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THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair at 10.45 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - TRANSPORT

Sodium Cyanide, Narrogin - Prevention

MR WIESE (Narrogin) [10.49 am]: I have a petition couched in the following terms -

To the Honourable Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia assembled.

We the undersigned residents of Narrogin and its surrounding area beseech
Parliament to intercede on our behalf and prevent liquid sodium cyanide being
unloaded in Narrogin and transported through the townsite of Narrogin because:

(1) the transportation of sodium cyanide from rail to road will rake place within
1 kilometre of the centre of the town;

(2) the proposed route out of Narrogin will pass over the Narrogin Creek which
flows through the centre of Narrogin;

(3) the proposed route travels within 20 metres of the front doors of 90 houses
within the townsite of Narrogin;

(4) a spillage within the townsite would be unable to be contained and would flow
directly into the town drainage system and to the Narrogin Creek and pose a
danger to the town inhabitants and the environment;

(5) the proposed route from Narrogin to Williams passes within 300 metres of the
bitumen catchmnent and within 800 metres of the water stored in Bottle Creek
Reservoir which services the whole of the Great Southern comprehensive
water supply;

and further poses an unacceptable risk to all the residents in Narrogin and to the water
supply of the whole of the Great Southern area of the State.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration, and your petitioners, as in duty bound, shall ever pray.

The petition bears Ill 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 93.]

JUSTICES AMENDMENT BILL

Council's Message
Message ftomn the Council received and read notifying that it had disagreed to the amendment
made by the Assembly.

Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Thomas) in the Chair; Mr Grill (Minister for
Agriculture) in charge of the Bill.

Amendment made by the Assembly, to which the Council had disagreed, was as follows -

After clause 7 to insert the following new clause to stand as clause 8 -
Section 165B inserted
8. After the heading "Punishment." and before section 166 of the principal
Act the following section is inserted -

"Limitation of punishment by justices
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165B. (1) Where justices have authority to impose imprisonment on a
person for an offence the period of imprisonment they impose must not
exceed one month.
(2) Where justices have authority to impose imprisonment on a person
for 2 or more offences, the complaints for which they heard on one
day, the aggregate period of imprisonment they impose must not
exceed one month.

(3) Where justices have authority to impose a tine on a person for an
offence the amount of the fine they impose must not exceed $100OO.

(4) Subsections (1), (2) and (3) do not authorize justices to impose a
penalty for an offence that is greater than the maximumn penalty
provided for the offence by another enactment.

(5) Subsection (3) does not prevent justices from imposing a fine for
an offence that is equal to the mninimumn fine, irreducible in mitigation,
provided for the offence by another enactment.

(6) Subsections (t), (2) and (3) do not apply to the imposition of a
penalty by a magistrate.".

Mr GRILL: When this Bill came before the House it moved an amendment which placed
certain conditions and restrictions upon the ability of justices to impose penalties. That
amendment to the Bill was then taken to another place where it was considered. The
Legislative Council has chosen not to accept the amendment of the Legislative Assembly and
has notified the Legislative Assembly accordingly. The Government has considered that fact
and is prepared to leave the matter as it is; in other words, we are prepared to accept the
message conveyed from the Legislative Council. Therefore, I move -

That the amendment made by the Assembly be not insisted on.

Mr MENSAROS: The Opposition welcomes the Government's change of heart. As I
pointed out at the time, I was not quite sure why it had to be opposed, but the Minister argued
that this Chamber did not express its view about this mailer, which appeared to be a fairly
reasonable argument. This is one more example where it appears that the Attorney General
has tried to implement selectively particular recomtmendations and particularly those of the
Law Reform Comtmission. That does not apply only in connection with this Bill. The fairly
extensive report of the Law Reform Commission on the Justices Act has not been applied in
full because some of the recommendations were dependent on accepting the others, as well.
However, the Attorney in another place is presently attempting to introduce a Bill which
repeals and/or amends some 67 pieces of legislation.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMvAN: Order! The level of conversation is building up to a point
where it is becoming difficult to follow the speaker.

Mr MENSAROS: Of those Bills 32 deal mainly with Imperial Acts and the subject of
justices. On that occasion the Attorney General argued that he had implemented the Law
Reform Commission's recommendations. Of course, that is only half the truth because the
Law Reform Commission recommended that another statutory committee should be
established to look after the method of appointment and training of justices of the peace. As I
have said previously, the Opposition welcomes the change of view on the pant of the
Government and agrees to the non insistence.

Mr HOUSE: The National Party also welcomes the change of heart by the Government. As
one who argued strongly in relation to this matter during the second reading debate I am
pleased that the Government has seen fit to leave in the provision for justices to have the
sentencing powers that they had originally. It is a step in the right direction. I am pleased
that the Government has not insisted on proceeding with its amendment.

Question put and passed; the Assembly's amendment not insisted on.

Report
Resolution reported, the report adopted, and a message accordingly returned to the Council.
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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL
Committee

Resumed from 26 October. The Deputy Chairman of Commnittees (Mr Thomas) in the Chair;
Mr Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Division IS: Resources Development, $6 865 000 -

Progress was reported after the Division had been partly considered.

Mr COURT: The energy policies of this Government, the preparation for the future energy
requirements of this State, and achieving the required balance between using coal and gas as
our major source of power generation, are critical issues. We will see during the next week
or so some very important decisions being made in relation to two of the coal companies
operating in the Collie coalfields. One of those companies, Western Collieries Ltd, is directly
linked to a major rescue operation in this State in which the Government is involved. For that
reason alone, the taxpayers of this State have an interest in what cakes place. A move is being
made to cry to amalgamate those two companies, I heard the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade say on radio this morning that there was the possibility of
amalgamation, and that if amalgamation were to take place it would be important to ensure
that certain safeguards were implemented. It is all very nice for him to say that, but to repeat
what I said yesterday, senior Government people are involved in trying to put together a deal
so they can extricate Rothwells from the situation it is in with Western Collieries Ltd. If the
Government is to dangle a carrot in front of the parties concerned and say that this deal will
be done quickly, it is important that the taxpayers know what is taking place. They have been
completely hoodwinked over the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd exercise. That was a most
unnecessary exercise, which resulted in the consumers in that area having to pay considerably
more for their gas, and certain people in this town being able to walk away with millions of
dollars of windfall profits. We just do not know what to expect from members opposite after
all the deals that have been done in recent years, and particularly in recent months in relation
to the Rothwells rescue. We cannot accept the answers we receive from members opposite as
being correct because we have been misled so many times with the information we have been
given. We have seen some very big plays going on. We have seen the petrochemical
debacle, and we have now the situation where the Government has been exposed for doing a
deal - again in secret - to try to assist further in the Rothwells exercise.
The taxpayers of this State, and particularly those people living and operating in the Collie
region, do not want to be party to a deal which could result in excessive prices being paid for
certain companies, because if Collie coal becomes uncompetitive and is priced out of the
market, we will have a major problem in attracting an aluminium smelter to this State. I amn
sure there are some good reasons why there should be an amalgamation, but we do not want a
deal to occur for the wrong reasons. One wrong reason would be that the Government was
trying to trump up an additional source of funds for the Rothwelis exercise.
Mr WIESE: I want to look at the way some of this State's developments have been handled -
with special reference to the initial starting-up process we go through in this State before a
manufacturing industry can be set in train - and to contrast the course that has been followed
in initiating the sodium cyanide manufacturing project with the course that we seem to have
followed with the petrochemical project. I have spoken in this Chamber previously about the
effects of the sodium cyanide manufacturing project, especially in the Narrogin area. It i's
quite coincidental that I brought a petition before the Chamber this morning, dealing with the
reaction of people in country areas to some of the matters related to the sodium cyanide
development.

We have in this State a system whereby the initial proposal comes in, is evaluated, and goes
to the Environmental Protection Authority for it to assess its impact or potential impact on the
environment, In the case of the sodium cyanide manufacturing plant, the proposal was that it
would manufacture 15 000 tonnes of liquid sodium cyanide. The plant was to be established
in the Kwinana area, and ultimately the product was to be transported to its end users, that is
the various gold mines scattered around Western Australia. The EPA looked at the proposal
and eventually approved of it from an environmental safety point of view. The EPA had also
to deal with the transportation of the product. The original proposal put
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forward by the joint venturers in the project was that the liquid sodium cyanide was to be
transported by road to various mine sites in Western Australia. The Water Authority was
quite happy for the product to be transported by road across its areas of interest. The
Department of Mines, which handles proposals for the transporting of dangerous goods, had
no reservations about the transporting by road of liquid sodium cyanide, both through the
metropolitan area and through the water catchment areas. Although both major bodies
concerned with this transportation had no problems with it the Environmental Protection
Authority overruled their opinion on the safety of the product and said, 'No, we do not
believe that is safe and you will have to use rail transport or put before the EPA an acceptable
proposal for the transportation of liquid sodium cyanide." That is the EPA's right and its job;
and that is the way in which that project was handled by the EPA - and ultimately by the
Government, because the EPA reports back to the Government and the Government is the
one which says yea or nay to the project's going ahead, or in this case to the transportation
part of the project going ahead.
In this case we are talking about liquid sodium cyanide, a chemical that has no long lasting
environmental effects and in fact disappears into the atmosphere and the environment and
breaks down very rapidly. It has been used in Western Australia's goidmining industry in
large quantities for at least 100 years, so it has been transported all through Western Australia
at various times and used wherever goldmnining and gold extraction have taken place. It is
not a new chemical; it is something we are well and truly used to. We know what its effects
are. It has been handled by thousands of operators for more than 100 years. We know that it
has no long lasting environmental effects because literally millions of tonnes of the residue
that has been treated with this sodium cyanide concentrate is all over our goldfields; yet the
EPA says, "You are not going to move that chemical across these areas by road. You are
going to do it the way we say it shall be done." Despite all the arguments put before the EPA
and the fact that it was stressed to the EPA that the product is safe and has been safe for 100
years, the EPA says, "No, you will do what we say or approval will not be given for the
transportation of this product." That is the way a chemical we are about to manufacture - in
fact, the manufacturing of it should have started by now - has been handled.

Members should contrast that with the case of the petrochemical industry. Again, a proposal
was put forward by the proponent - the joint venturers who wish to establish this industry.
The EPA assessed the whole project, and the transportation of any products and by-products
concerned with the project was assessed as environmentally acceptable by the EPA; therefore
it is accepted by the Government that there are no problems with it. Members should look at
what we are dealing with in the case of that petrochemical industry. It is manufacturing
chemicals which are acknowledged as dangerous chemicals; it is producing products which
are acknowledged worldwide to have dangerous environmental effects: Dangerous products
and by-products which will have long lasting effects if they are accidentally released into the
atmosphere or the environment. They are products which, in contrast to sodium cyanide
which has absolutely no carcinogenic effects if people are accidentally exposed to it, are
acknowledged to have dangerous carcinogenic effects. The industry is being built fairly and
squarely in the middle of what is already a crowded - some would say overcrowded -
industrial area at Kwinana, directly downwind from the whole of the Perth metropolitan area;
yet this industry is given a free go-ahead by the EPA and hence the Government says, "Let us
get it up and rnning in the Kwinana area as quickly as we can because this is an industry we
want and need."
I wanted to contrast for members the ways in which those two projects have been handled,
because it seems that very different standards were applied. I hope the Minister is able to
explain to me and to the Chamber - and perhaps to the people of Western Australia - why we
are rushing headlong into the establishment of a petrochemical industry with all its potential
environmental hazards and problems for the people who live within a very large radius of it,
while the EPA has taken the attitude it has in the case of the transportation of liquid sodium
cyanide.
Mr MacKINNON: I want to raise a couple of matters that follow on from comments made
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition earlier today and yesterday in relation to this
Division. The mailers relate to the activities of the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade and his responsibilities in the area of economic trade and resources development.
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The Deputy Leader of the Opposition indicated quite clearly his concerns about the fourth
Rothwells rescue - that is, the rescue relating to the coal negotiations and agreements - which
are questions I believe the Minister for Economic Development and Trade has a very strong
responsibility to answer. In addition, and closely related to that matter - which is why I raise
it now - there is the question of his responsibilities in terms of the third Rothwells rescue,
which is directly related to the board - they are interlinked; that is, the failure of the Minister
for Economic Development and Trade in particular to be properly accountable for his actions
in that regard, either the actions in relation to the matters raised by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition or the matters raised in relation to the third rescue; and, of course, the actions he
has taken both witin this Parliament and outside which bring his reputation and that of the
Governiment into grave disrepute and most significantly now damage our State's ability in
any sense to attract quality resource development projects to this Stare.
I want to examine the facts - not the innuendo but the facts - as they relate to the third
Rothwells rescue; facts that this Minister for Economic Development and Trade either does
not know or in relation to which he is prepared to mislead both the public and this Parliament.
The facts are these: Last Thursday the R & I Bank had a bill due -

Points of Order

Mr PARKER: Yesterday during the commencement of debate on this matter I raised the
issue of the extent to which we could debate the Resources Development Division. The old
Standing Order, which members may remember allowed debate on the Minister's overall
responsibilities, was abolished during the time of the previous Government. It was agreed
yesterday that any matters discussed had to be related entirely to the subject of resources
development. We accepted that particular issues concerning Western Collieries and SEC
strikes fell into that category but not general issues relating to Rothwells. I am happy to
debate the Rothwells issue with the Leader of the Opposition at any time, but we are debating
the Estimates of the Department of Resources Development at the moment. That is what we
should confine the debate to.

Mr MacKINNON: Clearly if one of the pantics mentioned by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition yesterday in relation to Western Collieries - in fact the key party - is Rothwells,
and if we are to be able to debate whether that key party has the ability to pursue the matters
raised by the Minister for Economic Development and Trade, surely the question of
Rothwells in general, and its ability to meet its commitment to purchase Western Collieries -
as the argument I will develop will show, it probably does not have that ability - is
fundamental to this whole question of resources development, specifically in relation to that
project. Secondly, the matter relates generally to the question of resources development
because if the Minister for Economic Development and Trade does not have a reputation for
integrity, and if the Government does not have a reputation for integrity, how can they, by
any stretch of the imagination, be effective in attracting resource development to this State?

Deputy Chairman's Ruling
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I accept the Minister's point of order. The same question arose
when we spoke about the Office of Corporate Affairs - that is, the extent to which extraneous
matters could be raised. The Leader of the Opposition will confine himself to the Division
which is currently before the Chair.

Mr MacKIN1NON: Mr Deputy Chairman, what do I take that to mean in relation to my
remarks?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That the point of order raised by the Minister is correct. The
Leader of the Opposition cannot range widely through his speech as to the nature of
Rothwells generally.

Dissent fromn Deputy Chairman's Ruling

Mr MacKINNON: Mr Deputy Chairman, I move -

To dissent from Mr Deputy Chairman's ruling.

Mr Deputy Chainman, clearly your ruling is incorrect. If we are to debate sensibly a vote
which relates directly to the responsibilities of the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade and to the question of resources development, this is the appropriate time to do it. The
alternative is that we wait until we get to the Division dealing with the Technology and
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Industry Development Authority - 12 people in the Minister's office. One could probably
say, "We'll debate it there because that is where all the work goes on."
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Under Standing Order No 144 if the member wishes to
move to disagree with my ruling -

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, Mr Deputy Chairman. I have moved to disagree with your ruling.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So you say. Standing Order No 144 reads -

If any objection is taken to the ruling or decision of the Chairman of Committees.
such objection must be taken at once without debate; and having been stated in
writing, the Chairman shall leave the Chair and the House resume, and the matter be
laid before the Speaker; and having been disposed of, the proceedings in Committee
shall be resumed where they were interrupted.

Therefore the Leader of the Opposition has to state his objection in writing. I will leave the
Chair and the matter will be placed before the Speaker.

[Committee suspended; the Speaker resumed the Chair.]

The DEPUTY CHAIRMLAN (Mr Thomas): Mr Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition has
disagreed with the ruling of the Deputy Chairman, and the Committee requires that you deal
with it.

The SPEAKER: I am prepared to hear brief argument from each side on this matter.

Mr PEARCE: I support the ruling of the Deputy Chairman. This is a matter that has been
raised on several occasions during this Budget debate. On a previous point of order, which I
took myself, I put the argument from the Government's point of view that the Budget debate
needs to be confined in a fairly constrained way, as we move down each level of discussion,
within a Minister's area. We are discussing at the moment the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade's portfolio, that is, resources development. There are many other
opportunities in the Budget debate for a more general debate about the Minister's area of
responsibility. It has been ruled time and again in this House, since we adopted the current
Budget arrangements, that once we get to Divisions, and more particularly, items, the
opportunity for general debate is not present. The debate needs to be on the area which is
under discussion. Even the Leader of the Opposition accepted that before the Chair when he
sought to argue, not that he had the right to general debate, but that he was keeping comnments
he was making within the ambit of resources development. He said that because Griffin Coal
comes within the resources development area, and because there is a proposal to take over
Griffin Coal by Rothwells, anything about Rothwells can be discussed. By using the same
argument one could say that because Mrs Jones happens to be a customer of Rothwells, there
can be a discussion on anything one likes about Mrs Jones, and her sister, Miss Smith, can be
included in the same way. There could be an infinite line of connection.

The simple fact, as has been consistently upheld by you. Mr Speaker, and previous Speakers
on many occasions in previous Budget debates, is that members must address the specific
Budget matter before the Chair once we get to this level. The Deputy Chairman ruled
absolutely correctly on this, and his ruling ought to be upheld.

The SPEAKER: Before I call on the Leader of the Opposition, it has been suggested to me
that the members of the House might like to hear what we are actually discussing. 1ffI do this
a trifle slowly it is not because I cannot normally read, but because this writing is difficult to
understand.

Mr Pearce: The Leader of the Opposition cannot normally write.

The SPEAKER: That is not fair. The note states -

Mr Chairman,

I disagree with your ruling on these grounds;

(a) The debate on this Division must allow us to raise issues that related directly
to the issue of the Griffin Coal Western Collieries issue, as debated under this
Division yesterday,

(b) The key company in this issue is Rothwells Ltd and I wish to show that
Rothweils Ltd is in such a position that this coal deal is at risk;
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(c) That the reputation of our State and its ability to attract resources development
is linked already to the Minister's reputation which I wish also to show has
been damaged by his statements on the Rothwells issue,

Mr MacKIhJNON: I do not want to handle this matter in a frivolous way, as did the Leader
of the House. I refer to Standing Order No 304(4) which states -

In dealing with such Estimates the following procedure shall apply: -

(b) on the calling of each Division Members may speak generally on all matters
covered by such Division;

Mr Speaker, you may not be aware that in Committee yesterday morning the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition, having had a point of order taken against him on the very issue we are now
debating, which is the question of the Griffint Coal contract and the Western Collieries deal
which is now being put together, with the assistance of the Govenrment, involving Rothwells,
which now owns one of those companies -

Mr Parker: He confined his remarks to the Western Collieries-Griffin allegations.
Mr MacK.INNON: The point I wanted to make, as I have indicated to you, Mr Speaker, in
that brief note, is that this relates directly to the owner of one of those companies. It is not, as
the Leader of the House said, a longbow. I am talking about one of those companies, its
present owner, and its ability to service the debt. That is directly related to that company -
the company which is being propped up by this Government. That is the link in terms of the
debate, and why I believe I should be able to expand what I wish to say in this debate. As I
have indicated in that note, we are debating the Division concerning resources development.
The ability of the Minister concerned with resources development, I suggest, is directly
related to his reputation. Likewise, in developing the argument I want to demonstrate that the
Minister's reputation, after today, will be seriously damaged, and his ability to successfully
operate in the future as the Minister responsible for resources development is in grave
question. That is what I want to develop in this debate.
Mr PARKER: Mr Speaker, from your reading of the Leader of the Opposition's note, and his
comments, although one could take a strict interpretation of the Standing Orders and rule that
any discussion about alleged takeover arrangements between Griffin Coal and Western
Collieries is our of order, I am not disputing that yesterday, as the Leader of the Opposition
said, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition canvassed the issue and at various times veered
away from that to RothweUs and other indirect issues, and was pulled up by the Chairman; he
accepted that ruling and confined himself to matters relating directly to Griffin and Western
Colieries. Whatever the rights and wrongs of that I am prepared to accept debate that is
directly related to it. I put to you, Mr Speaker, that it is very clear that this cannot go on. If
one takes the Leader of the Opposition's comments as he has written them to you, and as he
has now spoken about them, one has to Look as he said at the reputation of the department,
the Minister, and the State. One could include absolutely anything under that and get away
with it by saying it is part of the Estimates debate. This is a debate on the Estimates. We are
not frightened about debating Rothwells; we have done so hundreds of times in this
Parliament. We had the opportunity to do so during private members' business, and
members of the Opposition did not raise these issues.
Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: Members of the Opposition are trying to take up Government business time
by raising something they could have raised in private members' business yesterday, but did
not.
The final point I want to make is that we have heard this debate on the Estimates many times
before. Many of us who have been in this House for some years recall that there used to be
provision under the Standing Orders for a general debate on the Minister's portfolio under
Estimates. During the time of the previous Government that was removed, and I recall being
hauled up very severely -

Mr Cash: With the consent of the Opposition.
Mr PARKER: Yes, with the consent of the Opposition, but!I can recall -

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PARKER: Maybe we are agreed that there should be a change in the system. I can recall
that after that it rook some time for people to accustom themselves to the fact that they could
not have a general debate on each Minister's portfolio, but had to confine themselves to the
Division. We had to accustom ourselves to that when we were in Opposition, and [ thought
the Opposition had accustomed itself to it. I suggest that the Deputy Chairman's muling is
absolutely right, and is consistent with every muling that has been made on this matter under
Governments of both political persuasions. I suggest it be upheld.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Order! I am advised that the Leader of the Opposition disagrees with the
ruling by the Deputy Chairman of Committees. I have been asked to rule on whether that
ruling by the Deputy Chairman of Commuittees is a proper one. In order to determine that, it
was necessary for me to know what was the ruling of the Deputy Chairman. I have
ascertained that his ruling was that the Leader of the Opposition must confine his remarks to
the Division. [ find nothing improper in that ruling and confirmi that it is a correct one.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling

Mr MacKINNON: [ move -

To dissent from Mr Speaker's ruling.

I believe the ruling is far too narrow an interpretation of the rules of this Parliament and does
not enable a proper debate on that Division because my remarks related directly to the
Division and, as I indicated earlier, directly to the reputation of the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade that has been absolutely shattered by reports in today's newspaper
and particularly in relation to The Australian Financial Review and his attempt to mislead the
people of this State.

The SPEAKER: Order! No doubt a number of members can speak on this matter. [ do not
want to inhibit the debate any more than is necessary, but [ think that everybody should
understand - I hope that I am being a help rather than a hindrance - that what I am being
asked to rule on has nothing to do with what the Leader of the Opposition may or may not
have wanted to debate. The ruling of the Deputy Chairman was that the Leader of the
Opposition stick to the matters under the Division. There is nothing in that ruling limiting the
Leader of the Opposition to what he may or may not want to talk about now. It was my task
to determine whether it was fair of the Deputy Chairman to tell the Leader of the Opposition
that he must stick to the Division. I am left with no alternative but to tell the House that it
was fair for him to say that the Leader of the Opposition must stick to the matters in the
Division. If the Leader of the Opposition could bear that in mind as he comments on this
matter it may mean we will have fewer speeches in disagreement with me.

Points of Order

Mr CLAR.KO: I understand the point you have made, Mir Speaker. However, if you had
participated in the debate and taken note of what the Deputy Chairman said, you would have
realised that he was constraining the debate and not allowing the Leader of the Opposition to
speak in general on the Division. He used more words than the words that you have just
used. If you were here you would have been able to grasp the purport of what he said when
he ruled that what the Leader of the Opposition was saying was not allowable. It might be
advantageous for you, Mr Speaker, to retire and sight Hansard and see what the Deputy
Chairman said, because what he said might have had the opposite effect of what you have
said, Mr Speaker. Standing Order No 304 says something quite different from the ruling
made by the Deputy Chairman. It says that members can speak on matters generally, but he
ruled that the Leader of the Opposition could not. The Deputy Chairman, as good as he is, in
this case made a ruling different from the true meaning of the Standing Order as it relates to
general debates. While [ appreciate what you have said, Mr Speaker, I do not think the words
you used march the words used by the Deputy Chairman.

The SPEAKER: On the basis of that information, I think we should continue with the debate.

Mr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, I need your guidance. I can go back and agree with your
ruling and begin debating that Division again, continuing down the same path by relating my
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remarks to that Division. Item 7 of that Division refers to energy policy and planning which
comes directly under resource strategies and project management. I can go back and say that
I understand the point you have made in supporting the Deputy Chairman's ruling. However,
if I do that I will go ahead and try to develop my argument. If I am ruled out of order we will
end up straight back where we are now because I do not agree with the Deputy Chairman's
ruling. I want to put my point of view on the Division and debate it generally. I believe I am
entitled to do that. The altemnative is that we go back and who knows what the Chairman
would rule then? I think we would end up whene we are now.

The SPEAKER: From the section of the debate that I heard, the ruling by the Deputy
Chairman of Commrittees that the Leader of the Opposition must confine his remarks to the
Division was perfectly proper and I have no alternative but to uphold it. I think the proper
way for you to go would be to accept that his ruling was cte correct one, as I am sure you do,
and for him to resume the Chair and stop the Leader of the Opposition from saying
something which he thinks should not be debated under the Division. I know that Is a
convoluted way of doing it, but it is more proper than disagreeing with a ruling that is
perfectly clear and proper.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling Resumed

Mr MacKINNON: I accept your advice, Mr Speaker, and withdraw my motion of dissent
from your ruling. [ accept the advice you have given because it is correct.

Motion, by leave, withdrawn.

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: In order to save the time of the House, it might be worthwhile for you, Mr
Speaker, to comment on the specific issues that were raised in writing by the Leader of the
Opposition. As I said, he raised four issues and it is some time since we last heard them. The
first issue that he raised related to energy policy, although tenuously. I accept it can be
debated. The Leader of the Opposition suggested that he wanted to pursue the relationship
between Western Collieries and Griffin and if he likes, the relationship between those two
and the Government. [ have no argument with his debating that. I would have no objection
if you, Mr Speaker, ruled that way.
I think it would be worth while for the guidance of the Deputy Chairman and the Commnittee
to prevent this sort of thing happening every time the Leader of the Opposition raises an issue
for you to comment on what I recall are the other three matters that he raised. In those
matters he is trying to say that, because Western Collieries happens to be owned by
somebody else, he can debate anything to do with that company; because I happen to be the
Minister and I am alleged to have said something which he says damages my credibility, he
can debate anything to do with that; and because the general reputation of the State is at
stake, he can debate anything to do with the general reputation of the State. He is arguing
that anything can be interpreted as a general debate. I think, Mr Speaker, it would be useful
if you commented on those three matters and particularly on the first matter to avoid wasting
the time of the Committee.

The SPEAKER: It is difficult for me to make a ruling which will be precise enough to make
it perfectly clear to everybody the direction we should take in this debate. However, it is my
view that all of those matters raised by the Leader of the Opposition in his written submission
could be debated under this Division. Having said that, I caution members that those matters
must not be raised in the general way one would expect them to be raised in the second
reading debate; they must be of a much more constrained and precise nature. I hope that is
helpful. I cannot rule on precise statements until they are made, and members in this House
must be await of my comments and debate matters in a manner which very stricdly relates to
the Division, and does not range far and wide.

Mr COURT: I seek your further guidance in this matter, Mr Speaker. The Minister for
Economic Development and Trade said that he would not mind if the debate related to Griffin
and Western Collieries because that ties in with the energy section. Yesterday I had great
difficulty having this Chamber accept my remarks on that subject, which remarks I thought
were directly related to the resource development portfolio. In item I of this Division one of
the headings is Resource Strategies and Project Management; and the key subject under
discussion in this State at present is Rothwells' involvement in the
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petrochemical project and the coal industry. The Opposition is not drawing a longbow, it is
discussing resource development and right in the middle of that development is Rothwells.
The Opposition has no choice in this debate but to tie the two together because they are the
key factors involved. I had great difficulty making myself heard during the general debate on
this matter and it is important when we continue with the general debate that the Opposition
be given an opportunity to tie in Rothwells with the resource development taking place,
particularly the petrochemical deal and the negotiations under way at the moment with the
coal industry.
The SPEAKER: I understand what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is saying; I hope
that the guidance, rather than a ruling, I have given will be of some assistance to all members.
It is now my intention to allow the House to go back into Committee and debate the Division.

Committee
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Thomas) in the Chair; Mr Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.
Division I5: Resources Development, $6 865 000 -
Debate was interrupted after the Division had been partly considered.

Mr MacKINNON: I relate my remarks directly to this Division and those parts which refer to
energy policy and planning, project promotion, and resource strategies and project
management. I refer to Rothwells Ltd which, as the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade has indicated, through an intricate scheme of arrangements is likely to be directly
involved one way or another in Griffin and Western Collieries - two major resource project
owners in this State. What is the Government doing in its support of Rotliwells? Why is the
Government so keen to support this company, which is directly involved in this resource
development project? Why does the Government go to such extreme lengths to support one
company? Why has the Minister for Economic Development and Trade told the media
untruths? For example, why did he say yesterday - as reported in The Australian Financial
Review - that it was his clear understanding that the R & I Bank did not present a bill last
week?

Mr Parker: It was and is my clear understanding.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister for Economidc Development and Trade gave that clear
indication last night, but we now find that the facts are as I have been saying since Tuesday;
that is, the midnight meeting to which the Minister for Economic Development and Trade
probably was not invited - I do not know whether he was in Perth at the time - attended in
secret by the Minister for Agriculture and the Treasurer, was about the R & I Bank's inability
to redeem that bill. That was denied by the Minister for Economic Development and Trade
yesterday but it is confirmed by the article in the newspaper today. Why is the Government
deliberately keeping the Minister for Economic Development and Trade in the dark? Is it
because he is a threat to his leader?

Points of Order

Mr PARKER: Because of the hiatus which took place a little while ago I thought I would let
the Leader of the Opposition develop his argument for some time to see whether anything he
said was remotely related to energy policy and planning, the implications for Western
Collieries and Griffin, or anything else connected with the resource development strategy in
Western Australia. In that time I have not heard a single item relating to that subject, even
though I have been waiting patiently. I believe that you, Mr Deputy Chairman, should draw
the Leader of the Opposition's attention to the Standing Orders once again and suggest that if
he follow the course adopted by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition last evening, he will not
be in any difficulty. However, if he follows the course he has embarked upon, he will be well
outside the Standing Orders.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade allowed me to speak
for two minutes to develop my argument before interrupting me; that is not an extensive time.
By his comments the Minister for Economic Development and Trade has clearly confirmed
that I am on the right track. He indicated that I should be talking about Griffin Coal and
Western Collieries. The point I wish to make is that if the Government were not
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supporting Rothwells, what would happen to Griffin Coal and Western Collieries? What
would happen to those resource development projects if the Government were not directly
supporting that arrangement?

The DEPUTY CI-AIRMAN (Mr Thomas): What is the Leader of the Opposition's
submission on the point of order?

Mr MacKINNON: My submission is that there is no point of order.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: During the speech of the Leader of the Opposition the Minister for
Economic Development and Trade interjected on several occasions, No point of order was
raised even though those interjections had nothing to do with the Division before the
Committee. I submit that it would be most unfair if you, Mr Deputy Chainman, were to
accede to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade's point of order by allowing his
interjections but not allow the Leader of the Opposition to answer those interjections,
notwithstanding that they may fail outside the scope of the Division before the Committee.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I believe that the Leader of the Opposition was about to return
to the subject matter of the Division.

Mr CLARKO: Standing Order No 304, section (4)(b) states -

on the calling of each Division Members may speak generally on all matters covered
by such Division;

Mr Parker: By such Division!

Mr CLARKO: One of the real problems today lies not in your comments, Mr Deputy
Chairman, but in the misleading remarks of the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade. He said there has been a major change. There has been only one change. Previously
members spoke generally when a Part was called; now they speak generally when a Division
is called. I sat in that chair for five years. Members can speak on any matter relating to
Resources Development when that Division comes before the Chair. A general debate can be
held on it. The general debate may require someone to go a little further than is comfortable
for the Minister for Economic Development and Trade.

Mr Parker: Look at the footnote.

Mr CLARKO: Footnotes play a lesser role than that which is written in black and white.
Footnotes are meant to be only a guide.

Mr Pearce interjected.

Mr CLARKO: If the Leader of the House knew the Standing Orders sufficiently, he would
know that footnotes are included merely to assist. It is written in black and white that
members can speak generally on a Division when it is called.

Mir Macinnon: The footnotes confirm everything the member for Kaninyup is saying.

Mr CLARKO: Irrespective of the weight put on the footnotes, ever since the Parliament
began members have been able to speak generally on all matters covered by a Division.
Once a Part was called; now a Division is called.
Mr Parker: That is not true.

Dr Lawrence interjected.

Mr CLARKO: The Minister would not know. She has been here only five minutes. 1-as she
ever sat down and read the Standing Orders? I will bet that she has not.

Dr Lawrence: I sat in the Chair for two years.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! The member for Karrinyap will come back to his point
of order.

Mr CLARKO: If the matter relates generally to the Division tide heading or the department,
debate on it should be allowed.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do not accept that point of order.

Mr Clarko: I could move to disagree, if you like.

T'he DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do not accept the point of order. A similar problem arose
somewhat less contentiously when we were discussing the Corporate Affairs Division and

4386 [ASSEMBLY)



fl'hursday, 27 October 1988]138

some matters were raised in relation to the person who held the office of Commissioner for
Corporate Affairs. It was ruled that those matters could not be discussed, that only the
subject matter of the Division could be discussed.

Mir Clarko: When was that ruling made, Sir?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: A couple of days ago. I am just citing that example for
guidance. I am quite sure it is within the capability of the Leader of the Opposition to make
the points he wants to make without ranging too widely from the subject matter of the
Division. The ruling was made earlier today that members must confine themselves to the
subject mailer of the Division. That ruling was made by the Speaker and it was not
ultimately challenged. As I understand it, the Leader of the Opposition was about to return to
the point of his speech.

