However, we have achieved the effect we want without the unintended side effects, and
without affecting the Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel or the possible future
development of the juvenile justice system. The Government is not necessarily prepared to
let the matter rest there. It is prepared to return to the House with broader legislation which
deals with the family group conference system, cautioning, and changes to the system in a
considered way which will not have unintended side effects. I am not saying the
Government will automatically rest following the instructions by the Commissioner of
Police. The Government is prepared to bring legislation to this House to deal with the matter
in a marner which takes account of the complex interaction of the various elements of the
system. In doing so, I hope that it will receive bipartisan support. I appreciate the call made
by the Leader of the Opposition for bipartisanship on law and order matters. I said in
response to his call that I would like to see that demonstrated in action. We saw some
progress when the Opposition supported the formal police cautioning legislation in both
Houses of Parliament last year. However, I was disappointed that the moment public
criticism was made of the formal police cautioning system, the Opposition did not support
the bipartisan position it had previously adopted. In fact, the Opposition appeared to forget
what had previously taken place in Parliament. I was amazed to hear the Leader of the
Opposition say on an Australian Broadcasting Commission radio news program one Sunday
afternoon that when the matter came to Parliament he would seek to have it defeated- It was
an extraordinary statement, and I rang the news program to say that not only had the matter
been before the Parliament - which the Leader of the Opposition had ignored - but also that
he had supported the relevant legislation. That was an indication of the incapacity of the
Opposition to resist an attempt to make political capital from the operation of the justice
system.
It was interesting to note that when the Press statement appeared in the newspaper, last
minute corrections were made and the Opposition referred to making changes to the system
by later legislation. The member for Scarborough publicly stated that the Opposition had
erred on the cautioning system. In my view the Opposition has erred again with this
legislation, not because of the intent, which is to restore public confidence in the system, but
because of the unintended side effects of the legislation, its flaws, and the way in which it
would inhibit future positive developments in the juvenile justice system. I know that when
the member for Scarborough said the Opposition had erred he referred to the legislation that
was passed by the Parliament and he suggested that the Opposition had not understood the
implications of the legislation. However, the Opposition spokesman on law and order
matters in the upper House made a detailed speech in which he commented on a number of
small aspects of the Bill. Clearly the Opposition had an understanding of what was
proposed. It supported the concept and commended the Government for its initiative. The
National Party spokesperson said that the Liberal spokesperson was well qualified to
comment in this area. I see no indication that the Opposition erred when debating formal
police cautioning in this House late last year. I see every indication that it erred when it
made public criticisms late this year and failed to remember what happened in this
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Parliament and what position it had taken. It deserted its bipartisan position in support of the
Bill and sought to grandstand on a juvenile justice system issue to make political capital out
of mischievous representations. At the same time it sought to fan community unease about
something it knew was no longer a practice.
I am amazed that the Opposition with its historic attitude to the Police Force took that
insulting position against police officers. I am amazed that the Opposition thought police
officers lacked the responsibility and integrity to apply the cautioning system. Nobody in the
community believes that police officers are more lenient that the Children's Court in their
attitude to juvenile crime. However, members of the Opposition say we should not leave this
matter to the judgment of police officers and that it should go to the Children's Court. That
is a peculiar attitude to adopt given the community view on the responsibility of police
officers and their attitude to juvenile justice responsibility and the attitude of people in the
Children's Court.
The Opposition erred not in its original bipartisan support for the Bill but in its later
grandstanding when it misrepresented the matter in public. It is necessary to say to the
public, "This is the letter of the scheme and how it is operating in practice." We have
changed the letter of the scheme to ensure that it reflects the spirit of the scheme in its
practical operation. The Government will oppose this Bill because of its unintended side
effects and flaws. However, the matter of canutioning and the offences to which it is applied
will be made crystal clear to the public in the Police Commissioner's undertaking that he will
review his instructions. That review will make clear to the public that police officers can be
trusted to administer the system responsibly. I do not believe that the behaviour of the police
will be altered by the instruction because they have in no way been irresponsible in this
matter. The instruction will reflect what we know is already their behaviour. It will reflect
the design of the system and the position taken by members from both sides of this House
when the matter was debated originally. The Police Commissioner's administrative
instruction will take effect shortly and much more quickly than any legislation which would
have to pass this place. However, if the instruction is not effective we are prepared to return
to the House with broader legislation which takes account of the interaction of the juvenile
justice system, does not affect the Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel and allows us
to incorporate the family group conference system as an alternative measure if that is the way
in which Cabinet wishes to proceed. Having studied the report prepared by Dr Harry Blagg,
and having heard what he had to say about the operation of the family group conference
system in New Zealand, I am confident that that is an important way in which we can
improve our juvenile justice system. I would like the committee to discuss false allegations;
the intention or operation of the scheme; and positive future developments in the system
which will empower families, give them responsibility, allow victims of crime to have a say,
and build on Aboriginal social structures, not on misrepresentation about formal police
cautions.
For thie reasons I have outlined, t Government opposes the legislation. That does not mean
its members close their minds to further legislation on this matter to reinforce, if necessary,
the Police Commissioner's instruction. However, when the Government brings legislation to
this House it will take account of other parts of the juvenile justice system and it will not be
flawed as is the legislation presently before us. It will also provide for positive future
progress in the juvenile justice system, something this legislation does not do.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [3.16 pm]: In speaking to the Child Welfare Amendment Bill I
point out that the Minister has covered most areas quite well. I do not disagree with the
intent of the Bill which states that car theft and breaking and entering during the day should
be addressed. I do not disagree with dhe proposed changes to schedule 4 related to the
cautioning system. As the Minister has said, it will have an unwanted effect on the
Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel and proposed changes that the Attorney General
has foreshadowed relating to car theft. I do not disagree with the intent of the Bill because it
approaches matters that people have stated should be addressed immediately; that is, car
theft, and breaking and entering during the day. The proposed changes must be made
through proper legislative processes using amendments that have been examined by the
Attorney General. If the changes proposed by the Opposition were implemented they would
inhibit significant changes [ know ame being considered in this area. The changes proposed
do not go far enough. The areas of grievous bodily harm, self-defence and compensation for
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victims of crime should also be addressed. It is merely cosmetic to change two items in
schedule 4 of the Act at a time when the community is crying out for more stringent changes
in the juvenile crime area. I will pursue this matter as long and as hard as possible but
believe that the changes to be implemented should be wide ranging and address adequately
and stringently the areas to which I have referred, as well as those proposed by members
opposite; that is, car theft. As I said previously, the Attorney General is moving to change
the legislation so that it deals with car theft. Secondly. 1 believe breaking and entering
during the day should be dealt with as stringently as is breaking and entering during the
night, because if people break and enter during the day it is a more premeditated action than
if they do it in the darkness of the night. Thirdly, I would like to see amendments to the
legislation which have not been addressed by members opposite in the Bill before us; for
instance, grievous bodily harm that results from either car theft or breaking and entering,
self-defence when people are confronted by perpetrators of crime, and ultimately
compensation for victims of crime.
I am not prepared to support the Child Welfare Amendment Bill because it does not
adequately address some issues which are causing grave concern to the community.
However, I am prepared to support the proposals of the Minister for Community Services for
family conferences and I would support legislation which will complement the family
conference proposal. Over the past six weeks I have received copies of petitions in my
electorate office which express grave concern about the cautioning system, and I agree with
some of those concerns. The amendments proposed in this legislation do not address the
problems people have brought to my attention, which should be introduced in a separate
piece of legislation and in conjunction with the proposals brought to this House by the
Minister this afternoon.
I repeat that I do not disagree with the intent of the Bill before the House, but the changes it
proposes to the parent legislation are being made in the wrong area. I know many people are
impatient, but we should wait and obtain a complete package to deal with juvenile crime, not
make irrelevant changes.
Mr Bradshaw: Where am your amendments?
Mr CATANIA: I have already said that amendments have been drafted by the Attorney
General-
Mr MacKinnon:- How long have you had?
Mr CATANIA: Three weeks.
Mr Macinnon: You have had eight years - or nearly 10.
Mr CATANIA: Amendments to the legislation are now being drafted.
Mr Macinnon: Appoint a committee.
Mr CATANIA: The Leader of the Opposition should not point a finger when members
opposite are also constantly proposing committees in various areas. Members opposite like
appointing committees but do not like members on this side proposing to do the same when
relevant. Let us address the present problem. The amendments proposed by the Attorney
General and which will be introduced by the relevant Minister should be awaited. The
amendments proposed in this Bill by members opposite should not be agreed to because they
are ineffectual and do not address the entire problem that concerns people in the community.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [3.23 pm]: This debate on the Child Welfare Amendment Bill
is an interesting one and one about which I have been in two minds as I have considered this
matter over the last few weeks. I can see some very good reasons for tightening up the
cautioning system. I have discussed this matter with the Opposition spokesperson on more
than one occasion, but because I believe that more consistency is required I was very pleased
to hear the Minister for Community Services say that the Commissioner of Poice has moved
in the direction of these amendments. As far as I can see, that solves the problem of the two
offences mentioned in this amending Bill. In some instances, and particularly as seems to be
the case here, regulation should do the trick. The reservation I have about the process
operated by the Government is that last week when we were debating a Bill introduced by
the deputy leader of the National Party, on which I did not have a chance to speak, I was
reassured by the Government that legislation is under preparation and will be here shortly.
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Mr Trenorden: So will Christmas.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is the problem - we tend to receive promises of legislation but it
never arrives or does nor arrive until ir is too late to be relevant. Incidentally, we may be in
the same situation with freedom of information legislation, but that is another story.
While I am prepared to accept that the instructions of the Commissioner of Police should fill
a vacuum here that the amendment is designed to address, if that system does not work
legislation is well and truly overdue. As the member for Balcatta has hinted, perhaps that
legislation should include more than merely what is mentioned in the Bill before us. I will be
watching very closely over the next few weeks and months to see whether the instructions of
the Commissioner of Police are in fact worked our on the ground through the policing
system.
I am certainly nor a person who is generally seen to be taking a hard line on law and order.
Indeed, I received some letters in response to those I had written to people from the Rally for
Justice, some of whom think I take a soft line, The reason I might be seen occasionally to be
"1soft on crime' is that one of the difficulties facing our society at the moment is that, clearly,
there is a demand in the public arena for some action. The danger now is that there will be
art overreaction so that we will get a series of ad hoc measures which do not add up to a very
coherent package. That is another concern I have about this Bill.
The Select Committee into Youth Affairs, to which the Rally for Justice recommendations
have been referred, is examining a wide range of matters and I amn awart from the report it
released last week of the context of its work. I look forward to the committee's
recommendations because at the moment there is a vacuum in the community. People are
saying, "We have had this big rally, obviously we have a lot of public support for a range of
points of view, but all the Government seems to be doing is promising legislation and
referring things to committees." Unless those committees report fairly soon and/or
comprehensive legislation is forthcoming to address these questions, public confidence in the
juvenile justice system will be further eroded. The Government should take heed of
warnings from the public that it does not need simply to say that it will do something about
the problem; it needs to do something about it rather than talk about doing something about
it.

Mr Ripper: The doubling of the station program is under way already and various other parts
of the juvenile justice strategy are being implemented with effect from the first of next
month.
Dr ALEXANDER: I am very pleased to hear that that program is being expanded. As I said
in a speech I made here a short time ago, the program should go much further. It is a move
in the right direction, but not far enough. I would like to see those sorts of programs vastly
expanded, not expanded in only a small way.
If the promised legislation in both the areas we have discussed in recent weeks is not
forthcoming in the very near future, I will be sitting down with other members of Parliament
to draft our own legislation which addresses all of these questions. Ir is not as though we will
be able to solve this issue once and for all, but at least we will be able to address a package of
measures rather than merely doing a little here and a little there. The overall perception of
the public, about which I know the Minister is concerned, is that the response is fragmented
and not enough is being done. We need a comprehensive package of measures that is well
thought through and that then is properly debated in this Parliament.
At this stage I am prepared to give the Police Commissioner's new system of cautioning a
fair tria to see how it works in the light of the obvious weaknesses in the system and the
inconsistencies to which attention has been drawn. However, should that not work, there is
no option but to adopt some comprehensive legislation.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.30 pm]: I wish to place on the recordi the National Party's
point of view regarding the Child Welfare Amendment Bill. Juvenile justice is a contentious
issue. We are annoyed that for two years we have brought to this Parliament a number of
Bills which have been rejected on the basis that Government legislation will be forthcoming.
A few days ago the deputy leader of the National Party made a second attempt to get a piece
of legislation through the House. For years promises have been made that such legislation
will be introduced but we are still waiting for that promise to be fulfilled. The truth is that
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the record of the Labor Party over the years has been to establish committees, or cask forces,
but to take little other action. The public is aware of those talking heads on television which
often mouth platitudes, but no further action is taken. As a result, we recently witnessed a
protest by approximately 30 000 people outside this place in an attempt to express a point of
view.
The Bill is a simple one which will take certain responsibilities away from panels and give
them more emphasis. I served on the Joint Select Committee on Parole, which recently
presented a final report. We have spent two years considering the sentencing of offenders.
In the juvenile crime area, 90 per cent of frst offenders do not re-offend, and 60 per cent of
second-time offenders do not re-offend. In those cases, whatever we do, those people will
not re-offend. They can be dealt with by a panel, a court, or receive a caution from police
officers on the job, because statistically they will not re-offend. The third group of people
who continue to offend go on to become the hard-core recidivists. In those cases the court
should have a full range of options available trough which a judge can make up his mind
about how best to bring the juvenile offenders into line. Many options have been considered,
such as time at pastoral stations, military service, prison, the issue of community service
work orders, and so on. A thousand different ideas have been put forward by the community.
We should resource as many of those options as we can. When a judge has reached the stage
where he must make a decision regarding such offenders he should have in his possession
community service reports on the offender, the juvenile's records; the parents of the juvenile
should be in court to put forward their point of view; the victim should be present in the
court, as well as the defence and the prosecution officers. At the end of that process, the
judge should be in a position to decide whether an individual should be treated with or
without leniency.
After a person has offended five or six times he could be regarded as a hard-core offender.
The public outrage is not as described by the Government. The public is not screaming for
revenge; they are asking for protection. There is a big difference between revenge,
retribution and protection. Once a juvenile has reached the stage where he has shown clearly
that he will never behave, that person should be incarcerated - or at least put where he or she
cannot offend again. That is the basic position.
We have heard that these hard-core recidivists number 90 or 100- We must reach the stage,
sooner or later, where we are adamant that they will not be tolerated because they are an
offence to the community.
Mr Ripper In those cases, the only option is to lock them up - especially those who beat up
people in their own driveways-
Mr TRENORDEN: We all agree with that. The second time offenders may move to another
level, to wherever we draw the line. That is the point of the argument. The community is
calling for some action to be taken, and soon! The Government should not sit on its hands
and offer platitudes to the community, and then take no action. If the judges of the
Children's Court do not take notice of the community's point of view, the community will
put pressure on every member of Parliament. We will be forced to enact legislation which
will restrict the sentencing options. No-one should promote that course of action because
history has shown that to restrict the options for sentencing results in judges bringing down
inappropriate sentences.
I would have liked to discuss the New Zealand and United Kingdom experience but time
does not permit me to do so. I support the Bill.
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) 13.36 pm]: I thank all members who have contributed
to debate on the Child Welfare Amendment Bill. The comments by the Minister for
Community Services are nothing but a cop out, and I do not need to explain why. I am very
concerned about the Minister's remarks.
We are very interested in taldng some action in this area. After the last election - when the
Opposition stated that the unauthorised use of a motor vehicle should be treated as car theft -
the matter was put before the public. The indication was that the Attorney General had been
drafting this type of legislation for some years. However, nothing has been done.
Mr Ripper: The legislation will be before us very soon.
Mr STRICKLAND: The Minister keeps saying that.
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Mr Macinnon: We heard that about the freedom of information legislation five years ago.
Mr STRICKLAND: That is another point. I will not rehash the comments made so far.
Some commonsense ideas were put forward. I will now address our differences of opinion.
The Minister indicated that the Bill is flawed because it might restrict the operations of the
Children's (Suspended Proceedings) Panel. The Minister launched the departmental booklet
"Laws for the People"; he also issued a Press release on 28 May 1991 which stated that the
recommendations of a recent report included the abolition of the existing Children's
(Suspended Proceedings) Panel in favour of a system of formal police cautioning. The
Minister told the whole community that he would go down the new pathway of cautioning,
and that he would eliminate the panel system.
Mr Ripper: The member misunderstands. Certainly the report contained thai
recommendation. I have not indicated, nor has the Government, whether we accept the
recommendations of that report. As I indicated in my speech, I am not sure that I agree with
the recommendation because I would like to see the suspended proceedings panel modified
along the New Zealand format of group conference. With that intent, I would not be wanting
to abolish the panel.
Mr STRICKLAND: I will comment along those lines in a moment. However, I refer to the
comments made by the previous Minister in this House on 10 May, 1990 when the former
member for Cottesloe, Mr Hassell, asked -

What classification of offences will be permitted to cause offenders to face the
reprimand process rather than the court?

The then Minister replied -

The samte ones that can be dealt with by the Children's (Suspended Proceedings)
Panel. The fourth schedule of the Child Welfare Act and regulation 12 of the Child
Welfare Regulations list serious offences that cannot be dealt with by the children's
panel. I am considering adding unlawful use and car theft to that list.

Therefore, the previous Minister was giving serious consideration to doing exactly what the
Opposition has attempted to do by introducing this legislation.
Mr Ripper When that matter came before the Parliament chose two offences were not part
of the legislation, yet it received the wholehearted support of the Opposition.
Mr STRICKLAND: Frankly, that is interesting but we seem to have some inconsistency on
the Government's part. Perhaps the Minister is talking about shifting sands.
I am interested in the comment made about the family group conference system in New
Zealand because the Minister will remember that the situation came to the attention of the
people in this State on "The Marie Mills Show". A judge was interviewed and I raised the
matter in this Parliament that afternoon when we were debating a motion moved by the
National Party regarding the victims of crime. Some time later the Government has picked
up this issue; I commend it for doing so. However, before these things can work one must
catch the repeat offender so that he or she can be part of the process. The apprehension rate
is not what it should be; therefore, even though the system has plenty to offer, it has a limited
chance of being implemented in many cases. For instance, if 12 out of 15 car thieves are not
apprehended, what will happen to those 12 people? They will not be known as offenders and
they cannot be involved in the program.
What will happen when victims of crime refuse to participate in the process? Studies in the
United Kingdom indicate that an alternative model, the Rochester model, involves groups of
disassociated victims, and this has worked far better than the conference system. T'herefore,
although the Opposition looks forward to the implementation of the conference system, we
are aware that it may have limitations and should only be a part of a total system of juvenile
justice.
Mr Ripper I do not pretend that any proposal is the be-all and end-all regarding juvenile
crime; a variety of measures are needed.
Mr STRICKLAND: The Minister's argument for not supporting the Bill hinged on the fact
that the new scheme will operate through the Children's (Suspended Proceedlings) Panel.
However, a recommendation by the Minister's department, when working on law to suit the
times, was that the panel should be done away with.
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Mr Ripper: I do not always agree with recommendations from my department.
Mr STRICKLAND: I do not accept that argument. House breaking and car theft are serious
offences, and should be dealt with by the court. The cowrts have a full range of ways to deal
with these offences. The Government scheme is a cop-out! I have been in this House for a
relatively short time, but I have come to understand that any Bills introduced by the
Opposition - regardless of their merit - will not be passed. The Government looks for ways
to defeat such legislation, or introduces another Bill and claims credit for getting things done.
This is a simple process. The Government amended the Child Welfare Act last year by
including in schedule 4 the offence of reckless driving. Is that something which should be
included in the new process? The Minister's argument lacks consistency and authority.
People in the community are asking what will be done. I am interested in the conference
system, and I agree with the Minister that the media has fanned the flames and caused false
impressions to be formed - this has caused members on both sides of the House a great deal
of pain in rectifying the situation. However, the fact remains that technically the problems to
which I have referred could arise. Senior police officers have told me that unauthorised use
of a motor vehicle is treated as a very serious offence. If a policeman trie to only caution

-such an offender, that officer would face disciplinary action. The same attitude is prevalent
with officers in the Department for Community Services.
The Opposition was happy to support the Government's Bill and we took the Minister's
word, as expressed in his second reading speech, that the system would be used for minor
offences.
Mr Ripper: Your spokesperson in the upper House spoke about this Bill, and he must have
understood it.

Mr STRICKLAND: Questions were asked in this House regarding the implementation of
this system, and eventually the document was produced.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! Is the member for Scarborough making
closing remarks on the second reading, or is he debating another Bill?
Mr STRICKLAND: We are debating the Bill before the House.
The mailer was raised about the Commissioner of Police changing instructions to police
officers. This side of the House supports that move., although the commissioner should have
done it many months ago when this problem was first brought to his attention. The President
of the Police Union (WA), Mr Mick Brennan, indicated in an article that the implementation
of the juvenile cautioning system has left most police officers flabbergasted. Obviously,
something needed to be done, and it was disturbing that it took so long for some remedy to
be introduced. Why is the Government being negative? It should say, 'Gee, a couple of
steps have been taken, but maybe we should take a couple more. Maybe we need another
system." Until the Government does this, we will have a vacuum.
Mr Catania: Car theft is being dealt with in separate legislation. That will implement
changes which wili override everything else.
Mr STRICKLAND: The Opposition's concern is that these moves are taking a long time and
the changes have been inconsistent. Although the New Zealand model has a lot of promise
and works in some cases, it is not the be-all and end-all in this area- The Government's
decision not to support this legislation is a cop-out. The Opposition is extremely
disappointed that the Government has taken a negative approach, and we look forward to its
proposed alternative legislation.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)

Mr Ainsworth Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Dr Tunbull
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Grayden Mr Nicholls Mr Want
Mr Bloffwitch Mr House Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Mr Claiko Mr Kierath Mr Shave Mr Blaikic (kTler)
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Court Mr Macinnon Mr Trenorden
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Noes (24)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Taylor
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mr Catania Mr Grill Mr Read Mr Troy
Mr Cunningham Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mr Donovan Mr Kobelke Mr DiL. Smith Mr Wilson
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Mr P3. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Cowan Dr Lawrence
Mr Fred Tuabby Mr Gordon Kil
Mr McNee Mr ay
Mr Bradshaw Mr Bridge

Question thus negatived.
Bill defeated.

MOTION - MIDLAND SALEYARD
New Saleyard Consmruction

Debate resumed from I11 September.
MR OMODEJ (Warren) [3.53 pm]: I am not happy with the, comments made by the
Leader of the House earlier when he said that people on this side were unaware of the order
of proceedings for today. I sat here beside t Leader of the Opposition when the Leader of
the House discussed the matter with him.
Mr Pearce: I did not say you were unaware, but hypocritical in that you were going to raise
matters concerning the Royal Commission instead of raising the debate on the Midland
saleyard.
Mr OMODEI: That has nothing to do with discussion on the order of today's proceedings
and I certainly did not appreciate the Leader of the House's remarks. It is interesting to note
that some of the leading lights in the debate on the Midland saleyard are not here today.
Why are they not here today? The Government treats this place with contempt when its
members are not prepared to debate motions like this.
Mr Pearce: The Minister is at a Royal Agricultural Society function and I would have
thought it was more appropriate that he be there.
Mr OMODET: The Government knew in advance that this motion was to come up today. In
gathering information on this motion I consulted a broad section of the livestock industry,
livestock carriers, local government authorities, saleyard employees and a number of
business proprietors in the Midland area. All of those people were concerned about the
future of the livestock industry and the future of the commercial centre of Midland.
Members should be aware that a number of studies have been conducted on the effects on the
Midland area of the closure of the salcyard. In 1988 a study was done by B.J. Shaw and
B.I. Begge at the University of Western Australia. I have also referred to the "Plan for
Midland Centre Shire of Swan Planning Service" and the "Eastern Region Marketing Plan"
released in 1989 by Coopers & Lybrand and WI). Scott. T'he Midland Chamber of
Commerce has also extensively surveyed the Midland district and ascertained what will be
the effects on the area of a possible closure of the salcyard. A recent survey cardied out by
UWA revealed that 15.6 per cent of shoppers to the Midiand area were from country areas
and 8.7 per cent of shoppers were from the Midland area. That survey further revealed that
when the country consumer comes to town he will spend at least $200 to $300, whereas the
Midland consumer will spend only between $20 and $49. The conclusions in the
commercial dependence review showed that 91 per cent of respondents had some
dependence on country shoppers and that 33 per cent of respondents were receiving
20 per cent to 39 per cent of their sales revenue from country clients. The survey also
revealed that - in referring specifically to the saleyard - 8 1 per cent of the respondents
indicated a commercial dependence on the consumer attracted by the saleyard.
Other issues were discussed by the eastern region economic and employment committee set
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up specifically to examine this issue. Coopers & Lybrand discussed with the inhabitants of
the region a number of issues and it was recognised that the majority of people in that area
were from the lower economic bracket and were dependent on the salcyard for their futures.
Mr McNee: Look at the front bench, see how concerned they are. This is the biggest scandal
in the agricultural industry at the moment.
Mr OMODET: There are only three members of the Government sitting in the Chamber at
the moment and that shows how concerned the Government is. The saleyard employs 100
casual employees as well as full time employees who spend a large proportion of their
earnings in the region. Also, livestock producers combine livestock delivery and pick-up
with shopping trips. Commercial livestock transporters purchase their tyres, fuel and parts in
Moidland and have a turnaround point of delivery of stock and pick-ups for their various
country destinations at Midland. The income and expenditure pattern has a flow-on effect
and the multiplier is significant in that area with Canners carting back groceries and those
things they need for their businesses.
Mr House: They should buy those things locally.
Mr OMODEI: Perhaps they should buy their requirements locally but traditionally farmers
have not only sold their stock in Midland but have also purchased their goods and fixed up
their trucks and machinery there. The current facility has operated in Midland for decades; it
is an established facility and, of course, the working group confirmed that it was an ideal
location for the saleyard. The saleyard and Midland are serviced by direct routes, to the
north by the Brand Highway and the Great Northern Highway, to the south by the Tonkin
Highway, to the east by the Great Eastern Highway and Toodyay Road, and to the west by
the Great Eastern Highway. If the saleyard is relocated it will involve a huge cost for the
required infrastructure to be established elsewhere in the region.
I remind members of some matters that came to my notice in the last few days. I received a
copy of a media statement dated 26 Ianuary 1989 from the member for Eyre who was then
Minister for Agriculture. The Government's Press release stated -

Agriculture Minister Julian Grill today said he was very disappointed that the
Pastoralists and Graziers Association had so badly misconstrued the present situation
concerning the Midland livestock saleyards.
"I have a long standing commitment to the industry to secure a 15 year lease for the
saleyards and all the details of the lease have been completed and the yards secured
legally until the end of the year 2001," he said.

It continued -

Mr Grill said that while it was true the development at the saleyards had incurred
slightly on to the salcyard land, this would not affect the operations of the yards and
that the site's owners were paying the costs of relocating the services. .

The statement continued -

"I have always understood the industry's concern for a term longer than 15 years and
in that regard the Minister for Transport -

1 remind members that the Leader of the House was then Minister for Transport. It
continued -

- and I at the request of the WA Farmers Federation are negotiating to make available
a further piece of adjacent Westrail land in the unlikely event additional space is
required.

The statement continued and Mr Grill repeated his absolute commitment to maintaining the
livestock selling facility in the metropolitan area. The Leader of the House should be very
embarrassed about having been part of that commitment, but at least he is in the Chamber at
the moment to face the music. Bearing in mind the commitment he made in 1989, 1 hope he
will support this motion.
I now refer to the response by the Minister for Agriculture to questions I asked in recent
weeks about tabling documents in this House dealing with the lease of the Midland saleyard
from Pilsley Investments Pty Ltd. It is interesting to note that the current Minister for
Agriculture said on a talkback program on the 6PR radio station that the documents were not
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available because they were the subject of inquiries by the Royal Commission. I have
recently discovered that those documents are available through any one of the farmer
organisations, and that leads me to ask what the Minister has to hide. I suspect that the only
document that may not be available is the agreement extending the lease from 1991 to 1993.
Of course, we are all aware chat public servants draft replies to members' questions and I
quote from one of those replies to a question I asked -

The member will also be aware that the sale of the Midland abattoir'site in 1986 is
shortly to be reviewed in detail by the Royal Commission.

That will be of great interest to me because to date I have not been able to put my finger on
the reason for the Government's decision to relocate the saleyard, bearing in mind that so
many Government members are stating publicly that the existing saleyard should be retained.
The member for Swan Hills made one of the better speeches I have heard in this House, in
which he admitted that the saleyard should be retained on its present site. I suspect that the
involvement of a number of Government members in the shonky deal that took place with
the sale of the abattoirs and saleyard site has something to do with the Government's
decision. The following people were part of the group involved in this matter: The member
for Swan Hills as the local member, the member for Helena as the local member, the member
for Eyre as the then inister for Agriculture; the member for Arm adale who was then

inister for Transport; the member for Mitchell who was chairman of the Select Committee
inquiring into the sale of the-saleyard; the member for Glendalough, the current Premier of
this State, was a member of dhe Select Comm ittee; the member for Victoria Park, the
Minister for Microeconomic Reform, who is now a member of the working committee, was
also a member of chat Select Committee; the member for Cock burn was a ministerial adviser
while the deal was taking place; the current inister for Agriculture who has had some
dealings with the Cabinet in relation to the decision made; and, of course, the former
Minister for Agriculture and chairman of the livestock leasing committee, Dave Evans, who
was my predecessor in the electorate of Warren. Ten Labor members of Parliament were
involved in this decision and that makes one wonder what the Government has to hide.
Mr McNee: Why was this decision made?
Mr OMODEI: In response to that interjection. I advise the member for Moore that the
Minister for Agriculture said in this House on 10 September 1991 -

We have had a decision by Cabinet and the core of people who assembled with me
are heading down the path of ensuring that the saeyard will be in place by 1993 and
will be located on a site which is considered to be suitable. So we have not a worry
in the world about the saleyanl.

The people of Midland do not share that point of view and they are angry about the way in
which this Government has treated them and their future livelihoods. Without taking up too
much time, I shall quote from an unsolicited letter I received yesterday from the Shire of
Dandaragan. It is very pertinent to this issue and it reads as follows -

DearSir,
RE: MIDLAND SALEYARDS
At the recent meeting of Council I was requested to write expressing this Council's
deep concern at the Government's decision to close the Midland Salcyards in May,
1993.
Four years ago a committee was established to examine and evaluate the future needs
of the industry and the location of the saleyards.
After meeting on 33 occasions over that time the committee's recommendation was
to remain on the present site or to build on adjoining land so as to facilitate the best
opportunity for the function of livestock selling.
The government in its wisdom chose to totally ignore the findings of the committee
and announced on August 20th that the saleyards would close in May, 1993. Another
committee is now set up to look at alternative sites up to 100 Ions from Midland. At
this time none of the considered options has the overall benefits of the present yards
and indeed have many disadvantages, most of which will in the long term affect the
producers.
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There has been debate on the long term need for a central selling complex and it is
conceivable to argue a case for this. We will all concede there ame alternatives
available now that did not exist 30 years ago, CALM. Live Weight Selling, Live
hoggets and lambs, Direct selling, to name a few, however, many producers and
operators still prefer Midland and it is their democratic right to do so.
The argument for the preservation and need for Midland Saicyards is substantiated by
the following 1990-91 figures of stock sold at Midland:

880,000 sheep and lambs
13 1,000 cattle
90,000 pigs.

The immediate impact in cost to industry of such a volume of livestock being
transported to an alternative site is a considerable extra burden.
The saleyards directly employ 100 people whose livelihood is threatened by the
closure, as well as the impact on business houses where they spend their salaries.
The Midland Chamber of Commerce has calculated that 22% of business and
commerce of the area is directly involved with the transactions of producers and
people in communication with the saleyards. It is estimated that 18% of business
houses would retrench 20% of their staff.
This Council would request your support in order to win the debate and retain the
MidWand Saleyards.