Committee Resumed
Mr MacKINNON:. Thank you, Mr Deputy Chainman. I repeat the point I made that the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade, in respect of that particular issue, has
completely misled the people of Western Australia. We must ask why that was so.

The second question I ask in relation to the issue is why the Government is in there
supporting Rothwells Ltd. Why is it in there and what would be the consequences if it were
not? That is an important question when we are talking about who will operate one of the
resource companies in the future and why Mr Edwards is in there presently assisting with
those negotiations. During question time yesterday the Minister for Economic Development
and Trade gave an indication of why the Government is involved in all these arrangements in
the first place. Such arrangements include the Western Collieries deal because it will affect
the ultimate health of Rothwells Ltd. He said, when talking about the guarantee, that there
had been some discussion about an obligation remaining for some months after withdrawal of
the facility, but that the Government's advice was that the facility has been retired. My
advice is that that is in grave doubt and that the secret meeting attended -

Points of Order
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition is not referring his comments to the Resources
Development Division. Hek strayed very quickly from any connection to Western Collieries
to proposals with regard to Rothwells in a much more general way not related to the Dtvision.
Mr Deputy Chainnan, I draw your attention to the ruling of a previous Deputy Chairman on
11 November 1981 when the now Minister for Economic Development and Trade, then the
member for Fremantle, sought the guidance of the Deputy Chairman on the extent to which
members could discuss these things. The Deputy Chairman at the time was the member for
Vasse (Mr Blaikie). The ruling he made states -

The ruling I would make would be that members are able to speak to the Consolidated
Revenue Fund and to the Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure for the year ended 30
June 1982, so that a general debate may take place on the Divisions as indicated, and
at the moment we are considering the Division of Public Works and Buildings.

The ruling of the Deputy Chairman at the time was that not only did members have to refer to
the Division, they also had to refer to the Division where there was an expenditure for the
period of the Budget. That is the narrowest possible ruling. It is, in fact, the one referred to
in the footnotes to the Standing Orders.

Mr Clarko: You are not bound to those individual decisions. You don't know the rules.

Mr Want: With that ruling, we could only talk about the 1982 Budget.

Mr PEARCE: According to that riling members would only be able to discuss in the
Division anything that has an expenditure for some item or other in that Division for the
budgetary period that we are currently considering.

Mr Court: We have about five examples where we can talk about Rothwdlls in that Division.

Mr PEARCE: That is the ruling that was made. On this occasion, the Governiment is not
seeking such a narrow ruling, but we are asking you, Mr Deputy Chairman, to ensure that the
Leader of the Opposition confines his remarks to matters pertaining to resources and not to
the question of Rothwelis or the State economy generally.
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Mr BLArKIE: I want to put the record straight with respect to the comments made by the
Leader of the House. The point of order I make relates to a ruling that I made on ILI
November 1981. Incidentally, a further point of order to chat raised by the member for
Fremantle was raised by the current Leader of the House. The current Leader of the House
did not read out all of the ruling. The ruling was in relation to Division 39 - Public Works
and Buildings - and the member for Fremantle wished to speak about the Metropolitan Water
Board. My ruling went on to state -

First of all, the Estimates have not contained a reference to the Water Board for many
years. The expenditure for the board does not come under the Items of expenditure
and revenue as presented to the Parliament.

My point of order is that when I put Division 39 [ called for general debate on the Division.
That is in the Hansard for all to see and a general debate proceeded on Division 39, but it did
not contain reference to the Water Board because there was no provision for it within the
Division. The point of order I have raised has a degree of validity and there is already a
precedent within the Parliament that ought to be acted on.

Mr COURT: On this point of order, there seems to be a misunderstanding by members
opposite. They are saying that Rothwells is not connected with the Resources Development
Division.

Mr Parker: We are saying that the financial health of Rothwells is not connected.

Mr COURT: It is very much connected, Mr Deputy Chairman. I refer you to items 3 and 4
of Division I5. An allocation is made for resource strategies and project management. An
amount of $230 000 is allocated for project promotion. Perhaps that figure should read
$400 230 000. Items 7 and 8 are Energy Policy and Planning and the Countertrade Office.
There are many items under which Rothwells, as a company operating in the resources field,
can be debated. The Government is trying to say that Rothwells has nothing to do with
resource development, yet one has only to pick up any newspaper for the past couple of years
to see that it is heavily involved in this sort of exercise. I do not know why this debate is
being delayed. Under resources development one can quite properly debate the mailer of
Rothwells because of its heavy involvement in that industry.

Mr PEARCE: On Wednesday, I I November 1981 - to take the rulings of the then Deputy
Chairman of Committees further - after the ruling had been given the member for Fremantle
sought a clarification on the general line that if he could not speak about general ministerial
areas of responsibility and had to confine himself to the specific words of the Estimates,
when could he raise these matters of general ministerial responsibility. At page 5541 of
Mansard the Deputy Chairman is recorded as saying the following -

In reply to the point raised by the member for Fremantle, members have a free range
of debate under the second reading provisions relating to the Appropriation
(Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill. Members have a similar opportunity in regard to
the Loan Bill. The Standing Orders Committee has determined that members will
speak to the Divisions and Items as contained in the Estimates, but that members will
not have the opportunity of the free range -

Mr Court: You just don't want to talk about Rothwells.

Mr PEARCE: This is in response to the member for Karrinyup -

Mr MacKinnon: Run rabbit run.

Mr PEARCE: I do not know why members opposite are upset that I am reading out the
ruling of one of its members.

Mir Macinnon: A good ruling.

Mr PEARCE: We are supporting that ruling.

Mr Court: Our debate fits with that ruling.

Mr Wiese: It would be all right if we could hear it.

Mr PEARCE: That is my view, and I thank the member for Narrogin for that interjection.
However, it appears that we now have a chairman at both ends of the Chamnber- The ruling
continued -
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- which they may have had previously.
That is the simple fact and that is what members opposite did when they were in
Government; that is the way all such rulings ran. Now they are in opposition they want to
change the rules.

Deputy Chairman's Ruling

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I uphold the point of order. The Leader of the Opposition will
confine himself to the subject matter of the Division and relate his comnments directly to that
subject matter thereby following the precedent earlier summarised as a footnote on page 102
of Standing Orders. I again raise the matter that arose recently in relation to the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs. That was a less contentious mailer, so no-one
challenged the ruling, but it was not possible to debate under that Division other matters
which had to do with the person who holds that office. That was accepted. We were unable
to discuss the mailer relating to the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs and by analogy that
can be related to the matters here. Matters that might arise in relation to Rothwells are not the
subject of this Division and cannot be entertained.
Mr MacKINNON: Is the Deputy Chairman saying that under this Division I cannot discuss
any matter relating to Rothwells or its guarantee?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I ami upholding the paint of order raised by the Leader of the
House. What is before the Committee is Division 15. The Leader of the Opposition may
speak about Rothwells to the extent it arises in matters contained within the subject matter of
this Division, but not otherwise.
Mr MacKINNON: I seek your guidance, Mr Deputy Chairman. Does that mean I can or
cannot discuss the question of the guarantee extended to Rothwells I have already expounded
on in the debate and on which the Leader of the House took direction?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I uphold the point of order raised by the Leader of the House.

Dissent from Deputy Chairman's Ruling

Mr MacKINNON: I move -

To dissent from Mr Deputy Chairman's ruling.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Such dissent must be in writing.

Mr& MacKIN4NON: Very well.
[Committee suspended; the Speaker resumed the Chair.]

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: If what I am about to say does not resolve the matter, I will take arguments,
but I would rather say it first in the hope that it will resolve it, and thus save a bit of time. To
go one step further on the suggestion or ruling that I made last time in respect of this mailer,
in my view it would be perfectly proper for any member of the House to raise the claim that
Rothwells was in partnership with Western Collieries Ltd, and that this partnership involved
whatever it involved. However, in respect of Divisions it would not then be proper to expand
that involvement to talk about the overall financial capabilities of Rothwells. There are a
number of opportunities available to members to do that, one of which is the general debate
in respect of the Budget. The opportunity to do this has already passed. The other - which is
still open to members from now until whenever the Parliament rises - is to raise substantive
motions. There are avenues in which that can be done on almost every day. I understand the
frustration of some members in wanting to expand the debate as much as possible, but it is
my view, having had a brief discussion with the Deputy Chairman, that his ruling that the
member must stick to the matters contained within the Division, was correct.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling

Mr MacKIhJNON: I move -
To dissent from Mr Speaker's ruling.

I do not move this motion to dissent lightly, but I do it on this basis: Mr Speaker, you just
indicated it would be appropriate to talk about Rothwells and its relationship with Western
Collieries Ltd and Griffin, but that to talk about the financial health of Rothwells could not
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be part of that debate. I believe that ruling is too narrow because if we can talk about
Western Collieries Ltd, Griffin, and Rothwells' relationship to them, what is it we are talking
about? We are talking about the project and the way in which it has been arranged, and I
would have thought that the financial arrangements of that project must be included in that
discussion. The financial health of Rothweils is crucial to that discussion because Rothwells
is not just a partner, it is the owner of those companies. So if your ruling, Mr Speaker, is
accurate, and if we can debate the question of Rothwells and its relationship with either of
those companies, that must surely extend to the fiancial health of the key operative in that
deal. We are not seeking to talk about BHP or CSR; we are seeking to debate the financial
health of Rothwells and why its financial health is inexorably and directly linked to the
Government of Western Australia, through its attempts to prop up Rothwelis.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition seems to have somne difficulty in keeping to the
subject. Mr Speaker, what he is seeking to do in moving to dissent from your ruling is to
give the speech that he has been told - twice by yourself, and four times by the Deputy
Chairman - he cannot give under this Division. I ask you to consider whether the Leader of
the Opposition is seeking to abuse the forms of the House by making his speech while
purporting to be discussing the Standing Orders.
The SPEAKER: I must admit to being a trifle worried that that might be what is about to
happen, but I am not convinced it has happened yet.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, I would refer the Leader of the House to the reason I
dissented from your ruling. In the two minutes that I have spoken I have consistently referred
to why I have disagreed wit that ruling. I believe the ruling is too narrow and does not
enable me to speak directly to the matters. You indicated that it was appropriate to talk about
the financial arrangements between those two companies, but not about the financial position
of Rothwelis. That ruling is too narrow, and it is wrong for the Leader of the House to take
his point of order on that view. I am talking about Rothwells -

Mr Pearce: You should not be.
The SPEAKER: I know I should not do this, but I want to try to help. I am not saying that it
is improper for you to discuss the financial aspects of the deal between Rothwells and
Western Collieries Ltd. It is my view that you should not then expand upon that to talk about
Rothwelis' financial position.
Mr MacKINNON: I understand that, but we cannot have one without the other. How can we
have a debate about the financial arrangements of Rothwells with one or both of these
companies without talking about Rothwells, which is the central company? It does not matter
how much the Minister for Economic Development and Trade tries to hide the fact, the
central point remains: The Government is involved directly in attempting to assist Rothwelis
in two ways. The first is the arrangement between Western Collieries Ltd and Griffin. This
arrangement has been outlined previously by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The
second way relates to the first because if the first does not succeed, then this financial
arrangement - Rothwells rescue number four - will be a bit pointless. The Government is
endeavouring, through its deals, which began last Thursday evening with a secret meeting by
the Premier and others -

The SPEAKER: Order! In seeking to disagree with my ruling, it is necessary for the Leader
of the Opposition to stick precisely to that ruling. My ruling is not that you should not debate
what you want to debate in this place, but that you have chosen the wrong vehicle in which to
debate it. Incidentally, I think you are now expanding your argument to include the argument
that you wanted to debate earlier.
Mr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, with due respect, how can I debate my disagreement with
your ruling if!I cannot develop an argument beyond the ruling? It does not make sense.
Mr Parker: You have no respect for the forms of the House.
Mr MacK~h4NON: The only people who do not have respect for the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade are the people of Western Australia, and he knows it. I am
endeavouring to demonstrate thai I do not agree with your ruling, Mr Speaker, because it
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does not enable me 10 speak to this Division in particular or in general, and it does not enable
me to speak about the Government's attempts to prop up Rothwells through its number three
rescue and its number four rescue. We have debated at length the question of Rothwells
rescue number four. What I am indicating to you, Mr Speaker, is that Rothwells rescue
number three is absolutely crucial to that point. The Government can try all the verbal
gymnastics it likes but the central point remains: Government members are not accountable,
and have not been, to the people of Western Australia. They are not accountable to this
Parliament in any way and have attempted not to be. They are attempting to run away from
the fact that they are in there, propping up Rothwells, arid the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade in particular does not want to face the music.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition is again trespassing on the patience
of your good self and that of the House by consistently refusing to adhere to your ruling. I
think that is a disgraceful attitude by somebody who ought to carry some responsibility for a
bit of decorum and proper conduct in this place, and I seek your guidance as to how he might
be got to discuss the motion before the Chair - that is, that your ruling ",e dissented from - and
not the speech which he has been desperately trying to give all day.

The SPEAKER: [ do ask the Leader of the Opposition to bear in mind the comments which I
most recently made and to endeavour to disagree with my ruling in a constrained way that
relates only to that.

Dissent om Speaker's Ruling Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: Thank you, Mr Speaker; I am endeavouring to do that. I repeat briefly,
Mr Speaker, for your benefit and for that of members opposite: I disagree with the ruling
because it is far too narrow. It is, in my view, a very simple situation where we want to
debate the question of the financial health of Rorhwells Ltd. I have said it over and over
again - we can debate Rothwells Ltd and its relationship with two coal companies, one of
which it owns 100 per cent. It is now trying, with the Government's assistance, to negotiate
how it will finance that purchase. Absolutely central to that is the financial health of
Rothwells itself. The point is that this Government is directly implicated in Rothwells
rescues numbers three and four. Government members can continue to try all the tactics in
the world - they can refuse to answer questions, refuse to debate in this Parliament -

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, the assertion whether the Governm ent answers questions on these
matters has absolutely nothing to do with the proposition before the Chair, which is that the
Speaker's ruling be dissented from. What the Leader of the Opposition is trying to do is to
abuse the forms of the House to give the speech which it has been ruled he cannot give.
The SPEAKER: Order! I agree with the point of order. The Leader of the Opposition.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: That is the point at hand. So whatever the Government tries to do, it will
not be able to evade a debate on this issue - a public debate; a debate centrally involving the
Government.

I therefore disagree with your ruling, Mr Speaker, and I do not move these motions lightly. It
is not a sensible ruling and it is particularly not sensible in relation to the matter at hand
which we want to debate today. It does not make sense that we can debate the health of two
companies and their relationship with another, because one of those two companies is owned
by Rothwells and we debated all yesterday the relationship of its rescue there. We should
also be able to debate the other issue.

House to Divide
Mr PEARCE: Point of order, Mr Speaker. I am sorry; I move -

That the House do now divide.

Mr Hassell: Run rabbit, run.

Mr Court: Don't be ridiculous! I've got to second the dissension.

Mr PEARCE: I had the call.
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Mr Macinnon: The motion must be seconded.

Mr PEARCE: [ do not think that is the case. A dissension motion does not need to be
seconded.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member should resume his seat for a moment. There are two
things I would like to say before doing this. First, when a motion is moved that the House do
now divide, under Standing Orders I must put the motion without any debate, and it is my
intention to do that. However, I want to say this: I may or may not have given the Leader of
the House the call. In fact I think I probably would have, but was forced to by his saying
"Point of order".

Mr Hassell: That is right.

The SPEAKER: And that is not a proper way to go.

Mr Pearce: Mr Speaker -

The SPEAKER: In fact in normal circumstances I would have gone to the other side, so I
would have given the Leader of the House the call anyway. But I do not think that is a
method which should be used in future.

Mr Hassell: It has not been seconded-

The SPEAKER: The motion does not need a seconder. I have covered that, and the motion
has been moved that the House do now divide. The question is that the House do now divide.
Mr Pearce: Mr Speaker, I seek the opportunity to explain -

The SPEAKER: We will proceed to the division and perhaps give the Leader of the House
an opportunity to explain later, because there can be no debate on the motion.

Mr Pearce: Certainly; I understand that.

The SPEAKER: But I will give the Leader of the House an
question is that the House do now divide.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

opportunity to explain. The

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Canf
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan

Mr Blaikie
Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane

Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr GrW
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge
Mr Tom Jones
Dr Lawrence

Mr Orayden
Mr Greig
Mr Hasseli
Mr House
Mr Lewis
Mr Macinnon

Ayes (27)
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr P.1. Smith
Mr Taylor

Noes (2 1)
Mr Mensaros
Mr Scbett
Mr Thompson
Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Reg Tubby

Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkns
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Mr watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Maslen
(Teller)

Pairs
Ayes

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Gordon Hil
Mr Burkett

Question thus passed.

Noes
Mr Williams
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Stephens
Mr Lightfoot
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Question (dissent from Speaker's ruling) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (2 1)
Mr Blaikie Mr Grayden Mr Menaros Mr Watt
Mr Cash Mr Greig Mr Schell Mr Wiese
Mr Clarke Mr Hassell Mr Thompson Mr Maslen (Teller)
Mr Court Mr House Mr Trenorden
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Crane Mr Macinnon Mr Reg Tubby

Noes (22)
Dr Alexander Mr Evans Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Dr Gallop Mr Parker Mr Troy
Mr Berta Mr Grill Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Cart Mr Hedge Mr Ripper Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Torn Jones Mr P.J. Smith Mis Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr Taylor

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Williams Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Bradshaw Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Stephens Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Lightfoot Mr Burkett

Question thus negatived.

Committee
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Thomas) in the Chair; Mir Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Division 1S: Resources Development, $6 865 000 -

Debate was interrupted after the Division had been partly considered.

Mr HASSELL: Yesterday the Minister for Economic Development and Trade told the
Chamber that Mr Kevin Edwards was not involved in trying to organise some arrangement to
help Rothwells combine its interest in Western Collieries Ltd with Griffin Coal and get itself
off the hook in respect of its overpayment for Western Collieries. I wonder whether the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade, having been further advised, would want to
reassert that today. I wonder whether the Minister for Economic Development and Trade
would want to say confidently today that Mr Kevin Edwards was not involved in discussions
with Rothwells relating to Western Collieries.
Mr Parker: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition yesterday made certain allegations about
discussions taking place between Griffin Coal and Western Collieries about the flotation of
energy trsts and the like. He alleged chat Kevin Edwards was crying to put those sort of
things into place. He talked about energy trusts, the flotation, the Muja Power Station and so
on. Mr Kevin Edwards has not been involved in any such discussions. Indeed, I can say
further that while a proposition was put to the Government by Griffin Coal some months ago
about such a trust, that proposition was rejected out of hand. That is absolutely the position.
As far as Griffin Coal and Western Collieries is concerned, Griffin Coal is now discussing its
desire - not after pressure from Mr Edwards at all, as the Leader of the Opposition alleged -
which has been expressed for at least months and probably years, to purchase Western
Collieries. Of course the Government is involved in discussions about that through its
various officers because of its legitimate interest in the protection of the work force -

Mr Court: So you have had chose meetings.

Mr Parker: There have been discussions about it.

Mr Court: Why did you deny it?
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Mr Parker: I did not deny it yesterday. I said there were no Government discussions
involving trusts; I said there were no trusts. You were talking about the flotation of a trust.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Thomas): Order!

Mr HASSELL: Through the Chair, let me make it clear to the Chamber, because I was
listening very closely yesterday -

Mr Court: I don't think I mentioned the word "trust" yesterday.

Mr Parker: Yes, you did. You said the 'flotation" of the trust.

Mr HASSELL: I will tell the Chamber one thing the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
mentioned: The involvement of Mr Kevin Edwards in arrangements relating to Rothwells
and its ownership of Western Collieries. The Minister for Economidc Development and Trade
said there had been no involvement on the part of Mr Kevin Edwards with Rothwells an
Western Collieries.

Mr Parker: I didn't say that at all.

Mr HASSELL: Oh yes the Minister did.

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: Mr Deputy Chairman, it is not in order for the member for Cottesloe to
mislead the Chamber.

Mr Hassell: That is not a point of order. You are just trying to save your hide.

Mr PARKER: Yesterday the Deputy Leader of the Opposition made certain allegations
about Mr Edwards, which I denied then and deny now. Mr Edwards has not been involved,
as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, in trying to pressure Griffin into purchasing
Western Collieries. [ denied that then and I deny it now. As I said - I have never denied it -
yesterday in answer to a question during question time Government officers have been
involved in discussions because of the Government's legitimate interest in protecting the
work force.

Mr Hassell: That is no point of order.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Thomas): Order! Ther is no point of order. Questions of
fact can be corrected in the debate.

Committee Resumed
Mr HASSELL: The fact of the matter is that the Opposition very deliberately and directly
raised in this Chamber yesterday the involvement of Kevin Edwards in two matters: First, his
involvement in the third rescue of Rorhwells through the deposit of moneys by the State
Government Insurance Commission. That was admitted. Secondly, we also raised the
involvement of Kevin Edwards in the dealings of Rothwells related to Western Collieries,
and that was deied by the Government. The Minister for Economic Development and Trade
can say what he likes, but the fact of the matter is that he tried to tell this Chamber yesterday
that Kevin Edwards and the Government were not involved with Rothwells in respect of
Western Collieries. What the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said yesterday - and he and I
had discussed it beforehand - was absolutely right because our information is that Kevin
Edwards was up to his neck in the discussions on the general future of Rothwells, including
specifically arrangements for Rothwells to get out of its outrageously stupid deal relating to
Western, Collieries and the inflated price it has agreed to pay, which has contributed to the
problerns it is now experiencing.

What is going on with the Government of Western Australia? How much longer will the
Government be involved in the future of Rothwells, whether it is tied up with Western
Collieries. or anything else? I wonder whether the members of this place realise the situation
we are in. It is a year to the day - 27 October 1987 - since the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade spoke about Rochwells in this place, seeking to justify the first
rescue of Rorhwells. We are now up to the fourth rescue of Rothwells, which involves
Western Collieries. This is the fourth rescue of Rothwells in 12 months. Let me read one
small comment that the Minister for Economic Development and Trade made in this place a
year ago -

We decided there was absolutely no prospect of the Government's being called on,
even if the worst financial crash that one could imagine were to take place, with the
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level of bad debts being such that those funds would be called on; in other words,
there was no prospect of 50 per cent of the borrowers from Rothwells being bad
debtors.

That is quoted from Hansard, 27 October 1987, page 5127. Of all the Ministers on the front
bench, the man who is now the Minister for Economic Development and Trade, who wants to
have some credibility in this place and has tried hard to retain his credibility, is the most
uncomfortable with what is going on. He was very uncomfortable about the Fremantle Gas
deal; he was left in the lurch over that. A deal was done behind his back by Mr Burke and
others - Kevin Edwards, I think, was involved in that. The Minister for Economic
Development and Trade is left to stand on his own two feet and defend these deals. He has
tried to protect his reputation. He tries not to tell untnuths, but he is not told what is going on.
They use him up.
This is the ilansard record of what was said yesterday -

Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying that Mr Edwards, who is meant to be working on
the Government's petrochemical project, in the last couple of weeks has not been
involved in meetings with Mr Lloyd and with Government people to put together an
amalgamation of Griffin and Western Collieries?
Mr Parker: Yes, that is what I am saying.
Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying that those meetings have not taken place?
Mr Parker: Yes.
Mr COURT: Is he sure of that?
Mr Parker: Well, [ am as sure as I can be about anything.

Mr Court: That is a qualification.
Mr HASSELL: Indeed, it is.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr HASSELL: I have been keeping a file for some time, and I have been right through the
Minister's position on Rothwells a year ago today. This file is full of the most incredible
statements ever heard. What is the relevance of this, Mr Deputy Chairman? The relevance is
that this Minister has no credibility left. Where will this State and its resources development
in the petrochemical project go in future? Let us talk about the biggest resources
development for many years, the petrochemical project. The Minister has said that it will be
funded by a non recourse loan, with no recourse on the Government other than the $400
million purchase of the Petrochemical Industry Company Ltd for which the Government's
share was $175 million.
There are two transactions. The first is the purchase of PICL for $400 million. The
Government's share of that was $175 million in cold cash. PICL gets not one cent of that
money, it went to Bond, Connell, Dempster, Rothwells and all the other little people involved
in the ring around. PICL, which has been shown to have no assets whatsoever, but which has
liabilities, is to build the petrochemical project.
With the same confidence with which the Minister made a statement last year about
Rothwells to the effect that "all they have is a short term liquidity problem, money is being
put in because of that, and when Rothwells gets the money everything will be hunky dory" -
that is an incredible statement upon which the Minister has relied - on page 5123 of Hansard
he offers this justification -

They camne up with a position which was strong in cash terms, and in terms of
shareholders' funds and profitability, and the fundamental ihability of the bank;
consequently they made it absolutely clear that they were 100 per cent confident --
and could back that confidence -- that Rothwells was a highly viable and profitable
business which had a short-term liquidity problem created by the financial crisis with
which it had nothing to do.

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: Mr Deputy Chairman, I have been very patient and listened to all sorts of
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abuse about myself. I am not at all concerned about that, that is par for the course in this
House. Once again, the member for Cottesloe is completely diverting from the Western
Collieries arrangements or anything to do with resources development; he is going back more
than a year ago to something which happened at a time when Rothwells was not involved
with Western Collieries.
I do not mind himn talking about the petrochemical plant. I do not even really mind him
talking about my credibility, although I suggest that the ruling which has previously been
made, and the rulings of 1981, suggest that he cannot even do that. I do object, and I have
waited for some time to hear if theme is any relevance in it, to his going back and rehearsing
material, which is part of a general debate and has already been ruled on, as to the general
financial viability of Rothwells. I point out again, it is not that the Government is saying we
should not be able to debate the general fiancial viability of Rothwells - we have done that a
hundred times, if we have done it once - but rather that this debate should be on the Division
before the Commrittee at the moment.
Mr HASSELL: I really want to talk about the petrochemical project, Mr Deputy Chairman,
and will refer to the other matter later. I want to talk about the petrochemical project which
is - there is no dispute - relevant to the resources development of the State.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I uphold the point of order which the Minister has taken. I too
was being deliberately generous, in the light of what happened earlier this morning. The
point of order which the Minister for Economic Development and Trade has raised is
absolutely correct. The member for Cottesloe will discuss the petrochemical plant.

Committee Resumed
Mr HASSELL: I will happily discuss that, because that is what I want to talk about. Having
paid out $175 milion to buy PICL the Minister has now put on record that the cost of the
petrochemical project wil be between $1 100 million and $1 200 million, including a $200
million stand by.
Mr Parker: No. I have said the cost of the project, including interest and capitalisation, is
likely to be somewhere between $910 million and $980 million. I have also indicated that
there is a potential ability for a $200 Mfilion stand by facility, not to add to the cost of the
project but to deal with short term projects in the first two or three years if there is an
'insufficiency of funds.
Mr HASSELL: That is what I said. I said, "including a stand by".
Mr Parker: It is not what you said at all.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister said "the cost of the project". I said "the cost, 'including the
stand by".
Mr Patter: You were trying to mislead the Commuittee.

Mr HASSELL: No, not at all. The Minister is excessively sensitive.
Mr Parker: I just want you to be truthful.
Mr HASSELL: That is not the point. The point I am making is that the Minister has told this
Parliament that all of that money wil be borrowed on a non recourse basis, yet when I asked
him a series of questions to get confirmation -

Mr Parker: [ have given you a very detailed answer.
Mr HASSELL: - in the clearest of terms, that there would be no comeback on the
Government, the State Energy Commission and its instrumentalities, I could not get that
answer.

Mr Parker: I have given you an extraordinarily long and detailed answer explaining where
each risk exists and who accepts the risk. I have explained where the risk is and the
completion risk and the complex guarantee.
Mr HASSELL: [ do not, and I did not, want a long and complex answer that hides the truth.
The House can see how the Minister uses words to try and escape responsibility. I have just
quoted what he said yesterday, which he says does not mean something on some technical
basis. All I wanted was a simple yes or no as to whether he would put any recourse
whatsoever against the State in respect of the petrochemical project. I ask the Minister:
What is the answer, yes or no? That is a simple question.
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Mr Parker: I have given you the answer. It is not a simple answer. Just because you want a
yes or no answer does not mean that is the one that is available.

Mr HASSELL: The answer is that PICL has got a snowball's chance in hell of seeing that
money without any recourse whatsoever.

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.15 pmi
Mr HASSELL: There are about five things that I want to deal with directly relating to the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade's responsibility for resource development.
The one that I was dealing with before lunch was the suggestion by the Government that it
will have a totally non recourse loan for the petrochemiucal plant; I do not believe it. During
the luncheon suspension somebody pointed out to me that in a couple of newspaper articles
the Minister for Economic Development and Trade had been reported as saying in one
column that it was going to be a non recourse loan arr angement, and in the very next column
as saying that the Government will get the preferential rate of interest because it is the
Government. Of course, the two statements are inconsistent. Governments do get a
preferential rate of interest because they are Goverrnents and people have a recourse against
Governments. But, if this recourse is only against the project itself, die low rate of interest
will not apply.

A couple of things need to be explained by the Minister in his response in this debate. The
first is that he needs to assure the House that the Bond Corporation has put in cash, in the
same way that the Government has put in cash, for the purchase of PICL. The Government,
or WA Government Holdings, has had to borrow from the SGIC, $175 million in cash for the
purchase of PICL. We are entitled to know whether the other partner, Bond Corporation, has
also put up its share of the cash; that is, the $225 million.

Secondly, we need, and are entitled to have, a very simple explanation from the Minister for
Economic Development and Trade about this non recourse loan that he claims will be
available. The Minister interjected before lunch to say that he had given me a very long and
comprehensive reply. It is true that his reply was long, but it is not true that it was very
comprehensive in the sense that it did not satisfy the basic test of establishing what the
Minister is really saying about this project. We require a complete assurance that the only
recourse the lender will have is against the project and the construction authority. I do not
want a complex explanation because I am not interested whether the recourse is against Bond
Corporation, the Harold Clough organisation or somebody else of that nature. What I am
interested in is whether there will be any recourse against the Government at all; and I do not
mean the Government as such, I mean the State Energy Commission or some other
Government instmumentality, including the WADC. So, will there be any recourse?

Mr Parker interjected.

Mr HASSELL: Well, the WADC gets in on the periphery of all sorts of things.

Mr Parker: It is not involved in this deal at all.

Mr HASSELL: I am glad to hear that, but it was involved last year in the prelimninary
discussions with Rothwe~ls -

Mr Parker: The chairman was.

Mr HASSELL: - and then did not become involved.

Will the Minister for Economic Development and Trade tell the House what is the position?
I do not want a convoluted explanation that leaves him all sorts of let outs when it is
discovered that the State is up for millions of dollars. Is it true that, after paying out $175
million, that will be the end of the penny section for the State? Wiln the Government not
have to pay another cent to anybody, ever?

This project is a very important project for Western Australia in many senses. There are
questions about its siting, but in many respects it is a good project. However, it has been
absolutely muined by the financing arrangements. I do not believe that this project will ever
be profitable within the foreseeable future at the total cost of $1.4 billion to $1.5 billion when
one takes into account the up front money that has been paid to Bond, Connell, Dempster,
Rothwelis and all the other hangers on: it is not possible. The project was economically
viable at the figure the Minister for Economic Development and Trade quoted in his April
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document referring to opportunities in Western Australia when he said that the Goverrnent
had got the price down to a $700 million all up construction cost on a turnkey basis. On that
basis it was a good and viable project; but theme is no way it can be profitable wit $400
million stacked on the top up front. Therefore, it is very relevant to know what will be the
liabilities of the State in the future. I think the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade owes the House a simple explanation of that. He says that if I do not like the way he
answers me, that is my bad luck and he cannot answer yes or no. Maybe he cannot, but he
can say, if he wants to tell the people the truth, whether there is any contingent or other
liability whatsoever on the State or any of its instriumentalities beyond the payment for the
shares in PICL. He can tell us whether Bond Corporation has put up any cash or whether that
was just a financing deal and whether the only cash that has gone in up front is the $175
million.
Mr Parker: I already said that on TV.

Mr HASSELL: Maybe I missed it; many things have been said about the project and I have
tried to follow them all. However, it is not possible to know everything. I am not suggesting
that Bond Corporation has not put in any money. However, I think it is important that the
people know that, when they have put up that money, at least somebody else has put up their
share.
The second matter I wish to raise relates to Kevin Edwards' involvement. I do not raise this
matter in terms of focusing just on Kevin Edwards and his involvement with Rothwells and
the coal project. It is a question of the whole issue of the Government being involved on a
continuing basis with Rothwells. The Premier and the Minister for Agriculture, who said
yesterday that he represented the Minister for Econiomic Development and Trade, attended
that meeting last Thursday night that went into the small hours. God knows how many other
meetings there have been! For 12 months, instruments of Government have been devoting a
considerable amount of their resources to the wellbeing and the future of Rothwells. It was
said a few days ago that the State got out of the liability by paying over the $175 million for
the petrochemical deal and that finally the issue of Rothwells was off the Government's and
the taxpayers' backs. I can understand that no-one is keener for that to come about than the
Government because the Rothwells guarantee has been a monumental embarrassment to it
both financially and, more particularly, politically. However, having paid the money, we still
do not have the goods which is the disengagement of the Government from Rothwells.
Kevin Edwards is now involved. The Minister for Economic Development and Trade, with a
bit of fancy footwork, said that it was not right that Kevin Edwards was involved in
discussions about a coal trust. I have been given rock solid information that he has been
involved in the past couple of weeks in the preparation, with Tony Lloyd of Rothwells, of
various scenarios, not just in relation to the coal trust, to put to Griffin Coal Mining Co Ltd
about how they will sort the whole thing out. That has been made the more urgent as far as
Rothwells is concerned, first, by its pressing financial problems and, secondly, by the fact
that it has paid too much to buy Western Collieries Ltd. That has been thrown into even
sharper focus by the fact that the Minister for Economic Development and Trade announced
that he wants to reduce the price of coal. Eveiyone knows that the value of Western
Collieries and of Griffin Coal is determined by the long term contracts to the Western
Australian Government. That is a basic economic accounting proposition of those
companies.
Mr Parker: You are right in substance but they have other assets as well.