That is an excellent letter encompassing all the things I am attempting to achieve through this
motion, which I ask the House to support.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [4.10 pm]: I am disappointed that we have yet another motion
before this House attempting to point out to the Government its folly for selling and then not
repurchasing and re-establishing a livestock selling facility in Western Australia. We have
debated this issue in this place on three or four occasions, and the Opposition has made its
case well. Twice last year, once by way of a matter of public importance at the end of the
year and earlier in the year during debate on a motion, we pointed out clearly to the
Government the reasons it should take action to re-secure the Midland saleyard facility.
Nothing in the industry has changed since then. The desire of people to see this mistake
rectified has not changed either. Unfortunately, the Government's attitude to the Midland
saleyards has not changed. I repeat what we said when we moved a motion about a matter of
public importance in this House last year: This was one of the first deals by the so-called
WA Inc group. It was one of the first indicators from this Labor Government that it was
about to become involved in a series of transactions that would not be to the benefit of the
people of Western Australia.
One must wonder whether people such as the Minister for Microeconomic Reform and the
Premier, who were part of the Select Committee which inquired into the sale of the Midland
saleyards, will comment during this debate. I hope they will because the public of Western
Australia deserve an explanation from those people about their findings as members of that
Select Committee. The real issue here is whether the producers of Western Australia will
have a livestock selling complex to replace the one wrongly taken from them and whether
that replacement will be made without cost to them. I remind the former Minister for
Agriculture, the member for Eyre, that he gave a commitment in a letter to Tony Boultbee,
President of the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of WA (Inc), that if another central
selling complex were required it would be built and established at no cost to the primary
producers of this State. The Government seems to have forgotten that undertaking.
It is important that we look back to 1985 and examine the Treloar report. That report is a
good example of getting an "expert" who knows nothing about it to do a job. Mr Treloar said
in his report that by 1990 there would be little sale of livestock by auction in Western
Australia. He said that most livestock sales would be based on weight and grade or be
caried out using a video.
Mr Pearce: That was the basis on which we first moved to sell the saleyards.
Mr HOUSE: How did the Government establish the price of the site?
ow5-,
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Mr Pearce: We asked the Valuer General what it was worth.
Mr HOUSE: And he came up with a price of $450 000?
Mr Pearce: As I recall.

Mr HOUSE: That is interesting.

Mr Lewis: The Leader of the House will get caught out again.

Mr Kierath: He will fix it up in the uncorrected Hansard tomorrow.
Withdrawal of Remark

Mr PEARCE: I do not normally ask for retractions from members opposite because one
must have a bit of respect for people before asking for retractions. However, the member for
Riverton alleges that!I am in the habit of correcting Hansard.
Mr Blaikie: He did not say that.
Mr PEARCE: He did.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I will hear this point of order in silence.
Mr PEARCE: He said I would seek to falsify the Hansard record.
Mr Blaikie: He did not say that at all.
Mr PEARCE: That was the clear implication of his remark. He suggested I would be
prepared to change the Hansard record so that it would read differently from what I said in
this House. I have never done that and would never do it. Therefore I seek a withdrawal of
that remark.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I was conferring with the Clerk during the exchange, so I did not
hear the wonts used. Is the member for Riverton prepared to elucidate?
Mr KIERATH: I am prepared to withdraw the remark. However, I did not say what the
member for Armadale alleges.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Let us not get into an argument. The member wishes to
withdraw his remark and has done so.

Debate Resumed

Mr HOUSE: I was interested to hear the comment of the Leader of the House because it
involves an important part of this debate. The basis on which the Government established
the sale price of the Midland salcyard is part of the whole debate. Everyone knows it will
cost about $15 million to re-establish that facility. Everyone knows that as poor as farmers
are they would have bought the saleyard for $450 000 if it had been offered to them.
However, it was not. We need to clear up this point. I would like the Leader of the House, if
his statement is correct that the price was established on that basis, to verify that statement by
tabling the documents furnished to him. Is he prepared to do that?
Mr Pearce: I will speak after the deputy leader of the National Party and canvass that issue.
Mr HOUSE: That is a pretty weak response to a fairly meaty interjection.
Mr Pearce: Wait for the speech. The member will not have long to wait; the sooner he sits
down the sooner he will hear my response.
Mr HOUSE: I am not looking forward to the response from the Leader of the House, so I
think I will speak for a little longer.
Mr Pearce: The member may speak for longer, but in the end he must face the music.
Mr HOUSE: The other issue I will canvass relates to the position of livestock producers
regarding the original sale of the complex. At no time was there consultation with the
industry. At no time did the former Minister for Agriculture give the industry any
alternatives as to what might be the position regarding a livestock complex in this State. In
fact, it was well known that that deal was done by the Government in an attempt to get back
at one of the main supporters of the Liberal Party by establishing another brickworks in
Western Australia. It was just too bad, as far as the Government was concerned, that
livestock producers in Western Australia were sold down the drain at the same time. We are
in a position to do something about this problem as the salcyards are still there. The
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brickworks have been established on the old abattoir sire and land is available beside it for
expansion if necessary. This Government should resume the saleyards so that they can be
rightfully put back in the hands of livestock producers to be administered by a committee so
that this never happens again. It is unquestionable that the preferred site for a centralised
selling complex in this State is Midland Junction. That issue was well canvassed by the
member for Warren and the reasons explained by him. All the infrastructure is still there
along with everything required to resume operations. To shift those facilities elsewhere is
sheer folly.
I make this commitment to the livestock producers of Western Australia: On return to
Government the National Party will legislate for the resumption of that site. Whether or not
it contains the saleyard, we undertake to resume that land. This is not a threat, it is a
promise; making a threat is not part of what we are about. Giving an undertaking and a clear
indication to the producers about what we will do is required in this case, and we give that
undertaking. I sincerely hope that the saleyard is still there when that time comes, because it
is a very necessary facility. As well, I sincerely hope that the Government sees the
sensibility of resuming that saleyard as quickly as possible and allowing the industry to use
the area as a selling complex once again. We have debated this issue three or four times and
we have all put our points of view. What we need now is some Government action.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [4.21 pm]: I support the motion. The Government's sale
of the Midland saleyard, and the subsequent events of the last few years, was a travesty of
justice and quite illogical. The Government and the unions had two reasons to get at the late
Ric New and Midland Brick: Firstly, he was a known supporter of the Liberal Party; and
secondly, he was a strikebreaker.
Mr Pearce: Did you have a reason to support him against competition?
Mr BRADSHAW: There was competition before. We have a brickworks down at Waterloo.
Mr Pearce interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I want to make two paints. One is that several speakers
have referred to the controversial background of this motion. I do not believe that in all
instances they have addressed the terms of the motion and I caution the member for
Wellington about that. We do not want a repeat of past debates. However strong his feelings
may be, he is obliged to address the terms of the motion and the case that is put in the
motion. I would ask both inteijectors and speakers to bear that in mind.
Mr BRADSHAW: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, but it is important we give the
background as to why the saleyari was given away.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Provided it is relevant to the motion.
Mr BRADSHAW: It is quite relevant to the motion. The saleyard and the land associated
with it were given away for $450 000, and it is the story that Mr Ellett got his money back by
selling buildings and equipment ftom the Midland abattoirs site; so he really got the land for
nothing. He got it for the reasons I have painted out, and for no other reason. It is time this
Government admitted it made a mistake and addressed the problem; that is, that the
producers of this State will be the bunnies who, in the end, will pick up the tab for the new
saleyard.
Numerous committees have been set up to try to overcome the Government's difficulties in
this regard. It is unfortunate that some members who have taken part in those committees
have been party to them. Itris time for those people who have been invited to sit on the latest
committee - whose task is to find a new site and ways of funding a new saleyard - to admit
that they have had enough of committees examining the problems of the saleyard. The idea
of looking for a new site is quite crazy, considering that it has been addressed on many
occasions and has always come back to the same place; that is, the only suitable site is in the
Midland area. The Government is trying to find somebody to build a new saleyani, the cost
of which has been estimated at $10 million. As everyone knows, estimates tend to blow out
by enormous amounts before projects come to fruition. Even though someone else may
build the new saleya'd. the person who will pay for it in the end is the user. The Government
has introduced a user pays system.
Mr Bloffwitch: We have just seen it.
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Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, when the Metropolitan Markets were moved from Wellington Street
to Canning Vale enormous rent increases occurred, and that will happen if a new saleyard is
built. The producers will pick up the tab, and that is wrong. The former Minister for
Agriculture, the member for Eyre, gave an undertaking to the producer organisations in 1989
that the Government would fund the cost of establishing an alternative saleyard should the
Midland saleyard lease not be extended beyond 1993. Even under those conditions - even if
the Government honours its undertaking and in the end does not have the guts to admit its
mistake and resume the saleyard -

Mr Omodei: There is no allocation in the Budget.
Mr BRADSHAW: I know, but die Government must find some other way to overcome that
difficulty.
Mr Bloffwitch: If it did not pay another $20 million repayment it would be able to do that
Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, and even if the Government honoured the commitment given by the
former Minister for Agriculture the producers would have to pay for the new saleyard.
Certainly the cost to the producer to use that yard will increase, and the producer will miss
out once again. That is wrong. The present saleyard needs some upgrading, but perhaps
$500 000 would be sufficient for that, as against $10 million or more to build another
saleyard. There is no comparison, and it is wrong that the Government does not have the
guts to admit it made a mistake.
We must consider also the disruption to a large number of people that will result if a new site
is chosen outside Midland. More than 100 people are employed at the Midland saleyard.
many of whom would live near their place of work. If the yard were moved some distance
away it would inconvenience those people. As well, businesses have been established
around the Mdland saleyard - certainly agricultural businesses but also other businesses have
managed to gain support from the people who use the saleyard. Those people who sell
agricultural products will suffer disruption to their businesses if they have to relocate in order
to be close to the new saleyard.
The Environmental Protection Authority received no complaints about the operation of the
Mdland saleyard. so it appears that people were quite happy with its being located there and
that no offensive smells or other pollution emanated from that site. A further point is that
nothing is set in concrete or in any lease agreement to say that the saleyard will continue
until 1993. Even if that occurs, it will be quite difficult to have a new saleyard in place by
1993 because it will take some time to find the site, obtain the funds to build the saleyard and
obtain the required approvals from the EPA and other statutory authorities.
I was interested to hear the member for Swan Hills, in his speech on the Budget last night,
indicate that he was quite upset about this matter. It is good that he has gone halfway to
admitting that the salcyard should have been retained. I am disappointed that he did not go
so far as to say he had made a mistake in the first place. In response to an interjection from
the member for Vasse he said it was quite appropriate at the time that the saleyard be given
away to Mr Ellett. The member for Swan Hills made a mistake, because he did not speak out
against the sale even though his electorate was vitally affected by that saleyard. At least he
has come to the party by saying that things are not right. No detailed impact statements were
provided regarding the movement of the saleyard; the effect on the business, the community,
and the people who work at the saleyard will be drastic should the saleyard be established
somewhere else. The only solution to rectify die wrong is to resume the saleyard. There
should be only one valuer, that is, the same person who did the valuation in the first place. It
is extremely difficult to believe that the Valuer General put that value on the saleyard. I have
been led to believe that Elders was offered a greater amount of money. The figure of
$450 000 is an absolute joke. The valuation was a joke, when we had 50 acres and an
establishment pulling in $200 000 a year profit - on the saleyard alone, without the sheds and
other equipment sold from the Midland abattoirs. The figure of $450 000 is an absolute joke.
We would have seen people lining up to get an area of land at that price.
Mr Shave: How could they get 50 acres at that price?
Mr BRADSHAW: The Government hated the Midland Brick people so much -

Mr Lewis: It was 78 acres in the heart of Midland.
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Mr Shave: In an area such as Keysbrook, people pay $2 000 an acre for vacant farmland.
The Government sold all that land for $450 000.
Mr BRADSHAW: The Government gave it away. That fellow got his money back anyway
through selling off all the assets. It was an absolute joke around the place. The only way to
rectify the wrong is to resume the Midland saleyard. If people want to help out Mr Ellett
with the expansion of his brickworks, land is available adjacent to the saleyard - as the
motion indicates.
Mr Bloffwitch: Who made the decision to sell the land at that price?
Mr BRADSHAW: Obviously it was the Government. The Cabinet should be collectively
responsible for that.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have already issued a caution, and so far we have heard
good discussion on the saleyard.
Mr BRADSHAW: The motion recommends that immediate action be taken by the
Government to transfer Westrail land adjacent to the existing saleyards at Midland to the
Western Australian Meat Commission to enable the construction of a new saleyard. I do not
completely go along with that part of the motion because I believe that the saleyard should
remain where it is.
The livestock sales facility working group recommended that -

The Government re-establish permanent saleyard facilities at Midland, preferably in
the form of new saleyards on arown land adjacent to the existing Midland
salcyards ...

Regaining the existing Midland salcyards, through purchase, land exchange or
resumption, and major redevelopment thereof (Option 3) is the Working Group's
alternative option.

I believe that was the first option; however, to make the situation soft for the Government,
the working party included the second part of the recommendation. I do not support the
second part of that recommendation because the only action to take is to resume the Midland
saicyard - not to offer alternative land alongside. If the Government were pig-beaded enough
to say that it will not do that, I would support the second alternative because at least that will
keep the saleyard in a centrall position. Basically, all roads lead to Midland - the northern
and eastern highways and the southern roads. That is the site that has been considered over
and over again. We have also considered Northam, Muchea, and a range of other areas but
none is acceptable to the livestock industry. The saleyaxti must be retained at Midland,
preferably in the current location.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.34 pmn]: I have listened with great
interest to the Opposition members. I find many of their contributions passing strange
because I can divide them into two sections: The first is that dealing with ancient history
regarding the abattoir sale.
Mr Shave: Do you deny that?
Mr PEARCE: Certainly I deny that. I wish to say two things: First, the whole matter has
been referred to the Royal Commission. If anything is wrong with the decision-making
process, that will be demonstrated before the Royal Commission. Second, although the
member for Wellington pops up and puts the proposition to us that there is something strange
about the way in which the Labor Party sought to deal with the former proprietor of Midland
Brick - a donor of very large consequence to the Liberal Party - the size of his donations will
come out before the Royal Commission, if it is doing its job properly, and they will turn out
to be very large amounts. Once Mr New found himself with a potential competitor in the
brick industry Liberal Party members of Parliament, who were directly or indirectly the
recipients of Mr New's largesse through donations, immediately leapt to a concerted
campaign to prevent Mr New's potential competitor getting off the ground. Some people
would apply the term "corruption" to that nexus; that is to say, in return for the receipt of
donations people could clearly take the view that the Liberal Party in this place acted in
concert - conspired, if you like - to seek to prevent a potential competitor of Mr New's from
getting off the pround.
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Points of Order
Mr OMODEI: Thle Leader of the House is reflecting on members of the Opposition. I ask
that he withdraw the comment.
Mr PEARCE: Mr Deputy Speaker, I was careful to say that people could come to this
conclusion. As to the use of terms, I have sat in this House week after week and heard
members opposite use the word 'corrupt" or "corruption" regarding the Government willy-
nilly without ever being brought to book. The words "corrupt" or 'corruption" have been
used frequently regarding the Government in a very direct and accusing way, and never
supported by a motion to that effect. I was very careful not to allege corruption but to say
that one could, following that chain of action, leap to that conclusion.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I seem to be in the habit of being distracted while controversial
points are being made this afternoon. However, from my hearing of the debate, the Leader
of the House did not in fact specifically refer to a member on the other side of the House. I
have heard the word "corruption" used many times; I have had cause to use it on occasions,
as members may recall. It is one of those words which, when directed at a particular
member, would certainly be a reflection on that member, but when used in general I do not
think that it can be construed as a breach of Standing Orders.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: I will revise the history of this matter for the benefit of those members who
are now seeing this matter through the patina not only of 20-20 hindsight years after the
event but also through the rose-coloured spectacles of support for Mr New. In 1981, in the
days of the former Liberal Government, the Rural and Allied Industries Council considered
the future of the Midland saleyaxd. It made this recommendation to the former Liberal
Government -

The Midland saleyards should continue to operate for three to five years and then the
position regarding the location of the saleyanis should be reviewed. During this
period, it is expected that existing country saleyards will expand and other selling
methods will develop.

That is to say, the proposition that the saleyaxd would cease to be effective because of other
selling arrangements, originated during the term of the previous Liberal Government. In
1984, the independent committee of inquiry into Government involvement in the meat
industry - that is, the Treloar report referred to by the member for Warren - recommended
that the Midland saleyard continue to operate only until 1 January 1989, and, following the
disposal of die assets, that State Government involvement in ownership and operation of the
saleyard cease. That was the recommendation of the Treloar report. In general terms, that
was put into effect by the Government. Of course, it was allied to the closure of die abattoirs
on that site and the disposal of assets applied not only to the saleyaid but also to the abattoirs
generally. It was sold to a group which wanted to establish a new industry in the area. It is
not uncommon for persons who wish to establish industries to approach Government
regarding the availability of land; such people may enter direct negotiations with the
Government on the land it possesses. That was done in this case, and that process has been
used by a range of companies and industries under a range of Governments, including those
which preceded this Government. In fact, the Royal Commission has a term of reference
applying to similar processes applying to a Liberal Party Government. The valuation was
checked out by the Valuer General at the time. I remember the matter being reported to
Cabinet in those terms, and I am sure the Royal Commission will bear out that proposition.
The value of the land was confirmed by the Valuer General, and that valuation was given to
Government. The Valuer General's valuation played a further role in this matter. I was
personally involved in this matter, as the member for Warren indicated. In accordance with
the recommendations of the Treloar report, an agreement was made between Mr Ellent of
Pilsley Investments by which the saleyards were leased by Mr Ellett to the Government at a
peppercorn rental for six years from the date of settlement; that was, until 10 November
1992. Following special arrangements for outstanding electricity costs, the date of expiry
and peppercorn rental was extended until May 1993.
Members will recall that the upper House, in a bid to protect Mr New, and to score political
points, formed a loaded Select Committee designed to reach a certain conclusion, which it
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did. A comparable Select Committee was established in the lower House and, as anticipated,
the two committees arrived at differing conclusions. An interesting conclusion of the lower
House committee was that the terms of the saleyard agreement would apply for much longer
than was anticipated in the Treloar report. Thke committee indicated that the salcyard may be
required for approximately another 15 years, and the Minister negotiated with Mr Ellett to
extend the peppercorn lease to the year 2001. Mr Ellett indicated that he wanted to lease
land adjoining the salcyard to store material because of the growth of his business. An area
of Westrail land associated with the workshop was to be leased to him, and this is where I
lobbed into the picture as the then Minister for Transport. We agreed to make the land
available on the basis of a valuation agreed to by the Valuer General. We asked Mr Ellett
whether he would agree to pay that sum because we would not sell the land for less than the
valuation. I suppose a similar process occurred on the first arrangement for the extending of
the lease on the saleyard; I do not know, I was not personally involved. However, the deal
on the adjoining land fell through. If the Government had acted in the manner suggested by
the Opposition, it would have made a comfortable arrangement and not stuck to the Valuer
General's price; in that case we would not have this argument and the lease would be in
place until 2001. Perhaps by the year 2001 Mr Treloar and the Rural and Allied Industries
Council will have been proved correct about alternative selling methods. However, on the
whole, I doubt it.
The second aspect of the matter raised by members opposite was regarding what should
happen to the salcyard given the circumstances to which I have referred. They leapt to the
proposition that the saleyard should stay right where it is. However, that is not the
recommendation of the livestock sales facility working group, which was established by the
Minister for Agriculture. Anyone who has even casually perused the group's report would
be aware that its first proposal was for the Government to build a new saleyard in the
Midland area. It was recommended that new saleyard would meet the needs of the industry
in modem times. It offered as a second choice the resuming of the current saleyard.
Therefore, it is amazing that the deputy leader of the National Party, who shows a touch
more flare than some of his colleagues from the bucolic constituencies, made the proposition
that the Midland saleyard should be resumed. When members opposite get into Government
in the year 2010, 2050 or whenever that may be, irrespective of what happens in the
meantime, they suggest that the commitment will stand. They may find that the Midland site
may have a 10 storey building on it and the Midland regional centre may have advanced the
area to such a degree that his proposal is not possible. When the bucolic members opposite
return to Government - whenever that may be - they will not force the Midland saleyard back
onto the land site. That does not seem to be a sensitive approach to this matter. The claim
may receive the headline "National Party to resume saleyard", but it is not a serious
proposition.
Mr House: We are absolutely serious.
Mr PEARCE: The member is not serious at all! The member knows perfectly well that if he
is elected to Government in February 1993 he will not resume the existing saleyard in
Midland. He claims he will do so when in Opposition, but when in Government the industry
would call for the saleyard to be moved to a different site. The member may locate the
saleyard in Midland, although other options may have arisen by then; this depends on the
state of mind of the industry. If the industry said to the member, "We have been through the
whole issue and we want the saleyard located at Gingin", that is exactly what he would do.
The last thing members opposite would do is resume the existing salcyard! I will take the
pages of Hansard of this debate, frame them and hang them on my office wall. When I anm
an age pensioner and the Opposition is in Government, I will ring the member and say in a
quavering voice, "I told you so." By the time members opposite are in Government the
facsimile machines will have been replaced by instantaneous electronic transfer systems, and
the member will receive a missile on this technology which will read, "I told you so". reading
at the bottom "R. Pearce". The Government has taken the view that resuming the existing
saleyard is not practical, and we have doubts about using Midland as a centre for the saleyard
at the present time.
Mr House: Is the valuation given by the Valuer General a sworn valuation?
Mr PEARCE: The Valuer General routinely provides valuations on a whole range of issues.
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Mr House: Are they sworn valuations?
Mr PEARCE: [ do not know; I am not a valuer. However, whenever the Government deals
with matters to do with land resumptions, a valuation is provided by the Valuer General; that
is the basis upon which the Government operates.
Mr House: Are you prepared to table that recommendation?
Mr PEARCE: It is not my document to table. I believe it is at the Royal Commission, which
will deal with these issues. This is a term of reference which we provided to it. My
understanding is that it has all the documents and in due course that matter will be fully
considered.
Mr Shave: You do not believe they are doing it right at the Royal Commission; you dispute
their ability to do their job.
Mr PEARCE: I have asked for a level of impartiality from the Royal Commission. Do
people object to that?
Mr Shave: You said you doubted the impartiality of the Royal Commission.
Mr PEARCE: As I have said on a number of occasions, I have no doubt at -all about the
capacity of the Royal Commission to find out the truth of the matters before it - I have said
that over and over again. Also, I have said to members opposite that they should stop trying
to deal with Royal Commission matters in the Parliament. The truth of the Midland abattoirs
business will be sorted out at the Royal Commission - it will see all the documents, and I am
happy with that process. We must deal with the business of what will happen with the
saleyard because various predictions have been made by various bodies that the salcyard
must be phased out and these have not turned out to be correct. Therefore, the Government
has to make other arrangements. It has guaranteed that it will provide a saleyard facility.
That is different from the Treloar report which suggested that the Government should get out
and leave it to private people to deal with the selling methods. If the profits to be made are
substantial I am surprised that some private group has not been set up to do that. The
Government has guaranteed to provide a replacement for the Midland saleyard, and is
discussing with the industry where it should be located. The Minister for Agriculture set up
a process which was to examine the alternatives to Midland and that discussion is going on.
Mr House: No it is not. He set up the group and it got rolled by Cabinet. He admitted that
he got rolled in the Cabinet.
Mr PEARCE: The Cabinet discussed an alternative to the Midland saleyard and it was not
convinced Midland was the right place based on the growth of Midland alone. Decisions
cannot be made on the basis of what a single industry wants. The Government has been
trying over time to locate agricultural industries away from what are rapidly growing
metropolitan centres, because they are severe inhibitors on the growth of those centres.
Mr Bradshaw: What a load of rubbish!
Mr PEARCE: It is not a load of rubbish.
Mr Bradshaw: The Chamber of Commerce put out a report supporting the retention of it.
Mr PEARCE: I am await that the Chamber of Commerce released a report on the retention
of the salcyard based on what it saw as the economic needs for today. The Government is
examining the whole business of the growth of the metropolitan area and it recognises
significant constraints are placed on the growth of Midland because of a range of agricultural
and semi-agricultural industries that have grown up around it, particularly on the site located
near the abattoirs and saleyard. Those uses are no longer compatible with urban growt * .
Nearby are the waste disposal sites run by Fertal and Tallowman and the odour there causes
significant problems. That presents significant planning problems for the future and that is
why the Government believes the Midland site is not the appropriate site for the salcyard.
Mr Clarko: Is that where you put the brickworks?
Mr PEARCE: In fact, the brickworks is not of the kind Mr New used to run. That was a
scungy old brickworks which caused substantial pollution and which, the Government
believes, forced the closure of a school.
Mr Bradshaw: That is not what came out of that report on the school.
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Mr PEARCE: The people there certainly believed that it was the case, and the member for
Wellington is interested in the views of the people. The people firmly believed that it was
the pollution from Midland Brick Co Pty Ltd which forced that school to close.
Mr Omodel: What have you done about it as Minister for the Environment?
Mr PEARCE: We have made Midland Brick, much against its will, put in a range of
environmental improvements. Mr Ellett's plant uses better technology. The Government is
not saying that the area around Midland will not have industrial development of that kind; in
fact, industrial development will be the key to much of the growth in that area. However, the
industry the Opposition is advocating is not compatible with the urban growth that the
Government believes will happen in the near future. The Government believes that there are
considerable constraints on the growth of that industry at present and proper planning for that
area could mean that a saleyard would be located somewhere other than its current site.
The Minister for Agricul ture is working with certain groups to establish an alternative site for
the saieyard. The industry groups involved are still trying to convince the Minister and the
Cabinet that Midland is the proper place for that saleyard, but they have also shown a
willingness to consider some of the other proposed sites because they see the advantages in
that. Where do members of the National Party and the Liberal Party stand on these matters,
because much of the selling and transporting of fundamentally agricultural produce - I am
talking not only about the saleyard but also live sheep shipping and the like - is done via the
Port of Fremantle, Or in areas which are adjacent to the Perth metropolitan area? The
Government is attempting to decentralise those facilities. From the time that 1 was Minister
for Transport the Government has attempted to move the shipping of live sheep away from
the Port of Fremantle and down to the Port of Albany.
Mr Bradshaw: Rubbish! Have a talk to Barry Hodge. When I suggested sending it to
Bunbury he started jumping up and down.
Mr PEARCE: I said the Pant of Albany.
Mr Bradshaw: What is the difference?
Mr PEARCE: About 250 miles, and the Albany port actually requires decentralisation in
order to give it an economic base. Albany is the proper port for the shipping of live sheep.
The reason that is not being done is because the companies which are involved in the
shipping of live sheep have built their offices in Perth and they do not want to shift from
Perth. They want to use Perth as their base for shipping live sheep and want to centre an
important part of the rural industry in the Perth metropolitan area. The Government does not
want that. The Government thinks that those industries should be decentralised because that
is the proper way to plan for the State. Members opposite trundle along to the meetings of
groups like "Save our Towns" and then come into the Parliament to argue for rural pursuits
being maintained in the Perth metropolitan area. Is it not a bizarre situation that members
from rural constituencies are arguing for the Midland saleyard - a rural saleyard - to operate
in the Perth metropolitan area, while the Government argues that it should be located in rural
constituencies? Does it not seem strange to members opposite that they come to this House
and argue for decentralisation and then move motions - and I am told introduce Bills - in this
Parliament to make the reverse happen; that is. to make Midland - a part of the Perth
metropolitan area - the key point for sheep sales in the State? That strikes me as a strange
proposition, especially when people say they are arguing for rural living to be advanced in
this State.
A much more sensible proposition would have been to work with the industry and the
Minister for Agriculture to find a rural location which meets the long term needs of the
industry. The Government is prepared to build a saleyard in a location that tends to promote
the long term planning for Midland and encourages decentralisation in Western Australia.
Why is it that the Government is trying to do this and the Opposition is opposing it? The
reason the Opposition wants to centralise an important part of the rural industry in Perth is
because some industry people have built their offices in the metropolitan area and they do
not want to shift. flat is very short term thinking even by the industry, but it is a real
mistake for political parties to grab on to short term interests when they should be able to see
what are the long term interests for their own areas.
The next time members of the National Party come to the Parliament and ask that something
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be done to stop the rural drain to the Perth metropolitan area I will remind them of this
motion and how the Opposition opposed the efforts of the Government to decentralise this
important rural industry. The Government wants to put this saleyard into the electorate of
one member of the National Party.
Mr Cowan: At what cost?
Mr PEARCE: A new saleyard facility will cost as much no matter where it is built. In fact,
if it is built outside the Perth metropolitan area the cost will be significantly less.
Mr Cowan: You do not have to do that, you have a perfectly goad facility that will last for
10 years.
Mr PEARCE: That is a good example of long term thinking on behalf of the National Party.
The Leader of the National Party is looking only a decade ahead. Bully for him! I bet the
Leader of the National Party would have said that about the metropolitan markets. People
said similar things when the Government decided to shift the metropolitan markets from East
Perth to Canning Vale. They wanted the markets to be left in East Perth for a few more years
because it would have cost more to build a new facility than keep the old one. That is true,
but the Leader of the National Party is seeking to make the same mistake now as those
people were seeking to make then. The Government does not propose to support this
motion. It is not based on anything other than short term thinking on behalf of the people
involved and short term political expediency on behalf of those members of Parliament who
support this motion. It is an attempt to rake over the business of the abattoirs to score the
odd political paints. It is not in the best long term interests of the State. The Minister for
Agriculture is working with industry groups to decide upon the most appropriate site for the
saleyard. When the matter comes back before Cabinet and the right decision is made by
Cabinet, we will look to members opposite for support for that decision.
MR McNEE (Moore) [5.00 pm]: We have listened to a lot of rhetoric from the Leader of
the House as he tried to defend the indefensible. He suggested that the Government was
correct in its decision and that the Opposition was just dragging up ancient history. Let us
look at the Government benches right now. Where are those members and Ministers who are
supposed to care about the agricultural industry? Their absence is an indication of their
hatred for the agricultural industry; members should make no mistake about that. Very few
Government members are in the Chamber at the moment.
Mr Graham: I am here.
Mr McNEE: Perhaps it is just as well that the member for Pilbara is here. This is the most
disgraceful act any Government has perpetrated on any industry. It is part of the proud
record of this Labor Government! Someone said the other day that if we had given each of
the members of the Labor Party $1 million when they were elected to Government, and told
them to clear off, this State would be in a better financial position than it is today.
Unfortunately, that is a very accurate statement.
Mr C.J. Barnett: If we had given them $10 million each we would be better off.
Mr McNEE: I agree with the member for Cotteslce that $10 million could have been given
to each of them. What a proud record this Government has! This is a Government waiting
to be sacked, yet the Leader of the House tried to defend something which is totally and
utterly indefensible with the most spurious of arguments.
Let us briefly examine the events in this saga. Nobody in the House this afternoon has
explained why the property was gifted away. I wonder whether the Government was
required to pay gift tax on this most generous gift. It adds up to a hidden cost for the
industry that has been supporting this State. The Government set up a Select Committee,
which was chaired by the member for Mitchell who is now a Government Minister, to
inquire into the sale of the abattoirs and saleyarti. The Premier was also a member of that
committee before she became Premier. She obviously must have been an influential person
in the Government before all the nonsense when Dowding was sacked and she replaced him
as Premier of this State. I remind members of the calibre of the members of that Select
Committee. The Minister for Microeconomic Reform was a member of that committee.
What happened to the transcript of the evidence heard by that committee? It was shredded.
Why did the Government want to shred the evidence? I can well imagine why it was done.
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Mr IYL. Smith: I have every opportunity to tell you what was said in camera and, as the
member for Applecross knows only too well, it was more damaging to your people and your
supporters than to anyone on this side of the House.
Mr McNEE: That is another nonsense statement and it continues the litany of nonsense we
have heard in this Chamber this afternoon.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr McNEE: The Minister for Lands has no credibility, so he should not try that. The
Leader of the House said the rural and allied industries made some recommendations about
the future of livestock selling. They were looking into the future, which the Leader of the
House said he was good at doing. They suggested that Midland may nor be a popular
location. Opposition members have been through some of these selling phases of stock and
the facts are, as the member for Warren pointed out, that Midland remains the most popular
place from which to sell stock. People are voting for it with their feet. They choose to sell
their stock at Midland. However, Government members seem to think they know better.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr McNEE: If the member for Mitchell wants to contribute to the debate, I suggest that he
stand up and do so.
Mr D.L. Smith: I will.
Mr McN2EE: Let the member for Mitchell give us better reasons than those given by the
Leader of the House for this scandalous conduct. Thie Government talked about Midland not
being the right location for the saleyard in the future. What absolute nonsense! The Leader
of the House tried to justify the actions by saying that Mr Ellect would not accept the Valuer
General's valuation; I am not surprised that he would not, but he did not appear to have any
difficulty accepting the first valuation. When the Government does not want to make a
decision about anything, it is particularly good at setting up further committees. That applies
also to the Minister for Agriculture, who is first-rate at it.
I remind the Government that a committee has already recommended that the saleyard
remain where it is. Why does the Government appoint a committee to look into a matter and
then ignore its recommendations? We know that the Minister for Agriculture was rolled by
Cabinet; he has admitted that. However, as some sont of sop, he suggested setting up another
committee. What will that committee look into? What will happen with the
recommendations of that committee? When that committee has reported, will the Minister
appoint a further committee to look into its decision? I remind the Minister for Agriculture
that he has less than two years before May 1993. Even if he finds a site that is
environmentally acceptable, I challenge him to have the salcyard in operation on that site
before May 1993. He knows it will not happen, but he ignores the fact.
It is all very well for the Leader of the House to speak about decentralisation. I have often
spoken about interest rates in this House, and I do not think the Leader of the House knows
any more about finance than he knows about agriculture, although he pretends to know
something about agriculture. In the agricultural industry interest payments rose from
six per cent of total expenditure in the late 1970s to almost 14 per cent in the late 1980s. It is
not appropriate for the Leader of the House to speak about decentralisation when his
Government has put that cost impost on agriculture. The Opposition supports
decentralisation but it is not commonsense to impose it on the rural industry in this depressed
economic climate. The salcyard should remain in its present location. In recognition of time
constraints, I will finish my remarks by saying that the member for Wellington certainly
made a very strong point when he said the saleyard land should be resumed.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) (5. 10 pm]: This motion relating to the recommendations of the
livestock sales facilities working group is an important one of great concern to people
throughout Western Australia. A number of debates have taken place about this matter. As
the member for Warren saidi, the working committee met 33 times. It was chaired by
Hon David Evans and was representative of the entire industry. It recommended that the
Government re-establish permanent saleyards at Midland, preferably in the form of new
saleyards on Crown land adjacent to the existing saleyard, and that on regaining the existing
saleyard it should repurchase land exchanged for resumption and undertake a major
development thereon. That was the working group's alternative option. Where has the