Mr HASSELL: I know they have other assets; they also have other contracts. But the value
of those companies is tied up in those contracts.
Mr Parker: All of them, not just the Government's.
Mr HASSELL: But the value of the companies is determined by the value of the
Government contracts. I am not trying to say anything else and the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade acknowledges that fart.
Mr Parker: I am glad to hear that you acknowledge that holding a contract creates a value.

Mr HASSELL: Of course it creates a value.
Mr Court: There is a big difference between a Government take or pay contract for coal and
a contract for sales on the international market for the petrochemical products.
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Mr Parker: Mitsubishi contracts are just about as strong as the Government contracts.
Mr Court: Yes, but the price goes up and down according to the market.
Mr HASSELL-. Exactly. We are not satisfied about the existence of those contracts at this
stage. The Minister knows that those Mitsubishi contracts are to take the product at the
prevailing world price from time to timne.
Mr Parker: I have said that.
Mr IHASSELL: The Government does not have anything. The Minister is making my points
for me. The contracts that the Government has with Griffin Coal and Western Collieries are
to rake a certain amnount and to pay a certain amount.
Mr Parker: Absolutely, and they were ontes thai you entered into.
Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade put the fear of God into
Rothwells when he announced that be wanted to reduce the price for coal purchased under
existing contracts. The Minister was absolutely right in saying that the price should have
been reduced, but it threw Rothwells into a greater panic because the overpriced amount of
$120 million that it paid for Western Collieries - when everyone in town knew the company
was worth about $62 million - was shown up in even sharper relief. How much longer are
the resources of the top people in Government in this State going to be devoted to the life or
death of Rothwells' and Mr Connell's economic wellbeing?
Mr Parker: Mr Coneil's wellbeing has nothing to do with it.
Mr HASSELL: It has. I know about a number of very specific deals in which Mr Connell is
personally involved. AU these things ultimately relate to the economic wellbeing of
Mi Connell, and the Minister for Economic Development and Trade should not think that we
are unaware of that fadt.
Mr Parker: We are not the slightest bit interested in his wellbeing.
Mr HIASSELL: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade says that the
Government is not interested in Mr Connell's wellbeing, but he has a very big hold on the
Government. I hope the Minister is enjoying the cartoon in today's Daily News in which
Mr Connell is depicted as expressing his views. Above a drawing of Mr Connell, the
following words appear -

Laurie has a few words to say about the Petrochemical deal.
Beneath the drawing, these words appear -

As a member of a minority., there aren't all that many of us multi-millionaires
about. . I could have been down to my last few million. But this goverrnment cared.

The cartoon also has a nice little drawing of the Premier - it is not a bad one at all - beside
which is written, "My Government cares about minorities!' Is that not a beautiful summary
of what is going on in this State? The Minister for Economic Development and Trade should
take note of it because that is what people think is going on in this State.
Mir Hodge: You really enjoy that, don't you?
Mr HASSELL: I do enjoy it.
Mr Hodge: You really hate him, don't you?
Mr HASSELL: I do not hate anybody. I hate corruption and the Minister is pat of a corrupt
Government. The Government is corrupt. I come back to what I was saying before lunch.
Although I have no brief for the Minister for Economic Development and Trade and I am not
tryig to help him politically, he is one of the most uncomfortable people on the front bench
of the Government because he does not like what is going on. The Minister for Economic
Development and Trade is deeply embarrassed about what is going on and he shows it in his
body language and everything he does in this place. The Minister does not like telling
untruths to the House; he does not like being part of deals which he has to defend and which
he believes are indefensible. Itris absolutely clear. One has only to sit on this side of the
House and observe closely, as I do, the activities of these people to know what I am saying is
true.
I return to the question that I raised with the Minister for Economic Development and Trade

4399



in respect of his portfolio responsibilities for these major developments: How much longer
will the Government - through such people as Kevin Edwards - be involved in the life and
times of Rorhwells Lid? When will we get delivery for the price we have paid? The
taxpayers of the State have paid very dearly to escape the burden and now the Government is
involving itself in another two rescues. I refer, first, to the huge amount of money that is in
there from the SGIC and heaven knows from where else; [ do not believe for a minute that is
the end of the story. I refer, secondly, to the involvement of Mr Edwards in the future of
Rothwells and the coal companies. It is a very serious matter. If the Government had any
sense, it would get out of it altogether and just say to Rothwells, "Lock, you are a private
enterprise organisation. We know we've got our mate, Tony Lloyd, who was put into high
positions in the Treasury but who has been moved out, int there, but the company has to sink
or swim according to the life and death of its nature and not ury to go on."

Mr Macinnon: The Government keeps throwing lifebucys into the pool.

Mr HASSELL: Exactly. There must be a reason why the Government is doing that and why
it is involved in the coal contract. We thought that we had sussed out the reason when we got
advice that even though the guarantee had been released there was a contingent liability under
the insolvency laws for another six months. We thought that in the period leading up to an
election the Goverment feared that if Rothwells went into liquidation or some form of
insolvency there would have been a claim on the Goverrnent and its problems would not
have been solved. That would provide the motivation for the Government to involve itself in
the coal contract, which was the fourth rescue, and the SOIC rescue, which was the third
rescue. However, the Government then turned around and said that there was no contingent
liability. We then have to ask what is the reason for the Government's continued
involvemnent in Rothwells. Is it just friendship, or what is it? When will we get that
explanation?

The third point is the progress on the coal price reductions. That issue has already been
raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and others. Again, the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade owes the House an explanation of the progress achieved with respect
to those reductions which he foreshadowed and heralded.
Mr Parker: I called for them; I did not foreshadow them.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade usually carries through
what he tries to do. We are asking about the progress achieved in that respect.
The fourth point I raise in the short time remaining to me in relation to the general debate is
the $8 million payout in the past year to Barrack Silkeon Pty Ltd for relocation expenses.
That was a blatant use of the political process. The Government forced that situation for
purely political reasons when it though it could win the South West Province by-election. It
thought it would achieve victory by making a premature announcement with respect to the
location of the plant. It has now been caught out by having to make this $8 million payout.
That is not the end of the story; it is not a matter just of that $8 million, as I understand it. It
is a serious matter in the context of the Budget debate.
Finally, I refer to the presentation of the accounts. The new structure of the Minister for
Economnic Development and Trade's departnent is not reflected in the presentation of the
accounts. Here we are four full months into the financial year and we have a new
departmental structur in place-

Mr Parker: It was put in place after the presentation of the Budget.

Mr HASSELL: I do not know that it was put in place after the presentation of the Budget; it
might have been put in place after preparation of the Budget.

Mr Parker: I think it was put in place after presentation of the Budget.

Mr HASSELL: The point I am tryig to make is that we have a completely new structure.
There could have been some supplement or addendum to the papers, because the papers in no
way reflect the actual stmucture of the departments.

Mr MENSAROS: Despite the fact that since we have been in Opposition I have not had any
direct or indirect responsibility for resources development, I might be forgiven, as one who
was in charge of that portfolio for longer than anyone else in the Chamber, if I keep an
interest in it and follow recent developments in particular. I applaud a Notice of Motion on
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the Notice Paper in the name of the Leader of the Opposition with respect to support for the
establishment of a petrochemidcal plant in Western Australia. [ was very glad to hear about
the possibility of establishing a petrochemical project because when I bad responsibility for
resources development, I endeavoured to get such a plant considered. I travelled several
thousands of miles towards this end and took part in negotiations. I knew the market
situation fairly well, I knew the technicalities - as much as a layman could - from a practical
point of view and I knew the financial situation more than reasonably well. Because of that, I
was surprised that something like this could be announced because in a project which takes a
fairly long time to amortise itself, the market situation changes. Even the largest companies
have their doubts about whether in the long term such projects are worth the risk unless there
is a very sure indication of world demand increasing. I was particularly surprised that the
Government plans to do this with its own equity - being almost a half partner, with the other
partner having absolutely no experience in the matter. Furthermore with the greatest respect I
personally have for the construction people involved, they are not like companies such as
Bechtel, Kellogg or Fluor whose experience is known to be broader. I find it very strange
that the Government should think that at a time when large oil majors - and companies such
as BHP, the largest Australian company, and Japanese petrochemical companies - are not
interested in participating in this project - the Minister for Economic Development and Trade
cannot deny that they have given their attention to it, because I have heard it myself and I do
not think they would tell untmuths - that two partners, neither of whom has any experience,
should succeed. I found it even more strange that the Premier and the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade stated that it would be 100 per cent financed on a non recourse basis.

I thought that perhaps I might be too old and, as is often claimed, out of date and that perhaps
times had changed, because I certainly could not imagine that that was possible. I took the
trouble of telephoning three friends who are bankers at the top of their field. One of those
friends is the chairman of the largest Canadian bank, but I do not wish to give more
information about them because it is not necessary to involve them in this matter. These
bankers have organised many financial deals and I asked whether I was out of date in my
thinking and was it possible for unknown equity participants to 100 per cent finance a
$ 1.2 billion project so that it did not have, directly or indirectly, any recourse on the
Government. I was assured that I am not out of date and that such an arrangement was
impossible. Therefore I asked what I thought to the best of my knowledge a fairly searching
question of the Premier. This question was passed to the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade and it asked -

(1) In view of his and the Deputy Prem-ier's statement that 100 per cent of the
consrmction cost of the PICI petrochemical project will be financed from
borrowings on a non recourse basis, can he give an absolute undertaking that
neither the Government nor arty of its instrumentalities or agencies will under
any circumstances directly or indirectly assist the project should it fail to
honour any of its obligations connected with the conditions of the loan
agreement with the financiers?

(2) Could he also categorically state that the non recourse finance means that no
Government, governmental agency or Bond Corporation guarantee is
involved?

Strangely enough - the Opposition knows a little about asking questions and the answers
involved - this question was postponed for a week. I do not think that the question required
research, or needed involvement by Govenrment departments or experts. It is a question of
the Government's deals to the value of more than $1 000 million. The question was not
answered, so one cannot assume other than that the Government had to consider which way
to answer the question in order to sidestep it. Finally the solution was found and the answer
given was -

See answer to question 1526.
Question 1526 was referred to by the member for Cottesloc and was a lengthy question but
by no means did it receive a comprehensive answer. The member for Cottesloe had asked
certain questions in line with the questions I had asked, for example -

(6) Will the State have any arrangement whatsoever with -
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(a) Bond; or

(b) any other party
to support or underwrite any obligation any such party may have to support
the project?

That is a fairly detailed and pointed question. Among other questions, the member also
asked -

Is there any commitment from any bank or other financial institution to provide such
financing?

When the Minister for Economic Development and Trade answered the question, he lumped
the 11I pants into two parts and answered the second part referring to completion risk,
completion date, technology, plant efficiency, force majeure, and finally financing. He stated
that WA Government Holdings -

are advised by the First Boston Corporation that 100 per cent debt financing can be
arranged -

Note the words "can be" and not "will be". It continued -

- for PICI with repayment being made from the project cashflows over a period of
between eight to 12 years from the plant completion date. The repayment instalments
made in each year will vary depending on the actual cash surpluses available to PICL;
that is, if commodity prices in any year are lower than projected in the most recent
report from Chem Systems, so debt repayments will be lower.

First Boston has advised WAGH and PICL to arrange additional "standby" bank loans
of between 15 per cent and 20 per cent of the projected total capital cost to cover
unforeseen contingent cash needs arnd thereby guarantee the project's continuing
liquidity.

It is projected that the financing requirement necessary to cover project capital costs
and interest payable during construction is $A970 million. Additional standby loan of
up to $A2O millid6n will be available but may not be drawn.

That does not in any way answer the very simple, pointed question asked. I ask the
Government to state categorically that in the future it will never take part in any rescue or
provide any assistance in case the allegedly non recourse financiers can show a default by the
project. That is not impossible at all because the project stands on its own. Despite the sales
contract, which is tied to current market prices, those prices can go down. Enormous
organisations: - the Minister for Economnic Development and Trade mentioned by interjection
that Mitsubishi was bigger than this State, it is possibly bigger than Australia - and other
Japanese trading companies were involved in projects in which aluminium. smelter plants
have been completed but never used, because of the sudden energy crisis and the increase in
energy costs. Everybody knows that the lion's share of the cost of smelting aluminium is
spent on power, and as a result the Japanese companies had to put those projects in mothballs.

Those companies were much bigger than our State; companies with vast experience and
expertise everywhere and with a project they had to give up. They could afford to give it up
because it was only Eiye per cent or 10 per cent of their total portfolio. They could go to
Indonesia next to the oil wells or gas supply and continue or make an arrangement with some
other State. Nevertheless, the enormous risk was there. The Government knowing this tries
to convince us that it is non-recourse finance. I state categorically that until and unless the
Government answers this question - "No, we will not honour any default of the project in the
future," because that is what the financiers are listening to - the Government is not telling the
truth and is simply conning the citizens of Western Australia because the risk that those
citizens are taking is the total financing risk of the project, well over a billion dollars.

The guarantee which I maintain is there in some other form can eventuate under various
scenarios. One can easily understand what was always my understanding that an
instrumentality, whatever it is called - whether it is called WAGH, PICL, or whatever - where
the Government is the direct or indirect owner it automatically, according to every legal
opinion, is responsible for it and automatically carries a guarantee. I ask the Minister
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for Economic Development and Trade: is that the case? Is that where the finance is? The
First Boston places it because it can get "non-recourse finance" but the Government is
standing behind it, anyhow, because that is the legal situation; is that it? Is that, or is that not
the case? If that is the case and the Government did not want to con the people it should have
come out and said, as I said in my question, that despite all the legal opinions it would not
honour in the future any obligation which resulted from a default from this project. That
would be the only way that the citizens of Western Australia could feel secure that they are
not taking an enormous additional risk, seven times the one already taken with the
$175 million purchase price for blue sky.

There could be other scenarios; that the Government, for instance, has prepared a letter of
guarantee and does not want to issue it until the House is prorogued. That is the reason why
we are sitting tonight, because the Government thought in a primitive way that we might ask
questions such as, "Have you given a guarantee?" They could answer, "No. we have not",
but they could give it after the House has been prorogued. The Minister for Economic
Development and Trade does not seem to be interested in what I am saying. Is that the case
or not? Can he say categorically that the Government will never give such a guarantee in the
future; or that the Government has not given an intention that it will guarantee it in the
future? The matter goes even further, because if that guarantee is involved it does not
involve only the $175 million or only the 43 per cent or thereabouts of Government interest,
but the whole project and Bond, as well. Therefore, it does give the guarantee for Bond as
well.

I will give another scenario, and I am not feeling at all that [ have lost touch entirely with the
situation. The State Energy Commission of Western Australia has a new chairman. I do not
know that man, but I am satisfied that he is a very good businessman. I do not know whether
he is Labor or Liberal, I have no idea, but I have been told by various friends that he is an
excelient businessman. [ cannot imagine that somebody who is such a good businessman and
who is entrusted with the business of the SEC would have simply said to whomever - Mr
Bond, Mr Connell, the Minister for Economic Development and Trade, WAGH, PICL, or
whoever - "We will put in all the necessary capital to get the gas you want. We do not need
any guarantee. You are nice fellows, we just believe that you are going to pay." Can
members imagine that a businessman of his calibre would do that? I do not think so because
the people who assured me of his character told me that he is a shrewd, good and solid
businessman. On that basis I ask the Minister for Economic Development and Trade whether
he has asked for any sort of guarantee and whether the Government has not perhaps given the
SEC a guarantee or an intention that it will guarantee the price of gas that the SEC will.
supply to PICL? Has the Government done so, or not?

The Minister for Economic Development and Trade will side step this question, but the
matter had to be raised - even if there is perhaps less interest because it is more technical and
because my habit is not one of abusing people or having ad hominern personal arguments -

because this is a very important point. I repeat that there is no way in which I amn 100 per
cent satisfied that an absolute, non recourse loan would be given by anyone to a project like
this taking into consideration the equity owners of the project. T7herefore, there must be a
back door whereby that finance is being guaranteed.

I again go through the back door methods which could apply. It could be that they simply
rely on the legal opinion, which is right, that in the case of any Goverment instrumentality
taking on a loan the Government is automatically responsible for it - is automatically behind
the guarantee. The other scenario could be that the Governiment has assured them that, "We
are going to give you a guarantee but we do not want to do so during the time Parliament is
sitting because we might get awkward questions and have to respond to them, so we are
going to do it in the future.' There could be a scenario through First Boston, or anybody else,
whereby the banks have assured the Governmnent, "Yes, we are going to get this finance, but
when we have your guarantee, so we will prepare that and before the first drawing comes we
will have your guarantee. In the meantime you either give us an intent, or not." I do not
know whether an intent has been given, but that is again a question that the Minister for
Economic Development and Trade should answer so we know that no-one has given such an
intent.

The fourth scenario is the involvement of the SEC - and the efficient, sound business
management of the SEC makes it quite impossible to imagine that the largest Organisation of
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Government business in Western Australia would have simply taken the word of their
cherubic laughing friend, Mr Cornell, or anyone else, to say, "Yes, we will pay for the gas."
They would have asked for a guarantee, considering the SEC's business acumen and I am
sure as I am standing here that that is the case. All these questions ought to be answered by
the Minister for Economic Development and Trade, including my detailed question regarding
an undertaking - an unequivocal undertaking without any buts or anything else - that never in
the future will the Government guarantee any of the commitment that the project has been led
into. If the Government does not do that, the people of Western Australia are entitled to think
that the Government is not telling the truth and has involved them in an enormous risk.
Although I will only be involved indirectly, in this case the question could arise that the
alternative Government should assure the people of Western Australia that they will not take
this responsibility because, "The Government of the day told us that it was non-recourse
finance. We believed that Government because we were told it was an honest Government.
If the Government is right, there is nothing wrong with the alternative Government saying
that we would never honour such a, according to the Government, 'nonexistent' guarantee."
Mr CRANE: My comments will be pertinent to a project in this area. However, [ preface
those remarks by saying that I support strongly resource development in this State. I am sure
most of us do support that. It is only the environmentalists or very way out people -
sometimes referred to as the "idiot fringe" -who do not support the resource development of
this State. There is a need, because of the problems which arise from time to time, for an
overall policy for the State whereby certain development guidelines are set down which must
apply in all instances and which must be pursued to the end.
I said at the outset I would refer to one project in particular. I want to bring this matter to the
attention of the House because of the extreme concern being expressed in the Shire of
Chittering over the proposed development of the mineral sands and synthetic rutile plant at
Muchea. This project appears to have been badly handled, to the point where the public have
been treated as mushrooms; they have been left in the dark. I believe that a great deal of the
information given to the public has been wide of the mark. I say that because we have here
two opposing forces. We have, on the one hand, the development company, which is saying
one thing. It appears that the Government is being sympathetic towards that company, and I
can understand that the Government would support the development of resources; that is
commendable. We have, on the other hand, the people in the area, who are extremely
concerned that much of the information they have been given has been nowhere near the
mark. If we were somewhere close to the mark with the two arguments, we could say there is
a bit of middle ground and we can manoeuvre; but we are poles apart. We are so far apart
that it is obvious someone is not telling the truth. I will not say whether that is the
Government or the company, but the people are being misled by someone who is not telling
the truth.
There has been a lot of dissension in my area, and during my period in this Parliament I have
never seen my constituents being so concerned about a matter. There was a proposal a few
years ago to build a nuclear power plant north of Wanneroo, but even that did not raise the
storm of protest and expression of concern from so many responsible people as is happening
at the moment. There should be an overall plan, along the lines I suggested in a letter to the
Premier the other day. The mineral sands are to be mined at Cooljarloo, which is west of
Catahy, and it is proposed to bring them down the Brand Highway and treat them at the plant
at Muchea. This is where we run into trouble because the residents of Chittering rightly say
that they have a lovely area at Muchea - "uncontamdiated" would be the right word to use -
and they are fearful that if some of the claims being made about the dangers and hazards
associated with the synthetic rutile plant are correct, the area will not be uncontaminated for
much longer. This will have a serious effect on their health and on the environment.
Mr Parker: I thought they were opposed to the whole lot?
Mr CRANE: No. They are not opposed to the development; they are opposed to the siting of
the development.
Mr Parker: Is that just for the synthetic rutile plant?
Mr CRANE: Yes. They are also concerned that because this industry will be brought into
the area, it will be a foot in the door, as it were, for other industries to come into the area. I
do not know whether this is true, but I heard today that there are rumblings that Cockburn
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Cement is looking at the possibility of going up there, as are other industries. That is
possibly only a rumour, because we know how rumours can spread, but that is the concern of
residents at the moment.
Mr Parker; But there are similar plants - in Capel, for example - which are much closer to
residences.
Mr CRANE: Yes, but the residents are concerned about the siting of the piant because of the
shallow watertable and the fact that the area is subjected to flooding. I suggested that there
be some stringent plans laid down and a broad policy followed, if possible, whereby when
these minerals are mined in a certain area, all the other extractions and the industry associated
with the refining of those minerals be carried out on the mining site, unless that is absolutely
impossible to do. This was the basis of the letter I wrote to the Premier. I suggested that
even though there may be some disadvantages, there would be a lot of advantages in having
such extraction processes take place at Cooljarloo, where the minerals are being mined. 1
made this suggestion because of the heavy traffic on the Brand Highway. I remind the House
that it is estimated there will be one 50 tonne truck of the material coming down the Brand
Highway every hour, for 24 hours a day, for 365 days of the year, for the next 30 years. That
is a lot of traffic, and the need for that could be obviated if the mining operation were
completed at the site where the minerals will be extracted from the soil.
On the other hand, 100 000 tonnes of coal per aninum will have to be brought to the site from
Collie. If the operation were to be shifted to where the mining will take place, that coal
would have to be transported up there. That brings me to another point in my letter. There
are extensive reserves of coal in the Jurien Bay area. These reserves could be mined,
provided the coal was of a suitable type, and would be much closer to the site than is Collie.
I made the further suggestion that it made a lot of commonsense to extend a railway line from
Mogumber West to Cataby, or to the mine, just as a railway line was built from Eneabba a
number of years ago and extended to Dongara for the same purpose. When I suggested going
west after passing Mogumber. I took into account the fact that such a railway line would have
to cross the Moore River, which is quite a deep river, and the bridge already exists north of
Mogurnber. There would be an alternative route directly north from Gingin, but if it went
that way it would have to cross the Moore River. I know these are plans for the future, and I
am beginning to believe that the present members of the Government, unlike their
predecessors at the turn of the century, are not capable of seeing beyond the next election.
We in this place, who are making plans for the future, have to be capable of seeing further
than that and into the future for the next generation and those following. A railway such as
this would serve the agricultural area up there. I have also heard - and this was rumoured
some years ago - that there could be plans in the future for a deep water port at Jurien Bay. A
railway line such as this could be extended and used for such a purpose.
I know I am probably speaking way above the capability of some people to comprehend, but
let us get out there into the future. If we had not done this at the turn of the century we would
still be driving around with horses and buggies; but we are not, because people had the
foresight to develop this State. They put the railway lines out and made the developments
that were necessary. What has happened to those statesmen? They seem to have gone. I ask
that we give it some thought. If the plan I have suggested were carried out the railway line
could take the coal from Collie, or it could be mined in the lumien Bay area - and members
should not say that what I am talking about does not require a second thought. it may not
work but it does require some consideration and it is our responsibility to consider it,
particularly in view of die uproar and concern of the people of Muchen and Chittering - the
whole Shire of Chittering, and Bindoon in particular, where the people are concerned that a
part of their shire will be contaminated soon. And it will be contaminated further because
once industry starts there it will develop further. One of their extreme concerns is the fact
that they have been asking questions of the mining company and others but they do not seem
to be able to get the assurances to which they are entitled. Maybe the Minister could give me
the assurances if I pose the questions to him now. These questions arise from the report by
Maunsell & Partners Pty Ltd of the Public Environmental Report on the synthetic rutile plant.
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Mr Parker: But the Public Environmental Report of the synthetic rutile plant, as distinct from
the dry and wet mills, has not yet been fmnalised. The public review period is on at the
moment, or has just concluded, but certainly the EPA has not yet made a decision on that
plant.
Mr CRANE: No, but chose points which were made -

Mr Parker: The purpose of the Public Environmental Report is to allow people to raise points
which can then be dealt with by the EPA.
Mr CRANE: The point is, they are not being dealt with.
Mr Parker: But the EPA has not come out with its report yet.
Mr CRANE: Maybe the Minister can answer these questions because they are of extreme
concern. I believe much of the contention felt by people may go away if these questions are
answered. I am niot really opposed to what Government members are trying to do; I amn
trying to bring some sanity back into a situation which has got out of hand because I believe
the public relations operation has just been non existent. There seem to have been moves
with the Government and the company - and I can understand there would be a certain
amount of confidentiality there, but it does not have to be totally confidential -

Mr Hodge: There is nothing confidential. It has all gone through the normal EPA process.
Mr CRANE: But the people are not being given the answers to their questions. If the
Minister would just bear with me a moment longer - and I usually am fairly tolerant in this
place - I will pose the questions now and give him an idea of the sorts of things concerning
those people. If we can overcome this problem we may even be able to resolve the unrest
which is so prevalent in that area.
I refer to page 36 of the report, which I will quote, with your indulgence, Mr Deputy
Chairman, because I cannot quote it all off by heart - or not quite as quickly as that - although
I am fairly poetic at times. It says -

The after-burner which will draw gases from both the kiln and acid leaching section is
a refractory linied chamber approximately 3.5 metres in diameter and 7 metres in
length. Gases from the kiln enter at the bottom of the chamber at a temperatur of
around 700 0Celsius and are mixed with ventilation gases from the acid leaching
plant. The hydrogen, carbon monoxide and hydrogen sulphide components in the gas
combust to form water vagour, carbon dioxide and sulphur dioxide and raise the
temperature to around 900' Celsius. A gas fired support burner is installed at the
base of the after-burner to ensure that in upset conditions the temperature is
maintained at a level high enough to achieve complete combustion of the components
noted above.
On infrequent occasions -

And this is one thing which does concern them. The report continues -

- estimated at a maximum of twice per year major equipment failure in the waste gas
system may result in kiln gas being discharged through the kiln emergency stack
located on top of the after-burner chamber.
This gas will be partially cleaned by the dust settling and after-burner stages.
Should a major equipment failure occur the kiln will shut down almost immediately
and emissions from the emergency stack cease within 30 minutes.

Here is the first question: What gases escape in those 30 minutes? How potentially
dangerous are they, and of what intensity? Nobody gives that answer. There may be just
sweet smelling gases which do no harn at all, or they may be very serious ones.
Mr Parker: That is the point of the public review process. At the end of that process all the
issues that have been raised by the public and anybody else who is interested are taken into
account by the EPA and answered. The EPA has a history of exhaustively answering the
questions, even going so far as to itemnise all the points one by one. That happens before a
decision is made as to whether or not to proceed with the plan:.
Mr CRANE: That is a lovely assurance from the Minister, but what the people are concerned
about is that they are under the impression - and the Minister should please
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correct me if they are wrong - that the American partners have arrived in Australia, or if not
they will be here tomorrow, and that an agreement will be signed with the Governiment
tomorrow.
Mr Parker: The agreement that is being signed tomorrow is a joint venture agreement
between Kerr-McGee, the American partners, and Minproc, dhe Australian partners. That is
certainly being signed, but what has been approved thus far by the Government and the EPA
is indeed a further mining operation and the dry and wet mil operation.

Mr CRANE: Is the dry and wet mill operation the one to be located at Muchea?

Mr Parker That is right. I think part of it is located at Muchea and part on site - I cannot
remember the detail, but the important thing is that it is not the synthetic rutile plant. The
synthetic rutile plant takes the ilmenite portion - which results from that dry and wet mill
operation along with other mineral sands such as zircon, monazite and a few other things -
which is basically an ore containing titanium, and puts it through what is essentially a
roasting process to upgrade it from ilmenite to what is called synthetic rutile; namely, an ore
bearing a much higher proportion of titanium. It is a very conventional process and is
happening at the moment in two or three plants in Capel and one plant in Geraldton. That
particular plant has not yet been approved by the Government and the signing tomorrow of
the Kerr -McGee arrangements does not, by itself, approve it. All it does is signify that Kerr-
McGee has joined with Minproc as the codevelopers of this proposal.

Mr CRANE: I appreciate those comments, but I want to raise two points. The first is that we
know what often follows a kiss and a cuddle -

Mr Thomas: I don't.

Mr CRANE: I will tell you after school. The people in the area are a little bit afraid that
once this first plant - the wet and dry plant - is put in place it will not be long before the rutile
plant follows.
Mr Parker: That may be the case, but only if it is approved.

Mr CRANE: But the damage will be done - it will be too late if the fears they have about the
rutile plant are realised.

Mr Hodge: It goes through the full process.

Mr CRANE: The people there are in a vety invidious situation, If the Government is to sign
that agreement tomorrow, the foot is in the door -

Mr Parker: We are not signing it, they are signing it.

Mr CRANE: - and nothing can be done about it. The other part of the report which is of
concern to those people reads as follows -

In the event of a power failure the kiln section automatically shuts down and gases are
released through the emergency stack.

The plant is equipped with a stand-by diesel generator to supply power to selected
sections should SECWA grid power be interrupted. The plant can be maintained in a
safe and controlled condition until main power is returned.
In the event of a major equipment failure -

And that is the one that worr ies them. The report continues -

- in the kiln waste gas system acid leach plant gas will be automatically passed to the
atmosphere -

That is the place up there where we breathe it from. The report continues -

- via the acid leach emergency stack.

The acid leach plant can be shut down in minutes and emissions from the emergency
stack will cease within 30 minutes.

Here we come back to the 30 minutes. How potentially dangerous are the acid leach gases
which will escape into the atmosphere? These questions ought to be answered before the
agreement is signed. I do not believe that is unreasonable because, as I said before, we all
know what follows a bit of a kiss and cuddle. Therefore one could almost say that the
A61U1I-Il
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present siting of the plant at Muchea is a fait accompli. That concerns the people who live
there. They have not been kept informed, as they axe entitled to be, and I do not believe that
the resiting of the development in a mining area has been investigated to the full. I
understand that the SEC would not be able to supply the necessary power if the whole
operation were done at the main site. I find that hard to understand because I thought the
SEC was there to supply power for industry. I would be very surprised if it were not able to
supply what is required for such an industry.

I was also told that water is a problem. The Minister for Economic Development and Trade
ought to know, and the Mines Department could confirm this, that west of the Darling fault
there is an almost unlimited water supply. One would have to go a fair way down for it, but
it is there. Hon Andrew Mensaros, when he was the Minister for Mlines years ago, compiled
a report, which was published in the newspapers, about the tremendous amount of water
which had been found in that area. It had nothing to do with the Agaton Basin; it was further
south. However, we know the water is theft. People should not try to foot me about that. I
believe it is incumbent upon me to bring this matter to the Parliament, being midndful that it is
important for us to have resources development. However, it is also important that we take
notice of the wishes of responsible people. If it were the idiot fringe which was involved, it
would get short shrift from me, but it is not. These people are genuinely concerned for their
area and for the future. Members will not find them on television protesting about anything.
One can pick the usual protesters up on the television; they are professional protesters, arnd I
do not believe we have them up in Muchea. We only have people who have been farming in
the area for over 40 years, and they are genuinely quite concerned.

I am not saying that this project should not go ahead, but I think we should call a halt until
such time as we can all be satisfied that whatever is done is in the best interests of the State
and the people concerned. I might add that the area around Muchea is on the fringe of the
metropolitan area. It will not be long before people from the city want to move up there to
live. It is a great buffer zone for the metropolitan area, and it would be a shame to
contaminate it by establishing an industry for a resource which is not even being mined in the
area. If the minerals had been found at Muchea, that would be a different matter. However
they were not; they were found 150 kilometres north of Muchea, and they are to be brought
to an area which is clean at the moment and may well be contaminated. I say "may well be'
because I am being very fair in what I am pulling forward. I ask the Government and this
Parliament to be equally fair to the people of the Shire of Chittering and to keep them well
and properly informed with absolute truth on this matter.

The site, because of its flat terrain and its low warertable, is not subject to waterlogging as
people have said. It is more subject to flooding. There have been serious floods there. We
were told by the company that theft would have to be a flood of tremendous proportions
before damage could be done to the ponds. I do not dispute what the gentleman from the
company told me and other members the other night. That could well be so, but the people in
the area are not satisfied. They are entitled to have this confirmed by the Environmental
Protection Authority and by other responsible authorities before the ink dries on the
agreement the Government is about to sign. I ask the Government not to do anything,
because it has not yet given the assurances to which the people in that area are entitled. I
speak on their behalf and I ask the Government to take note of the points I have raised.

Mr LIGiHTFOOT: I know my colleague, the member for Moore, being the fair minded man
he is, will forgive me if I take a slightly different course from the one he took in respect of
the T102 plant which is to be built adjacent to the Brand Highway in the Shire of Chittering.
I farm in that area, and I have a substantial interest there. When I heard of the project I was
immediately anti it. I can tell the Chamber that 99 per cent of people in the area were anti it
as well. We thought that the green willing hills of Chuttering were to be raped and desecrated
by -

Mir Thomas: Are you going to join the Friends of the Earth?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: My joining the Friends of the Earth would be like President Reagan
joining the Communist Party. Having said that in reply to the interjection of the member for
Welshpool -

Mr Thomas: You would look great with long hair and beads.
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Mr LIGHTFOOT: I could always buy the beads, but I do not know about the long hair.
Mr Parker President Reagan during his youth was described by the House Committee for
Un-American Activities as being a member of an organisation which - I am sure wrongly -
was described as a Communist front.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: What the Minister for Economnic Development and Trade said is all part
of the left wing tirade against good solid right wing members of the international community
like President Reagan, who is one of the greatest Presidents the United States has ever had.
Since I am personable and easy-going, I will not be waylaid by interjections from members
opposite. I will try bard to stick within the confines of this particular Division, regardless of
the inciting interjections from the other side of the Chamber.