5125



5126 [ASSEMBLY]

Moinister far Agriculture been this afternoon? The Government should explain where he has
been.
Mr Bridge: I am happy to explain. The Government does not need to explain.
Mr BLAIKIE: T'he Government was well aware this motion would be discussed today. It is
not insignificant that the Minister who would normally respond to such a motion was absent.
Mr Bridge: I am back now. I am pleased to tell the member where 1 was. I was down at the
Royal Agricultural Society of WA (Inc) showground.
Mr BLAIKIE: What time did that finish, at about half past one?
Mr Bridge: Like fun it did! I wish it had. I did not get back here until half an hour or so
ago.
Mr BLAIKIE: Notwithstanding the fact that the Minister claims he did not get back to the
House until half an hour ago, it was far more appropriate for him to get back to the House to
give an explanation than it was for us to hear from the guru of agriculture, the Leader of the
House. The inister for Agriculture is responsible for agricultural matters and for replying
on behalf of the Government about those matters. It is because of his inactivity that the
Midland saleyard debacle has reached its present state. It is not good enough for the Minister
to hide at a public function when he should be in this House caking up matters on behalf of
people in agriculture and responding to this Midland salcyard debate. I believe the Royal
Agricultural Society would have been pleased to excuse the Minister so he could offer his
explanation to the House. The inister's absence from the House during this debate was
poor behaviour. I made some inquiries about his whereabouts and am pleased to see that he
eventually arrived back. I will provide him with an opportunity to give the reply he should
have given the House at least an hour ago.
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [5.13 pm]: One hears members in
this Chamber purport to represent agricultural industries. It is amazing how they perform. It
is not only amazing but also disgraceful. The industry wants this Government and me as
Moinister to set aside the long debate that has ensued for the past three or four years about the
merits or otherwise of the sale of the Moidland saleyard and to reach a point where a facility
for the industry's needs beyond 1993 is established. I have been attempting to do that. That
exercise has received concurrence from the industry, broadly speaking. However, one
cannot get members opposite to understand that. People outside this place are not interested
in debating the merits of what should have happened three or four years ago, yet members
opposite wish to do that because it is something they have on their minds.
Mr Macinnon: They do not want a committee - they want action!
Mr BRIDGE: I will tell the Leader of the Opposition what sort of action the committee is
seeking from this Government.
Mr Macinnon: The committee?
Mr BRIDGE: Recently I invited a group of people, not a committee, to join me in evaluating
information available to us in an attempt to determine the suitability of locations for a
saleyard in the near proximity of Midland or another regional area.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRIDGE: I promise members opposite that from now on when I go to an agricultural
show, where members opposite are as mute as a giramophone that has lost its needle, I will
highlight how well they perform when representing those people. The member for Moore
walks around these shows like Mary's little lamb and is grateful that I acknowledge people
like him.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIDGE: Members opposite think it is all right for them to criticise me and to get stuck
into the credibility of members on this side -
Several members interjected.
Mr BRIDGE: The member for Vasse may be bigger than I am, but he is not tougher so I will
say what I want.
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Mr Macinnon: Give us a song or a committee.
Mr BRIDGE: I am referring to a group of people. The Leader of the Opposition does not
like to hear the facts.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIDGE: I am trying to provide information to the House which indicates the functions
of this group of people who are often referred to by Opposition members as a "committee'.
This group of people assembled on my invitation.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRIDGE: The member for Cottesloe can be a smart Alec and Johnny-come-lately if he
wishes to be. The reality is that there is a difference between a committee and this group as a
committee is a group of people assigned certain responsibilities.
Mr Macinnon: So this is not a group of people?
Mr BRIDGE: I am referring to a core of people who sit with me.
Mr McNee: What about the one you have already had?
Mr BRIDGE: The member for Moore does not have the intelligence of a zombie if he does
not understand the difference between the two.
Mr MacKinnon: What are the terms of reference for these people?
Mr BRIDGE: There are none. This group is sitting with me as Minister, and I have not
given myself terms of reference.
Mr Macinnon: What are they doing?
Mr BRfIDGE: This group will make a judgment in concert about the information provided to
us by way of submission from local authorities around the State and other interest groups that
wish to provide information to me directly as Minister about how they view the resolution of
this situation. Members should know that this core group of people embraces the Western
Australian Farmers Federation (Inc), the Pastoralists and Graziers. Association of WA (Inc),
transport associations and others. They have concluded that they are happy to wait to
evaluate this information. That is a good and constructive approach. Those people and I will
be able to say after we have seen the relevant information what we should do. They may
then well say what members opposite are saying. However, it is an opportunity for these
people to reflect upon the information supplied to me.
We have provided a good option in the interests of industry. The Western Australian
Farmers federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association and others are satisfied to go
along with it, to this extent: They have not said that the decision of the Government was
correct, but they are prepared to go along with the proposition that the information which
flows in to me should be scrutinised by them in consultation and cooperation with me. That
is the stage we have reached at the moment. That process will take a few weeks because we
have given interested groups a certain period in which to submit their ideas to the
Government about the options that have been generally talked about and looked upon as
likely alternative locations. When that information is assessed by this core of people - and
members opposite seem to have great difficulty in understanding how it is formed -

Mr McNee: When will this core of people give you this report which is based on no
guidelines at all?
Mr BRIDGE: At the end of the period we have advertised in the newspapers for
submissions.
Mr McNee: When is that?
Mr BRIDGE: I think it is the end of October.
Mr McNee: How long will it be after that?
Mr BRIDGE: Not long.
Mr Bradshaw: What is wrong with the current saleyard site?

5127



Mr BRIDGE: The decision has been made by Cabinet. It has directed that the new facility
should be established at another location. That is a Cabinet decision.
Mr Pearce: The Minister would not be aware, because he was not here, but I covered that
aspect very directly in my speech to the motion.
Mr House: The Minister told the House a couple of weeks ago that he had been rolled by the
Cabinet.
Mr BRIDGE: I did not say I had been rolled, I said I had expressed a point of view to
Cabinet which Cabinet did not necessarily accept. What is wrong with that? There is
nothing wrong with it.
Several Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIDGE: I find it difficult to accept this coming from local councillors. What members
opposite are really saying is that, because someone is the shire president of a local authority.
his proposition to council should always be accepted. They are saying that, simply because I
am the Minister for Agriculture -

Mr McNee: You are saying, "I do not care what the umpire says, I will not be in that."
Mr Pearce: He is not saying that at all.
Mr BRIDGE: No-one would deny the line of thinking I have put forward in respect of these
facilities, but it so happens that the Cabinet was not prepared to accept certain proposals that
I put forward. There is nothing wrong with that. At least that decision has achieved
something very significant - it means that the Government has said to me and to the industry,
"A decision has been made. You are required to consider the alternative locations which will
enable a facility to be established before the beginning of 1993. Get on with the job." That
is precisely what we are on about.
I am perfectly satisfied and contented that, given cooperation which seems to be flowing
from the industry - but which certainly is not evident in this place - we will be able to
achieve a situation whereby, prior to 1993 when the existing facilities cease to be available to
us, a saleyard will be established, operational and available to the industry. I would have
thought that was the central and most important commitment that 1, as Minister for
Agriculture, and the State Government could make to the industry generally in this State, and
we are on flack in achieving that. I do not see any need for us to despair, or panic, or be
hysterical about that. We are on track to achieve chat objective, and we will.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [5.23 pm]: I want to contribute to this debate from the point of
view of one who, in the past at least, has had a fairly close association with Midland and has
studied some aspects of its development. The Leader of the House talked about the
significance of decentralisation and, as I explained to the House only last week, I support that
concept very strongly. However, I do not think one can say that because one supports
decentralisation, therefore the decentralisation of a particular facility will make sense in all
circumstances. As members know, Midland has always had a role as a subregional centre
orientated to the agricultural areas. That is one of the basic facts of Midland's geography
and economics - it has always drawn at least 25 per cent of its trade from rural areas, and will
continue to do so. One reason for that is the location of facilities such as the saleyari, and to
my way of thinking the saleyard. which clearly is orientated mainly to the metropolitan area,
which is its main market, requires for transport and economic reasons to be near the
metropolitan area.
I will not enter into the politics of the debate that has been covered this afternoon as I was
not even in Parliament at that stage, and I am not interested in the history of that site. I am
interested in the futre of Midland and I believe - and I think possibly the Minister for
Agriculture believes - that the saicyard should remain in Midland. This motion does not
require the Government to maintain the saleyard in Midland; it calls on the Government to
look at these things and recommends a certain course of action. If the Government chooses
to ignore that, that is the Government's prerogative, but I would say there is a good deal of
sense in maintaining the saleyard in Midland for the foreseeable future. The economic
benefit to Midland from that saleyard is considerable and, whether we are talking about a
particular site or not, the crucial point is that the saleyard should remain in Midland for
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sound economic reasons. Therefore I think the Government should listen closely to the
House on this matter, and if it chooses to ignore it, it will do so at its peril. There are many
sound reasons why that saleyard should remain in Midland, and therefore I support the
motion.
MR OMODEI (Warren) [5.26 pm]: In closing the debate on this motion I indicate to the
House that a Bill is currently on the Notice Paper which calls for the resumption of the
Midland salcyard. The Midland Saleyards Site Bill was introduced by me and has been
given a second reading and I call on the Government to support it. That is the simplest way
out of the Government's dilemma.

To date the Government has not told me, this Parliament or the people of Western Australia
why it intends to relocate the Midland saleyard. I acknowledge that the Minister for
Agriculture must attend various functions but I am sure that if, when he was at The Royal
Agricultural Society of Western Australia today, he had mentioned that this debate was
taking place in the House, they would have recommended that he be here for it. I have no
doubt about that. The new committee the Minister has set up comprises the same sorts of
people who were on the last committee, which he set up in 1989. That committee was
chaired by a former Minister for Agriculture and came down with a series of
recommendations.
Mr Bridge: It is not the same committee at all.

Mr OMODEI: I said they were similar people. I have been talking to the same people - the
PGA and the WAFF - and in the last month my telephone has been running hot on this issue.
They want the Midland saleyard to be retained in Midland, they want it now, and they want
that commitment from the Government. Whether or not the Minister has been rolled in the
Cabinet, the Government obviously has made a decision. The Minister has not given us a
reason why Cabinet made that decision, yet he will proceed down the path of relocation.

I have already said in this House that if the people of Gingin want a saleyard at Gingin it will
be an albatross round their necks. I say that from years of experience in the meat and cattle
industries, and the Minister, as an ex-pastoralist, should know full well that the Midland
saleyard is the place where the facilities should be retained. The recommendations of the
saleyard liaison working group should be adhered to by the Government, and I ask the House
to support my motion.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Dr Alexander Mrs Edwardes Mr McNee Dr Turnbull
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Grayden Mr Minson Mr Watt
Mr Bloffwitch Mr House Mr Nicholls Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw Mr ierath Mr Omnodei Mr Blaikie (Tellecr)
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Shave
Mr Cowrt Mr M=cinnon Mr Trenorden

Noes (22)
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr Pearce Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mr Grill Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr IKobeLke Mr D.L. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Mr Taylor
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Thomas

pairs
Mr Cowan Dr Lawrence
Mr Ainsworth Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Clarko Mr Leahy
Mr Fred Tubby Mr P1. Smith
Mr Strickland Mr Donovan
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The SPEAKER: Order! As a result of the vote's being deadlocked, on this occasion I cast
my vote with the noes.
Question thus negatived.

[Questions without notice taken.]
House adjourned at 6.03 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - "GAY MEN OVER 40, KEEP FIT SELF-DEFENCE"
COURSE ADVERTISEMENT

1041. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Minister aware that a "keep fit/self defence" course for "gay men over

40" has been advertised under the name of the Department of Health?
(2) Can the Minister advise whether the course was conducted at the department's

head office building at 189 Royal Street, East Perth, as claimed in the
advertisement?

(3) What course fee was paid by the individuals who attended the course and is it
correct that the participants also enjoyed a subsidised supper?

(4) How much public money was used to run this course and provide subsidised
refreshments?

(5) Is this course a legitimate use of public money and a public building?
(6) At what stage did the Minister give his approval for such a course to be

conducted on departmental premises?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) No. The function you refer to was advertised under the name of WA AIDS

Council.
(2) The course was conducted at the East Perth Government Office seminar

rooms at 189 Royal Street, East Perth. The facility is available for use by
members and groups of the public related to health or welfare and is booked
through the Department for Community Services at no charge.

(3) I am advised that the course, including supper, cost participants $1 and was
subsidised by the Australian Federation of AIDS Orgahtisations - AFAO - via
the WA AIDS Council. AFAO raises funds privately as well as accepting
funding from the Commonwealth Government.