I too was aghast that the green rolling hills of Chittering were to be subject to smoke stacks
and sprawling uncontrolled industry, which is what, as was explained to me, would happen if
the go ahead for this project were given. Since then I have listened to the other side of the
debate. That is always the pragmatic, practical, and proper thing to do because one then gets
some balance, such as my friend, the member for Moore, has. I am not as opposed to this
project as the member for Moore. I spoke with one of the directors of Minproc - in fact he
was the founder of Minproc - and I found that he had given an undertaking, among other
things, that, for instance, the area could not possibly flood because of the latitude allowed for
the ponds, which came about as a result of previously known levels of more than 20 per cent
margin for error, or 50 per cent if the emergency pond were included.

Mr Crane: I will concede that. I was there; I was quite impressed with what he said.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: Yes. He then went on to say that apart from the smoke stacks, which
cannot be camouflaged by natural vegetation, everything else in connection with the synthetic
rutile plant would be camouflaged either by natural vegetation or by reafforestation, which
the engineers of the project propose to undertake. When he said they would plant 20 000
trees, I said, 'What if that isn't enough?' He said, "We will plant 30 000, 40 000 or 50 000."
I said, "What about 100 000?' He said, "We will plant 100 000 trees, if necessary."

Mr Crane interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: The member for Moore will bear witness. I believe that incorporating the
things which the project engineers told us about in a direct briefing adds weight to their
seriousness and, accordingly, to the inevitability of the reafforestation program.

Of particular interest to me was the fact that they do not intend to upgrade or in any way
increase the volume of road traffic with respect to heavy transport. There has been a
diminution of traffic, particularly heavy transport like road trains and other articulated
vehicles, travelling to the north west, because of the barge facilities which service the north
west by sea through Bellways. There is an undertaking that the project will not utilise the bad
bend at Muchea, on the Brand Highway - the member for Moore will know what!I am talking
about. The old Gingin road, as it is known, will be upgraded to come out at a point on the
Great Northern Highway, that circumvents the rather hazardous land.

Mr Crane: I will concede that too.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I thank the member for Moore, and a very wise man he is.

Several members interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I intend to ignore the gratuitous remarks from members opposite. Also of
particular interest to me was the undertaking by the engineers at the SR plant to set aside a
substantial part of their 400 acres for public use. One of the uses, which will be of particular
interest to my colleague, the member for Kalamunda, is the establishment of a polo and/or
polocrosse equestrian centre for the use of not only the district but the rest of the State.

Because the project has the potential to export $200 million worth of titanitum dioxide
annually, from some people's point of view, whatever risks there are in sabotaging that
beautiful Chittering skyline are outweighed by the broader benefits to the rest of the
community of Western Australia. We are, after all, a nation of developers. We must develop
to survive. We have seen our standard of living slip from being the best, at the turn of the
century, to being something like 25th or 28th at the present time.
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Mr Crane: What do you think of my idea of developing coal reserves in the lurien Bay area?
Mr LIGHTFOOT: A point of order is bound to be taken by the Minister but, before he gets
to his feet, I will say that that must be one of the development priorities of this State. I see
that to be a great project. CR4 is offering that initiative, the vast tonnage of coal is there, and
it takes away the Redfem mail exchange syndrome in Sydney, with respect to putting all our
power generation in one source at the Muja-Kwinana power stations. We have seen that in
the last few days. It is folly to do that, and if we can find another area to supply electricity to
this State it must be done with haste, so that we cannot be held to ransom as we have been by
those irresponsible trade unionists who, I believe, ought to be prosecuted for the stand they
took, when millions of dollars were lost during the last couple of days because of the attitude
of bloody mindedness which they exhibited.

To return to the subject before the Chair, there is a massive potential for export which
outweighs the mere disfiguring, if one could call it that, of the skyline with the two or three
smoke stacks which it is envisaged will be built. I am also assured that there will be no water
contamination or seepage from the ponds; they will be adequately lined with clay, and as a
safeguard there will be a thick membrane of impervious plastic in the evaporation tanks. Any
contaminated material which comes from the treatment of the sands, which include ilmenite,
leucoxene, zircon and rutile - monazite being mildly radioactive - is to be removed,
transported back to Cataby, and buried so that it will not contaminate even that area.

At all times monitoring bores which are to be put down will ensure that the underground
water is not contaminated. There is to be further surface monitoring of the site so that there is
no radiation contamination. I understand that everything possible will be done. There are
extra safeguards. Of course, I can listen to criticism of this project and remarks like, "What
about Chernobyl? What about Three Mile Island? What about other cases which had fail-
safe devices which ultimately failed?" If we are to develop we have to take some chances.
Ther is a prospect of losing $200 million for the State; and I remind this House that this
wonderful State of Western Australia has about eight per cent of the population of Australia
and produces something like one quarter of its export income. If that is not a formula for
independence, I do not know what is. We can contribute by showing leadership and latitude,
and by encouraging developments of this proportion which unidertake, in all aspects, to
safeguard against any environmental hazard, and give assurances that such hazards will
simply not happen. I believe the project deserves encouragement. I appreciate the
Committee's giving me the opportunity to speak on the subject, albeit perhaps digressing
slightly from what we ame discussing under the Budget.
Mr PARKER: The debate on this Division has gone on for some time, and there have been
a number of issues raised to which I would like to respond.
The first matter was raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition yesterday afternoon when
he spoke about the circumstances that he alleged concerning the proposals for one of the two
coal companies to take over the other one. He made all sorts of allegations about things
which were being undertaken, and I answered some of his points by way of interjection to
either the member for Cottesloc or the Leader of the Opposition. I will go through it in more
detail now and finally put these matters to rest.

CSR has, for some time, been divesting itself of its coal assets - indeed, most of its energy
related assets. There were two alternatives of divestiture. One of the areas considered was to
float off or otherwise sell the entirety of its coal assets. In fact, I think it had a coal float
prepared prior to the October share market crash last year. When the crash happened CSR
had to reconsider, and it invited tenders for the whole of the assets and for individual coal
mines and companies. Suffice it to say that Western Collieries was one of those. Various
people expressed interest in purchasing Western Collieries, and negotiations proceeded as to
what should happen, who should obtain the company, what the basis of the funding should be
and so on.

As I understand it, there were at least two, and probably more, people interested in
purchasing Western Collieries. In the final analysis the purchaser was Rothwells, as has been
stated. The funding for that purchase has been publicised in another context in terms of
special general meetings of shareholders under the aegis of the corporate legislation, in order
to satisfy the funding requirements which are, essentially, to charge the assets within the
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company, which are principally coal assets. The Government and the State Energy
Commuission, in particular, have an interest in that because the charging of the coal assets can
have some impact so far as the contracts with the SEC are concerned; and I imagine that
other contractors with Western Collieries may also have an interest in that. On various
occasions we have had to have discussions, as we have had previously with other companies
and owners, about how these assets should be dealt with.

The Griffin Coal Company is an open cut coal company and has a considerably more
lucrative contract with the SEC than does Western Collieries. That is because of
arrangements that were put in place in the middle of the oil price shock in 1978 by the former
Government, and although it was renegotiated on a much better basis as a result of court
action in 1985 -
Mr Lewis: Who is the major shareholder in Griffin Coal?

Mr PARKER: Rick Stowe is the major shareholder.

Mr Lewis: Is that who went to Fiji with Brian Burke?

Mr PARKER: Yes. The point is that the 1985 renegotiation substantially improved the
SEC's position under that contract.

Nevertheless, those contracts are quite lucrative because the 1978 contracts provide for a
guaranteed profit margin for the company no matter what the cost of extraction of the coal
was. As a result, the company has been able to obtain considerable profits from that over the
last 10 years. It has certainly wanted to use some of those profits in order to consolidate its
position because, at the moment, there is a variety of different operations and overhead costs,
such as the overhead cost of keeping a substantial mining company operating in Collie, quite
apart from literally coal face costs, which are substantial, and it could see savings for the
company in that. It has proposed various options. One of the options that it proposed
involved the flotation of a coal trust which would not just be a coal trust but would be a trust
which would incorporate the two companies and, I think, one of the power stations. That was
referred to by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition yesterday. That was the company's
notion and something that it developed with finiancial advisers and put to Rothwells. In the
final analysis it was put to the Government whether we would be interested in looking at it
because of the implications in relation to both the contracts and the power stations. The
Government indicated that it was not interested because it did not believe the economics of it
as it was proposed - which, by the way, it was alleged at least, contained a reduction in coal
prices - stacked up and because the Government was not prepared to sell off the Muja power
station to such a trust. To say that that was some sinister involvement of the Government is
nonsense. On many occasions people get ideas, especially when they have substantial
relationships with the Government because of contractual relationships, such as the
arrangements with WCL and Griffin Coal which were required to put that position to the
Government; and, like a lot of other similar propositions that come across my desk every day
of the week, it was rejected by the Governmnent.

The member for Collie is not in the Chamber at the moment. For a long time and not just
since Rothwells has been involved, the Government has had a commitment to the member for
Collie, the Collie Miners Union, and the industry at Collie that the next State owned coal
fired power station would be built at Collie. We have stated that commitment time and time
again, and we are in the process of honouring it. The SEC has purchased the Coolangatta
farm near Collie, which has been identified as the ideal location for such a power station
because of its soil characteristics and its physical location near the town, the coal operations,
and so on. Work is under way on planning for the optimum arrangements for such a coal
fired power station. For example, the question of whether there should be a 200, 250, or 300
megawatt turbine is being considered. That is important because, although on the one hand
300 megawatt turbines are more efficient and provide more power on a dollar for dollar basis
and because there is not much difference in the cost of a 300 megawatt turbine and a 200
megawatt turbine, on the other hand there is a lower operational efficiency because a higher
level of energy requirement is needed to use it. Also, if one of the units goes out we have
more problems. So a whole range of features need to be taken into account in working out
the optimum size of such a turbine. However, I believe it is now more likely that the turbines
will be at least 250 megawatt units, and it is possible they will be even more.
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Simultaneously, as I have said publicly on many occasions, the SEC is reviewing its business
plan and operations because the economic growth levels in this State are so high that the
projections that were made some years ago about demand for electricity and the historical
trend of demand for electricity are well and truly being exceeded. When I first became the
Minister responsible for the SEC, there was virtually no growth in electricity demand. For
the past few years, the growth has been of the order of two per cent. Since the early 1960s
there has been an historical average of growth of about five per cent, and the forecasts were
made on a fairly conservative basis - but on one which is well used around the world
depending on the nature of the society in which the power utility is located -of a central case
of about three per cent, a high case of five per cent, and a low case of less than two per cent.
The fact is that the SEC's load growth has been substantially more than that in the last two
and a half years. From memory, the figure for the year before last was about seven per cent,
for last year it was about nine per cent, and for the first four months of this year the SEC is
experiencing a load growth of around I I per cent per aninum. That means that, if the growth
figures are maintained - we have to take into account what happens if they are not, which is
part of the process of developing the business plan - the SEC will need its coal fired power
station earlier than it otherwise would have.

That also has relevance for the gas turbine program because we have embarked upon a
process of purchasing five gas turbines with an ultimate aim of purchasing nine or even more
because it was felt that they could handle system peaks until such time as it was necessary to
put in a coal fired power station. The financial position of the SEC is now so strong, and the
projections about the forecast outlook are also so strong, that we are now seriously
considering not just bringing forward the construction of the next power station in order to
cope with the load growth, but also it may be more efficient to bring forward the next coal
fixed power station rather than go into the second phase of buying the new gas turbines. That
is also under examination at the moment.

The result is that, around 1994 or early 1995, the SEC will need to have substantially more
coal than it has at the moment. As I announced earlier this year, we have stopped stockpiling
coal and shortly we will be resuming coal burning at the Kwinana power station and, with the
advent of the LPG plant and the petrochemical plant, the coal situation will be substantially
enhanced. Indeed, the petrochemical plant alone provides approximately 300 000 tonnes
extra of coal demand per year because of the electricity demand which it accommodates.

Those are the circumstances surrounding the matter. There has been a hiatus in the
development of the coalfields over the last few years, largely as a result of the advent of
natural gas. Natural gas has created a hiatus in terms of consumption of coal and a more
competitive environment for coal than was previously the case because in the past we had to
have coal or oil. We had to import the oil. We still have that opportunity, but we also have
the opportunity to use the gas. The price of gas, while not in our control, relates at least in
pant indirectly to world oil prices; and that provides some competitive pressure on the
coalfields. Nevertheless, substantial opportunity is available for the coal companies. As a
result, Griffin Coal has indicated a very strong interest in discussions with the Government
and in discussions with WCL and its owners in purchasing WCL.

Obviously, Griffin Coal wants to be assured that the Government will honour the contracts
that WCL has with the SEC. It wants to ensure some flexibility in terms of how particular
contracted amnounts are met; it wants to ensure that the intentions we have stated actively over
a considerable period of time are still our intentions; and it wants to discuss those things with
us before it commnits itself to a purchase of that type. We, in turn, want to be assured of the
potential competitiveness of the coal supplies and the security of the work force, in particular,
the underground work force. This Government and previous Governments secured an
undertaking that a considerable proportion of the total take from the coalfields comes from
underground coal. Indeed, the Worsley Agreement which was signed, I think, by the member
for Floreat, but perhaps by the former member for Narrogin, actually requires a certain
proportion of coal to come from underground. Certainly our contracts require a certain
proportion to come from underground. Those sorts of issues give us cause for concern in any
change that might take place, and as a result we are obviously directly involved in those
discussions. Certainly Government officers, including a number of people who work for me
within the SEC and in the Department of Resources Development, and Mr Edwards, are
having discussions at a number of levels.
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Mr Court: And Mr Edwards?
Mr PARKER: Yes. Mr Edwards works for me.

Mr Court: Why did you deny all of that yesterday?

Mr PARKER: I did not deny all of that.

Mr Court: You denied it categorically.

Mr PARKER: I did not. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition needs to understand what he
said. He talked about the Government applying pressure to Griffin to purchase Western
Collieries Ltd. He talked about that pressure and about Mr Edwards' role. I think he said
that Mr Edwards was pressuring Griffin, or words to that effect. He said that Mr Edwards
had been involved in the attempted amalgamation. According to the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Edwards had been involved in discussions putting it together, or words to that
effect. He talked-about Mr Edwards' involvement in that trust I outlined a few moments ago.
None of that is flue.

Mr Lewis: Is it true, as word has it, that you work for Mr Edwards?
Mr PARKER: The member for East Melville is living proof of the Darwinian theory of
evolution. It is absolutely extraordinary that he would make that point.

I do not seek at all to hide behind Mr Edwards. From the moment he started working for me,
I have made it very clear to the public and the Press that as far as I was concerned what he
did would be something that he did for me and I was the public figure who would take any
flak if he was working on my behalf. I have not sought in any sense to hide behind him.
Mr Lewis: Is it true that be is out of control?

Mr PARKER: No, that is certainly not true.

Mr Lewis: People think he is.

Mr PARKER: I do not know who thinks that.

Mr Court: You have confirmed everything I said.

Mr PARKER: That is absolutely not true. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that we
were involved in this trust.
Mr Court: I will tell you what I have said. It is written in Hansard in black and white. I will
get up in a minute and repeat it to you. There is a deal being done. Mr Edwards and you are
participating in that deal.

Mr PARKER: We are not participating in a deal. A perfectly routine procedure is being
followed.

Mr Macinnon: What is routine about the Government trying to stitch it up?

Mr PARKER: We are not trying to stitch it up. I did not say we were trying to stitch it up.

Mr Court: You know they have to be extricated from the deal.

Mr PARKER: I did not say that we were stitching it uip. In fact, I deny specifically that we
are. I said that as a Government we have very strong and legitimate interests in what takes
place in such an arrangement and we want to protect the interests of the State Energy
Commission. We want to protect our position under the SEC arrangements with the
company. We want to protect our position in relation to the work force, the skills and all the
sorts of things that I outlined before. I will not go over them all again.

I specifically deny that we are involved in pressuring, stitching together, or in any sense
acting as a catalyst in the deal for Griffini Coal to purchase Western Colieries Ltd.

Mr Court: You are putting together a package of incentives.
Mr PARKER: No, we are not. For some considerable time, Griffin Coal has had a very
strong desire to purchase Western Colleries Ltd.

Mkvr MacKinnon: That's rubbish.

Mr PARKER: It is not rubbish. Griffin was a bidder for Western Colleries when CSR -

Mr Court: Not at $50 million over the market price. How are you going to cover that?
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Mr PARKER: It has nothing to do with us.

Mr Court: We will pick up the paper one day and the deal will be there on the front page.

Mr PARKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition probably will pick up the paper one day
to find that Griffin Coal has bought Western Colleries, but that is nothing to do with us
except insofar as I have outlined. Former Goverrnents took action when, for example, CSR
took over Western Colleries Ltd, which at one stage was a public company, and ensured by
its actions that the interests of the State were protected. That is precisely what we are seeking
to do.

I have already dealt with the issue of the power station. Again, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition tried to say that because we were bringing forward the power station this was
somehow a sinister part of the arrangement. The bringing forward of the power station, as I
have said, has been in the public domain for some considerable time. It may certainly be
stimulating Griffin's interests, as could be imagined, but it is very much a result of the energy
load growth of the State Energy Commission and prudential planning for the ftuture. It has
nothing whatever to do with any involvement with Rorhwells. Indeed, it pre-dates that
involvement.

The other issue that was raised was that of the price of coal. It is certainly the case that I have
indicated that the competitive pressures on coal need to be enhanced so that we can get more
competitive pricing. That can be achieved in a range of ways. Obviously, greater efficiency
is one way in which it can be achieved. Other ways in which it can be achieved are to
enhance the recovery rates from the underground mine. There has been a lot of work done on
that over some years. The member for Floreat may have initiated some work through the
Australian Coal Industry Research Laboratories. Certainly, for some years, if not quite that
long, work has been going on to try to get a higher level of extraction from the underground
operations at Collie. That, by itself, has the potential for some very substantial savings in
cost of operation and thus in price. Indeed, Griffin has advised me that, without diminution
of the company's position, underground coal can be made to be competitive with opencut
coal. That would be a very pleasant change because Govemnments of both political
complexions have seen fit to pay differential prices for underground coal over aboveground
coal in order to stimulate and enhance the development and extraction of that coal into the
future.

I believe there are very substantial opportunities for the reduction in the price of coal.
Indeed, the rate of increase in that price has slackened off very considerably over recent
times. We have been successful in obtaining better conditions under our contracts with the
various coal companies than those which we inherited. I admit that has been done in a much
more competitive energy environment than that which existed when the initial contracts were
written.

The other issue raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition related to further processing of
iron ore, and he raised the question of a jumbo steel mill. Members know that I am
reasonably young, and for most of my childhood I can remember being told about the
imminence of the construction of a jumbo steel mill in Western Australia throughout the
1960s and certainly throughout the l970s. According to former Governments, at different
times it was proposed to build a jumbo steel plant in various locations such as the Pilbara,
Moore River and Kwinana. People fail to understand that a conventional steel mill is not
dependent in large measure, certainly not in cost terms, on iron ore; however, it is
considerably dependent in cost ternms on coke and coking coal. The cost of obtaining that
coke and coal makes or breaks any steel mill operation. Of course, other things are involved,
such as capital cost, how it is operated, and so forth. [ am sure the member for Floreat would
agree that the absence of coking coal supplies in Western Australia has always stymied the
development of a major steel mill in this State. From memory, I think that in the order of six
per cent of the input cost of a steel mill is related to iron ore and 30 per cent is related to
coke. It can be seen that although it sounds right to put steel and iron ore together, and it
appears to be the optimum situation to have a steel mill located next to an iron ore field, in
fact it is far more appropriate to locate such a steel mill next to a metallurgical grade coal
field. That is the case in New South Wales.

Having said that, opportunities always present themselves for further processing of iron ore;
the Government has strongly supported - as have previous Governments - the efforts of
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CRA in Germany to develop a breakthrough in the processing of iron ore. The Government
continues to review direct reduction - DR - iron; that is, in simple terms, iron from which the
oxygen has been removed. The Government has tried to interest companies and other people
in that process. However, there are problems with these processes; all over the world DR
plants have been shut down both for economic and technical reasons. In fact, this Stare
should probably be grateful that it did not construct one of those plants in the early stages of
the industry because it would possibly have become a white elephant. The plant technology
is now better understood and opinions vary as to whether such a plant should be built in
Western Australia; some people say that such a plan: could be successful in Western
Australia and others say that it could not. Other technologies have been developed such as
the corex process by the Austrian company, Voest Alpine, and a whole host of other
processes, all of which are kept under review by, and about which various propositions are
before, the Government from rime to time. I read Press comment the other day about the iron
carbide proposal, on which Hamnersley Iron did a lot of work at one stage; when the company
refused to proceed with that proposal due to lack of economic viability one of its employees
left the company to set up his own company to further progress that development. That
development may achieve at least some further processing of ci.r iron ore. Further
processing of our iron ore is needed, not only in relation to the production of steel, but also -
as somebody commented recently - because our iron ore can no longer be said to be the
highest quality of iron ore available in large quantities anywhere in the world.
Mr Lightfoot: It is not far off. I take it the Minister is talking about Brazilian iron ore?
Mr PARKER: Yes, I am. Western Australia has a great advantage in that it has lump ore in
large amounts, which Carajas. does not have. That is a considerable advantage. However, in
terms of chemical composition, Carajas ore is several per cent better in Fe content and lack of
impurities than is Western Australian ore.
Mr Lightfoot: I do not know that that is correct.
Mr PARKER: It is correct and I suggest that the member for Murchison-Eyre look at the
figures. I am not denigrating Western Australian ore, which is of world class by any stretch
of the imagination, but I emphasise that to maintain a competitive edge, apart from anything
else, the ore needs to be further processed to remove impurities. For example, a processing
mechanism to remove phosphorous from the ore would be very useful and it would
substantially upgrade the midneable reserves of ore in Western Australia.
The member for Cottesloe raised a number of issues, some of which related to comments
made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, to which I have already responded. The
member also asked me to detail certain matters; for example, he asked about the $8 million
payout to Barrack Silicon from the expenditure in last year's Budget. That figure has been
paid out. Extensive debate took place in this Chamber at the time and the circumstances are
well known. I am delighted to say that construction at the Kemnerton site is progressing well
and the Government has not made provision this year for additional payments for two
reasons: First, no matter what happens, no payment will be required this year; and secondly,
given the progress that has been made to date no substantial payments will be required in
future years.
The member for Cottesloe also specifically queried whether Bond Corporation had put its
$225 million cash into the petrochemical industry, as opposed to engaging in what he
described as some fancy financing deal. I do not know from where Bond Corporation
obtained the cash, but that $225 million of Bond equity is represented by cold hard cash ftom
the company. I say that unequivocally, as I have said it publicly in the past, but if there is any
increased status in saying it in this Chamber, F1 am more than happy to add to that by
repeating it. There is no suggestion of that or of any Government involvement in obtaining
that $225 million by Bond Corporation.
Other issues raised by both the member for Cotresloe and the member for Floreat relate to the
non recourse loan for this project. Both members have raised a number of issues on this
matter and asked for simple, one word answers. It is not a case of shillyshallying, but it is
impossible to give one word answers on such complex matters. Financial arrangements of
that size cannot be covered by one word, but rather by volumes of papers, and they are very
complex. When I referred to who was taking on particular risks, that was very relevant to the
question of a non recourse loan because banks will not rake on to themselves a suite of risks;
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they will rake on certain risks they believe are justified in the light of the finances of the
project. For example, a bank would not take on a project completion risk because it would
have no control over it. Either the owners of the project must take on to their balance sheets
the project completion risk, or somebody else must. If I had not answered that aspect of the
question, the member for Floreat could have been correct in imagining that it was impossible
to have a non recourse loan. However, the project completion risk is: First, that when the
$700 million to $800 million has been spent the plant has been built and, secondly, that the
plant is capable of efficient nuining. That risk has been taken by JGC and Clough, the
principal contractors and engineers of the project. In turn they have guarantees as to the
operability of various components of the plant which relate back to the suppliers of the
technology or the subcontractors they are using - for example, the suppliers of the chioralkali
plant or ethylene cracker. They will reduce 'their risk by getting the project risk offlaid by
suppliers such as B. F. Goodrich, Stone and Webster, Asahi Glass or Asahi Chemicals, or
whoever it ends up being; that is the basis on which they will minimise their risk. That is
probably the single most important risk anyone would be concerned about. Cert airily, had it
been the case that the Government or Bond Corporation - which I cannot speak for - had been
required to take on the project completion risk then I assure members that that would not
have been a non recourse loan under any circumstances and I doubt very much that we would
have been prepared to enter into the project on that basis because the exposure would have
been too great. The point is that that risk is not there. First Boston Corporation has reviewed
the various levels of risk, the various elements of the project and the cash flow projections,
which are nor based on a continuation of current high levels of prices for the project at all, as
I have stared repeatedly, but based on very conservative estimates of what might happen to
prices. They have said - and they have expanded on this much more extensively in the report
they have given us - in the letter I have tabled that they believe there will be 100 per cent non
recourse finance available. The member for Cotresloe has said publicly - and I thought I had
responded to him publicly through the media - that 1 should state two things if there were to
be any changes to that: Firstly, that I should state that publicly; and secondly, that I should
come to the Parliament for approval for it.

I issued a statement in response to that demand in which I said that if there were any changes
to the non recourse arrangements I would state so publicly, so if I have said something that is
right now but not right in the future then [ will make that clear at the time. I am committed to
that, and commit to it again here in the Chamber. So far as coming to the Parliament for
approval is concerned, the member for Cottesloe, above all people, knows that that has never
been done previously for any of these sorts of arrangements. The pipeline is an example;
$1 billion was spent totally on the balance sheet without any non recourse aspects to it
whatsoever at the risk of the electricity tariff payers of the State through the SEC who are,
essentially, the taxpayers, and that was never approved by this Parliament. If there is any
change to those arrangements which affects the contingent liability of the State, I. am
prepared to make that public at the rime.

Mr Mensaros: I ask the Minister to say that in the fixture the Government would not accept
any responsibility for default.
Mr PARKER: In relation to default, I thought that I had already talked about the project
completion risk and operability of the plant. That is not our risk but the risk to be taken by
somebody else. The member for Eloreat asked why should the bank take on that risk and said
that that is why he doubts the credibility of non recourse finance. I say to look at who is
taking on the risk - the project engineer-constructer and the suppliers of various technologies.
If the member for Floreat is saying that he does not believe that the 100 per cent non recourse
finance is available, then I say that our advice is that it is; but that if there is any change to
that, then I have committed myself in a Press statement, which was made in response to a
statement made by the member for Cottesloe, to announce that publicly and make it
absolutely clear what we are proposing to do.

Mr Mensaros: The Minister has still not said that the Government will not take responsibility
in future. That is what he ought to say; that is what taxpayers ought to know.
Mr PARKER: I have told the member for Floreat that we have been negotiating on the basis
that there will be a 100 per cent non recourse finance facility available.

Mr Mensaros: Why not answer my question?
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Mr PARKER: I have answered the question. I have already stated that if that changes I will
make it public.

Mr Mensaros: A typical non answer.

Mr PARKER: That was one of the commitments I was asked to give by the member for
Cottesloe. He specifically issued a statement asking for that commitment, and I gave it to
him.

Mr Hassell: In conjunction with the proposition that you then had to bring it back to the
Parliament. The Minister has put forward this deal on the basis it will be non recourse
finance; that would be a fundamental change.

Mr PARKER: The member for Cottesloe knows very well that none of these arrangements
are ever brought to the Parliament; they never have been. I will deal in my few remaining
moments -

Mr Mensaros: Have you given an intent to guarantee to the SEC?

Mr PARKCER: To guarantee what?

Mr Mensaros: An intent of guarantee to the SEC.
Mr PARKER: The SEC has the same sort of arrangement.

Mr Mens arcs: Has the Minister given them a letter of intent?

Mr PARKER: I have said time and again that the contractual arrangements of the SEC with
the new owners of PICL are in all material terms the same as those negotiated between the
SEC and Dallas Dempster when he was the proponent of the petrochemical plant. I further
stated that, in fact, the contracts that have been signed between Petrochemical Industries Co
Ltd and the State Energy Commission are also in the same sorts of prudential terms - to use
the concept brought forward by the member for Floreat - that our contracts with other plants
are such as our contract with the LPG plant - a large user of electricity - or our contracts with
other big users such as BP or Western Mining Corporation. That certainly is the case. I am
nor prepared to go into the detail of those arrangements, as the member for Floreat was nor
willing to do so when he was Minister. There is nothing unusual about the arrangements in
place there.

In my few remainiing minutes I will deal with the comments of the member for Moore
concerning the plant at Muchea. I think a lot of what I would have said has been answered
by the comments of the member for Murchison-Eyre. There is nothing in his comments
concerning that plant with which I fundamentally disagree. I think it is a very good plant and
a good project for Western Australia. I commend Minproc not only on seeing an opportunity
to develop a mineral sands mine, which many people had looked at trying to develop over the
years but had not quite made it, but also for having seen the potential to fuily integrate such a
plant to add as much value as possible to the product or to at least one element of the product.
The combination of the baskc mine and wet/dry mills, a synthetic rutile plant, and the titanium
dioxide plant, which they have indicated an intention to build, is a very substantial addition to
this State's economic base. Of course, each aspect of that addition had to be dealt with in the
normal way through full and extensive environmental processes.

There has already been application of the full process in relation to the mine itself and the wet
and dry mill, although my colleague has said to me that he is not 100 per cent certain that the
final appeals have been dealt with. Certainly, all the public process has been gone through
such as the EPA report, which has been released. It is clear, so far as that side of things is
concerned, that if it has not been approved it is very close to approval and all the indications
are that there is absolutely no problem with that. Even the member for Moore concerned
himself more with the synthetic rutile plant than with the first stage of the operation. The
synthetic rutile plant is, of course, undergoing a public environmental review ight at this
moment. In fact, the document from which the member for Moore read was from the PER,
which was prepared for the project proponents; and it was issued precisely so that people like
the electors of the member for Moore and others could ask questions about what they wanted
to know about that plant. So far as I am concerned, the EPA has an extraordinarily good
record of not only assessing projects of this type and the sorts of issues that have been raised
by the member for Moore, but also of responding in great detail to the queries raised. For
example, the EPA received thousands of submidssions about the proposed
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silicon smelter, and it actually set out all the questions, and nominated a specific answer to
each of the questions. I have no doubt it will continue to follow that practice in respect of the
synthetic rutile plant. One part of the company's proposed arrangement with Kerr-McGee is
chat they will build a titanium dioxide plant at Kwinana. That is under discussion at the
moment, and is at an early stage of environmental assessment. There have been discussions
with the Town of Kwinana, my department, and the Environmental Protection Authority.
The Town of Kwinana has given in-principle endorsement to the project going ahead, subject
to the normal environmental constraints and reviews. I expect there will be a progressing of
that in the near future. As the member for Moore said, Kerr-McGee and Min~roc will be
signing agreements with each other tomorrow. There is, from my understanding, no
requirement for the Government to sign anything because all we are doing is performing the
normnal governmental role. They may ask me, as a matter of courtesy, to witness it, but there
is no commitment by the Government other than the commitment we would ordinarily give
through the normal environmental and Mining Act processes, and the areas of involvement of
the Department of Resources Development. It may be the case that there is an agreement Act
formulated in relation to this project, because I think the project proponents would like such
an Act. I have indicated our willingness to enter into such an Act, but that would not
override the sorts of concerns and processes by the EPA that would normally rake place.
I do not believe that the concerns expressed by the member for Moore on behalf of his
constituents - although he has every right to raise them - have any legitimacy, certainly not in
the sense of any pre-emption of the addressing of those concerns by any agreements which
may be signed in the near future. The member raised the matter of using railway lines. We
are always happy to keep under review the question of whether railway lines should be built.
I think the era of rail is returning, especially in the areas of heavy haulage and bulk transport;
there is a worldwide trend back to the use of rail. The question of whether rail can be used in
this situation will depend entirely on the economics of the project, and to some degree on
factors such as traffic flow, which were mentioned by the member for Moore, although I
agree with the member for Murchison-Eyre that this traffic flow will not materially alter as a
result of this project.

Mr Lightfoot interjected.

Mr PARKER: All I can say is that depending on the state of the project, rail will be extended
to the site for the transportation of coal, but the member for Moore was talking about
extending the railway line from this site up to Cooljarloo. He said we should look ahead and
build a railway link further north. I was saying that could be kept under review. It is not a
difficult thing to do. It would probably be fairly expensive, but it would not be difficult.
That addresses the issues raised by members opposite. I unfortunately missed some of the
comments made by the member for Narrogin because I had to meet some electors who were
brought here by the member for Mitchell and the member for Murray-Wellington, but I
understand his concerns were also about the siting.
[The member's time expired.]

Item 1: Salaries, Wages and Allowances -

,Mr MacKINNON: I want to talk about the State Energy Commission - which I believe
would be covered under this Division - and about what I thought was an astounding response
by the Government and the Minister for Economic Development and Trade to the strike
which took place yesterday. 1, like all other Western Australians, was outraged by the action
taken by the men who stopped work yesterday and who placed lives at risk right across the
State - ranging from men trapped underground in Kalgoorlie, to accidents occurring at
intersections, to people on life support systems being placed at risk. The Government's
reaction to that was to say, "That is disgraceful; it is terrible; rut tut; that should not occur; we
do not like what you are doing." However, we see today this headline in the Daily News:
"They'll get paid!" Those working men, who were rapped over the knuckles yesterday - limp
wristedly - have now received a golden handshake. Not only did they hold the State to
ransom but they have also been paid for doing so. I express my condemnation of the
Government for approving of that activity, despite these words from the Minister: "The
safety issue had been long resolved prior to the dispute going ahead." So the safety issue had
been resolved, yet this Govemnment approved of the payment being made.

4418 [ASSEMBLY)



[Thursday, 27 October 19881 41

Mr Thompson: He probably directed that it be paid.

Mr Parker: Certainly not.

Mr MacKINNON: The report said -

Mr Parker said the CMEWIJ had caused the blackouts and deregistration was one
option the Government could look at.

He did not say the Government would; he said it could. Is that what the Government is going
to do?

Mr Parker: In about 13 minutes I will be able to respond to you.

Mr MacKINNON: The report says also -

He also threatened to review wage increases which were linked to continuity of
supply clauses.

The Minister threatened! What an empty threat! He has paid them. They held the State to
ransom, but the Minister is saying, "Naughty boys. Here, I have a bit of money for you."

Mr Thompson: They already have an agreement that there will be no interruptions to supply.

Mr MacKfl'NON: Yes. They breached the agreement, and the penalty was that they got
paid. The Minister said also, "Maybe we need to focus our attention on this union." Maybe!
What a limp wristed response from this Government! This strike was universally condemned
across the length and breadth of the State. I say to the Minister that his response to that strike
was pathetic, and the people of Western Australia think the same.

Mr Marlborough: What would you have done?

Mr MacKINNON: Does the member for Cockburn support the strike pay? The member will
not answer the question. He is the non-existent member for Cockbum., He is not even
prepared to stand up and answer his own Government. He is as limp wristed as his Minister.

I indicated when we met with the unions that we intend to bring in essential servkces
legislation to ensure that this sort of thing does not happen again. We intend to implement
this legislation and to make strikes such as the one which occurred yesterday a thing of the
past. I give the House a second commitment: Strike pay will not be paid, under a
Government [ lead, in circumstances such as those that occurred yesterday. Does the member
for Cockburn support the strike pay? If he does not, he should have the gumption to say so.
Go home, little boy; go back to Cockbumn. He is a Government member who has the temerity
to ask questions, but he does not have the guts to stand behind his Minister. He will not
answer a question. He will be staying on the back bench for a lot longer than he thinks. I
give two categoric commitments: We will implement essential services legislation; and strike
pay will not occur. We will not tolerate that type of activity - and who should? What penalty
is that for a union that held this State to ransom? What will they say when the Minister goes
down there and says, "Next time we might deregister you"? They will laugh in his face - and
so they should. I speak for thousands of Western Australians when I say that the people are
looking for a Government to stand up to this type of activity. They are not looking for a
Government that just gives in as this Government did. They are looking for a Government
that will show some real leadership, and it is about time this Government did.

Mr PARKER: I want to deal specifically with this issue before other members speak because
I think it needs to be dealt with.

The discussions that took place, starting on Tuesday, were held, as one would expect, at the
management level of the State Energy Commu-ission - both its industrial relations management
and its more senior management - in relation to the safety issues which were in dispute. As I
have said before, those issues related to an incident which took place and which was in my
view - and I think this is now acknowledged by just about everybody - potentially but
fortunately not actually one of the most serious types of industrial incident relating to safety
that can possibly occur; that is, where someone takes action to start up a piece of machinery
that has been tagged out or off line because people are working on it. People have spoken of
the various degrees to which they believe workers were exposed to injury in that regard, and I
will not enter that debate because I do not think it is relevant to the point. Certainly it is just
about the most serious kind of incident I can think of, and
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similar actions in the past have led to very serious injury and, indeed, death. As a result there
is absolutely no question that, from both a management and a work force point of view, they
are actions which are totally irresponsible.

Mr Macinnon: You said the safety issue had been resolved.

Mr PARKER: I ami coming to that. As I was saying, they are actions which are totally
irresponsible and should have been dealt with much more promptly than they were.
Unfortunately the people on site at Kwinana did not deal with them quite as promptly as they
m-ight have done, and as a result extensive discussions ended up being held on Tuesday
afternoon with the most senior levels of SEC management. The unions which were directly
involved in chose discussions were the metal trades unions - not just the Metal Workers
Union itself, but other metal unions as well - and those unions, of course, were in
negotiations with the other unions involved at the plant but not in the particular incident. One
of those was the Construction Mining and Energy Workers Union. These negotiations led to
extensive discussions about the basis upon which the unions would agree that they were
satisfied that a safety incident of that type could not recur, and certainly by about six o'clock
on Tuesday evening, if not a little earlier than that, almost all1 of those issues had been
addressed. There was a residual issue in that the membership of the union to which belonged
the supervisor concerned was antagonistic towards any action being taken against him, but
that matter was resolved reasonably amicably and the work force - and certainly the union
officials and the stewards who were at the meeting on Tuesday evening -were satisfied with
the decisions that were made and were prepared and willing to recommend those to their
membership.

In fact, on Wednesday morning meetings did take place, as had been scheduled, and the metal
trades unions accepted what their union leadership and shop stewards had negotiated as being
satisfactory, but the CM.EU members did not. They took the view they would take industrial
action notwithstanding the fact that, as I have said, they were not actually part of the
industrial incident concerned. During the day extensive attempts were made to get the parties
together and in the final analysis the Industrial Relations Commission convened a conference.
Thai conference lasted for a considerable proportion of yesterday, and at the conference
extensive discussions took place between SEC management - both the general management
and the Kwinana management - and the work force. Part of the proposals resulting from that
conference that ensured an inmnediate return to work involved, as has been stated, payment
for the time off. Certainly, to answer the member for Contesloe, it was not as a result of any
direction at all by the Government; it was the outcome of an Industr-ial Relations Commission
process. I guess the SEC took the view that for the expenditur of a few thousand dollars it
could save itself several million dollars and the community several tens of millions of dollars.
That is not to say that the matter will end there. All the questions alluded to in the article to
which the Leader of the Opposition referred -

Mr Macinnon: Do you support the strike pay being paid?

Mr PARKER: All the issues which [ have raised which are alluded to in the article read out
by the Leader of the Opposition, such as deregistration and looking at wages increases which
were contingent on such things as productivity increases and the continuity of supply
arrangements, are still very much in the court of the State Energy Commission and the
Government, and I can assure members they will1 be pursued. We have not regarded this as
the end of the matter. We are not waiting until the next occasion to decide what we should
do. We will pursue the issues -

Mr Macinnon: You don't even tell us whether you support the strike pay.

Mr PARKER: - the issues that, as a result of -

Mr Macinnon: Do you support it or don't you?

Mr Lewis: Give us an opinion - come on.

Mr PARKER: I am trying to answer the question. When one tries as a Minister to
rationally -

Mr Macinnon: I know it is a problem. You can never say yes or no. You are like the
Premier.

Mr PARKER: It is very rarely the case -
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Mr Macinnon: You could not sleep straight in bed.

Mr PARKER: I cannot get a word in edgeways. It is rarely the case that if one is acting
responsibly and rationally in the performance of one's duties one can simply give a yes or no
answer to just about anything. I wish it were the case. Life would be far simpler. My time
would be far less consumed iffI could say yes or no to a whole host of things that come across
my desk or within my portfolio. I would have a much more pleasant life, I can assure
members.

Mr Hassell: When it comes to trade unions you always say yes and never say no.

Mr PARKER: What nonsense. Unfortunately for me in terms of the administration of my
portfolio, and probably unfortunately for the world, things are not that simple and they are
particularly not simple when human sensitivities and issues are involved. As my colleague.
the member for South Metropolitan Province and a former Minister for Industrial Relations,
Hon D.K. Darn, always used to say when he held the labour portfolio now held by the
Minister for Labour in this Chamber, the problem with industrial relations is that it is really
human relations and, however imperfect that may be, it does not produce perfect results. I
would far prefer that no strike pay had been paid - absolutely - but the SEC representatives at
the conference yesterday made the decision that that was to be the outcome in order to get an
early resolution - not to finish the issue off or terminate it or make it the end of the day, but
rather to get an early resolution - and to stop the sorts of problems that were occurring, both
for the commnission in its commercial activity and for the public, most importantly. The few
thousand dollars involved was not as important as securing an early return to work. Then, in
a calmer and more rational environment in the absence of a dispute such as that, they would
be able to negotiate the things it was necessary to negotiate.

That is why I have been somewhat guarded in the comments I have made about what we
intend, as a Government and through the SEC, to do; because politically speaking it would be
a very easy task for me to carry on about all the sorts of things the Opposition carries on
about - and of course, Liberal Governments did that extensively when they were in power. I
can recall the member for South Perth, in particular, always beating his breast about the sorts
of things he would do to the various unions. He never did them but he made lots of nice
headlines. They had an infinitely higher record of industrial stoppages generally, and in the
SEC specifically, during the time they were in power than we have now. It was infinitely
higher; yet they gave the impression of being terribly tough about these things because it was
easy for them to make those sorts of statements. Frankly, it is probably politically
unfortunate for us because being rational, sane, and trying to deal with these things in the
most efficacious way is not always what the public wants. I understand that, but if one is
actually trying achieve results, it is nevertheless the best way to go. The history of the
Government over the last five and a half years shows that it has been extraordinarily
successful - certainly much more successful than our predecessors in Government and
Governments which are often referred to, such as the Joh Bjellce-Petersen Government - in
ensuring the continuity of this sort of supply to the public.

Mr HASSELL: This morning as I drove to Parliament House I listened to the Diana
Warnock program. One of the callers to that program was the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade who rang to correct previous callers who had said they supported the
strike because it was about a safety issue. On the radio the Minister correctly said that the
strike was not about a safety issue because that had already been resolved. That is what the
Minister said on air this morning; he was very precise about it and he went through the steps
by which the issue had been resolved.

Let us refer to history, because this Minister has a very short memory. It will be remembered
that last year there was a major dispute with the SEC over the four per cent productivity pay
claim. At that time the Minister took a strong line and said that the Government was going to
change all the work practices which are costing the SEC so much. We have now, as we had
then, documentary evidence of the work practices the Minister wished to change. However,
there was a strike and the Minister backed off. He climbed down; he walked away from
confronting those militant unionists and said, "No, we will solve this by negotiation and
discussion." More importantly, the Minister said at the time that the reason he had backed
off - and it was like a rerun of what he has just said - was that he had secured from the unions
a continuity of supply agreement. That is what he said. That is what he said he had
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secured for his backdown last year; this year he told the Chamber what he has secured for his
next backdown, which is to pay strike pay to these disruptive militants. He said that the
Government will have discussions about what will happen in the future.
Mr Greig: We will have another continuity of supply agreement.
Mr HASSELL: Yes, and all will be cosy between these militant unionists and the
Government. This Minister talks tough to the media, trying to get across to the public how
much he is on their side and how he disapproves of the unions' actions. He says, "These
unions are irresponsible; they have broken their continuity of supply agreement by going on
strike when a safety issue was not involved, and that is all wrong." However, the Minister
did not tell the public that there was a secret agreement made to pay them strike pay. That
was disclosed by the media. Once again a dishonest Government, dishonestly going about its
business.

Points of Order
Mr PEARCE: I do not like to be forever raising these points of order, but we have already
had a discussion about the extent to which a general debate can be conducted on the item
"Salaries". On previous occasions the ruling was that with regard to the debate on any matter
members can raise those things during the general debate, but then on the specific items,
including salaries, members cannot debate the whole set of general issues over again on the
spurious basis that salaries are designed to provide for people who are doing these things.
We have had that ruling quite specifically in terms of this debate, and I read out earlier today
a much more -
Mr Greig: It is not salaries; it is strike pay.
Mr PEARCE: The member was not talking about strike pay; he was talking about the whole
general business of relations with the unions and the recent strike.
Mr Hassell: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade has just spent three quarters
of an hour talking about this subject.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Alexander): Order! The Leader of the House is taking a
point of order.
Mr PEARCE: The member is canvassing the issue very widely. I have taken points of order
previously in respect of the use of item 1, salaries, to run into a general debate. If the
member is responding on the strike pay issue, that is one thing - that is. whether the strike pay
ought to be paid. However, when I entered the Chamber the member was canvassing a
whole range of industrial matters which were at best tenuously related to that. I hope, Mr
Deputy Chairman, that you wil be prepared to consider the limits of the debate. The member
ought not to be allowed to use item I as the means of a general debate.
Mr HASSELL: I would have thought that it is in the interests of the Government to have this
debate dealt with, but all the Government has done today is waste time with these points of
order. The Government will not stop people bringing out the truth about its actions. There
are two points: Firstly, whether the Leader's point of order is right or wrong, the fact is that
the Deputy Chairman's predecessor in the Chair allowed this matter to be debated for three
quarters of an hour, and for you, Mr Deputy Chairman, to come along and suggest that I
cannot contribute to this debate would have to be an extraordinarily inconsistent way of
running the Chair. Secondly, we are dealing with item 1, salaries, and the precise point I am
talking about is the payment of salaries to people who did not work for those salaries.
Mr PEARCE: My understanding is that the Minister was responding for that time to the
general debate.
Mr Hassell: He was not.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMVAN: There are two points that I would make in response to this.
Firstly, we are not dealing with the general debate any more; we are dealing with the item.
Secondly, as far as I am aware, the salaries, wages and allowances actually under discussion
do not include SEC salaries and wages and allowances because the SEC is a statutory
authority and it is not funded through the CRE. On both points, regardless of what happened
in the Chair before I camne in, because we are now in a different stage of the discussion, and
given the previous rulings of the Speaker and my clear understanding that the Standing
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Orders preclude debate outside of the item under discussion, I think the point of order of the
Leader of the House is quite correct. I ask the member for Contesloe to direct his remarks to
die item dealing with salaries, wages and allowances of presumably the resources
development sector of Government, but not the SEC.
Ms HASSELL. I understand your ruling, Mr Deputy Chairman. It could be quite tight, but it
is outrageous because under the previous Chairnman we debated this issue.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMVAN: Are you taking a point of order?

Ms HASSELL: Yes, I am because!I am vrying to avoid dissenting from your ruling. T'he
debate was already well under way on the very point I was speaking to. It may be that chat
was wrong, but commonsense in the administration of the Chair does not allow for the
Parliament to hear half the debate and not the other half.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We obviously interpret commionsense in slightly different
ways. I point out again that the Minister closed discussion on the general debate a couple of
minutes before I came to the Chair. We are now discussing items, and therefore there is no
continuation of the general debate we have just witnessed.

Ms Hassell: Mr Deputy Chairman, you are factually wrong.

Mr COURT: If I could just explain the situation: The general debate finished with the
Minister replying. We then got on to items and the Leader of the Opposition, in item 1,
wanted to deal with the strike pay being paid to SEC workers. The Minister for Economic
Development and Trade then got up and said that, before any other members spoke on this
item, he wanted to spell out what happened during the strike, and what happened with the
strike pay.
Mr Pearce: So you raised it under an item first.

Mr COURT: The Leader raised it under item I; he spoke for 10 minutes and then the
Minister responded. The Minister had said, "Let me speak first because I want to explain the
Government's position."

Msr Pearce: This is all out of order. Time has caught up with you. The Opposition has had a
say; we have had a say, so we should return to the debate.

Mr Hassell: You should have been here to take the point of order earlier.

Ms Pearce: The State Energy Commission is not under discussion.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAkN (Dr Alexander): On the point of order, [ appreciate what the
member says. Perhaps [ was in error in my previous remark about general debate versus the
item. However,! c hink that the other point still stands; that is, that we are discussing item 1,
Salaries, Wages and Allowances in this Division, under the control of the Deputy Premier
and Minister for Economic Development and Trade. I therefore strongly suggest that if we
want to progress the Budget debate further, such matters should be raised at an appropriate
time on the agenda.

I am repeating what the Speaker said only a few hours ago on what held up progress this
morning. Therefore, while I retract what I said about item versus general debate, the ruling
still stands.

Mr HASSELL: Perhaps I could seek your guidance, Mr Deputy Chairman. It is grossly
unfair to have this situation arise. I do not think that we can conduct the business of the
House in that way. However, if it were possible for me to raise this issue - and that seems to
me to be legitimate - under item 7, Energy Policy and Planning, which seems to relate to the
way in which energy is provided in this State, then perhaps I could do so then.

Mr Pearce: You cannot use the items in that way.

Mr& HASSELL: That relates to energy policy.

Mr Pearce: You cannot discuss the item; you have to discuss a specific expenditure. That is
the rule, ask the member for Vasse.

Mr HASSELL: I am asking the Deputy Chairman; I am not asking the Leader of the House.
The Leader of the House comes in here and wastes time. The whole matter would have been
over, and I would have been in my seat if the Minister had not come in and fiddled around.
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Mr Deputy Chairman, I seek your guidance as to whether it would be possible to deal with
this matter under the item suggested. Broadly it is a matter of energy policy and planning, on
which there is a $916 000 allocation, and one which embraces the way in which the
operations of the SEC are conducted.

The DEPUTIY CHAIRMAN: On that point, member for Cortesloe, I think it is up to the
member speaking to demonstrate to the Chair, rather than the reverse, what the relevance of
the remarks are to the item under discussion. If, when we get to item 7, the member is able to
demonstrate to me that his remarks are relevant to that item, then the answer is yes.

Committee Resumed
Item 2: Corporate Services -
Mr COURT: Under this item -

Point of Order
Mr HASSELL: I am sorry, Mr Deputy Chairnan, Before the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition goes on -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member clearly indicated to me then that he was not going
to speak, and that was my understanding.

Mir HASSELL: I wanted to deal with another issue under item 1. Can I conclude on that?

Mr Pearce: No. We are on item 2.

Mr Blaikie: Hie is able to do that.

Mr Pearce: We are on item 2; we can't go back on items.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:. Order! I did say, "Other items?" before the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition rose which meant that we had finished with item 1. I thought that when the
member for Cottesloe responded or indicated he was to speak later on this matter that that
indeed was the end of item 1; my response indicated that, as did his.
We are now on item 2 to which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has the call.

Committee Resumed
Mr COURT: Would the Minister please explain what this Corporate Services allocation is
paid for, and why the amount is almost double this year?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Any further items?

Mr COURT: Hang on!

An Opposition member: We are waiting for the Minister to reply.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If the Minister is not here he cannot reply. That is a value
judgment on the member's part. The Minister is not here; therefore, I have asked for other
items. There is plenty of enthusiasm to speak.

Mr CASH: In view of the fact that the answer book is here, and the other day that book was
handed around at will for anyone to make an answer, we invite the Leader of the House to
read out the answer, or if perhaps he cannot do that we could employ a monkey. The other
day, as items were called, and answers were called for, the answer book was handed around
to anyone who -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Is the member taking a point of order?

Mir BLAMKE: Mr Deputy Chairman -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMN: What is the point of order?

Mr BLAMKE: I want to speak, if the Deputy Chairman does not mind.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I wanted to clarify whether the member was taking a point of
order.

Mr BLAMKE: I would like the opportunity to speak on item 2. Under this item an amount of
$952 000 is sought by the Government for expenditure during the 1988-89 financial year.
Last year an amount of just over $500 000 was spent. The item is simply headed "Corporate
Services' with an allocation approaching $1 million, so it is incumbent on the Government to
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give a full and detailed explanation to the Chamber. I am disappointed that the Minister is
absent, but on previous occasions other Ministers have provided the answers.
I realise the difficulties you are having, Mr Deputy Chairman, in conducting the Committee
stage, but the Budget debate is the most important debate in the life of any Parliament. The
Government is seeking to appropriate $4 billion from the taxpayers of the State. The
Government should explain to members why it requires certain money, because we are the
custodians for the people of the State. We need a reasonable explanation, because if
members of Parliament do not question Governments, we are failing in our duty. In my view,
this debate is most important because the Government has a duty to explain the
appropriations. In due course, members of Parliament return to their electorates and explain
the validity or otherwise of the Government's arguments.
I remind the Chamber - and, Mr Deputy Chairman, you would be aware of this - that if a
motion of no confidence in the Government's Budget is carried during the Budget debate,
this will cause the Government to fall. I look forward to the Minister's response; depending
on that response, I may seek further clarification on item 2.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Before the Minister responds, the member for Vasse appears to
be by implication criticising the Chair in his remarks. There is no attempt in what I am doing
here to restrict debate on the Budget. I am simply attempting to follow Standing Orders. If
the member is not familiar with those, I suggest he look at Standing Order No 304 covering
Committee debate, particularly footnote 27 at page 102 which reads -

Debate on a 'Division" in the Estimates does not permit discussion on Government
activities not listed in that "Division";

That is what I am using for my guidance.
Mr PARKER: A question has been raised about what the item for Corporate Services
comprises. I am happy to answer that question. Item 2 for Corporate Services combines
items 2 to 8 as they are shown in the Budget for the year ended 30 June 1988. If anyone
wants to look at the detailed headings, I suggest they turn to page 99 of the Estimates of
Revenue and Expenditure of the Consolidated Revenue Fund for the year ending 30 June
1988. 1 will go through in detail the items under the heading Corporate Services.
The first is Other Staffing Costs, which represents $301 000 of the $952 000. That item
comprises overseas and other travel, conferences and seminars, staff training courses and
insurance. The next item is Communications, the estimate for which is $85 000, which
simply allows cost escalation for telephone, telex charges, postage and courier services. The
third estimate is $135 000 which is partly due to an increase in Crown Law legal fees, and is
the main expenditure for that item.
Mr Blailcie: How would that be incurred?

Mr PARKER: The Department of Resources Development negotiates, on behalf of the State,
agreements and Acts between the State and developments. For example, Acts concerning the
silicon plant, which we have been talking about. We try to target where the actual costs
occur, and Crown Law charges. It is a bookkeeping exercise, and cakes the money out of the
Department of Resources Development, which is better than having it hidden in Crown Law.
Mr Blaikie: Does Crown Law recoup the charges?

Mr PARKER: In the receipt section of Crown Law would be a receipt from the Department
of Resources Development as a result of that payment.
Consumable Supplies have been estimated at $48 000 and provide for such items as
stationery, photocopying supplies, motor vehicle fuiel and entertainment expenses.
Maintenance of Plant and Equipment is $64 000. An amount of $19 000 has been included
for maintenance costs associated with the provision of new data base facilities and
maintenance contracts for word processing and photocopying equipment estimated at
$38 000. Under Purchase of Plant and Equipment, $316 000 has been allocated, which was
substantially more than on the last occasion, when it was $32 928. The reason for that is that
there is a very substantial enhancement of capability in regard to computing access to data
base facilities. There is also a much greater allocation than previously for the replacement of
motor vehicles simply because of the fluctuation of when motor vehicles come up for
renewal.
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Mr BLAIKJE: First of all, I thank the Minister for his general explanation; can he give us
more details? The Minister said that $301 000 of the $952 000 is appropriated for general
staffing and other mailers including overseas travel. I ask the Minister to indicate how much
of that $301 000 is to be spent on overseas travel; whether it includes such things as
members' travel on behalf of the department; whether the trip which was arranged some
months ago to look at the petrochemical plant at Kwinana was part of that; also, whether
some of the iron ore consultative councils and any of their trips are part of it. It is important
that the Minister gives us a full breakdown of what is provided for in the comidng year. At the
same time I want him to give an explanation of the expenditure on overseas travel that has
been incurred in the previous 12 months, because it is a fairly significant sum of money.
Whilst he is checking this question of overseas travel, we should remember that there is an
obligation on Parliament to ensure that only properly authorised people are the recipients of
whatever travel concessions and passes are issued by the Government.

It is interesting that, when one reads the work of the Senate Committees in the Federal
Parliament which have been sitting this week, one sees what they have uncovered in relation
to Aboriginal affairs. Ther is a degree of nervousness as there has certainly been a very
strong suggestion of taxpayers' funds being abused. I am not suggesting that is the case with
the Minister's explanation to date, but the Minister should give an account of travel by people
who have used travel facilities in the L987-88 financial year, and the proposed travel for the
1988-89 financial year.

In the same breakdown the Minister indicated $48 000 is to be expended on Consumable
Supplies. The Minister also indicated that entertainment expenses fall within this item. I
would be interested if the Minister would give details of just what amount of entertainment
expenses will be provided. More importantly, while I realise the Minister may not have that
information with him now, bearing in mind there will be plenty of days yet before the Budget
debate concludes, I ask the Minister to table the details of the expenses that have been
incurred by his department in the previous 12 months.

There is also the question of motor vehicles. Can the Minister say how many motor vehicles
there are within his department, and how many people on his staff have the full authorisation
of a Government-paid motor vehicle. The member for Mt Lawley, the shadow Minister for
Transport, raised the question of the number of vehicles in the Government transport pool,
and found there were approximately 100 with a 6WA prefix. Bearing in mind that there are
approximately 90 members of Parliament the public are certainly becoming very much aware
of the number of vehicles which are available.

Mr Thompson: They think we have all got one.

Mr BLAIKIE: I can assure the member for Kalamunda that I certainly have not got one, and
I am sure an awful lot of people on this side of the House have not. I have no problem about
properly authorised and appropriate people having motor vehicles as part of their service
within the Government. The issue that the Government will be obliged to explain is - I will
be going through a number of departments - what motor vehicles are available within its
departments, who is authorised to use them, and at what level does the supply of motor
vehicles stop?

These are the three points I wish to raise with the Minister: Overseas travel for last year and
this year; the amount expended on entertainment, whether such entertainment purposes have
been within Western Australia, and the amount that has been expended outside Western
Australia; and the number of motor vehicles under the Minister's direct control, and who is
authorised to use them.

Mr COURT: Is Mr Kevin Edwards employed under a contract under this item? If so, could
the Minister give me the details of that contract and also inform me whether he receives a car,
travel, and those sorts of things in addition to his salary? If that does not fall under this item
could the Minister please tell me what item it comes under?

Mr PARKER: The amount of overseas travel provided by the Department of Resources
Development is about half the amount that I mentioned. It is $301 000, and the overseas
travel totals $446 000.
Mr Blaikie: Does that include your travel expenses?

Mr PARKER: No; I will explain what it includes. It includes all of the departmental travel
expenses. Now that the Department of Trade Development is in place, it may not have as big
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a role, but at the time the Department of Resources Development had a key role to play in
many of the important issues of this State. It would have been wrong if departmental officers
were not overseas frequently dealing with issues as they arise and trying to attract people to
this State.
I do not believe that the amount is significant. In fact, I am a little surprised at how small it is
in comparison with the work that I know is done by departmental officers, who travel
frequently.

Mr Blaikie: The total cost of $150 000 almost equates with having one person flying around
the world once a week for 52 weeks of the year. It costs $3 000 for an around the world
ticket.

Mr PARKER: No, it costs about $5 000 to go around the world.

Mr Clarko: No, it doesn't - only to go first class.

Mr PARKER: It depends on the level of the officer.

Mr Blaikie: Do all of the members of your staff fly first class?

Mr PARKER: No, they do not. They did under previous arrangements. We have introduced
a scheme which restricts the number of people who can fly first class. Basically, only
departmental heads and officers of one or two other levels can now fly first class.. I think that
applies across all levels of the Public Service. Junior officers, depending on the nature of the
travel, are required to travel on business class or economy class. There are some exceptions
to that. Officers within the financial section of the State Energy Commuission who frequently
fly around the world because of loan requirements and so on are exempted from that
provision and are allowed to travel first class because of the importance of the work they do
and they amount of time they spend travelling.

Mr Blaikie: The State Energy Commission does not come under this division.

Mr PARKER: Of course not; it has its own funds.

I cannot remember the number of cars referred to by the member for Vasse, but I am happy to
provide the member with the figure for the number of cars in the Department of Resources
Development. I recollect that there are three or four, but I do not want to be held to that
figure. There might be four or five by now - I cannot remember. If the figure is different I
will let the member know.

The figure for entertainment would be very small. However, the Department of Resources
Development frequently hosts or participates in the hosting of dinners or luncheons for
visiting delegations.

Mr Court: Our invitations must still be in the mail.

Mr PARKER: On many occasions Opposition members are invited to those functions,
depending on the arrangements.

Mr Court: We only get asked to the Romanian ones.

Mr PARKER: Obviously we ask the member to the best of them.

I was asked whether the travel expenses of the member for Cockburn and the member for
Nedlands would have been borne by this item. They would have been.
Mr Court: That was money well spent.

MY PARKER: I am sure it was.

Mr Court: It fully briefed me for all of the debates we have had in the last month or so.

Mr PARKER: I am pleased to have been of such assistance to the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition.

Mlr Edwards is not employed under this item. However, I am happy to answer the question in
general terms. As the Premier stated at the time that Mr Edwards resigned from the Public
Service and joined my staff, he is on a contract. He is paid on the same basis that he was paid
previously. There is no leveraging up of his pay to take account of his non permanency. He
is certainly provided with the same amenities, including a car and so on, that he was provided
with previously.

4427



Mr Court: What are the terms of his contract?

Mr PARKER: The amount he is paid is the same as he received for his level in the
Department of Premier and Cabinet. I cannot remember what he was being paid. It could be
legitimately argued, that, with a contract as opposed to a permanent Public Service position,
he should be paid a loading. He does not have one. We made it clear at the time that we
would continue his salary at the same level.

Item 3: Resource Strategies and Project Management -

MS& COURT: Will the Minister give me an indication of what resource strategies have been
prepared and what does he mean by the heading of the item "Project Management"?

Mr PARKER: The item covers costs for consultancies and studies. The Department of
Resources Development has a very substantial role to play in these mailers. Only today I
approved a grant of $20 000 to undertake a study of the requirement for rural land in the
Harvey Shire as a result of the Government's purchasing an estate near Kemerton which the
Harvey Shire wanted. It is also involved in various risk and hazard studies which were done
for a cumulative risk analysis in Kwinana and other studies which the Government needs to
do, none of which comes cheaply. That represents $438 000 of the $550 000. Library and
computing services represent $52 000, and travel for divisional officers represents $60 000.
Mr Court: So there is travel in there as well?

Mr PARKER: Yes, ordinary travel.

Mr Blaikie: What sort of travel.

Mr PARKER: Travel to meetings, to conferences and to the Eastern States.

Mr Blaikie: Is your staff paid a travel fee or sitting fee?

Mr PARKER: They are certainly not paid a sitting fee.

Item 4: Project Promotion -

Mr COURT: What sont of projects will be promoted this year?

Mr PARKER: In different years the department produces different publications. It does not
produce all publications every year. Prospect, for example, has been produced for many
years, as the member for Floreat knows. That is an ongoing expenditure although the
publication has been upgraded in the last few months to some degree. This year, for
example, "The Guide for Investors" will be produced and the annual report has already been
produced. Provision has also been made for the department's participation in international
exhibitions such as Gastech 1988, which was held in Kuala Lumpur last week. This item
covers the cost of the displays and promotional material. The Seoul International Trade Fair
is also on at the moment in Korea.
Item 5: Iron Ore Industry Consultative Council -

Mr COURT: We have heard a lot about this council over the years and some of the work it
has been involved in. The Federal Minister for Resources, Senator Cook, often says he was
the driving force in getting the council off the ground. Now, as a Minister, he talks a great
deal about all of the wonderful things that he has done in the iron ore industry. I do not think
we should forget the other things he did in that industry in the Pilbara. When he was
involved through the union movement he seemed to be more concerned about disruption than
he was about production.

Mr Mensaros: You're telling me!

Mr COURT: As the former Minister, the member for Floreat, said, "You're telling me!"

The DEPUTY CHAIRM[AN (Dr Alexander): Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
will explain how this is relevant to the current expenditure proposed.

Mr COURT: It certainly is relevant.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMLAN: I am waiting to hear how it is relevant.

Mr COURT: I am talking about the Iron Ore Industry Consultative Council, and I do not
know how much more specific I can be.
Mrs Buchanan interjected.
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Mr COURT: Is the member saying he was not disruptive? He was one of the most
disruptive elements in the Pilbara.
Mrs Buchanan: That is absolute nonsense.

Several members interjected.

Mr Mensaros: He was a conservative.

Mr COURT: As the fonrmer Minister said, Jack Marks was a conservative compared with
him; I was about to say he was a gentleman compared with that man's behaviour.

Some of the earlier work undertaken by the consultative council included sending
representatives of the union movement to other countries to check out the competition. For
example, they visited Brazil and when they returned they compiled a report on their visit. A
few months after that Peter Jones, a former member of this Chamber, and I visited Brazil and
we prepared a report which contained similar comments to those in the report of the
representatives of the consultative council. Both groups were somewhat concerned about the
competition we were facing in the iron ore industry. In this particular case we were
concerned albout the strong competition that we would face from Brazi:. That is what I would
call being constructive.

Currently we have a serious situation in the iron ore industry where one of the major
companies, Mt Newman Mining Co Pty Ltd, is having great difficulties with industrial
relations. Robe River Iron Associates has gone through a traumatic period and it has now
sorted out its problems. As I mentioned in this place the other day, it was annoying to see
someone like Derrick Schapper, a senior person in the union movement, making it difficult
for Robe River and trying to stop people from obtaining jobs with that company. I will not
repeat the commnents that I made.

It is of concern that the iron ore industry is facing unrest. An allocation of $235 000 has been
made to the Iron Ore Industry Consultative Council and I would appreciate it if the Minister
could provide the following information: Firstly, who are the current members of the
council? Secondly, what work is the council currently undertaking. Thirdly, how will it
spend the $235 000?
I will continue my remarks until the Minister returns to the Chamber to provide me with an
answer. One of the main concerns I have about the iron ore industry - a mailer which I hope
the consultative council will address in the near future. - is that Mr Bill Ethell from the
Construction, Mining and Energy Workers Union, a combination of a number of unions, has
got himself into a very powerful position. He is in a position to control the engine drivers in
the iron ore industry as well as construction workers employed on construction projects such
as at Bun-up. We saw him in action yesterday in relation to the power strike. in the
metropolitan area. We have also seen him in action on building sites around the metropolitan
area. If the Iron Ore Consultative Industry Council is to perform effectively in order that we
receive value for money, I hope it addresses the issue that Mr Ethell is trying to direct that
union into a power situation which is already doing this State a lot of damage. The iron ore
industry in the north of the State can well do without that sort of disruptive activity.

Mr Blaikie: He is probably working overtime at the Port of Fremantle trying to stop the
British fleet.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! We are not debating the British fleet.

Mr COURT: As an aside -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I advise the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that there is no
room in this debate for asides about the British fleet. The member will return to his
comments about the Iron Ore Industry Consultative Council.