(4) No State money was used to run this course or to provide refreshments.
(5) In my view, no.
(6) Not applicable - see (2).
HEALTH DEPARTMENT - PATIENTS' ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME

Review

1209. Mr MINSON to the inister for Health:
(1) Who will conduct the review of the new patients' assisted travel scheme?
(2) When will this review take place?
(3) When will the results of the review be available?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) There will be no formal review of the new protocol governing the patients'

assisted travel scheme. The Health Department of Western Australia will
continue to monitor the scheme on an ongoing basis to ensure PATS benefits
are provided in accordance with the standard guidelines.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

HOSPITALS - GALL BLADDER OPERATIONS
1215. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:

(1) What is the estimated cost of gall bladder operations using the open surgery
method?
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(2) What is the estimated cost of gall bladder operations using the laparoscopic
cholecystectomy method?

(3) What is the period normally spent by a patient in hospital after undergoing a
gall bladder operation using the open surgery method?

(4) What is the period normally spent by a patient in hospital after undergoing a
gall bladder operation using the laparoscopic cholecystectomy method?

(5) How many gall bladder operations using the open surgery method are
performed annually in Western Australian Government Hospitals?

(6) How many gall bladder operations using the laparoscopic cholecystectomy
surgery method are performed annually in Western Australian Government
Hospitals?

(7) What hospitals are laparoscopic cholecystectomies available at?
(8) What is the estimated cost of the equipment required to perform the

laparoscopic cholecystectomy operations?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Direct cost $5 581 - Australian Institute of Health estimate. Indirect

economic costs of two to thee weeks' absence from work, and resultant lost
productivity.

(2) Direct cost $3 649 - Australian Institute of Health estimate. Indirect cost of
one week's absence from work. Significant economic savings over open
surgery method.

(3) Nine to 10 days, ignoring complications.
(4) Two to three days, ignoring complications. Complication rates for open

surgery and lapainscopic surgery are presently similar, but laparoscopic
complications are likely to decline over time, another cost advantage of this
technique.

(5) 1988 1989 1990

Public teaching hospitals 597 512 555
Public non-teaching hospitals 1 084 1 004 1 033
Private hospitals 850 854 906

TOTAL 2531 2370 2494
(6) Laparoscopic cholecystectomies -

(i) SCGH first performed laparoscopic cholecysteccomies in November
1990. November 1990 to 19 September 1991 - 25 cases.

(ii) RPH first performed laparoscopic cholecysrectornies in August 1991.
August 1991 to September 1991 - 20 cases.

(7) Royal Perth Hospital and Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.
(8) Variable between $56 500 and $69 500, dependent upon type of equipment

required.
FOREIGN OWNERSHIP OF LAND REGISTER - QUEENSLAND MODEL

1238. Mr MacKJNNON to the Premier:
(1) Will the foreign owned property register referred to by the Premier in answer

to question on notice 1070 of 1991, when introduced into Western Australia,
be based on the Queensland model?

(2) If not, how will it differ from the approach taken by Queensland?
(3) What will be the cost of establishing and maintaining the register?
(4) Is the Government aware as to whether the review of the initial operations of

the Queensland register has been completed?
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(5) If so, is ir possible for a copy of that review to be tabled in the Parliament?
(6) If not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes, but it will be adapted to Western Australian needs and conditions.
(2) There will be a number of differences from the approach taken by

Queensland. The major differences will be -

(a) A foreign natural person is to be defined as a natural person not
ordinarily resident in Australia, similar to the Commonwealth Foreign
Takeovers Act 1975.

(b) To require certain equitable estates in land, such as terms contracts to
purchase land to be notified.

(c) The operations of the Foreign Ownership of Land Register are to be
integrated with those relating to the register kept under the Transfer of
Land Act. Both registers are to be, administered by the Registrar of
Titles.

(d) Other public databases available to the Registrar of Tidles will be able
to be used, where appropriate, in the preparation of reports.

(e) Provision for updating by foreign owners of some types of information
on the register.

(0) As a result of the differences noted in (c), (d) and (e) the register will
be more up to date, comprehensive and accurate than the Queensland
register.

(g) On conviction for specified offences, a court order for forced sale of
land to be obtained, in the first instance - instead of administrative
provision for forfeiture following conviction.

(h) Notice of action under the Act is to be lodged with the Registrar of
Titles before innocent parties are prevented from dealing with the
foreign owner in respect of land. This will avoid the need to search
the register under the Act as well as the Transfer of Land Act Register
when dealing with land. In Queensland, prudent solicitors search both
registers.

(3) Establishment costs estimated at under $440 000,
Operational costs -

First 15 months - estimated at approximately $220 000.
T'hereafter, yearly - estimated at $ 100 000 approximately,

subject to variations in salary rates and other costs.
(4) Important amendments to the Queensland legislation come into force on

18 December 1991, to deal with some problems that had arisen in
Queensland. An inspection of the operations of the Queensland register was
conducted by departmental officers in late January 199 1, for the purpose of
introduction of a register in this State. A report on alternative computer
systems and related issues was prepared. A formal report, directed to a review
of the initial operations of the Queensland register, was not prepared. Instead,
a submission to Cabinet was prepared setting out, amongst other things,
proposed principles of a register and an estimate of resources needed for
establishment and maintenance of the register. That submission drew on the
valuable information obtained from the on site review of the operations of the
Queensland register. On 15 April 1991 Cabinet approved preparation of a
Bill.

(5) No.
(6) It is not appropriate that the report on alternative computer systems be
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released. A formal report on the review of initial operations of the
Queensland register was not prepared.

GREENBURG, MRS ROBIN - LEGAL AID
1300. Mr LEWIS to the Premier:

(1) Has Legal Aid or any other agency of Government either been approached, or
otherwise given financial assistance, for the paymenc of legal fees associated
with the defence of charges pending against Mrs Robin Creenburg?

(2) If so, what were the agencies that were approached and what financial
assistance, if any was given respectively?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes, an application for legal aid has been made to the Legal Aid Commission.
(2) The confidentiality provision of the Legal Aid Commission Act precludes the

disclosure of any further information. The decision on any application is also
entirely up to the Legal Aid Commission.

FUEL - STATE FUEL FRANCHISE LEVY
1302. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) When was the State fuel franchise levy introduced?
(2) What was the initial monetary amount levied on motor fuel?
(3) When was the monetary levy first increased and to what amount?
(4) What have been the subsequent increases in the levy and on what dates?
(5) What was the total revenue raised by the fuel franchise levy in the following

financial years -

(a) 1982-83;
(b) 1985-86;
(c) 1988-89;
(d) 1990-9 1;
(e) 1991-92 as estimated?

(6) What is the financial breakdown in general terms - that is road maintenance,
transport etc - on how the levy has been expended in the financial years -

(a) 1988-89;
(b) 1989-90;
(c) 1990-91;
(d) 1991-92 as budgeted?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) 1 July 1979.
(2) Mowo spirit - 0.9g/litre.

Diesel fuel - 3.00/litre.
(3)-(4)

Iniuial amount of fuel franchise levy, subsequent increases and effective dates
are as follows -

Effective Dare Motor Spirit Diesel Fuel
Mitre 4/lit

1 July 1979 0.90 3.00
1 July 1980 1.30 3.00
1 July 1981 1.60 3.00
1 July 1982 1.85 3.40
1 July 1983 2.10 3.85
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1July 1984 2.17 3.95
1 July 1986 4.17 5.95
1 August 1989 5.67 7.45

(5) (a) $34438 132
(b) $46042616
(c) $88 172 883
(d) $131 196 143
(e) $133200200

(6) Refer to table 22 of the 1991-92 Supplementary Budget Information paper.
HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL

State Government Insurance Office
13 10. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for HeIalth:

Upon what basis was the recent decision made by Royal Perth Hospital to
insure with the State Government Insurance Office?

Mr WILSON replied:
Royal Perth Hospital insured with 5(110 in line with Government policy.

PETROL - PRICES COMPARISON
Perth, Geraldron, Eeabba, Jurien Bay

1316. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
(1) What is presently the comparative price of petrol as retailed to customers in

the following centres -

(a) Perth;
(b) Geraldton;
(c) Eneabba;
(d) Jurien Bay?

(2) What is the reason for the price difference in each case?
Dr GALLOP replied:
(I) (a) Perth 69.4 cpl, incorporating 6 cpl for dealer margin.

(b) Geraldton 71.2 cpl, incorporating 7.5 cpl dealer margin and 0.3 epl
freight differential.

(c) Eneabba fuel prices not subject to controls. Survey Friday,
13 September found 75.9 cpl, incorporating 10.5 cpl dealer margin and
2.1 cpl freight differential.

(d) Jurien Bay, uncontrolled location, prices Friday, 13 September -
73.9 cpl, incorporating 6.8 cpl dealer margin and 3.7 cpl freight
differential.

(2) Freight components for Geraldion, Eneabba and Jurien Bay are set nationally
by the Prices Surveillance Authority. Dealer margins are. not controlled in
Eneabba or Jurien Bay. The remoteness of the locations, freight, higher
operating costs and lower turnovers contribute to higher margins required for
operators in these areas.

NURSING HOME - NORTHAM PROPOSAL
1319. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does the Government support the establishment of a 48 bed nursing home in
Northarn as proposed by the Commonwealth Government?

(2) If not, what proposition for the development of these nursing home facilities
does the Government support?
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Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Information received by the Health Department indicates that the

Commonwealth Government intends to allocate up to 40 nursing home beds
for the Avon planning region. This proposal is supported in principle by the
Stare Government.

(2) Not applicable.

SCHOOLS -HOLIDAYS

Fun Program Funding -Aiwraiind Applications
1320. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) What funding has been allocated in the last 12 months for school holiday fun
programs?

(2) Where was the money allocated?
(3) What are the conditions for applying for funding?
(4) Have applications for funds to the Australind area been refused?
(5) If so, why has Australind not been funded?
(6) Will such funding operate this financial year?
(7) If yes to (6), will Australind be eligible for such funding?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) $187 798.27 has been allocated over four school holiday periods.

() A total of 91 community groups have received funding. These community
groups are located throughout the State.

(3) A standard application form and guidelines are forwarded to all applicants.
(4) No application has ever been received from a community group in Australind.
(5) Not applicable.
(6) Yes.
(7) Any community group that meets the criteria can apply for funding.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS - NON-BANK FINANCIAL INSTITUTONS
LEGISLATION

1326. M~r COURT to the Premier
(1) Which Minister or Ministers are handling the non-bank financial institutions

legislation referred to in The West Ausiralian on Saturday, 14 September?
(2) What is the form of the proposed legislation?
(3) What stage has it reached?
(4) Is it proposed that the legislation be enacted by each State and the

Commonwealth?
(5) If so, when?
(6) What draft legislation is proposed to be presented to the special Premiers'

Conference in November?
(7) What is proposed as -

(a) the composition of the Australian financial institutions commission;
(b) the means by which the membership is elected or appointed;
(c) the political level control of the body;

(8) Under what State legislation are non-bank financial institutions to be
regulated?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The Premier, until such time as draft legislation is considered by the special

Premiers' Conference.
(2) A formal agreement between the States/Territories with legislation of one

jurisdiction applied by application of laws legislation in all other jurisdictions.
(3) A draft formal agreement and draft Bills are under preparation by the

Implementation Taskforce of the special Premiers' Conference working group
on non-bank financial institutions.

(4) Yes.
(5) It is praposed the legislation come into effect on 1 July 1992.
(6) A formal agreement, Australian Financial Institutions Commission Bill, and

State Based Financial Institutions Bill.
(7) (a) Eight members, including a chairman.

(b) Appointed by a Council of State/Territory Ministers.
(c) Council of Ministers.

(8) See (2).
BANKRUPTCIES - MAY-AUGUST 1991

1334. Mr HOUSE to the Treasurer:
How many people in Western Australia have either declared themselves
bankrupt or been declared bankrupt by another party in the months of May,
June, July and August this year in the following categories of debt -

(a) $1000 and below;
(b) between $1 001 and $2 000;
(c) between $2 001 and $3 000;
(d) between $3 001 and $4 000;
(e) between $4 001 and $5 000;
(0) between $5 001 and $6 000;
(g) between $6 001 andS$7 000;
(h) between $7 001 and $8 000;
(i) between $8 001 and $9 000;
Ci) between $9 001 and $10 000;
(k) between $10 001 and $15 000;
(I) between $15 001 and $20 000;
(m) between 320 001 and $30 000;
(n) between $30 001 and $40 000;
(o) between $40 001 and $50 000?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The Bankruptcy Act is administered by the Commonwealth Government and
the member should direct his query to the appropriate Federal organisation.

AUSTRALIAN MUSIC EXAMINATIONS BOARD - UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN
AUSTRALIA

Financial Assistance Expenditure
1337. Mr BLAJK[E to the Premier:

(1) What are the derails of the $88 000 expended in 1990-91 in assistance to the
University of Western Australia and the Australian Music Examinations
Board?
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(2) Since 1987, what has been the yearly level of financial assistance and in each
year to date how many people have participated in the AMEB?

(3) Can the Premier advise the number of entrants who were successful?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The $88 000 is a State Government grant to the University of Western

Australia in 1990-91 to assist in meeting the operating costs of the Australian
Music Examinations Board. The bulk of the board's income is derived from
fees and charges.

(2) 1987-88 $72000
1988-89 66000
1989-90 83000
1990-91 88000

The number of examination candidates entered in each year is as follows -

1988 8 149
1989 7458
1990 7360
1991 7620

(3) Success races were as follows -

1988 94.9 per cent
1989 95.6 per cent
1990 95.3 per cent

SCHOOLS - DUNSBOROUGH PRIMARY SCHOOL
Enrolments

1338. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) What is the current attendance of students at the Dunsborough Primary

School?
(2) What is the estimated level of enrolments over the next three years?
(3) H-as the Government given consideration to a building progran to meet

current and future school needs; and, if so, would the Minister indicate the
proposals that are being considered?

(4) Does the Government propose to commence a building program at the school
during the current financial year?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) 225.
(2) 1992-250

1993-247
1994-249

(3) Consideration is being given to providing a building program comprising -

(a) an administration area;
(b) four classrooms and a preprimary centre;
(c) covered assembly area;
(d) music room;
(e) art/craft room; and
(f) library/resource centre.

(4) No. Funding will be considered in the light of other priorities in future
budgets.
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MIDLAND SALEYARD - LEASE AGREEMENT
Documents Tabling

1358. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Will the Minister table documents in this House in relation to -

(a) the Memorandum of Agreement between the State Government and
Pilsicy Investments for the lease of the Midland salcyard;

(b) documents in relation to any extension of the lease agreement for the
Midland salcyard;

(c) documents in relation to the sale or transfer to Pilsicy Investments or
any other corporate body Of Property which is now used for saleyards
and brickworks at Midland?

(2) If the Minister will not table the documents, why not?
Mr BRIDGE replied:

The lease arrangement for the Midland livestock saleyards was a condition of
sale specified in the offer and acceptance for the Midland site that was signed
by Peter Ellett for Pilsley Investments Pty Ltd and the former Minister for
Agriculture, Julian Grill, on behalf of the Government int April 1986. It
specified that the saleyards would be leased to the Minister for Agriculture for
a period of three years with a three year option of renewal at a rental of $1 per
annum, effective from the date of settlement on 10 November 1986. This
arrangement was confirmed in subsequent correspondence including a
memorandumn of understanding prepared by Pilsley Investments Pty Ltd on
12 June 1986 outlining details of its commitment to the saleyards.
In subsequent negotiations relating to work conducted by the Western
Australian Meat Commission for upgrading electrical supplies to the Midland
saleyards, Pilsley Investments Pry Ltd agreed to extend the lease arrangement
and peppercorn rental to 30 June 1993. Further attempts to negotiate a longer
term arrangement under formal lease conditions with Pilsley Investments Pty
Ltd have failed. I anm sure that the member is aware that the sale of the
Midland site to Pilsley Investments Pty Ltd was the subject of investigation by
two parliamentary Select Committees, one from the Legislative Assembly and
the other from the Legislative Council. The purchase documents and
associated lease conditions would have been examined in detail by these
Select Committees. I refer the member to these two reports. The member
will also be aware that the sale of the Midland abattoir site in 1986 is shortly
to be reviewed in detail by the Royal Commission. Should the member
require any additional information other than that in those abovementioned
reports, I will arrange tabling of copies of the documents within my
department's possession.

PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY - ADMINISTRATOR APPOINTMENT
1364. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) How did the Government satisfy itself through the Attorney General of
Mr Metaxas' decision to appoint an administrator to the Permanent Building
Society?

(2) When were the media advised of the Government's decision and how were
they advised?

(3) When did the Premier become aware of the difficulties of the Permanent
Building Society and how did she become aware?

(4) Did the Government attempt, through Mr Metaxas, to arrive at a sensible
arrangement with the Permanent Building Society which would have avoided
its closure?

(5) If not, why not?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The Attorney General considered the advice of the Registrar of Cooperative

and Financial Institutions including his conclusions on the outcome of his
investigation. Legal advice was also taken.

(2) At approximately 5.30 pm on Friday, 30 August 1991 by way of a statement
by the registrar.

(3) On 19 August 1991 by way of a briefing from the Attorney General and the
registrar advising that the registrar had under way an investigation into the
society.

(4)-(5)
The Government had no direct role in discussions with the society. The
registrar was aware of the general natur of directors' proposed alternatives,
but these did not meet his main concerns.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - MORBIDITY PROGRAM
Eye Operation Streptococci Bacteria Infections - Loss of Sight

1368. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Health:
In respect of the answer to question on notice 919 of 1991, did any of the six
patients referred to suffer total and permanent loss of sight in the eye infected
as a consequence of streptococci bacteria infection resulting from their initial
eye operation?

Mr WILSON replied:
The morbidity system does not indicate a loss of sight complication for any of
the six patients.

PEARLUNG INDUSTRY - DIVING
Code of Practice

1 372- Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:
(1) Has the Western Australian pearling industry developed its own code of

practice in occupational diving?
(2) Will the Minister encourage and support the industry in its endeavours to

institute safe work practices?
(3) Is the Minister aware of Australian Standard No 2299 which is highly

prescriptive in nature and is aimed at a commercial construction diving
environment which is quite different to that of the pearling industry?

(4) Is the Minister aware that commercial diving requirements and pearling
industry requirements can be quite different and have different criteria?

(5) Is the Minister aware that the committee developing AS 2299 does not have
any representative from the pearling industry?

(6) What action will the Minister take to ensure that the pearling industcry is
represented on that committee.

(7) Do the Western Australian pearling industry and abalone industry have good
safety records in relation to diving incidents or accidents?

(8) Does the Minister realise that both industries have rejected AS 2299?
(9) Will the Minister assist the pearling industry in its efforts to develop its own

code of practice as the framework within the Occupational Health, Safety and
Welfare Act?

(10) What action will the Minister take to ensure that the Western Australian
pearling industry views are taken into account by -

(a) AS 2299 Committee;
(b) Work Safe Australia;
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(c) the Western Australian Commission for Occupational Health and
Safety?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) The Western Australian pearling industry is well advanced in the development

of an industry code of practice. Ilam not aware that the code of practice has
been finalised.

(2) As Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations with responsibility for
occupational health, safety and welfare matters I confirm support for all
activities which will result in increased productivity through reduction in
injury and disease at the workplace. In recent years the Department of
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare has actively promoted with pearling
industry representatives the need to improve health and safety practices in the
industry. The Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare is
represented on the coordinating committee on occupational health and safety
of divers in the pearling industry. Through that committee advice and support
has been given in respect of the installation of the hyperbaric chamber in
Broome, development of the code of practice and research into dive tables.

(3) I am aware of Australian Standard 2299 - 1990 Occupational Diving. The
Australian standard by its title Occupational Diving was intended to apply to
all occupational diving situations. Experience since promulgation of the
Australian standard and adoption in law in some States has demonstrated that
the standard may not be flexible enough for all diving situations.

(4) As I understand the position diving for pearls is a commercial operation. I do
acknowledge, however, that there is a difference between the construction
diving environment and pearling diving environment.

(5) AS 2299 - 1990 has already been developed. The committee to which the
member refers may be a proposal for an expert working group of the National
Occupational Health and Safety Commission to be established to examine the
impact of AS 2299 - 1990. The NQHSC at its meeting on 17 September 1991
agreed not to establish this expert working group. In its place NOHSC agreed
to invite public submissions to allow tripartite consideration of all salient
issues and concerns.

(6) See (5).
(7) It is not possible from the workers' compensation claim data base to

accurately identify the accidents attributable to the pearling and abalone
industries, I the past 10 years, six deaths have occurred in the commercial
diving industry which includes three fatalities in the pearling industry in 1989.

(8) It is my understanding that both industries have not rejected AS 2299 in total
but various parts.

(9) Section 57 of the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Act provides for a
code of practice to -

.. consist of any code, standard, rule specification or provision
relating to occupational health, safety or welfare that is prepared by
the Commission Or n er bd...

Clearly, the above requirement allows for the development of industry codes
for consideration by the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare
Commission for recommendation to the inister in accordance with section
57(3) of the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Act.

(10) The Commissioner for Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare as Western
Australian representative on the NOHSC on 17 September supported the
move to consider comments on appropriate national diving standards fromr all
sectors of industry. The OHSWC held a special meeting on Friday,
20 September at which all interested parties, including the pearling industry,
outlined their industries' attitude to the current AS 2299 - 1990 standard.- The
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purpose of this meeting was to ensure all members of the OHSWC are aware
of the competing interests and to allow them to make an objective assessment
of the problem. The Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare
will be making a submission to the public discussion being invited by the
NOHSC.

VIETNAM VETERANS JOB LINK PROGRAM (INC) - GOVERNMENT FUNDING
1373. Mr KIERATH to the Minister representing the Minister for Employment and

Training:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the Vietnam Veterans Job Link Program (Ine) and the

outstanding job it does in employment placement?
(2) Is the Minister aware that one of the main parts of its programs is also to train

people and give them the skills required to find suitable work?
(3) Is the Minister aware that it has not been guaranteed funding for the current

12 months.
(4) Does the Minister intend to support its call for funding for the next

12 months?
(5) Has the program been given definite funding in the current budget?
(6) If so, when will the funding take place?
(7) If not, why not?
Dr GALLOP replied:

Yes.
(3)-(4)

Vietnam Veterans Job Link Program (Inc) has been granted funding of
$50000 for the period 1 October 1991 to 30 September 1992. This is an
increase on last year's funding of $33 000. The project is seeking additional
funds to meet the needs of its client group and I am supporting their
application to the Federal Ministers of Defence, Veteran's Affairs, and
Employment, Education and Training for additional funding.

(6) The funds have already been forwarded to the project.
(7) Not applicable.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN - MINISTER FOR PRODUCTVITY AND LABOUR
RELATIONS

Breakfast, 24 September, 1991
1374. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) In regard to a ministerial breakfast being held on Tuesday, 24 September
1991, which is being organised by the Minister, what is the total cost of the
breakfast?

(2) Is the speaker, Angela Foulcs, being paid for her services?
(3) What are the arrangements and costs of her travel?
(4) Are there any other costs or expenses associated with her visit to Western

Australia?
(5) What organisations and individuals were invited to attend the breakfast?
(6) Were members of the Opposition invited to attend and, if not, why niot?
(7) Were representatives of employer organisations invited to attend and, if not

why not?
(8) What was the total cost of sending out invitations and preparing for the

breakfast?
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Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) People attending the breakfast pay $15 a head. This covers the price of the

meal and the surplus offsets other costs.
(2) No.
(3) Return flight from Sydney costing $465.
(4) Accommodation costing $255.
(5)-(7)

A composite list has been compiled from organisations within the portfolios
and interested individuals. All past attendees are invited and are encouraged
to bring others. Anyone so requesting can be placed on the invitation list.

(8) See answer to (1).
VIETNAMESE - TERTIARY ENTRANCE EXAMINATION SUBJECT

1382. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the inister for Education:
(1) Is die Minister considering establishing Vietnamese as a Tertiary Entrance

Examination subject?
(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, when is it expected a decision will be made?
Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) Responsibility for determining which subjects are accepted for tertiary

entrance examination is die responsibility of the Secondary Education
Authority.

(2) A submission by the Vietnamese syllabus committee to the Secondary
Education Authority in June 1990 was rejected because it did not satisfy the
criteria for tertiary entrance examination subjects.

(3) Not applicable.
EDUCATION MINISTRY - TEACHERS

Temporary to Permanency Policy and Procedure
1383. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

What is the policy and procedure for temporary teachers to gain permanency;
and to regain permanency upon ic-appointment to the Ministry of Education
after having resigned?

Dr GALLOP replied:
Temporary teachers may gain permanency, or regain permanency after
resignation by making themselves available for appointment anywhere in the
State. In the case of re-entering teachers, previous country service in ministry
schools is taken into account. Also, long serving temporary teachers who
have completed three years' continuous teaching in ministry schools can
achieve permanency by being willing either to continue teaching in their
present country location, or to teach in an "area of need" school. All
permanent appointments commence with a probationary period. This period
is one year for experienced temporary teachers and two years for beginning
teachers, during which time the teachers are involved in an induction and
appraisal process. At the end of the probationary period the principal
recommends confirmation of permanency for suitable teachers. The factors
which are considered in selecting applicants for permanent-on-probation
appointments include -

(i) suitability for the particular vacancy, which may be a preprimary,
primary, secondary Or education support position;,

(ii) availability to teach in areas where vacancies have occurred; and
(iii) overall merit of the teacher, when compared with other available

applicants.
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JU3VENILE OFFENDERS - CHILDREN' S COURT
Bail - Ages 10-12 Years

1386. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
Are child offenders aged 10 to 12 years being given bail on their own
underting from the Children's Court?

Mr DL. SMITH replied:
No centralised information is available. Bail is granted at first by police or
justices and, after court appearance, by judicial officers. The Bail Act does
not distinguish between children of different ages. All children have a
qualified right to bail subject to the Bail Act provisions.

CHILDREN'S COURT - JUDICIAL OFFICER APPOINTMENTS
President, Magistrates, Members

1388. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
What are the terms of appointment of the following judicial officers in the
Children's Court of Western Australia -

(a) President;
(b) magistrates;
(c) members?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
The president and judge are appointed on the same terms as District Court
judges, and magistrates on the same terms as stipendiary magistrates. In
addition, some part rime and casual magistrates have been appointed from
September 1990 with terms of three and five years.

STAMP DUTY - PROPERTY TRANSFER
Value $120 00$200 000

1389. Mrs EDWARDES to the Treasurer:
What is the stamp duty on a transfer of property (excluding chattels) where
the value exceeds $120 000, but does not exceed $200 000 as at 2 September
1990 and as at 2 September 1991?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Stamp duty rates for the conveyance or transfer of property have not been
amended since 1983. The rare for a property where the value exceeds
$100 000 but does not exceed $250 000 is $1 900 plus $3.25 for every $ 100 of
the amount of the value and every fractional part of $100 by which the value
exceeds $ 100 000.
WASTE TREATMENT - INDUSTRIAL AND SEPTAGE

TREATMENT PLANT
Sepiage and Liquid Waste Treatment Charges

1401. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:
(1) What is the new charge for treatment of septage and industrial liquid waste at

the industrial and septage treatment plant, and what were the respective
charges in 1990-91?

(2) What is the estimated flow-un cost increase to families with septic trnks?
(3) Who manages the industrial and seprage treatment plant?
(4) Is the Government considering exposing the Plant to competition?
(5) If not, what strategy is the Government considering to ensure maximum cost

efficiency in the treatment of septage and industrial liquid waste?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The septage rate is charged in dollars per kilolitre and is adjusted twice
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annually on the basis of variations in the consumer price index and for the
volume of waste delivered to the treatment plant. The current price for
creating septage is $30.19 per kilolitre. This price will increase to $35.82 per
Icilolitre from 1 October 1991. Two price adjustments were made during
1990. On 1 March the price increased from $28.36 per ilolitre to $29.54 per
kilolitre and on 1 October 1990 the price increased to $29.08 per kilolitre.

(2) On average, a septic tank pumpout consists of pumping out two tanks which
have a volume of 1.5 to two kilolitres each. The average charge in the
industry is approximately $120 per tank at present, so the avenage cost to a
family for pumping out two tanks is $240. The treatment cost for treating the
effluent generated by pumping out two tanks, assuming a two kilolitre volume
per rank would be $120 approximately at present. The new rate as of
1 October 1991 will add a cost of approximately $23 which, presumably, the
transporters will unfortunately have to pass on to their customers.

(3) The industrial and septage treatment plants are managed by the Health
Department which contracts the operation of the plant to Envirogard.

(4) Envirogard won the tender to operate the plant in open competition. The
contract for operation of the plant provides for a ten year contract period
during which all liquid waste treatment must be directed to the treatment
plant. It is not possible to alter this period without incurring significant
penalties for breach of contract.

(5) The rising costs at the liquid waste treatment plant are largely due to a
significant drop in the volume of liquid waste being delivered to the plant.
Since the tender was awarded to Envirogard, the cost of creating effluent has
risen from $16.45 to $35.82 per kilolitre. The total price increase of $19.37
over four years is significantly greater than the Government would have
wished; 58 per cent of this increase can be attributed to the decrease in
volume to the treatment plant; 29 per cent is due to rises in the CPI over that
four year period. The remaining increases are due to changes in the tatment
process and other minor variations in the contract.
In view of the major contribution caused by the decrease in volume, the
Health Department has endeavoured to institute changes to the licence
conditions for liquid waste transporters in an endeavour to discourage any
illegal dumping which may be occurring and also to gather sufficient
information on the cause of the decrease in volume to enable an effective
program to be instituted for treating liquid waste in a cost effective manner.

PRISONS - KARNET PRISON FARM
Sex Offender Placement

1406, My HOUSE to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
Why has the Department of Corrections proposed to ftrasfer a convicted sex
offender to Karnet Prison Farm, a minimum security institution?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
Placement at Karnet prison farm is restricted to those prisoners who are
assessed by the Department of Corctive Services to pose a minimum risk to
the security of the community.

HOMESWEST - WAITING TIMES
Country Towns, Cities

1419. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Housing:
What is the average length of time for prospective tenants on the waiting list
for Homeswest housing in the following towns/cities -

(a) Bunbury;
(b) Esperance;
(c) Geraldton;
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(d) Kalgoorlie;
(e) Kacanning;
(f) Kellerberrin;
(g) Kojon up;
(h) Moona;
(i) Northam?

Mr MeGINTY replied:
(a) 18-24 months;
(b) 15 months;
(c) 18-24 months;
(d) 19 months;
(e) two months;
(f) no waiting period;
(g) eight months;
(h) six months; and
(i) nine months.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ATTORNEY GENERAL - RESIGNATION
Royal Commission into Commercial Aciviuies of Government and Other Mailers-

Edwards, Mr Kevin, Evidence
394. .Mr LEWIS to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Js the Deputy Premier aware of the very serious allegations made yesterday at

the Royal Commission by Mr Kevin Edwards, the former head of the Ministry
of the Premier and Cabinet, that the Attorney General was part of a secret plan
to inject Government agency funds into Rothwclls in a manner deliberately
designed to avoid Government scrutiny?

(2) Given the serious nature of the allegations, does he agree that the Premier
should stand down the Attorney General from his position until such time as
the Royal Commission reports on these most serious matters?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr TAYLOR replied:

I would like to count the number of times that the Opposition has called on
the Attorney General to stand down. The Attorney General made a statement
today in the following terms -

I have seen reports but not the full transcript of Mr Edwards'
statements to the Royal Commission today.
If these reports are accurate, a number of his comments are seriously
different from my own clear recollection of events as provided to the
Commission.
They provide no basis for me to move from the evidence I have
already given.
In particular my position remains that I did not participate in any
meeting directed to putting SGIC or GESB deposits into Rothwells,
directly or indirectly.
All evidence will no doubt be examined in detail as the Royal
Commission proceeds. The Commission will be very aware that it can
recall me if it thinks that is necessary. I would be happy to make
myself available at any time.
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In the meantime, it is impossible to have the issues considered by the
Commission and debated by me in the media simultaneously.
Accordingly, I do not intend to enter into public debate outside the
Commission.