Mr COURT: - that person has done a lot of damage when it comes to that fleet.
The point I[want to make about the Iron Ore Industry Consultative Council is that it is being
granted a large sum of money and there is a need for that sort of body in the iron ore industry.
The council should not take it for granted that because it was doing a successful job a few
years ago the Government will continue to provide funds to enable it to undertake its work.
It has to perform and deliver the goods.It is a pity that senior union officials like Mr Schapper
and Mr Ethell have taken it upon themselves to be disruptive in the industry.
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Mrs Buchanan: That has not got a great deal to do with the council.
Mr COURT: What is the council there for?
Mrs Buchanan: It does not handle disputes.
Mr COURT: Is the member for Pilbara saying the council has no say? I have already asked
the Minister to advise who are the members of the council. It is made up of union officials.
Mr Carr The companies are involved.
Mr COURT: That is the idea of it - a consultative council in the industry. The point I am
making is that the most serious things affecting the industry are the disruptive tactics used by
the two groups. I am sure the member for Pilbara will agree wit me that we do not need chat
sort of activity in the iron ore industry. The industry is having difficulty meeting its sales
contracts. The whole idea of the council is to improve the environment in which all parties in
the iron ore industry work.
Mrs Buchanan: I do not think you know anything about the Iron Ore Industry Consultative
Council.
Mr COURT: Is the member saying that I know nothing about the consultative council?
Mrs Buchanan: You don't know anything about the council, and that is obvious from what
you are saying.
Mr COURT: I know how the council operates; and members on this side of the Chamber are
within their rights, during this debate, to say that there are problems in the iron ore industry.
The member for Pilbara must admit that there are serious problems in the industry. The idea
of the consultative council is to help resolve the problems.
Mrs Buchanan: It is not up to the council to resolve disputes.
Mr COURT: What is its role?
Mrs Buchanan: Its role is certainly not to resolve disputes.
Mr COURT; Is the member saying that its role is not to resolve problems?
Mrs Buchanan: I said disputes.
Mr COURT: If the purpose of the council is not to help the industry, what is its purpose?
Mrs Buchanan: You know very little about it.

Mr COURT: Now I am concerned because I am being told by the member for Pilbara that
the purpose of the consultative council is not to help resolve problems in the industry.
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr
Pearce (Leader of the House).

(Questions taken.]
Sitting suspe nded from 6.00 to 7.15 pm

BILLS (2)- RETURNED
1. Skeleton Weed and Resistant Grain Insects (Eradication Funds) Amendment Bill
2. Liquor Amendment B ill

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL
Committee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Thomas) in the Chair, Mr Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.
Division IS: Resources Development, $6 865 000.-
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Item 5: Iron Ore Industry Consultative Council -

Progress was reported after the item had been partly considered.
Mr TAYLOR: I apologise for die absence of the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade but unfortuately he is detained and he has asked me to carry on the debate on his
behalf.
The Iron Ore Consultative Council, as members have indicated, is a very important part of
the iron ore industry in Western Australia. In 1988-89 the estimate for this item represents
die cost of running the council office, which includes the administrative expenses, travel
costs, a research officer and an education program which has a workcing party meeting on a
regular basis. I believe that any objective observer of die iron ore industry would say that die
council has played a most valuable role indeed since its establishment some time ago. It is
the wish of this Government that the council continue to play that role because at this stage
die iron ore industry is facing some problems and die understanding relationship that can be
built up between the trade unions groups, the Government and industry groups involved with
that council is vital to the future of the industry; it is vital for the stability of the industry from
a trade and an industrial relations point of view. Therefore, I hope that the Opposition will
see the same need for this type of council.
Item 6: Effluent Management - S.C.M. Chemicals Ltd -

Mr BRADSIIAW: When the Government entered into the agreement last year in regard to
moving the SCM Chemicals Ltd chloride plant from Australind to Kemnerton, there was a
feeling in the comnmunity, as a result of a Press release put out by the now Deputy Premier.-
who was at that time the responsible Minister - that the entire plant was to be moved to
Kemerton. It is interesting that one of the Harvey Shire Councillors recently criticised the
Government for giving that impression. The people living in Australind would have
welcomed such a move because over the years they have been put out by the company: It is
all very well to say that a lot of those people have moved into the district since SCM
Chemicals, formerly Laporte Industries Ltd, was up and running, but if a proposed
subdivision is approved by the local authority, the area should be a fit and proper place in
which to live. These people have found over the years that Australind, with the pollution and
smnelis which have been emanating from that factory, has not been a very pleasant place in
which to live. It is unfortunate that the entire plant will not be relocated to Kemnerton. The
chloride plant is to be located at Kemerton, but the finishing plant will be at Australind,
which will mean that trucks will have to transport the slurry for the finishing process from
Kemerton to Australind. That will create hazards on our roads, which could have been
avoided if the Government had done the right thing at the time and sited the entire plant at
Kemerton.
Mr BLALKIE: This item provides for an estimated expenditure of $685 000 for effluent
disposal, which I assume is part of the original contractual arrangement between what was
formerly Laporte Industries Ltd, but is now SCM Chemicals Ltd, and the Government in
relation to effluent discharge from the titanium dioxide plant at Australind. An interesting
piece of legislation was introduced in the late 1950s when the Government of the day
undertook the responsibility of meeting die environmental costs associated with effluent
disposal. During the 30 years since those early formative years, significant changes have
occurred in community expectations oif die responsibility that industry must accept for its
waste. Hindsight has proved that the Government of the day should have been far more
circumspect in the way it dealt with meeting the annual cost of effluent disposal, which over
the years has cost the State literally millions of dollars. However, by the same token, the
titanium dioxide plant, which converts raw ilnienite to titanium dioxide, has been the catalyst
for the significant growth and development of the Bunbury region and of the Capel mineral
field.
It is well known that a number of Govemment members would be pleased to see the Capel
mineral field closed because of their concern about some of die elements mined there,
whether they be monazite or some of the other substances. I place on record my appreciation
for that industry and the benefits it has provided to the people of the south west. It was in
many ways a Cinderella industry, which was able to foresee the development and growth of
the Bunbury region and its port. It should be realised that over a period of 30 odd years
between 700 000 tonnes and 1 million tonnes per year of ilinenite product has been shipped
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through the port of Bunbury. The mineral sands industry gave the Btunbury region its first
significant development. The SCM Chemidcals Ltd plant, with its effluent disposal system,
contributed to that development. That plant was built on the Australind estuary, and over a
30 year period subdivisions have taken place and many houses have been built in the area.
The residents have made a concerted effort to have the plant relocated. I regret that the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade is not here because I would prefer to have
made my remarks while he was here. I hope that the Minister handling the legislation for him
will quote to him, chapter and verse, precisely what I am going to say. I was one of the
Opposition members who went to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade's
office at the time the Government was seeking to introduce legislation to provide for the
relocation of the SCM Chemicals site from Australind to Kemerton. During the discussion
that took place it was clearly indicated to me - the other two members who were present at
that timne are no longer members of this House - that the entire plant was going to be moved
from the AustraLind site. In moving the entire plant from the Australind site the Government
would contribute a significant amount of money - or what I thought was a significant amount
of money; it amounted to some millions of dollars - to assist the company with its transfer.

The first phase of the development at Kemnerton would be a chloride plant. The company was
proposing to change from a sulphide process to a chloride process. The suiphide process had
been responsible for some difficulties in the effluent discharge. When it was discharged into
the sea it caused a discoloration, certainly of all the beach sands there. The discoloration was
rnot acceptable to the community, so there had been a lot of pressure for a long timne. The
company agreed to change the process from a sulphide process of restructuring the ilmenite
to a chloride process which was considered much more environmentally acceptable.

Mr Bradshaw: And also more efficient.

Mr BLAJXIE: There is no doubt it was more efficient. The new techniques the company has
at its disposal in the L99Os are far more desirable.

The first part of that briefing indicated that in due course there would be a total movement of
the entire plant which would free up the Australind area. It would make the Australind site,
which is adjacent to the estuary, and very near to the junction of the Collie River, open for
public development. At the same time the Minister indicated that pan of the site would not
be environmentally available to the community due to the severe contamination which had
occurred and which would remain for many years. However, it was said that that area would
be retained as public open space.

During the briefing the Minister indicated that the principals of SCM were over from
America. They had some 24 or 48 hours in Western Australia and wanted parliamentary
approval for the agreement to be signed forthwith or they would walk away from the project.
The Government had to make a very quick decision, and a very purposeful one. It was
believed that this development was in the best interests of the south west. Several hundred
people would be involved in the constnuction of the new site, and there would be a significant
upturn of employment with all the ancillary people involved.

I was Opposition spokesman on environmental matters at that time, and my concern was with
the environmental review. I raised with the Minister whether there would be any discharge
into the ocean or any of the waterways. The Minister indicated that this would not be
necessary in view of the new processes. After that short and intensive briefing it was for the
Opposition to decide whether to support the project or otherwise. One could go only on the
explanation of the Minister and the good faith the Opposition had displayed in agreeing to
support it, bearing in mind a by-election in the south west was imminent. I would not say
that the Government chose this as a fortuitous moment to make the announcement that a by-
election was in the offing, but the Opposition accepted the position in good faith.

It finally transpired that the Minister had not told all the facts. Hie certainly misled me -

Mr Bradshaw: And the people of Australind.

Mr BLAIKIE: He also misled the people of the south west. What has happened is that the
chloride plant has gone to Kemerton, but the balance of the plant remains at Australind. This
was the plant which was very strongly objected to in 1987 and 1988, and it is still objected to.
It is still there, and there does not appear to be any attempt on the horizon to move it.

It is also significant that the member for Mitchell paraded himself as a champion of the
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cause. He took credit by way of public comments on radio and elsewhere saying that he was
responsible for having the whole plant moved to the Kemenon site. Even the member for
Mitchell believed that the whole plant would be moved. I shall pause at this point to allow
the member for Bunbury to indicate whether he believed in August last year thai the entire
plant would be moved.

Mr P.J. Smith: I never heard the Minister say the entire plant would be moved, but I do know
that the general impression was that eventually the entire plant would be shifted.

Mr BLAEIIC: The member for Bunbury has a clouded memory of the circumstances, but I
was in the Minister's office and I heard him say the entire plant would be moved.

Mr P.J. Smith: I would certainly like to see it shifted.

Mr BLAMKE: The Minister gave a clear indication to me that the plant would be shifted, and
my colleague, the member for Murray-Wellington, indicated that a Press statement was
released a few weeks ago by a shire councillor of the Shire of Harvey and she believed that
the entire. plant would be moved. The Minister misled the Opposition at that time. One goes
to meetings with Ministers acting in the best interests of the State and expecting that the
information given will be correct. The information I was given has not proved to be correct
at all. I take great exception to this.

But I take greater exception to this: Here is one of the first opportunities I have had during a
Budget debate to bring this forward. We expect the Minister to be in the House tonight while
this matter is dealt with. This is very important to me, and also to the people of the south
west. Where is the Minister tonight?

Mr Taylor: He cannot be here.

Mr BLAMKE: Well, where is he?

Mr Taylor: That is his business.

Mr Clarko: No, it is our business. We give the pair and you decide what comes up.

Mr BLAMIKE: I would like to know where the Minister is. It is of great concern to me. I
look forward to the response of the Minister in the House. I wish to make further comments
in this same matter later.

Mr TAYLOR: I do not see any reason to explain where the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade might be. The general position in this House is that if a person has a
pair he has a pair and he does not explain himself.

Mr Clarko: The Budget debate is a bit different, you will agree.

Mr TAYLOR: I have been in this House on more than the odd occasion on the other side
when members opposite have done things on behalf of other Ministers.
Mr Blaikie: Never in the Budget debate.

Mr TAYLOR: Yes, in the Budget debate.

Mr Clarko: Never under Charles Court; never.

Mr Lewis: You have never been in this House when you have not been in Government.

Mr TAYLOR: I have indeed.

Mr Blaikie: You came in on the death of Ted Evans.

Mr TAYLOR: That is right, in 198 1. In relation to the effluent management of SCM
Chemicals Ltd I am surprised that, rather than being critical of the Government's intentions
in this matter, the member for Vasse and the member for Murray-Wellington have not
congratulated the Government for the efforts that have been put into having as much of this
plant as possible shifted to the new location at Kemerton. As the member for Murray-
Wellington is aware, I know the Australind area very well because my wife's grandmother
lived there for many years. It is a very beautiful area and, as the member for Vasse said,
there is no doubt whatsoever that in hindsight no-one would have put that plant in the
Australind area; in hindsight no Government would ever have entered into the commnitment
for the disposal of the waste that was entered into many years ago.

Mr Binikie interjected.
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Mr TAYLOR: I was just going to say that. At the time it was entered into, of course, there
would have been valid reasons for doing so. With 100 per cent foresight none of us would
make any mistakes at all. However, the plant has been there for many years and has provided
an important source of employment for the people of the area. The Kernerton plant will
provide exactly the same kind of employment opportunities together with much safer and
more environmentally acceptable practices, both in the plant itself and in the methodology of
producing the output of that plant.

The item under discussion indicates an amount of $685 000 has been set aside for the cost of
that effluent disposal, and members will note that figure has fallen from $780 000 in the last
financial year. I would expect that in years to come a great pant of that cost will evaporate.

Mr Blaikie: If it evaporated it would do everybody the world of good.

Mr TAYLOR: Yes, it would. Whether the whole of that plant moves from the Australind
site to Kemerton only time will tell; but I would expect a great deal of encouragement and
pressure to be placed on the company involved today to move out to Kemerton rather than
stay in the Australind area.

Mr Bradshaw interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: I am not sure about that.

Mr Bradshaw: They are spending a whole heap of money on it. A lot of it was getting old.

Mr TAYLOR: It would also make it far more environmentally acceptable at that location
than it is at the moment. The plant has been there for many years and residential areas have
grown up around it. I certainly feel sorry for residents who live close to the plant because
they must put up with the smells and flames, and that is very unsatisfactory. However, some
people build houses alongside airports and also live in a difficult situation.

In my view the Government's decision to move as much of the plant as possible from
Australind to Kemerton is a very sound one. Certainly it has been expensive for the
taxpayers of Western Australia but the benefit of that decision will be shown in years to come
when items such as the one before us tonight will disappear from the Budget. Only time will
tell, but certainly the decision to move the plant was made with the very best of intentions.
Members such as the member for Murray-Wellington, the member for Bunbury and the
member for Mitchell have played a major role in trying to ensure as much as possible of the
plant is moved from the Australind area to the Kemerton site.

Mr Blaikie: That is the very point. The briefing I had from the Minister and the undertaking
we were given was that the whole plant would be moved.

Mr TAYLOR: I was not at that briefing and it is unfortunate that the Minister is not here at
the moment; but there is no doubt at all that the Minister will look closely at the discussion
we are having tonight and if he does not answer by way of a question in the next week or so I
will be very surprised. It is something that does have to be answered by him because the
member for Vasse has made some very - I won't say serious, but he has made some
allegations in respect of that Minister's misleading him which I think are very unfair indeed.
I understood from the Minister in Cabinet that we would be doing as much as possible to
move that plant out of Australind, but at the same time we also had to bear in mind the
economics of that company and we did want to retain in the entire area a level of employment
associated with this plant that is very important to the economy of the B unbury region.
Ms BRAD)SH-AW: When the Govemment decided to go along with the SCM Chemicals Ltd
chloride processing plant, even before SCM agreed to be moved to the Kementon plant the
Governmtent was certainly willing to go along and help finance the changeover to the chloride
process because it meant getting itself off the hook. It was rnming out of land on the
Leschenault Peninsula where effluent was being dumped in the settling ponds. It could not
be put out to sea, so the Governiment would have had a major problem in about four years'
time. Not only would it have had to tanker the effluent away, but also it would have had to
find another site at which to dump it, so the Government had a real problem ahead of it.
Also, it was of advantage to the Government financially because the new agreement absolves
the Government of responsibility for disposing of that effluent as provided in the original
agreement. As the Minister has indicated, that item will disappear from the
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Estimates in the future because the Government will not have the problem of disposing of the
effluent which currently emanates from the Australind plant.

Once the chloride plant starts producing, different effluents will result. I was going to say
that they would be much easier to dispose of, but I know SCM Chemicals Ltd has run into
trouble about where it will dump the effluent. I think it was a pity that when the EPA came
up with the conditions under which the new chloride plant would be set up that site was not
determined at that time. Instead, it allowed the chloride plant to be built up at Kemerton and
I know that a few months ago SCM Chemicals Ltd announced it would dump this solid waste
down at Gelorup in a blue metal quarry. That immediately had the Gelorup people up in
arms. Just about everyone attended a public meeting there - including the member for
Bunbury and me.

Mr Blaikie: The member for Mitchell was not there, and it was in his electorate.

Mr BRADSHAW: I think he was overseas at the time.

Mr Blaikie: A good decision.

Mr BRADSH-AW: Yes, it was quite a good decision. Now they have come up with another
site in the Capel Shin - I cannot think of the name of the area, but it is almost on the
JBunbury-Capel shire boundary. I know some residents there are getting worried because
they will have eight or 10 trucks a day travelling up and down past their houses. I know a
group is getting a petition together about it.

Mr Taylor: How many trucks a day?

Mr BRADSHAW: Eight or 10.
Mr Blaikie: In an area where there were no trucks.

Mr BRADSHAW: That is a fact. I forget how many tonnes a day it is, but it is a huge
amount of slurry and the company will tanker it to Kernerton for dumping; so the Minister
can see why people are becoming anxious. The member for Bunbury will tell him about it.
So even if the change to the chloride process, has some advantages, it also has some
disadvantages - it is not clear cut. We were led to believe that with the chloride process all
that came out by way of effluent was salty water which would be dumped in the ocean -
originally in the Collie River, but into the ocean after the move to Kemerton. The
Governiment actually supported the plant's going to Australind and it was only after the
people power movement got into gear that the Government decided to take note and
renegotiate with SCM Chemicals Ltd to move that chloride plant to Kernerton. It was a real
shame that the negotiations did not fulfil the dream of the people of Australind, which is to
move the whole plant to Kemerton.

Mr HASSELL: I would like the Minister to explain to the House the expenditure of nearly
$1 million for Energy Policy and Planning, and relate that to the activities of the State Energy
Commission. I assume that under this broad heading of Energy Policy and Planning, the
State Energy Commnission and its activities are included.

The issue I particularly want to raise concerns the cost of energy arising from the fact that the
State Energy Commission is operating with such inefficient work practices which have been,
and remain to be, dealt with. Energy Policy and Planning are very important issues for
Western Australia because the cost of energy determines our capacity to compete in attracting
industry to the State. We cannot deal with Energy Policy and Planning without considering,
in some detail, the way in which the cost of energy is artificially inflated by the work
practices of the State, within the State Energy Commnission, which the Minister said last year
he would confront - when he backed off from the conflict over the four per cent so-called
productivity rise - and has not confronted. We see today the reward of strike pay when theme
is an industrial dispute.

The Government ought to be ashamed of itself for allowing these work practices to continue
within the State Energy Commission, thus adding to its cost. The Government should be
particularly ashamed of itself for having allowed the State Energy Commission to pay strike
pay in respect- of this week's strike. Of course, we cannot expect anything else from the
Industrial Relat ions Commnission. The commission has no sense of decency, or right or
wrong in these matters, and goes along with any old settlement that takes the dispute off its
hands.
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I fail to see how we can be wasting $1 million on Energy Policy and Planning when we
cannot deal with the domestic issues and operations of the key energy supplier on a daily
basis, without allowing the sorts of things revealed today to happen. Just what is this policy
and planning body and what is it achieving, particularly in relation to the high cost of energy
from the SEC, occasioned in significant pant by the work practices which have not been
reformed?

Mr TAYLOR: This allocation covens expenditure for Energy Policy and Planning, which
was undertaken by the State Energy Commission of Western Australia. The major areas of
expenditure allowed for in this allocation are salaries, consultancy studies, and a whole range
of other costs. Salaries comprise $450 000 and consultancy studies comprise $275 000. Of
the total cost, $825 000 is directly recoverable from the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia, and the remaining $95 000 is refundable from the Consolidated Revenue Fund.

This organisation is to study a series of questions related to the future of energy planning in
Western Australia and how we will go about providing for oar energy needs in the decades to
come. I do not know whether it will directly address the cost of energy in terms of work
practices, but during the life of this Government there have been two stoppages in the SEC in
this State which resulted in blackouts, one of which occurred this week. Compared with the
record of the previous Government, of which the former speaker was a member, that is not
bad at all. At the same time, as I said last night, the actions of the union involved in the
difficulties earlier this week can in no way be considered to be reasonable.

Mr H-assell: Why are you rewarding them by paying them?

Mr TAYLOR: I do not know about that. What I am saying is that that union is on notice not
only from the Government, but from some of its union colleagues, that the sort of actions it
has taken brings into disrepute not only the union itself, but also the union movement.
People will not cop that for much longer, and the likes of Bill Ethel! may be well wamned that
those actions should not be repeated, as far as this Government is concerned.

Mr BLAIKIE: The member for Cottesloe has raised matters in relation to the SEC; I want to
raise matters in relation to planning, and ask the Minister acting for the Minister for
Economic Development and Trade about item 7 under the Division on Resources
Development. One sees the sum of $916 000 sought for appropriation this year, and an
expenditure of $977 000 far last year. It is very true that good planning makes for good
business and good sense; the converse of the argument is that bad planning makes for bad
business and bad sense. There is an item for Barrack Silicon relocation expenses of
$8 million, which has not got a number so we cannot talk about it. However, I will certainly
talk about the need for good planning principles.

The Minister must accept full responsibility for the debacle that occurred with taxpayers
being required to fund $8 million for what I call not only a political bungle, but also a
political debacle. Everybody knows that the Barrack Silicon plant was to go to Wundowie,
because the Government thought that would be a good idea. Then, for matters of
convenience, there was the shift to the Murray Shire - the company wanted to go to the
Murray Shire and obviously the Government thought it was a good idea at the time. Then we
saw the debacle of the Governiment directing Barrack Silicon to go to a site at Picton, and all
the brouhaha that followed. That was a very poor decision. Everybody now knows that the
Barrack Silicon project has now been relocated to Kemerton. Those four shifts - certainly the
last one from the Picton site - are costing the State taxpayers $8 million.

I am also very interested to see the other hidden costs, which we have yet to find out about.
For instance, there is the cost of the land at Picton, which was bought for this purpose for
$1.5 million or thereabouts; the cost of the planning procedures; the cost of environmental
reviews carried out by the Department of Conservation and Land Management and the cost
of enivirontmental studies carried out by the company concerned. In addition to that there
were costs to the ratepayers in the area, who were certainly very distressed about this matter.
Mr Deputy Chairman, you would understand better than most people in this place what is
involved in planning decisions; I know you would not allow this sort of decision to be made
had you the opportity, but this Minister did. We have spent all day talking about other
poor decisions of the Govenrment which will cost this State hundreds of milons of dollars.
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Under item 7, which relates to energy policies and planning, the cost to the State of the
Barrack Silicon project is not over yet. The Government, I believe, entered into another
commitment, which was that if the project were not finished by June 19891 costs of
$1 million a month - which the taxpayers would pick up - would be incurred until the start-up
date. Thbe company has indicated that it will not commence operations until October 1989, so
we will be up for another $4 million or $5 million because of planning bungling. The
Government was not only caught out for its gross incompetency but also it now expects the
taxpayers to pay the price for that incompetency. The Barrack Silicon project relocation
expense of $8 million will probably grow by another $4 million. One could add another
$1.5 million or $2 million to that figur.
Mr Patter: What basis do you have for saying that?

Mr BLAMIKE: The Budget already provides for the payment of $8 million. If the project is
not ready by the start-up time my understanding is that a penalty of $1 million a month will
be incurred.

Mr Parker interjected.

Mr BLAMKE: Yes. That is June 1989.
Mr Parker: No, it is not June 1989. Secondly, that was to occur only if the delays were
occasioned by the move.

Mr BLAMKE: Yes, and it would cost the State Government agencies involved a considerable
sum of money in respect of the work they did in relation to the environmental reviews at
Ficton as well as the additional environmental reviews.

Mr Parker: Do you mean the fact that the EPA reviewed the project twice?

Mr BLALIKIE: It is a little as Margaret Thatcher said when she visited Australia and
commented on the Australian economy; she said, "Oh well, the Government now seems to be
taking the right sort of measures." She went on to say that at least her Government got its
tactics right the first time whereas Treasurer Keating had to have a couple of goes to get it
right. This Government has had three goes at the Barrack Silicon smelter and it has finally
finished up at Kemerton at considerable cost to the taxpayers of Western Australia.

Mr Hodge: I appreciate your concemn about the EPA and the costs to it, but you have to
understand - and I do not know whether you do - that the company bears most of the cost. It
has to pay the money. It is true that the EPA incurred some cost reviewing those
environmental studies and giving advice, but basically most of the cost was borne by the
company.

Mr BLAIKIE: At the end of the day there was a cost because the company was obliged to
relocate.

Mr Hodge: I accept that, but I thought you were under the impression that the EPA had paid
for the cost of the PER and those documents being prepared. That is not the case.

Mr BLAMKE: In spite of the Minister's comments, 1 am not satisfied about who wrnl actually
pick up the costs. At some later stage - maybe this year or next year - we will be able to see
who is meeting the true cost of everything. The figure of $8 million is only the first
instalment; the final cost of the debacle of changing the site will be infinitely higher than that.
Mr Lewis: That was good government!

Mr BLAMKE: It was bungling government. As the Government bungled with the relocation
site, so it has bungled with the State's finances. Quite frankly we are concerned about the
Goverrnent's bungling and ineptitude in respect of these matters. I ask the Minister to tell
me the estimated cost of land at Kemerton, which the Government provided for the Barrack
Silicon project.

Mr Parker: We had owned the Kemnerton land for a considerable period. We bought it in a
huge bulk - 4 000 hectares I believe - therefore the cost was low, I do riot have the figures,
but I can get them for the member. Certainly the cost was lower than was the Picton land.

Mr BLAMKE: Had this been one of the Government's other nefarious deals, that low cost
land would have been hived off to the WADC virtually at cost and then the WADC would
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have trned around, as it is wont to do, and sold it at a substantially higher price, unless it
sold it to a company or project which was well disposed to the Government. I look forward
to the Minister's response to see what action the Government is taking to overcome what I
believe is a complete bungle and debacle.

Mr PARKER: In the case of SCM Chemicals Ltd, the Government had a long term contract
which was written, as I recall, in 1961 or 1963 by the then Government. The plant was
located at Australind and the Government of the day was obliged to take cam of all of the off
site waste disposal from the plant. That was costing the State both in dollar terms and in
environimental termns a huge amount of money because costs were escalating every year. That
was partly because of the stage the plant was reaching, partly because of the sheer normal
escalation of costs, and largely because we were running out of room on the Leschenauht
Peninsula to pond the disposal of the effluent. We had to compulsorily acquire from a
company some land north of the Leschenault Peninsula. I believe the dispute over how much
that land is worth is still before the courts. I am not sure whether that has been resolved but
in any event we had to acquire the land to build new ponds.

Mr Bradshaw: Was it called Belvedere?

Mr PARKER: I think the land was owned by a company called Majestic Homes or
something like that.

Mr Bradshaw: There used to be a small community called Belvedere there.

Mr Hodge: That was over towards the peninsula.

Mr PARKER: I think this was an area near a lake towards the north of the peninsula. I
cannot think of its name now but there is a considerable dispute by the owner - from memory,
a Mr Osborne - about what the land is worth. I cannot tell the Chamber whether that matter
has been resolved.

Mr Bradshaw: I read in the paper that it was going on.

Mr PARKER: That was costing a huge amount of money, even without accepting his view
on the worth of the amount. We had the opportunity to rewrite the arrangement and
effectively buy the Government out of that arrangement and, at the same time, resolve one of
the major environmental disputes of the period. The relocation of the plant to Kemerton is a
major improvement. The move certainly cost the Government money but nowhere near the
cost, in tenns of direct cost to the Government or of the environmental impact, of the
continuation of the operation at Australind and the continuation of the waste disposal,
whether on the old dune area or on the land acquired which we are debating.

Mr Lewis: It wil continue. They have removed the sulphide effluent, but the plant will
continue.

Mr PARKER: Only the finishing plant will continue. There is no environumental impact
from that. In my absence, the member for Vasse made comments about statements on
moving the whole plant.

Mr Blaikie: I attended a briefing in the Minister's office with two other members. As a
result of that briefing, my understanding was that the entire process would shift to the
Kementon site. This is part of the reason why the Opposition gave keen support. support was
needed quickly because the principals of the company were going back to America.

Mr PARKER: That was never said. One of the Hanvey Shire councillors has claimed that I
made that comment. [ have gone back tough Hansard and other transcripts - in the heat of
the moment one sometimes says things -because I do not believe I have ever made that
comment. We negotiated closely with SCM to see whether they would move the finishing
plant to Kemerton as well. That was our aim.

Mr Blaikie: My understanding was that the relocation would take place and the land would
be available for subdivision but one area would not be available because it would be
contanminated; it would be declared public open space. This may take five to seven years.

Mr PARKER: All of that is true, but some land will remain under the control - under long
term lease - of SCM, both for the purpose of running the finishing plant and for the purpose
of extracting material that over many years has seeped into the ground water. I cannot give
details of that land but the three components of the land at Australind are, first, the land on
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the flat, where the plant is. This land will remain under the control of the SCM Corporation.
although a lot of the buildings will be pulled down. The sulphur will not need to come in,
and ultimately the sulphuric acid plant will go as well because they will not be able to meet
the standards that the EPA has set. Secondly, the land on the bill behind, which we now own
and which will be available for whatever purposes in the future. Thirdly, land to the north
which the Industrial Lands Development Authority bought as a buffer zone. The ILDA land
and the land on the hill behind will be available for either residential subdivision or public
open space because there will be no longer a problem with the finishing plant.
I have made it clear that we wanted them to move the fintishing plant; we still hope that they
will eventually do that. It will be a matter of economics eventually. I think I said that at the
Harvey Shire Council meeting, and that the idea of a two plant operation will get to them.
The amounts that they were talking about to move the finishing plant - given that there was
no environmental impact - were beyond any reasonable reach that we could contemplate.
Mr Blaikie: The point I make is that I left the office with the belief that the move was to be
made.
Mr PARKER: I do not recall ever having said anything like that. I studied all of my
statements. I was questioned a lot at the time both on talkback radio in the area and up here
as it was a contentious issue. At no time did I give that impression in any of those comments.
Mr Blaikie: You did give that impression.

Mr PARKER: I cannot remember saying that.

Mr Blaikie: You may not have said it; but you gave that impression. The member for
Mitchell gave that impression too.
Mr PARKER: The Harvey Shire councillor was of that view - and she has expressed that
view. Whatever has happened, it is a marvellous thing for Australind, as the area has been
improved substantially.

Mr Blaikie: It would be better if the whole lot was gone.
Mr PARKER: Of course, but life is not perfect. It will improve substantially the Leschenault
Inlet. No doubt the taking down of the pipeline across the dunes will be an improvement
also. There seems to be local debate about whether the support base for the pipeline should
be taken down or used as a bicycle track; that is up to the local people to decide. I would take
it away because I cannot see any logical justification for leaving it there. The whole
approach to the Bunbury town and the Bunbury rea will be improved also.
We have had extensive debate on the silicon smelter, in which both members participated,
earlier this year in April or May when the agreement Act was changed. Nothing has changed
since that time except that the schedule of the plant construction is going exceptionally well.
I do not have an update at the moment but I would be happy to provide one to members. As I
said to the member for Cottesloe when he raised the issue, there will not be any other
payments this year because that is not what the agreement provides. As outlined to the House
last April or May, I would be very surprised if any or much of the money needs to be paid out
at all. That is my understanding of the basis of the progress and the reasons for any delays
which might have occurred, which must only be related to site relocation costs. The cost of
the EPA evaluations has been adequately addressed by the Minister for Environment.
Mr& Blaikie: Statements have been made about a finishing daze for the silicon plant being
around September or October.

Mr Parker: If the member looks at statements made by the North West Shelf partners, they
are still talking about an October finishing date for that project. I think we will see it conic in
much earlier than that.
Item 8: Countertrade Office -
Mr HASSELL: Why has the Budget allocation for this item increased substantially? What is
the place of the Countertrade Office in the whole scheme of things? The Minister has
announced the creation of a new Department of Resources and Trade. Is that what the
department is called?
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Mr Parker: There is a Ministry of Economic Development and Trade and the new
department is the Department of Trade Development.

Mr HASSELL: Is that additional to the Resources Development Department?

Mr Parker: That department has always been there.

Mr HASSELL: Is the new department additional to that?

Mr Parker: Yes.

Mr HASSELL: Does the Countertrade Office go into that?

Mr Parter: Yes.

Mr HASSELL: What about Overseas Relations?

Mr Parker: Countertrade goes in from the Counterirade Office; the marketing division of
TIDA; the market research and market intelligence units of TIDA; and the offsets
arrangements of TWDA. With the creation of the overall ministry within the confines of the
numbers of staff - because we have been able to make some big savings in the clerical and
administrative areas - we are reallocating some of the fulfl-time equivalents to the Department
of Trade Development, but that is not in addition to any of the staff enunciated.

Mr HASSELL: When will these savings show up? There have been some pretty substantial
jumps in some of the costs of the departments with which we are dealing, and particularly in
the Countertrade Office.

Mr Parker: The Countertrade Office operated for only six or eight months of last financial
year.

Mr HASSELL: I am interested to know precisely what the Counrertrade Office is up to, how
it fits into the new structure, whether it is a subsidiary office in the new office or whether it
has a dominant role to play. Is Mr Fisher the head of the new Department of Trade
Development?

Mr Parker: That is right.

Mr HASSELL: Was he not in countertrade?

Mr Parker: Yes.

Mr HASSELL: His idea of trade seemed to relate to what he was doing in countertrade.
Perhaps the Minister could explain what is going on in countertrade.
Mr PARKER: Mr Bob Fisher is the head of the new Department of Trade Development.
The member for Cottesloe should talk to his leader about Mr Fisher because he was
appointed to head the Department of Industrial Development when the Leader of the
Opposition was Minister for Industrial Development. I understand from comments by the
Leader of the Opposition and from my observations of him that he is a very professional
officer. For some reason he decided to do different things when my predecessor, the Minister
for Industrial Development, was in office. Before I took up this portfolio I asked him to set
up the Countertrade Office. At the same time we took Mr Pat Mahoney, a long standing
employee of the Department of Industrial Development, who became the Assistant Director
of the Countertrade Office.

I said before that I moved the offsets arrangement from TIDA into that as well so that
countertrade and offsets which sit neatly together could be together. Mr Mahoney, who is a
very senior officer in his own right, was appointed to the position of assistant director of
countertrade and offsets - I am not sure of the exact tidles - a position subsidiary to Mr
Fisher's overall role. Mr Richard Muirhead, who was the head of the marketing division of
TWDA, has become the assistant director of marketing and market intelligence under Mr
Fisher. That is the structure. I cannot tell the member precisely how many people are in
there, but there are not very many. The staff includes those who were in the old marketing
division of TIDA, the old Countertrade Office which had only three or four officers, and a
handful of others. One of the things that I was concerned to do was to minimrise any
disruption to individuals because TIDA, in particular, had been extensively reorganised over
some considerable time.

Mr Hassell: Over five and a half years under Mr Bryce. He changed them regularly on a six
monthly cycle.
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Mr PARKER: Suffice to say that I was determined not to repeat the experience. I worked
closely with the people involved and in consultation with the CSA to make sure there was
minimnal disruption and that everybody was moved holus bolus with their position and
without any disruption to their career paths. The reaction has been very positive from both
the CSA and from people working in the deparment. They are appreciative of the way
things have been done. I believe it will be a very effective mechanism. Mr Fisher's expertise
was previously oriented towards countertrade because that was his job. Apart from his role
of Director of the Department of Industrial Development he served for many years in the
Trade Commissioner Service of the Commonwealth Government prior to taking up his first
appointment in Western Australia.

Mr CASH: I support the idea of having a Countertrade Office so long as it is efficient and
effective. There is no question that Mr Fisher and Mr Mahoney are particularly good
operators. The Minister is probably aware that the Opposition has had the opportunity of
being briefed at Parliament House by those people.

I am interested to determine what the $1 19 000 under item 8 is all about. More than that, can
the Minister explain the benefits to date that the Countertrade Office has been able to bring
into Western Australia? Perhaps he could tell us about some of the deals that the office has
been able to negotiate and some matters that it is currently working on. I would like the
Minister's comments about its ability to do cost benefit studies or financial analyses on very
substantial projects in Western Australia to prove that an overseas person who is awarded a
tender is not just adding the cost of some counterrrade to the original tender price. We ran
through some of' these things with Mr Fisher and with Mr Mahoney -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): Order! There is far too much conversation coming
from behind me. I would like those members to quieten down please so that the member for
Mt Lawley can tell us about overseas countertrade.

Mr CASK: The Minister will do the telling, I am doing the asking. They ran through some
of the benefits that they believed were inherent in the countertrade operation.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I just asked the gathering behind me to try to quieten
down a little. It appears they did not hear me. Perhaps they could move to another place if
they want to have a secret meeting.

Mr CASH: Time ran out and they were not able to conclude their discussions on the various
benefits with us.
Mr PARKER: The actual figure in 1987-88 was $73 824 and the estimate was $119 000.
That represents the estimated cost of maintaining the Countertrade Office. The actual
expenditure in 1987-88 represented only part year costs with the establishment of the office
in October 1987. That represents about nine months of operation and also a fuller operation
than previously. I do not have a breakdown of that figure but I think members will agree that
that is a small amount of money and not a substantial increase when one takes into account
the part year/full year question.

Without wanting to go into great detail about what the Office of Counterrrade is doing, it has
been involved in a couple of very major areas. I guess we can divide our involvement in
countertrade into three sectors. The first is general advice and counselling of people on
countertrade, what it means, and providing information about it; secondly, it is assisting
companies which are exporting to countries where countertrade is an obligation on them
because of the nature of the countries or because of a breaking into new markets; and, thirdly,
we are our using our position as a Government and as a major purchaser of items to try to
encourage people to accept what one might loosely describe as countertrade or offsets
obligations from us. When I set up the office there was virtually no understanding of
councertrade in Australia. There was an Australian countertiade association and a few
companies which were involved in it and which had people who understood counterirade
working for them. The people who knew about it were going about their business and did
not want to help anyone else with it. Very little knowledge of countertiade existed in the
public sector, not only of this State, but also of other States, and certainly it did not exist in
the Commonwealth arena. One would have thought that the Commonwealth might have
come across it but, in fact, in the Commonwealth bureaucracy there is no knowledge or
understanding of countertrade.
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Mr Cash: When was that?
Mr PARKER: In October last year.
Mr Cash: Isn't there Commonwealth legislation in respect of countertrade?

Mr PARKER: No, but there is Commonwealth legislation in regard to offsets which I will
come hack to.

One of the things the Government did was to set up an office which could provide advice and
counselling, gather information and obtain some knowledge and expertise in the area of
countentrade in order that it could provide the routine advice that Government departments
are expected to provide to industry. Countertrade is active in a number of countries, not only
in countries like eastern Europe, but also in Malaysia. People tendering for construction or
civil projects in Malaysia are often asked to deal in countertrade type areas. Malaysia has a
very substantial countertrade office. A large amount of work was involved in obtaining the
necessary information and that work is ongoing.
The second area in which the Government is involved is assisting companies which actually
have countertrade obligations. I guess my decision to set up this office and myjability to
persuade the then Premier that it was a good idea was based on the Government's
experiences in eastern Europe in August 1987. It became clear to the Government at that
tune that substantial markets which offered tremendous long term opportunities to this State
were, to some degree, being penetrated by some of our competitors. Some of the
opportunities had short term problems and all of them had problems associated with
countertrade. Admittedly, we were not in a position to do as much as we would have liked in
order to achieve those market opportunities. On my way from one eastern European country
to another I spent some time in Vienna which is almost the world home of countertrade. It
has a large number of countertrade organisations including banks and consultants. It became
clear to me that there was a large body of knowledge in Vienna which we were not tapping
into and which needed to be available to the Government and to the industries it was
supporting - the big scale industries like Hancock's iron ore deals and the small scale
industries like the electronic exporters, agricultural organisations and the Barley Board. I
think this process is working well - it is a long and tortuous process, but if the Government
succeeds it will be worth the effort.
As a result of the restructuring that is going on in those countries - especially the Soviet
Union, if Gorbachev achieves half the things he is aiming to do - the opportunities available
to this State will be tremendous. One of the things Gorbachev is trying to do is use the Soviet
far east as an engine for growth for two reasons: Firstly, it has huge resources which are not
dissimilar from our resources, although the climatic conditions are opposite to ours.
Secondly, the entrenched bureaucracy and entrenched way of doing things in that area is not
the same as that in Russia. Gorbachev has identified that he can more quickly move through
the barriers of the Soviet far east to get things done. For obvious reasons, it is well located
from our point of view.
We can use our own purchasing power to attract activity to this State. We have formally
signed a major countertrade arrangement with ASEA-Brown Boveri, the successful
contractor for the electrification of the Perth railway network. That company recently
undertook Similar work in Queensland and is now one of the world's largest firms in the
transport and electronics sector. It has a major trading house of its own which operates out of
London. It has signed up with this State and we are exploring a large range of things at the
moment, a couple of which are close to fruition and involve investment as an offset to the
countertrade obligations. What we are trying to do is to use the leverage we have to get some
of our suppliers who would find it difficult to break into a large company and, therefore,
would look to Europe, America or maybe South East Asia for their supplies. If we can get
that company on their approved purchasers list it would give those companies the break they
need and they can then look after themselves.
I will deal briefly with the offsets arrangements with the Commonwealth. The Government
is of the opinion that the original defence offsets arrangements with the Commonwealth were
virtually of no benefit to Western Australia over the last 20 years. I think we have gained one
or two minor things as a result of them. We used the offsets arrangements as part of our
package to enable us to negotiate the Rolls Royce turbine blade factory at Canning Vale.
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The Government also had an associated benefits package, particularly in the information
technology area. It had a major award to replace main frames and it wanted the maximum
benefit from the State industry before it went into the national agreement. The Government
had concerns about the way in which the national agreement was operating. It basically
required us to give up our sovereignty and to be subjected to the Commonwealth Department
of Industry, Technology and Commerce. I certainly was not keen to do that. We have been
negotiating ever since and one of the reasons I moved the offset arrangements from the
Technology and Industry Development Authority to the new Department of Trade
Development was that it would consider countertrade. Basically, they are one and the same
activity and I am pleased to say that since that happened the people appointed to negotiate
with the Commonwealth are doing so successfully. I anticipate that within a short time we
will be able to go into the offsets arrangements, but on our terms.

Division 15 put and passed.
Division 16: Overseas Relations Office, $1 051 000 -
Mr HASSELL: A number of matters arise in relation to the Overseas Relations Office, which
was created a couple of years ago by the then Premier, Mr Burke. T'he person in charge was
Mr Roger Brown. That office has now been moved into the Deputy Premier's area of
responsibility, but I did not understand from what the Deputy Premier said earlier whether it
was moved into the trade department.

Mr Parker: It has become part of the Ministr of Economic Development and Trade. It is
one of the ministry-wide organisations - we have energy, policy, planning, economic policy,
overseas relations and infrastructure - which report directly to the coordinator general and
provide input to all the subdepartments, including resources, TIDA and trade development.

Mr HASSELL: There will still be a Division for the Overseas Relations Office next year,
will there not?

Mr Parker: I am not sure how the ministry structure works, but I think the answer is yes.

Mr HASSELL: The point is that it has been brought into the area of trade. From what the
Minister has said on a number of occasions in the public arena the Overseas Relations Office
will be looking more at trade matters than at cultural and other matters.

Mr Parker: No, the Department of Trade Development will be doing that. The Overseas
Relations Office will be looking at both. it will be servicing the sister State relationships,
which include the general cultural relationships which one might call the environmnent in
which we work with particular companies and it will also identify the trade opportunities
which crop up, referring them to the Department of Trade Development.
Mr HASSELL: The basic philosophy of putting more emphasis on the trading side is
important. We support the sister State relationships that are being developed, provided they
are being developed in the right way and provided that the emphases are in the right
direction. But the Overseas Relations Office is suffering the classical Public Service growth:
It starts off with one man and ends up with a department.

Mr Parker: That is not quite true, because although there have been a couple of extra
appointments to that office since its move, when it was created by the Premier the only new
person appointed was Mr Brown, whom you mentioned, but a number of other officers
within the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet were seconded to it. Those officers have now
left the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet and come in here. I think there are two extra
positions over the initial one.
Mr HASSELL: That may be, but I invite members to compare the vote and expenditure for
1987-88 with the estimate for 1988-89. The figure has increased from a vote of $100 000 to
actual expenditure of almost $500 000 to an estimate for this year of just over $1 million.
Mr Parker: The $100 000 figure did not include any provision for salaries.
Mr HASSELL: The vote of $100 000 includes an amount of $81 000 for salaries, wages and
allowances. It appears at the top of page 47.
Mr Parker, I am sorry; you are right. But I think that was because the other officers were
seconded from Premier and Cabinet.
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Mr HASSELL: I am just making the point that it is growing very rapidly. The vote for item
3, Services and Contracts, jumped from $5 000 last year to an expenditure of $189 000; the
proposed expenditure for 1988-89 is $337 000. We need some explanation of that increase. I
could raise these mailers during debate on the specific items, but I prefer to try to deal with
them all at once. That seems more efficient. There will also be an assistant director so that
Mr Drown will have an assistant.

I understand that there are good reasons for Western Australia to have an Overseas Relations
Office. One reason is that our remoteness from the Commonwealth, both physical and
psychological, is such that in some respects Western Australia operates as a kind of nation
State in itself. Western Australia undertakes a lot of things which other States leave
exclusively to the Commonwealth.

Mr Parker: Long may it remain so.

Mr HASSELL: I agree with that point of view. [ take the line that Western Australia would
be much better off if it were a nation and we were not stuck with the Eastern States. We
would be better off if they seceded and we could get on with the job. There would be no
World Heritage listing, that is for sure.

For the past four years, Western Australia has had a trading surplus of billions of dollars; I
think the figure is $4.6 billion, Wit 10 per cent of the population, we produce 22 per cent of
the nation's exports. We do very well; we certainly do not need the appendage of Canberra
and all the paraphernalia that goes with it for the sake of this Stare.

Dr Alexander: Don't you consider yourself an Australian?

Mr HASSELL: Of course I am an Australian, but I think that the rest of the continent is very
satisfied with itself and I would be very happy to give it a chance to do on its own what it
thinks it does so well. The State would be much better off and would certainly be better
defended than it is now if that were the case. However, I do not think the Overseas Relations
Office is the office of secession or division, so maybe it is a debate for another time.

Mr Parker: We keep pinching good officers from the Commonwealth.

Mr HASSELL: It seems to me Mr Brown is a pretty good officer. I have certainly not heard
or observed anything adverse to him. I assume he carries out other substantial functions.

Another matter I raise relates to the position of Mr Terry Burke, the former member and
brother of the former Premier. What is he being paid for and what precisely does he do? He
operates in a number of areas. He is tied up with the East Perth plan, but he is also tied up in
this area. He acts as secretary to a committee of which I am a member.

Mr Parker: He is the chairman. I am almost certain he gets nothing for that.

Mr HASSELL: I had an idea that he did not get paid anything for working in some areas.
The committee does not meet very often. I have been on it for a number of months without
attending a meeting. It had a meeting while I was overseas in July and the next meeting it
was scheduled to have has been deferred. It is not a very active group, but perhaps it does not
need to be, although I understand a visit of delegates from the Hyogo Prefecture is coming up
in the next couple of weeks. I take it the many visits to the State are being handled now by
the Overseas Relations Office.

Mr Parker: The ceremonial and hospitality aspects of them, of course, are handled within the
Premier's Department, but the liaison matters, the drawing up of programs and the making
sure that delegates are involved in the things they want to be involved in and which we want
them to be involved in, are the responsibilities of this office.

Mr HASSELL: Another thing I have observed again relates directly to the Overseas
Relations Office. An incredible number of the various missions and groups visiting the State
are from China. They seem to make up perhaps a third of all visits by delegations to the
State. China stands out as the most predominant source of visits to the State. Some
interesting questions have arisen in my mind as to what all these Chinese visits are about. I
can well understand that some of the people who come would like respite from China, but a
certain number of people and companies in Western Australia are saying, "Not another
delegation from China!". I have heard that a bit around the town. In any case, I do not want
to deal with the China issue tonight. I have been thinking about it since I observed the
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amazing proportion of visits from China. I wonder just how many of these visits from
Chinese groups are really necessary, especially when I compare their number to those from
other countries such as South East Asian countries.

Mr PARKER; I have already said by way of interjection to the member for Cottesloe that I
think the change in the expenditure in the staffing area is more apparent than real. I think at
least four, if not five, members of staff were previously employees of the Ministry of the
Premier and Cabinet. Before the creation of the office, people such as Mark Stansell, who is
the executive officer of the committee to which the member for Conesloe referred and who
has done a lot of the work on sister State relationships, were employees of the Ministry of the
Premier and Cabinet.

The member for Cortesloe talked about Mr Brown. The assistant director has now been
appointed. He is Mr David Ambrose, another very senior Commuonwealth Department of
Foreign Affairs officer whom we were able to attract over here. Like Mr Brown, he also has
experience in many of the areas of significant interest for us. He was originally a Western
Australian, but he has worked in the foreign service for all his career. He felt that at this time
of his life he would like to operate from Western Australia because of family commitments.

Mr Hassell. Is he a political appointee?

Mr PARKER: No, he is not. He has been a career diplomat his whole life. Mr Brown and
Mr Ambrose are both on secondment from the Commonwealth. Although it is possible for
each of them to change that arrangement, they both want to make sure that they like these
positions before they make that decision. The Commonwealth was very anxious to retain
them. One of the reasons we did not get Mr Ambrose for a while, although we selected him
some time ago, was that the Commonwealth made it a requirement of the secondment that he
spend some months over there because they needed him for work within the Department of
Foreign Affairs. The interesting thing was~ that we were inundated with applications for the
job from the Department of Foreign Affairs and elsewhere. That leads one to suspect that
there may be a general perception around the country that Western Australia is doing a lot in
this area.

Indeed, yesterday or the day before I addressed the inaugural meeting of the
Australian-Yugoslav business association of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and the
Australian chairman, Mr Benedek, by way of introduction said that he thought that in the
countertrade area and in the general area of aggressively going out on a State basis and
identifying opportunities Western, Australia was doing particularly well and was leading all
other States. I agree with the member for Cottesloe when he said that partly because of the
sorts of things in which we are involved in the trading arena, and because our industries have
not relied on Commonwealth protection by and large, Western Australia has been more up-
front and is penetrating new markets. The member for Cortesloe can be cynical about the
basis of some of the Chinese visitations, but the fact remains that our trade with China in the
last four or five years has increased exponentially and, although frustrations are involved in
dealing with China - as with dealing with eastern Europe - the opportunities are immense.

Mr Hassell: Australia's trade with China has fallen, and Western, Australia's trade in
particular has fallen even more, according to advice from the University of Western
Australia.

Mr PARKER: I do not have recent figures but I do not believe that is correct. I will look at
any figures the member for Cottesloe has available. Of course, it may be that the total
volume of two way trade has fallen, but our export figure has increased substantially. I
would even be surprised if the volume of two way trade had fallen. Certainly in a number of
areas Western Australia is working very actively and the iron ore industry has been a notable
success story. The export figure has increased from two million tonnes of iron ore in 1983 -

and it had been at that level for some years prior to 1983 - to the present figure of almost
10 million tonnes a year. Wool is another area of tremendous growth, in addition to a range
of other areas.

To deal with the specific items: Most of the other staffing costs relate to travel which, of
course, is a very substantial item in this area. The services and contracts figure relates
principally to such things as the hire of interpreters, organisation of the cost of the visits
referred to, charter of planes and the sort of thing which arises when taking people on tours of
the south west, north west or wherever.
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Mr Hassell: Does this department deal with Pacrim?

Mr PARKER: No, it is exclusively dealt with by the WADC. For example, this department
has been the agency - [ think some of the expenditure is attributable here - working with
Maflesons Stephen Iaques, the law firm, to give us a better establishment in Taiwan. Both
the Commonwealth Government and the Chinese Government are much more flexible in the
way they regard relationships with that place and this Government is taking advantage of
that. Some of the cost may be borne by this office. It is a minimal cost because the
Government is using Mallesons, which already has an office, to represent Western Australia.

Of course, in most departments the biggest cost is in staffing and contingencies account for
much less. The reverse applies in this department because of the nature of its activities. I do
not believe it is out of kilter. I must admit that the first time I saw the Budget submission -
which is considerably larger than the final figure - and even when that was pared down, I
looked askance at the increases. However, considering the way it has developed and the
assistance it has given to many people - I have heard nothing but complimentary remarks
from the industry about the work it has done for it, and overwhelmingly laudatory remarks
have been made about some of its activities - I think it is a good investment on behalf of the
State.

Item 2: Other Staffing Costs -
Mr CASH: The Minister was asked a number of questions about the increase in the vote this
year; for example, the allocation for this item last year was $30 000, although the expenditure
was $68 382, and the vote this year is $200 000. I expected the Minister to cover those items
in the general debate; it is important that an indication be given about the specific items. A
new department will be set up because this area was formerly part of the Division of Premier
and Cabinet and, given the substantial increase in the vote, I would be obliged if the Minister
would go through them individually.

Mr PARKER: I will go through them all. From the allocation to Other Staffing Costs
$150o 00)0 is provided for travel both interstate and overseas. That includes an amount for
acconmodaion and allowances, and covers also visiting delegations. A reciprocal
arrangement is in force with Japan whereby each country pays the expenses of visitors, and
that accounts for a substantial proportion of the allocation. The remaining amount is for the
air fares one would expect an office such as this to incur. The item also covers workers'
compensation, conference staff training fees, staff development in language training, and a
hefty amount of $10 000 for transfer and removal costs because of the recruitment of the
gentleman from Foreign Affairs and Trade. Also included is advertising of staff vacancies.
In the Commuunications item $75 000 is allocated for telephones, $7 500 for postage and
$2 000 for courier services. In answer to a further question, no salary payment is made to the
chairman of the Overseas Relations Committee.

The item Services and Contracts includes amounts for motor vehicles and consultancies,
transport, accommodation, printing and advertising, interpreting and translating, student
exchanges, and exchanges of, for example, scholarship students from major iron ore buyers
who attend the Kalgoorlie School of Mines. Consumable Supplies includes amounts for
stationery, gifts, library acquisitions and entertainment, which is a substantial component.
The allocation of $2 000 for Maintenance -of Plant Equipment relates to routine maintenance
contracts. The item Purchase of Plant Equipment, etc includes office equipment and
furniture, and miscellaneous furniture. Again, these costs are involved in the setting up of a
new office.

Division 16 put and passed.

Division 17: Technology and Industry Development Authority, $19 353 000 -

Mr HASSELL: The Minister has failed the test in terms of the State Energy Commnission and
the payment of strike pay. On another scale the Minister is part of a Government which is
now actively involved in risking millions and millions of dollars more of taxpayers' money to
prop up Rothwells yet again. In that context [ turn to a matter arising under the Technology
and Industry Development Authority - TIDA - which by comparison in the amount involved
is quite small, but which demonstrates the way in which this Government operates and its
attitudes to taxpayers' money.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Gallop): I have a point to make about this item. As
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members will see there is only one item under the Division and it seems to me that to have a
general debate followed by a debate related to that one item is unnecessary. Therefore, I
point out that what counts for the general debate will also be item 1 so chat members are
aware of that point.

Points of Order

Mr CLARKO: Can you explain to me, Mr Deputy Chairman, why you are making this
decision?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I point out that there is no distinction in the Division between
the item and the Division. Most of the other Divisions that we have dealt with have had
items, for instance, one through to eight, but in this case the item is the whole Division and it
would seem silly and inappropriate to have one debate followed by another when the material
is exactly the same.

Mr PARKER: I admire your efforts to streamrline matters, Mr Deputy Chairman, and would
be more than happy to go along with them. I accept that there is only one item, but there is a
Committee style arrangement available for one item. I would be happy to answer derailed
queries under item one and general matters under the divisional debate, which I submit is the
appropriate way to do things.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If the member speaking referred to individual items in the
general debate, it would not matter. However, I leave it to individual speakers, but think it
would be quite appropriate for them to deal with the general matter and, in the course of
outlining their position, to refer to specific items of expenditure; not itemised in the sense the
others are, but listed.
Mr CLARKO: I admtire your chairmanship, Sir, but I put to you that when a Division is
called members are entitled to a general debate and then the items are called on. If there
happens to be only one item it is the same as any other debate. The fact that one item is not
folowed by other items does not affect matters. I can understand your calling for
cooperation, Sir, but that is not really the rule. You are free to encourage us to take that
course, but I do not think that it fits with our Standing Orders.

Mr CASH: I would like to clarify this matter now rather than later. If we were to rely on the
general debate alone, would that not restrict us to speaking once whereas if there is a general
debate followed by a separate debate on the item, even though there may only be one,
members are entitled to speak on three separate occasions. That matter is really die question
and it seems to me that, as others have said, while we are guided by your views, it is the

-number of times that a speaker is able to speak and respond that enables people 10 determine
the depth to which they challenge a particular matter.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The answer to the question is yes, the interpretation of the
member for Mt Lawley is correct. The reason I delayed the debate momentarily is that it
seemed to me that we could proceed smoothly on this matter by having only one speech from
each member. However, if it is the will of members of the Committee that we distinguish
between the general debate and the item there is no Standing Order that stops that happening.

Mr Cash: I think, Mr Deputy Chairman, you will achieve your purpose anyway, and I merely
raised the matter for future reference.

Committee Resumed
Mr HIASSELL: I aim glad to have a chance to develop my point in general debate. I will start
again as I had only been speaking for a minute and wish to introduce this matter. The point I
am making is that the issue I am about to raise in this general debate. relating to the operations
of TIDA, for which the Minister is responsible, is one of much smaller proportions than the
amount of money or the principle involved in paying strike pay to SEC workers who have
disrupted the whole State and, indeed, put people's lives at risk.

This amount is also vastly smaller than that involved in the continuing rescue of Rothwells.
We have seen tonight the emergence of the fifth rescue of Rothwells with the
acknowledgement of an advance payment by the State Energy Commission to Western
Collieries to help with its cash flow problem - some $16 millon. The amount I am talking
about at present is roughly $20 000, but it is significant that it illustrates the attitude of this
Government to taxpayers' money. It would be interesting to know whether this Minister and
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other Ministers would take such a cavalier attitude to money risk and contingent liability if it
were their own money.

On I1I October I asked the Minister question No 1352 about a payment from TIDA to a
company called Totec Australia Pry Ltd. Part (1) of my question was as follows -

Did he authorise the Technology and Industry Development Authority to loan
$20 000 to Totec Australia Pty Ltd for short term working capital requirements?

The answer was yes. I then asked -

(2) If so, when was the loan actually paid to the company?

The Minister answered that he approved the loan on 29 April and payment was made by
Treasury on 4 May 1988. The information I have is enlightening when it comes to a
consideration of Totec. The prime mover in that company is a man called Anthony Loring, a
director and shareholder. Another gentleman called Keith Emnest Lehmann is a director and
shareholder, and a Mr Vodovich of Bunbury is a silent shareholder and not a director.

As the Minister for Economic Development and Trade acknowledged, he gave approval on
29 April for a payment of $20 000 to Totec. That was $20 000 of taxpayers' money. The
Minister said it was paid by Treasury on 4 May although it is my understanding that it was
received by the company on 7 May. The day or two difference does not matter. The loan to
Totec was secured by a floating charge dated 17 May 1988 which was lodged at the
Corporate Affairs Commission on 24 May 1988.
Mr Parker: Also by directors' guarantee.

Mr HASSELL: I will come to directors' guarantee in a moment, but I do not think the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade will get much out of that guarantee because
according to my information one of those directors has no money, no capacity to meet the
guarantee and the other director has equity in a house which is his home, so if someone is to
collect money on that they will have to sell him up out of his home. That is all about the
directors' guarantee. Let us stick to the dates because it is pretty significant that a loan
approved by the Minister and paid out in May to a company which gave a security on 17 May
which was registered on 24 May, would you believe, had its essential machinery removed
from its premises on 27 May and the business folded up on that day. So the approval of the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade for that $20 000 to be paid to Totec did not
last a month.
I would have thought that somebody who was giving away $20 000 of the taxpayers'
money - albeit compared with the Rothwells guarantee it was a pretty small amount - would
have conducted an investigation to ascertain the reality of that company's soundness. The
reality was that at the time the Government gave $20 000 to Totec, the company was
insolvent. The company was incapable of carrying on because although it had obtained the
Minister's approval to get $20 000 as cash flow money, it was not able to secure the essential
capital funds required for it to purchase the machinery which was central to its business. So
we find that in less than a month after the handing over of the $20 000, the machinery was
removed from the company's premises and the business folded up.

I have no doubt that the Minister will tell us, in response, that there was a balance sheet of the
company which showed it to be in a satisfactory financial position, and that the only problem
was a cash flow deficiency. I will answer that response in advance of it being given. There
was a balance sheet of the company, dated 29 February 1988, which showed a loss of
$30 380 for the trading period from 1 July 1987 to 29 February 1988. It is necessary to bear
in midnd that the Government handed over this $20 000 on the basis of this balance sheet.
However, when we get into the balance sheet a little further and look at the assets which were
said to back up the company, it shows an amount of work in progress of $60 900, which was
not likely to be recoverable in the event of the business not operating. So when the business
folded, there was an amount of over $90 000 in effective losses. The fact is that at the time
the Government paid out $20 000 of the taxpayers' money, through the Technology and
Industry Development Authority, there was no external venture capital provider to cover the
essential purchase of equipment that was required for the company to operate. There may
have been cash flow projections presented to TII)A that indicated a healthy profit figure
could be earned, but those cash flow figures depended on the existence of an external capital
venturer, who had not been found. Some interest had been shown at
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that time by investors, but no formal lenters of intent were ever given to the company. So the
Minister has allowed a pay out which was based on some more blue sky, and that is all.
The Minister intervened very rapidly to say, "Well, when I was talking about the security
which T71A took from Totec, not only did they have this floating charge, they had directors'
guarantees." I tell the House this about the company and about the value of the floating
charge: The situation of the company is so bad that there are not sufficient funds in it for it to
be liquidated; there is simply nothing in the company which justifies its liquidation. The fact
is that the directors have been anxious to find someone who will front up with the cash to
commence liquidation proceedings so they can get rid of the whole thing. In the event that
someone is found to provide the funds for a liquidation, the liquidator would receive first call
on the assets to cover the fees, which would be likely to leave nothing for anybody else.
According to my advice, the directors' guarantees are unlikely to have much effect.

Mr Parker: The difference with a director's guarantee is that a director - whether such a
person has huge assets, or otherwise - can be put into bankruptcy, and that, from my
observation, has a material impact on the responsibility that a person feels to find a way of
repaying the money, as opposed to being able to shield behind the c-'rporate veil. I do not
know precisely what the details are - it is not something that I have been directly involved
with - but I do not know that it is necessarily true to say that simply because directors are not
people of substance they will not find the funds, because if the alternative is for them to go
bankrupt, it is very often the case that they will come up with the funds.

Mr HASSELL: It is apparent to me that the Government paid up this money without
knowing much about the company.

Mr Parker: I will explain that shortly. The company actually applied to the Government for
a huge amount of money, and we refused to give that to it until we had made further
investigations. It said it could not carry on without the funds, so on the basis of the balance
sheet, a small amount was given to it so that we could analyse the company as a whole. Our
analysis showed the company was not worthy of support.

Mr HASSELL: I bet it did, because before that analysis was completed the company had
closed down. Let me deal with one thing at a time because the Minister is talking about the
directors' guarantees. I do not want to comment on the personal and private affairs of these
directors, but I will just say that one of the directors who has given a guarantee has, according
to my advice, no assets and could not contribute towards repaying any assets. The other
director may have some equity in his home that could be called upon. However, with the
bank, the lease finance companies and TIDA all seeking reimbursement, there is unlikely to
be much in it for any of them - and that is if he is put out of his home and forced to sell up.

Mr Chairman, you will be interested to know, as a man who has all sorts of working people
in his electorate, that seven employees have sought to recover lost wages. It was determined
by a court that while they were owed the money, the company had no assets to pay. It should
be noted that the sale of the plant and equipment already on lease may not achieve the pay out
figure to the finance company concerned, thus reducing even more the tangible assets to an
almost non existent level. So we have a very simple situation: The State Government paid
out $20 00 to a company. I do not know any of the individuals involved -

Mr Parker: Nor do 1.
Mr HAS SELL: What I am saying is the Government did not investigate them well enough.

Mr Parker: We were giving very short term carry on finance.

Mr HASSELL: The Government has not received back that money and is not likely to get it
back.

Mr Parker: It is a facility that has been available within Government for years and years, to
enable a situation to be preserved while the Government investigates whether anything
should be done. We decided not to go ahead.

Mr HASSELL, What I am saying is that this sort of facility should be given when a tangible
situation can be seen in which the gap is the lack of cash to carry on, not where the gap is a
total lack of equity and assets. Mr Chairman, you would know, as a former banker, that these
sorts of requests for money walk through the door every day of the week, and one
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cannot, as a prudent person, meet them; and in reality, when money is handed out on that
basis, one does not do the people concerned any good. The Minister says they applied for
lots of money and they were given a sum of money to help them carry on so that the
Government could assist them. The fact is that the money they were given to carry on did not
last a month. It lasted three days from the date on which the Government's charge was
registered - from 24 May to 27 May.
Mr Parker: You said the Government's charge was registered on 17 May.
Mr HASSELL: No, I said the charge was given on 17 May and registered on 24 May. It was
dated 17 May and lodged with the Corporate Affairs Commission on 24 May. The
company's essential machinery was removed from the premises in the absence of payment on
27 May and the business folded on that day - three days after the charge had been registered.
The charge was absolutely worthless; less than a month from the approval of the payment by
the Minister for Economic Development and Trade.
The truth is that any investigation of that company which went beyond someone walking in
the door and asking would have shown that it was never in a position to go forward simply on
the basis of being propped up for short term cash; that the company was not able to attract the
essential finance required (or its capital requirements, let alone its cash requirements. Any
kind of investigation, even of the balance sheet, would have shown that the company had lust
over $30 000 in eight months, and that its principal asset was said to be debts recoverable.
Mr Chairman, what do you do when you have before you a company which has assets of
debts recoverable? You ask, "What is the value of those debts?" A year ago tonight the
Minister was telling us that Rothwelis had debts recoverable of over $600 milion, and that
less than $40 million of those debts were bad. It has now been clearly established that over
half of those debts were bad. The panemr is the same. The Government is reckless with
taxpayers' money. In the case of Rothwells it has been reckless with untold millions. In the
case of totec Australia Pty Ltd it has been reckless with $20 000. But the principle is the
samne, the attitude is the same, and the methodology is the same.
It would be interesting to know how Totec Australia Pty Ltd landed up on the doorstep of
TIDA, and how the Government ended up involved with Totec Australia Pty Ltd. Not long
ago a report appeared in the newspaper which said. "State poised to back Bow rescue." The
article said that the State Government was poised to go to the rescue of ailing WA high tech
company Bow Electronics with an initial guarantee of borrowings from the R & I Bank, and
so on.

Mr Parker: That is going very well.

Mr HASSELL: The article continues -

The Deputy Premier, David Parker said last night the Technology & Industrial
Development Authority (TWDA) was considering application for the loan guarantee
assistance.

Perhaps it is going very well. Perhaps the Minister did better investigations. I ask the
Minister, who is involved in Bow? Who is the ultimate owner of that company?

Mr Parker: The owners that we are guaranteeing are the new owners. I cannot remember
their names off the top of my head.

Mr HASSELL: Who were the old owners?