I want to make it clear that the Attorney General has our absolute support. I
have complete faith in the Attorney General.
STEEL STUDY TASK FORCE - MARKET STUDY, ASIA

Successful Consultant
395. Mr TROY to the Deputy Premier:

The steel study task force, which I have the distinct pleasure to chair, has
recently considered submissions from 26 parties - a number of which have an
international reputation - expressing interest in acting as consultants for a
world market study focusing on Asia. The market study is a key element in
the overall work of the task force, due to the export dependency of any likely
iron or steel process being in Western Australia. Will the Deputy Premier
indicate whether he has as yet announced the successful consultant?

Mir TAYLOR replied:
I am pleased to advise that the successful consultant has been appointed. That
consultant will examine market opportunities for Western Australian-
produced steel products in Asia. The consultancy has gone to British Steel
Consultants Ltd and the Asia Pacific Economics Group situated in the
Australian National University. They will combine to produce a definitive
report on likely product markets and entry strategies. Such a consultancy
does not come cheaply. The project will cost $265 000 and has been
budgeted for in the Department of State Development's vote this year. The
remainder of the work will be completed in stages this year. I have no doubt
that the advice and information provided by that consultancy will be of great
assistance to private sector proponents of steel mills by defining the market
opportunities available, particularly in Asia. T'he information will also serve
as a basis for any future Government decisions on support for a locally based
steel industry. The Western Australian steel study task force is chaired by the
member for Swan H1ills, and will report to me towards the end of the year. I
have no doubt that the competitive tendering process has ensured the
engagement of a reliable and cost-effective combination of consultants. The
Asia Pacific Economics Group has published widely in this field and will
complement the commercial expertise of the British Steel consultants. This
consultaincy will be of real value for the work being done by the member for
Swan Hills in this area, and for other people in Western Australia who are
looking after the future of the iron and steel industry in this State.

INDUSTRIAL SITES - NORTHAM AREA
Heavy Industry Site Proposal

396. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for State Development:
Can the Minister indicate what level of support exists for the proposal to
locate a heavy industry site in the Northam area?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
I thank the member for some notice of this question. I am happy to say that
the people of Northam appear to appreciate the Government's decision not to
proceed with the Breton Bay heavy industry site in favour of regionalisation.
The public opinion poll just completed for the Department of State
Development indicates that 80 per cent of people believe the benefits of
development outweigh any disadvantages as far as that area is concerned,
The results are a clear message that the community is prepared to accept
change, provided that change is carefully managed and designed to secure a
prosperous future for the region. Some 250 people living in Northam, Bakers
Hill, Wundowie. Clackline, Spencers Brook, Grass Valley, Southern Brook
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and Meckering took part in a survey. Approximately 81 per cent of the
people said that industrial development would bring such benefits as more
jobs and greater job security within existing businesses. Another 29 per cent
saw an enlarged population as a beneficial side effect, while 26 per cent
focused on the extra funds such development would bring to those
communities. The survey indicated that 95 per cent of residents would prefer
to see industries established which were in some way related to agriculture.
However, this is not always possible in these areas although it could certainly
apply in Northam.
The survey indicated that 82 per cent of the sample listed heavy engineering
such as manufacturing and metal fabrication as acceptable industry. Of
course, not all comments were favourable - one would not expect them to be -
and 52 per cent of those questioned were concerned about possible
environmental and pollution aspects, and emphasised the need for careful
management. Another group were worried that the new industry may not be
visually attractive. Given the land in those regions, such concerns would not
necessarily materialist. I am pleased to see the support for industrial
development arising from a community level. Undoubtedly, this represents
the view that the major regional areas of Western Australia will benefit from
the decision to regionalise industry.

Mr Trenorden: You should recognise the efforts of the Avon community
development foundation.

Mr TAYLOR: That foundation has done excellent work in promoting places such as
the Meenaar site. This group has worked hard to ensure that some of the
industry will be sited in the Avon region and has been absolutely steadfast in
its view that this is an appropriate location for industry. I certainly
acknowledge its hard work in that area.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT - FEDERAL FUNDING
397. Mr KOBELKE to the Deputy Premier:

Can he give details of the level of funding which the State is receiving from
the Commonwealth for research and development?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
As the Leader of the Opposition would know, as he attended a breakfast with
me relating to this issue this morning -

Mr Macinnon: The Minister for Housing is a little worried; he had his eyes on the
Premier's job.

Mr TAYLOR: What does that have to do with research and development in Western
Australia?
Although the level of research and development within Western Australia has
increased significantly in recent years, this State is still being short-changed in
the funding received from the Federal Government. Many companies in this
State regard research and development as commercially essential. That
applies to companies such as Uni-Lab Telecommunications Ltd, which had a
representative speak at this morning's meeting. I am certain that institutions
in Western Australia, such as universities and private bodies, are missing out
on research grants from the Commonwealth Government. The
Commonwealth spends less than $23 per capita on research and development
in Western Australia, which is paltry when compared to the national figure of
$51. A number of reasons can be given for this, and these must be addressed.
This is not due to a lack of scientific know-how or because our scientists are
bereft of ideas, but because our local companies have problems in addressing
the issues when it comes to presenting submissions for Commonwealth grant
assistance. These companies must be able to get their message across to the
people making decisions in the Eastern States. Today two new publications
were launched in this area. First, the second edition of the "Directory of
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Research and Development in Western Australia 1991" was released, which
contains details of over 400 companies involved in research and development
in this State. When this directory was First published it contained a list of
313 companies, and that figure has now risen to 400. This is a 40 percent
increase in thie past two years. Secondly, "A Guide to Applying for Research
and Development Grants" was also launched, and this will be of great benefit
to groups in Western Australia wishing to put together submissions. I seek
leave to table these documents.

[See papers Nos 604 and 605.]
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT

AND OTHER MATTERS - ROTHWELLS LTD
Government Agency Funds Evidence - Deputy Premier's Awareness

398. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:
When did he become aware of the plan outlined in the Royal Commission
yesterday by Mr Kevin Edwards, the former head of the Ministry of the
Premier and Cabinet, to inject Government agency funds into Rothwells in a
manner deliberately designed to avoid public scrutiny?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
A couple of weeks ago I made it clear that these matters were being addressed
by the Royal Commission. If members opposite want me to pass these
matters to the Royal Commission, I will be happy to do so.

ONE PARENT CENTRE, EAST FREMANTLE - MINISTER'S INSPECTION
399. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Will he agree to inspect the one parent centre in his electorate and assess its
impor-tance in assisting underprivileged families in crises?

(2) If the staff and families involved can clearly demonstrate to the Minister the
importance and value of retaining that centre, will the Minister assist in
seeking a solution which allows this valuable facility to continue operating?

The SPEAKER: Order! Before asking the Minister to respond, I will quickly check
the question.

POWER STATIONS - COAL FIRED POWER STATION, COLLIE
Mitsubishi-Transfield - Finance Package

400. Mr C.J. BARNETIT to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
(1) Was it correctly reported in The West Australian of 20 September that the

Mitsubishi-Transfield consortium had until 30 September to finalise the
finance package for the proposed coal fired power station at Collie?

(2) Why have major problems arisen in finalising a finance package for the
project?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) 1 could reply by indicating that the details required in answering this question

were provided by mec to the House last week. However, the sole bidder status
will apply to Mitsubishi-Transfield until 30 September; but that is not to say
that that could not be extended through mutual agreement.

(2) It has been made clear in this House that some argument has arisen between
the major banking syndicate providing the financing to Mitsubishi-Transfield
and SECWA over what the nature of State support should be. We have made
it clear that a guarantee would not be involved if it added to the contingent
liability of the State, or if it affected the credit rating of the State; this could
adversely affect the living standards of this State. This is a good deal and
should stand as such. Discussions are continuing with the banks and
Mitsubishi-Transfield on this issue, and I am confident that we will obtain a
resolution on the major points of disagreement so this important project can
continue one step further.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Has the Government given a guarantee?
Dr GALLOP: Clearly, any guarantee which added to the contingent liability of this

State or potentially adversely affected our credit rating would not be a part of
any deal regarding the power station.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Order! I advise members that questions addressed to Ministers

should be regarding matters relating to the Minister's responsibility. I admit
to being confused: It seems that the question directed by the member for
Melville to the Minister for Housing is not within the responsibility of the
Minister, and perhaps it relates to the Minister for Community Services. I am
prepared to be advised on this matter. If the question is not correctly directed
to the appropriate Minister, I will give the member who asked the question the
call a little later.

Mr McGINTY: The matter of the question is exclusively within the province of the
Minister for Community Services; it relates to me in my capacity as the
member for Fremantle.

The SPEAKER: Therefore, the question is incorrectly addressed.
Questions Without Notice Resumed

POWER STATIONS - COAL FIRED POWER STATION, COLLIE
Guarantees

401. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
This question relates to the response given by the Minister only a few minutes
ago about the State's not increasing contingent liabilities for the cost of
energy.
(1) Have any guarantees, other than performance guarantees, been sought

by any bankers or sections of the third contenders for the building of
the new power station?

(2) Have any changes been made to the terms and conditions which
applied to the project when it was announced as being secured by
Mitsubishi-Transfield?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) It is difficult to give a precise answer to this question because it involves a

very complicated process. Various arguments have been put forward and the
negotiating team on behalf of the Government has been tailking to the biddens
and the banks about these matters. Many arguments have been going
backward and forward and I am not in a position to detail all of those
discussions. However, inasmuch as there will be a State agreement on this
matter, that will come to the Parliament and members will be able to vote on
those matters. The conclusions of all of those discussions regarding State
support will come to the Parliament.

(2) It was decided when the sole bidder was chosen that there would be a
discussion on the issue about what would be a mutually agreeable form of
State support for the project. What has been going on since the sole bidder
was chosen has been to find out what is mutually agreeable. That has
involved a long process and the Government has made it clear to its
negotiators where it comes from and obviously the other players' points of
view have been expressed.

Dr Turnbull: How did the 40 original contenders actually know what to put their bid
in on if the conditions have been changed?

Dr GALLOP: I find the position that was put a very puzzling one. The Government
is attempting to mount one of the biggest deals in this State's history, and
indeed, in Australia's history. What is implied by that comment is that the
contenders would go out into the market place to seek money and there would
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be about 40 of them doing that. Then, when financiers want to know a little
more about those bidders and ask them what is their status in the equation, the
bidders will say that the Government has not chosen any company yet and
that they do not know what is their status. What a fiasco that would have
been.

Mr Pearce: Perhaps we can call that man Mr Khemlani.
Dr GALLOP: Yes.
Mr Court: CRA went to the bankers overseas and got its finance in place.
Dr GALLOP: The decision to go to a final bidder was made by SEC WA, not by the

Government, because it felt that that would provide the platform from which
to proceed with the project. That is what is happening. Most members would
agree that process has been a long and difficult one, and the Government
hopes that it is close to finalising all of the negotiations in a way that will
satisfy our needs as a State. Ultimately, that will come to Parliament in the
form of a State agreement. The Government is not hiding anything and, when
the final State support is brought to the Parliament, I am sure there will be no
problems. It will be laid on the Table of the Parliament to be discussed.

ONE PARENT CENTRE. EAST FREMANTLE - MINISTER'S INSPECTION
402. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Will the Minister agree to personally inspect the One Parent Centre in East
Fremantle to evaluate its importance in assisting underprivileged families in
crisis?

(2) If the staff and the families involved can clearly demonstrate to the Minister
the importance and value of retaining the centre, will the Minister assist in
seeking a solution which will allow this valuable community facility to
continue to operate?

Mr RIPPER replied:
(1)-(2)

There are more than 450 non-Government welfare agencies in Western
Australia and it is not possible to visit every one or, indeed, every single
department facility, particularly in the time that I have been Minister for
Community Services. Nevertheless, at the public meeting I attended last night
people drew to my attention the benefits that would accrue if I could visit the
centre and discuss with the people there the arguments for retaining that
centre. I am prepared to do that because it is important that we listen to
people's arguments. However, the One Parent Centre's future must be
considered within the context of all services provided to all families who are
disadvantaged. Also, those services must be considered as they relate to all
areas in the State, not just to the Fremantle area. We must also consider the
services which support not only single parent families but all families that
experience disadvantages. I am happy to visit that centre and talk to sale
parents about the benefits in retaining it. I am not in a position to alter the
decision because it has been taken according to the broad provision of
services to families right across the State.

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES GAIRDNER HOSPITAL
Beds Closure

403. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is it correct that the Government intends to close 30 of the 70 beds available

for extended care for the elderly at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital?
(2) If yes, what impact will that have on elderly patients, given that there is

already a heavy demand on extended care beds at the hospital?
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Mr WILSON replied:

The decision about how hospitals will be managing their affairs and their
budgets are currently being decided by hospitals, management and boards.
Once those decisions have been made they will be submitted for assessment
by the Commissioner for Health in consultation with me. At this stage no
proposition has been received from Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital regarding
the matters the member has referred to in his question.

Mr Macinnon: The cutbacks are a scandal and you know it.
Mr WILSON: I will ignore that ignorant interjection.
Mr Macl~innon: It hurts you just like it hurts the hospitals.
Mr WILSON: It may hurt me but that does not relieve me of facing the realities that

are facing health Ministers in all States - including New South Wales where
hospitals are actually closing down - because they have to face restrictions
placed on the delivery of services by States due to limited Federal funding.

Mr Macinnon: They were not like you, they did not sit in Cabinet and squander
millions of dollars.

Mr WILSON: The Leader of the Opposition can say that when the Minister for
Health in New South Wales is closing hospitals in Sydney. What does the
Leader of the Opposition have to say about that?

Mr Macinnon: I live in Western Australia.
Mr WILSON: The same position pertains to every State administration of health in

Australia. The attempts by the ignorant Leader of the Opposition to make
some party political capital out of the failing public health system in Australia
by trying to focus on local issues in Western Australia indicates a total lack of
responsibility in coming to terms with the funding of an open-ended public
health system in Australia. I am sure the shadow Minister for Health has a
much clearer understanding of the issue.

POWER STATIONS - COAL FIRED POWER STATION. COLLIE
Guarantees

404. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
With reference to the question I asked earlier, will the Minister reiterate
whether any guarantees, other than a performance guarantee, have been
sought and whether the Government is considering any other guarantees?

Dr GALLOP replied:
I would like to know what the member for Collie is hinting at in that question.
The whole issue of performance guarantees, and guarantees in general, is a
very complex legal issue and it is hard to answer the question if she does not
state precisely what she is hinting at. The bankers were seeking a form of
guarantee which was unacceptable to the Government, and that has been made
very clear to them. I liken this to the situation last Saturday afternoon when
the West Coast Eagles football team was playing in the preliminary final; in
the last quarter things looked difficult, the opposition was kicking goals, and a
few people started to worry about the end result of the game. It caused a
slight degree of panic in my household and led to some disputes between me
and my sons about the possible outcome of the match. At the end of the day
the West Coast Eagles came through.
We are dealing with one of the biggest deals ever put together and it is
incumbent on someone such as the member for Collie to understand its
complexity and to allow the process to work. When it comes to an end,
certain aspects of that process will come before the Parliament for ratification
and the member will be fully informed at that stage. However, she must allow
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these processes to Work in the manner in which they always will and always
must because of their complexity. If she constantly focuses on the process,
rather than the outcomes, it is hard for the people in Collie, who have made
important decisions, to be relaxed about their situation. It is incumbent on the
member for Collie, above all others in this Parliament, to understand that
point because we want to make sure the $2 billion investment in this State
produces results, not simply for Collie and the people of the south west but
also for the people of Western Australia as a whole. We want to make sure
there are no wreckers in this Parliament who will try to play mischief with this
project.