Mr Parker: I do not even know. I think Mr Paul Bow, from memory. The important thing is
that Bow Electronics has been identified by a range of people, including the Commonwealth
Department of Defence and others, as being a very capable manufacturer of electronic
equipment. The company had some financial problems, and this was an opportunity to obtain
the assets for the new owners very cheaply, which mreant that there was substantial security
for the new owners, and that has enabled that company to continue trading. I would have
thought that was something to praise rather than to criticise.

Mr HASSELL: Mr& Chairman, I did not criticise it;, I raised it. I am glad the Minister is able
to give mec that sort of answer. I hope he is right. I picked this up as I was going through the
papers about another rescue. I am interested in who the Government is rescuing.

Mr Parker: We are nor rescuing any individuals there. Whoever used to own it sold it at a
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very considerable loss to these new people. Most of the money did not go to the old owner
but into the company. For all I know, he may not have got anything for it, but as a result of
that we were able to get it cheaply and we were able to give a small guarantee, which has
meant that that important company doing important work is able to carry on.

Mr HASSELL: Perhaps the Minister can tell us how many guarantees are outstanding
through TIDA, the total amount of money involved, and how many are considered good and
how many bad?

Mr Parker: I was asked that question on notice a few weeks ago and I provided an answer.
You could search it out in H-ansard; I cannot remember it off the top of my head, but it is
substantially less than the figure two or three years ago. I cannot remember the exact figures
now, but I know that the largest areas of guarantee have been discharged one way or another.
'They were either for the Manjimup Cannery, which Governments of both political colours
guaranteed, or the Westrade Centre and Bunbury Foods, Most of those have been written off
or discharged in one way or another. The answer is in Hansard, but my recollection of the
current level of guarantee is that it is very small; I cannot remember the exact figure.

Mr H-ASSELL: I thank the Minister. I brought this matter of Totec Australia Pty Ltd up
because I know what the situation is. I know that the Government has handed over $20 000.
It might as well have said, "Here is a gift for you people to go and have a good time." But the
company did not even have a good timne; it did not last a month. When I studied this matter I
was struck by the remarkable similarity, in a small way, to the Rothwells rescue. This
Government has this attitude. All these people can come and tell stories about who owns
what and where, and they are accepted.

I will not repeat what I said this afternoon, but I quoted in this House what the Minister said
in this place a year ago tonight. He was sitting in that seat, and he made a long speech in
justification of the Rothwells guarantee. Central to that speech was, "There will be no risk."

Mr Parker: I did not say there was no risk.

Mr HASSELL: Well, that there was no substantial or significant risk. He said there would
be no risk and the debts were good. He talked about the worst crash we could have, and said
that it would not be that bad. What is all the current carry on about? What is the
manoeuvring about? It is about Mr Connell buying $350rmillion of bad debts from
Rothwells. What about the list of companies read out yesterday by the Leader of the
Opposition as the companies which have bills outstanding underwritten by the SGIC? They
are all con companies. If not all of them, most of them are con companies.

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: The member has been reliably sticking to the matters in hand, but he is now
straying to something which, by no stretch of the imagination, can be considered relevant. I
think he should be drawn back to the matter in hand.

Mr Clarko: Run for cover!

The CHAIRMVAN: I accept the point of order. Perhaps the member for Contesloe may have
accidentally strayed from the path he was on so I ask him to get back to the debate before the
House.

Committee Resumed

Mr HASSELL: The relevance of these things is by way of comparison. I know they axe off
the central point, but we must understand that the legislation allows far all sorts of guarantees
by the Governrnent. It is part of this Government's administration, and the Minister has been
responsible -

Mr Parker: Not for Rothwells.

Mr HASSELL: There was no legislative authority for Rothwells. That is our complaint. I
do not want to delay the House, but I amn intrigued. Whether it is the SEC strikers, who get
paid when they do not work but disrupt the whole State and risk people's lives, or whether it
is Rothwells and clandestine meetings involving hundreds of millions of dollars - we now
have hundreds of millions of dollars at risk in relation to Rothwells. Whether it is that or
whether it is $20 000 at risk in Totec Australia Pty Ltd, the answer is the same. The
Government is trying to play around in business and it just cannot succeed. Totec Australia
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Pry Ltd is interesting because it is such an obvious one. Torec is the living embodiment of
everything we have been saying about the way this Government operates - and how many
more are there we do not know about? This one has been drawn to my attention and is well
documented, and I am very confident about the iniformation. because of its source and the
supporting material [ have. The fact is that the Government ought to get out of business and
until it does it will go on having the Totecs and the McLean Brothers and Riggs. One of the
companies involved in the lending of money - Austasia Finance Ltd - is one of the companies
that was buying the shares in McLean Brothers and Rigg to which we referred the other day
in relation to the Western Australian Development Corporation. That is one of the companies
lined up on this latest rescue of Rothwells with money from the State Government Insurance
Commission. It goes on and on1 and around in circles. In there is Totec, Connell, and all
those other people. We must get this State back to being run. properly. It is very important
for the sake of the State's reputation, which is already severely tarnished, that we do so.

In a broader sense the Technology and Industry Development Authority has been
dismembered, as the Minister said earlier, but I notice there are some very substantial
increases. I will not go through the items one by one but the Minister might refer to the
Technology and Industry Policy item; to the Technology and Industry Advisory Council,
where in two places very substantial increases are provided for; and also Technology and
Investment, where the vote has increased hrorn $5.4 million to $8.4 million, and give some
explanation of those matters as he goes through.

Mrt PARKER: Firstly, [ will deal with the Totec Australia Pry Ltd matter. Really I am
familiar with it only because of my involvement in answering the member for Cottesloe's
question earlier this month; but because [ answered that question I looked into it a little bit. I
have never met, nor even spoken to, any of the people involved in Torec and I do not to this
day know who they are, but they had a company whose equipment was involved with
computer aided design and computer aided management. As [ recall, they had some fairly
unique equipment that was doing some fairly unique work, and they had quite a number of
employees somewhere north of the city - I cannot remember precisely where.
They came to the Government because they said they had originally set up on the basis of
being able to attract venture capital, and the venture capital market had virtually dried up.
They still hoped to attract some venture capital either by way of loans or equity, and they
hoped we might be part of that and might put some money into it, as a loan, a guarantee, an
equity, or whatever. They asked us to review the matter and make instantaneous decisions
about it - I am talking now at the TIDA level - and it was felt that could niot be done. They
wanted very substantial amounts of money and there was no basis - as became evident
afterwards, of course - for assuming that money would be secure, but a number of people
wvere employed by the company and other people had expressed considerable interest in
investing in the plant. The decision that was recommended was that the money should be
paid as a very small and very short term facility to enable a desk top survey, as it is known, to
be done as to whether or not the company was worthy of support by the Govemnment in any
form. This program to support companies in this way has been in place for God knows how
long, but certainly since the member for Cottesloe was in Government.

The amount involved was very small and was paid in order to ensure the company's ability to
pay some salaries. [ understand it was directed towards payment of salaries to the employees
of the company. That may not have completely fulfilled their entitlements, as it has
transpired - maybe some of their entitlements were after that - but certainly that money went
towards salaries of the employees. The balance sheet suggested at face value that there was
some net asset value; however, when the matter was examined more closely it became
evident there was not. TIDA was reasonably prudent, given that it was a very small sum of
money, and it took a floating charge over the company - which it has transpired is apparently
not worth a great deal, if anything - and also director guarantees.

I would disagree with the member for Contesloe on that point because, as I said by way of
interjection, my experience is that it does not matter how insubstantial the directors are. It is
not as though $20 000 is a huge amount of money to go out and find, and they know that the
alternative to their doing that is to be put into bankruptcy or to have a part 10 scheme or
something along those lines, which can affect them for the rest of their lives. It will affect the
way in which they are regarded by financial institutions or anyone else from whom they
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ever seek funds in the future; those organisations will find that that has happened to them.
Certainly if it could be said that no director guarantee was obtained there might be something
to what the member for Cottesloe said; but director guarantees have been obtained and 1
understand TIDA has been pursuing that to obtain those funds. Time will tell how much is
recovered but my impression is that if one actually gets to the individuals and puts their necks
on the line one has a much greater chance of recovering the funds than if one is dealing only
with the corporate shield, particularly one which, as has been demonstrated, has very little
value within it.

As to the more specific issues relating to the department, the member for Coutesloe asked me
to deal with some of the items. Firstly, in relation to Technology and Industry Policy, the
allocation of $ 1.105 million includes provision for the contribution to the Chair of
Biotechnology at Murdoch University of $120 000; a contribution to the Institute for Science
and Technology Policy of $300 000; the implementation of a biotechnology strategy of
$90 000, and the WARD grant scheme announced by the Premier in his April economic
statement - that is, the West Australian Research and Development scheme - of $420 000.
The latter two initiatives - the implementation of the biotechnology strategy and the WARD
grant scheme - account for the bulk of the increase over the 1987-88 expenditure levels.

The Technology and Industry Advisory Council reflects the full year operating cost of the
council. The council was set up very early this calendar year and it has only been this
financial year that it has really operated fully. I understand there has been no increase in the
level of activity month on month since the beginnting of the new financial year, but it does
reflect a full year's operation.

Technology and Investiment has been allocated $8.433 million. Of that figure almost the
whole of the additional $3 million is related to the capital grant and debt servicing of an
amount to the Industrial Lands Development Authority for the marine support facility.
Members would be aware we announced some time ago our contribution, with the
Commonwealth Government and Australian Shipbuilding Industries (WA) Pty Ltd, to the
development of a marine support facility - a tremendous opportuity for the State and one
which has been universally applauded. It has transpired that we are contributing a very small
proportion of the total cost and huge benefits will accrue to the State from this development.
Almost all of the extra amount in this allocation relates to that. There is also an amount of
$1.36 million relating to the servicing of capital works borrowings for the development of
Technology Park. That money is ultimately recoupable; indeed, with all the new activity at
Technology Park I have insisted we will not be building any new buildings ourselves. Any
new buildings will be built by the private sector.

There is a variety of smaller payments, including our contribution to the discussions about the
multi function polis and so on, and as a result all of those areas account for the increase. I
think those were the three areas identified by the member for Cottesloe as requiring attention.
Mr Cash: There is another area related to losses on assisted industries which increased from
$194 475 to $770 000.
Mr PARKER: That relates to the underwriting of a guarantee for Cameronics Technology
Corporation. I understand that as a result of some subsequent negotiations not all of that
money will be required. In fact, I do not think the bulk of it will be required, but it was
thought prudent at the time to make provision for that because Cameronics was known to be
in a bit of a difficult financial position. That was supported by the former Technology
Development Authority, although, as I said, the amount required was considerably less.

Division 37 put and passed.
Divisions 31 to 36 postponed, on motion by Mr Parker (Minister for Economic
Development and Trade).
Division 37: Marine and Harbours, $20 451000 -
Mr CASH: I want to raise the involvement of the Department of Marine and Harbours in the
redevelopment of the Port of Perth. Members would be aware that the Swan River, including
the area of the Barrack Street Jetty, is known as the Port of Perth. At the moment plans are
being considered for the redevelopment of the general Barrack Street Jetty area. That might
sound reasonable on the face of it, but the Western Australian Development Corporation is
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involved in this proposed redevelopment. That causes me some concern, but because the
Barrack Street Jetty presently has a number of tenants - some of whom are ferry operators
and others kiosk operators - I think it would have been reasonable to expect the WADC or the
Department of Marine and Harbours to at least advise and consult with those tenants in
respect of any redevelopment of that area. I understand that the plans for redevelopment
have been uinder consideration for more than 18 months. There have been limited discussions
with various people, not necessarily connected with the Barrack Street Jetty, and it surprises
me that the (3ovenunment, through the Department of Marine and Harbours, is being so
secretive over what I[would have thought would be a very interesting redevelopment of that
area.

It reminds me of the last time we dealt with the Department of Marine and Harbours in this
place. We were dealing with the licensing of ferry operators and we found that ferry
operators who were then using the Barrack Street Jetty - and also ferry operators from around
the State - had not been consulted about the proposed changes. I must admit that the then
Minister for Transport, upon hearing of the lack of consultation, halted the passage of the Bill
through Parliament and made quite clear that negotiations were to be put into place. At the
time I said that while the operators appreciated the Minister's actions, they were concerned
that the Government had adopted an attitude of non consultation. That seems to be
happening again in respect of the Barrack Street Jetty redevelopment.

I ask the Minister to explain his association with that redevelopment and also just where the
existing tenants fit. For instance, at the moment some of the present tenants are leasing jetties
of a particular length or waterfront properties. They also have a particular size of storage
area for wet and dry products. The tenants want to know whether they will get the same sont
of length of jetty under this new plan and whether they will be able to occupy waterfront
properties. Clearly, one would assume, although this is not necessarily so, that ferry
operators would occupy waterfront positions. What parking facilities will be made available
for both visitors and others who use the area? What facilities will be made available to buses
which currently use the Barrack Street area as a tenminal, and the general public who
currently use it for recreational purposes? Will an area be closed to the public?
It was very bad management on behalf of the Department of Marine and Harbours not to
have consulted with the tenants. I think it was a bad public relations exercise. I understand
that some of the tenants became so concerned they took the matter to the department, and as a
result of their approach to that department they have since had discussions with the WADC,
and now have some limited knowledge of the redevelopment. However, the tenants do not
know where they stand. Some of them have operated ferries in that area for many years and
they are being treated pretty shabbily by that department.

In respect of another operation of the Department of Marine and Harbours, I have always
been somewhat bewildered by that department's lack of consultation and negotiation with the
Police Department, especially the Water Police. I have been told recently that had there been
more consultation between those departments, the number of vessels attached to the
Fremantle divisions of those departments could have been reduced. I recently asked a
question about whether there had been some consideration of the police taking over some of
the duties currently performed by the Department of Marine and Harbours. I understand
from the Minister's reply that this matter has been investigated and is the subject of further
consideration. As to the general rationalisation of services, I would give the example of one
of our outports. In the Port of Esperance Department of Marine and Harbours' vessels
currently take pilots out to meet ships entering that port. Since the Port of Esperance is an
outport, it receives only a limited number of ships each year. It seems to me that it would be
practical if the vessels currently owned and operated by the Esperance Port Authority were
used for the transportation of pilots to the incoming ships and obviously to pick them up
when they have piloted the ships outward.

That in itself would mean a significant saving on current expenditure for Marine and
Harbours, and a significant saving of capital cost. It is not just Esperance which might be
used in that area. If the Minister checks with the Esperance Port Authority, he will find that
this proposition has been advanced in the past - although not accepted - and is a matter which
warrants further investigation. One of the greatest problems of Government is that
departments, once established, tend to operate on a pyramid system; they tend to become
empire building operations. Marine and Harbours could be rationalised with other
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Government agencies around the State. I will be pleased to hear the Minister's response to
those general commuents.

Mr THOMAS: I wish to use this Division to make a statement about a matter which is
indirectly related to the subject matter.

Mr Clarko: After this morning?

Mr THOMAS: I am sure this will comply with Standing Orders. I anticipate a request will
be made to the Western Australian Government to use the expertise which exists within some
of the departments perhaps including these to assist the nation of Bangladesh.

Last year I had the privilege to visit Bangladesh and spend some tim~e living in a village in
that country. This was the first time that I had ever visited a Third World country, and
certainly the first time that I have had the opportunity to live among people in abject poverty.
It was a moving experience for me to see people living in those circumstances and, for a short
time, to live with them. As a consequence of that I have become involved with an
organisation known as AIBAID - the Australia Bangladesh Aid Association. This is a
voluntary community group which funds small-scale projects in Bangladesh. The president
of the organisation is Professor Robin Gosh, a professor in the eccnomics faculty at the
University of Western Australia. The membership of that organisation includes members of
the Bengali comimunity in Perth and other people.

The ABAID group has put a proposition to the Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs, Senator
Gareth Evans, that Australia should offer to undertake a feasibility study into measures which
can be taken in Bangladesh to ameliorate the likelihood of flooding which has affected that
nation very severely in recent times. That organisation has close links with Bangladesh and
hence has been able to receive direct reports of the effects of the flooding which, of course,
have been more severe because they occur in a very poor country. The effects of the poverty
in Bangladesh are: First, individual families have just enough for food and shelter in the
good times, but do not have the capacity to accumulate savings which can be used to tide
them over the bad times. Therefore, they are not very well equipped to face natural disasters
when they occur. Secondly, because the country is so poor, the Government has a very
narrow taxation base and, as a consequence, is not able to provide disaster relief or the types
of infrastructur which exist in wealthier countries, to amneliorate the effects of natural
disasters. Therefore, the effects of flooding are made much worse.

Geographically, Bangladesh is situated on the delta of the Ganges River system which rises
in India and Nepal. The floods which occurred a couple of months ago were a consequence
of rain which fell not in Bangladesh but in India and Nepal. The effects of the flooding are
exacerbated by the widespread clearing of land, in Nepal particularly, which means that the
rainfall reaches the river at a faster rate than if the hillsides were afforested. The nush which
follows creates die flooding.

People who have looked at this problem have suggested two strategies to ameliorate the
propensity for flooding in Bangladesh. One strategy is catchmnent management which is
essentially a proposition for extensive reforestation programs in India and Nepal. That is a
difficult proposition because India and Nepal are not so concerned about the problems of
Bangladesh. The second proposition is that river improvement should take place - the
straightening and dredging of waterways so that the river channels are able to conduct -

Points of Order

Mr FRED TUBBY: I have been listening for some time to this interesting discussion but
what has it to do with Marine and Harbours. in Western Australia?

Mr THOMAS: Mr Chairman,!I am not sure if the member for Dale heard what I said by way
of introduction. A submission has been put to the Commonwealth Minister for Foreign
Affairs that Australia should use the expertise which exists within its public sector to conduct
a feasibility study on programs which might be undertaken to ameliorate the effects of
flooding in Bangladesh. They go to matters such as dredging - it could be brought up under
CALM because it may affect forestry if the program is to involve reforestation. The point is,
although it is the responsibility of the Commonwealth to conduct foreign affairs, for the most
part it is the State which delivers services - such as the management of rivers harbours,
dredging services and forestry services, If such a contribution is to be made by Australia it
will be using State resources. I am hoping to make a case for the Minister to respond
positively if he receives the request from the Commonwealth.
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The CHAIRMAN: In answer to both points of order, being a fair minded person to both
sides of the Chamber, and with the complete impartiality which I show at all times, I will
allow the member for Welshpool to continue. However, I would ask him to try to relate his
address to the item before the Chair.

Mr CASH: Mr Chairman, I accept without question your decision. But I wish to make a
comment for the record. I understand that because the member for Welshpool is able to say
that he believes an agreement is to be struck with the Commonwealth - and that has some
relationship with Bangladesh and is later somehow related to this State - the member is able
to tie that into this Division. Ilam more than happy with the Chairman's decision. I believe
the Chairman is fair minded. But I make the point to the member for Welshpool that this
morning when he was in the Chair he adopted a different standard. Given the precedent that
is now being set, I hope that the member for Welshpool will acknowledge this when be is in
the Chair in future.

Committee Resumed

The CHAIRMVAN: I ask the member for Welshpool to try not to wander too wide of the
item.

Mr Wiese: Try to keep within the Budget.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! If we do not interject, we could hasten the general debate.

Mr THOMAS: As I indicated earlier, the strategies that are likely to be taken to ameliorate
the endemic problem in that unfortunate nation will involve either catchment management or
watercourse management. Australia possesses very considerabi expertise in those matters
and that expertise resides, for the most part, in State Governments. Some State authorities in
Australia are very expert in managing watercourses and some others are expert in forest
management and reafforestation. The Snowy Mountains Engineering Corporation and the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation are very experienced at
coordinating multi disciplined projects. In its submission to the Commonwealth Department
of Foreign Affairs, ABAID stated that it is particularly appropriate for Australia, as a nation
on the Indian Ocean, to make a contribution to the welfare of a fellow country also on the
Indian Ocean, a country in which live 100 million people who may have to face flooding of
the type just experienced almost annually, costing thousands of lives. It would be good
neighbourly for Australia to play a part in ameliorating that situation. Western Australia, the
only State of Australia which faces the Indian Ocean, could make a contribution to that
national effort because under this State Government's areas of responsibility resides an
enormous amount of expertise.

In conclusion, I wish to point out to the Commnittee an example of State Government
expertise being used to materially improve the lives of a number of people. One of the
activists of the organisation AIBAID to which I referred is a Mr Owen Loneragan, a retired
forester. He is involved in an ABAID project establishing a banana plantation using his
forestry expertise which he acquired through many years of service in the former Forests
Department of Western Australia. He is applying his expertise in his retirement to help ether
people improve their lives. Many people within our public sector possess the sort of
expertise that would be useful in those countries. If the Commnonwealth is of a mind to take
up the suggestion made by ABAJD, I trust that the State Government will be in a position to
respond positively.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Mt Lawley, soon to be gracing a more senior Chamber than
this, raised two matters. The first related to the old Perth port development of the Barrack
Street jetty and the second related to the Esperance pilot boat. In relation to the first matter,
the Government has supported te old Perth port development in a scaled down form. The
original proponents of the development warned a huge development on the river foreshore.
The Government has always adopted the position of allowing public access to the foreshore.
It believes that, for good historical reasons, there has been an antipathy towards any
development that impinges on the river. The net result of that has been to ensure that almost
no Western Australian has access to the river unless he belongs to a very expensive yacht
club. We have, therefore, been very keen to establish points on the river where ordinary
people can go cheaply and enjoy their time. The old Perth port development seemed to meet
those criteria. As I understand the member's complaint, it is based on the fears of the ferry
operators that they may be squeezed out by the old Perth port development.
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Mr Cash: All the tenants, not just the ferry operators.

Mr PEARCE: Yes, but the main tenants are the ferry operators.

Mr Cash: There are also kiosks there.
Mir PEARCE: There are some kiosks, but the old Perth port development proposal would
have increased the size of the jetty. Any jetty area that was lost to the development would be
compensated for by an additional jetty which would be available to the ferry operators. The
development would be moved into the river a bit so that the ferry operators would still have
the jetties which they occupy currently.
Mr Cash: You are saying that, after the redevelopment, they will not have less jetty space
than they have at the moment? That is their concern.
Mr PEARCE: Sure, that is a concern. However, some of the ferry operators have been
trying to do developments of their own. Even before I was Minister for Transport I had a
range of meetings with some of the operators who wanted to put two storey developments on
those jellies, not just to service the ferry operation, but to do other things. We were happy to
have a better arrangement with the ferry operators, but the other prop~osal to have non-ferry
related activities on the jetty was not appetising because there would have been no net benefit
to the State. They were trying to cram onto that jetty an aesthetically unappealing
development that would not have helped anybody. I think the new old port proposal is
attractive and imaginative and will be useful. It will not squeeze out the ferry operators.
Mr Cash: Can you guarantee that they will not have less wet and dry storage area than they
have now? They fear that they will end up in a lesser position. They axe looking for a
guarantee that they will not be in a lesser position and that, if the rents axe to be reviewed,
they will not be disadvantaged economically.
Mr PEARCE: Reviews of rents have not been considered at this stage because the
Department of Marine and Harbours is not involved in the development. The proponents are
private enterprise. The difficulty they have is that the proposed private enterprise
development is on land and water that is totally owned by the Crown. We made sure that the
development would be on the water because what the member said about the Barrack Street
wharf is quite right - there is no real capacity for buildings to impinge on that. The jetty
development will be done in such a way as to allow the ferry operators to enjoy exactly what
they have now with some improvements, probably because they have the capacity to tag on
developments of their own to the old Perth port development, as long as it is consistent with
the general development. They would carry the cost of that and hence there would be no
penalties with regard to rents.
I do not know the circumstances relating to the Esperance pilot boat. I have been to the Port
of Esperance on a couple of occasions recently to celebrate the deepening of that harbour
which will make it available to many more ships than currently use it. The question of the
pilot boat has never been raised with me, but I will take note of the member's comments and
investigate before making a decision.

Bangladesh might seem to be a long way from this Parliament but the Department of Marine
and Harbours, like many other services offered by the Western Australian Government,
understands its area of responsibility to be wider than the borders of our State. If it is
possible for the very substantial expertise of the Department of Marine and Harbours to be
made available to the people of Bangladesh to help them through their ordeal, I assure the
member that, in concert wit the Commonwealth Government, we will be only too happy to
play our part.
Item 1: Salaries, Wages and Allowances -
Mr CASH: The allocation uinder casual wharf labour, north west ports, has increased from
$241 000 to $390 000. Can the Minister give me the reason for that increase?
Mir PEARCE: The Department of Marine and Harbours looks after the labour component for
all of the northern ports and that is offset against income that is shown elsewhere in the
Budget. The member cannot judge the department's business on the information in the
Budget because it is not a net result, it is an outgoing result. There has been an increase in
the labour component for the northern ports, largely because we have been successful in
getting some of the northern ports working again. The member may be aware that Wyndham
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is now exporting zinc and lead from a mine nearby and that additional work allows for an
additional income which appears elsewhere in the Budget.

[tern 2: Corporate Services -
Mr BLAJXE: I ask the Minister to provide a breakdown of the expenditure for this item and
to indicate the reason that in excess of $1.5 million was expended on Corporate Services last
year.
The Opposition was extremely interested to learn that, under the Division dealing with the
resources development portfolio, one item was an allocation of $150 000 for overseas travel.
It amounted to one officer from that department travelling overseas once each week. There
are 94 staff members and it was probably a matter of saying, "If you miss out this week you
will cop it next week."
I do not want to be facetious but I really want to know how the Government intends spending
$2.3 million which has been allocated to Corporate Services.
Mr PEARCE: I do not have with me a breakdown of the Corporate Services item.
Mr Cash: Why not give it to us in writing later?
Mr PEARCE: Members must appreciated that there has been a substantial increase in the
allocation to the Department of Marine and Harbours because it has been given substantial
additional responsibilities. There was a time when it was really a service authority basically
for navigational aids and the running of the pilot boats. One of the things that this
Government has done is to give that department extra responsibilities in the area of the
development of marinas. The development of the Hillarys, marina is an example of that
responsibility. The Government has a proposal which involves the establishment of marinas
around the State which eventually will be self supporting and of benefit to this State. Only
yesterday the Leader of the Opposition tried to become involved in a debate about the
Exmnouth marina proposal. It is in an advanced stage of development;, I expect an
announcement about that marina in about three weeks. The Broome marina proposal is
proceeding and the development of the Rockingham marina is well advanced. The Port
Kennedy marina proposal is under consideration as are one or two for the Leeuwin-
Naturaliste area.
All the expertise applied by the department results in an administrative cost in terms of its
central office. In addition, there has been an upgrading of the department's computer
arrangements and that involves a cost. The Government has built up the operations of the
central office to give the department more of an entrepreneura flair to develop activities in
the State which will be of benefit to us all.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister should advise the Chamber that he does not have the
informiation; he should come clean and tell the Chamber that he cannot provide the
information because he does not have it. I asked for a breakdown of the expenditure. Is it
made up of $10 000 for postage stamps and $105 000 for taxi fares? How is it made up?
Perhaps the Minister will care to answer the question.
Mr Pearce: When you sit down.
Mir BLAIKIE: If I sit down I will be unable to speak again.
Mr Pearce: That is bad luck. When you sit down I will respond.
Mr BLAJIKE: My understanding is that I can speak only twice on an item. When I initially
raised this question I expected the Minister to give a detailed explanation, but it was not
forthcoming. I remind members that in recent days the Senate has been dealing with the
Comnmonwealth Government's estimates and, as a result, things are not looking very good for
Charles Perkins. When the Senate closely examined the estimates of expenditure for
Aboriginal affairs a number of issues started to surface.
The only time the Parliament has an opportunity to seek information is during the Budget
debate. It is not good enough for the Minister to give a flippant answer by referring to the
new marinas which will be developed along the coast. He should come clean and explain
how the $2.3 million will be expended. The Parliament will then decide whether it will
approve the expenditure. Under the Standing Orders I can speak on only two occasions and
this is the last time I can request information. I assure you, Mr Chairman, that I will seek to
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amend Standing Orders to ensure that Ministers, whether from this Government or successive
Governments, provide the infornation that is requested by members on the Estimates. I can
see no reason why the Minister cannot provide members with written information indicating
a breakdown of expenditure.

Mr Pearce: I am waiting for you to sit dawn so I can respond. You are saying that I will not
respond - I can't respond until you sit down.
Mr BLAIKIE: Will the Minister pass me the detail?

Mr Pearce: When you sit down.

Mr BLAIIE: I would like to read the information the Minister has because there may be an
item that I do not agree with.

Mr Pearce: You will have to move to amend Standing Orders. You have had your say.

Mr& BLAIIU: I have asked for the detail and I expect to be given a copy of it. If the
Minister provides the information and I do not agree with his explanation I will be denied the
opportunity to question it. Perhaps he will give me an opportunity, by way of interjection, to
commient on the information he provides to the Chamber. I remind Ministers that the only
tune members of Parliament have the opportunity to scmutinise these figures is during the
Budget debate, so Ministers should not treat the debate flippantly. Members on this side of
the Chamber do not.

Mr PEARCE: The last comment by the member for Vasse has to be challenged. Every day
in this Parliament there is an opportunity for members to ask questions; that is, during
question time. Members can ask any questions of Ministers and they will be given answers
where possible. Despite the fact that the member said that I did not know the answer I
explained to him the reason that there had been a growth in the Corporate Services area.

Mr Blaikie: What is the growth?

Mr PEARCE: I will deal with it in specific terms if that is what the member wants.

Mr Blaikie: I do.

Mr PEARCE: What I said is the truth: In the break-up of the Budget - it happens in most of
the Divisions for the edification of the member - there is a salaries and wages item which is
usually item 1 and that covers the cost of people employed in the particular department.
Many of the on costs for these people are then covered in the Corporate Services item.

Mr Blaikie: We know all that.
Mr PEARCE: The member does not know all that because he is asking why the allocation
for this item has grown to the extent it has.

Mr Blaikie: No, I asked what the item is made up of.

Mr PEARCE: I do not have a breakdown of it on a dollar for dollar basis, but most of the
increase, nearly 20 per cent, is related to the increase in the number of staff of the Department
of Marine and Harbours for the reasons I gave in my earlier contribution. There is an
associated increase in the payroll tax.

Mr Blaikie: How much?

Mr PEARCE: I do not know the exact amount.

Workers' compensation insurance payments increased by $35 000 in the year, but the bulk of
the increase, a $147 000 increase, can be attributed to the purchase of computer equipment.
Mr Blaikie: Where did the computer equipment come from?

Mr PEARCE: Is the member asking for the name of the supplier of the computer equipment?

Mr Blaikie: Yes.

Mr PEARCE: Government Ministers have a substantial grasp of their portfolios. I think I
have not done a bad job in keeping on top of a substantial portfolio.
Mr Blaikie: You are starting to sound like Charlie Perkins.

Mr PEARCE: Did I hear the member for Vasse say that I sounded like Charlie Court?
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Mr Blaikie: I said Charlie Perkins.

Mr PEARCE: For the purpose of the Budget debate I do not know the name of the supplier
of computer equipment to the Department of Marine and Harbours. I think it was Amdahl
Australia Pty Ltd. If the member puts a question on notice, I will supply him with that
infonmation. I am sure the member will appreciate that I have under my responsibility some
30 Government agencies, all of which are taking on different computer equipment in
different sets of circumstances. I do not carry in my head the information with regard to each
one.

Mr Blaikie: Was there an allocation for travel in the Corporate Services item?

Mr PEARCE: Yes, the travel allocation comes into Corporate Services.

Mr Blaikie: What was the allocation for that?

Mr PEARCE: I do not have the breakdown for that, but if the member wants to put that
question on notice, [ would be happy to respond to it.

Mr& Blaikie: Why can't you respond to it now?

Mr PEARCE: I cannot. That is the simple answer.

Mr CASH: I know that the Minister has not been in the Chamber all night, so I inform him
that we were progressing fairly well with the Deputy Premier. When he could not answer a
question, he responded by saying, "I will get the information and send it to you.' The
Minister for Transport comes into this place without the information and challenges the right
of the member for Vasse to ask the question. When the member for Vasse has already asked
the question, for the Minister to tell him to put the question on notice is somewhat
contradictory. Why will not the Minister be reasonable? As I said to him before, I am happy
to stay until 4 o'clock tomorrow momning and he knows that.

Mr Pearce: That was not what you said at all.

Mr CASH: I said to the Minister, "If you want to stay until four, [ will stay.'

Mr Pearce: That's a bit of a pork pie, that one.

Mr CASH: I make it very clear that if the Minister wants to stay until four, we will stay. I
am just making the point that if the Minister were prepared to advise the member for Vasse in
writing what item 2, Corporate Services, was all about rather than try to camouflage a
substantial increase, I am sure that the mailer could be solved. By taking this aggressive
attitude, the Minister will destroy everything we worked towards earlier in the night.

Mr PEARCE: Perhaps I ought to make the operating parameters of the Budget discussion a
little clearer to members. It is the custom for Ministers to bring into the Chamber only notes
prepared by their departments which give the major reasons for increase in particular areas.
That is what I have done in respect of the Department of Marine and Harbours and the other
sections. I have indicated the areas of particular growth. Obviously, any item that runs to
some millions of dollars will be made up of a range of bills, some of which would be for $25,
some for $2 000, and some, like the computing equipment bill, would be for $147 000. A
huge range of expenditures is undertaken. Ministers come into the Budget debate prepared to
explain why last year's allocation has increased. The reasons for the increase mn this area are
simply that there has been a 20 per cent growth in expenditure on wages and the Corporate
Services item carries many of the on costs that are involved in that. There has been a
substantial increase in the computing capacity of the department and that also contributes to
the increase. Much of the expenditure in the Corporate Services item has been spent on
specific projects, such as the development of the various marine proposals.

Mr Blaikie: It would surely expedite the work of the Committee and the Minister if those
items were available for interested members to look at.
Mr PEARCE: That would make the Budget a huge document because we do not know which
items members are interested in. If the member for Vasse is interested in finding out how
much money for the Department of Marine and Harbours was spent on travel, I am quite
happy to take the advice of the member for Mt Lawley - who fibbed a bit about the
arrangement that we had with regard to this evening, which was that we would deal with his
section if he was not obstructive, and he is starting to be obstructive - and provide that to the

4460



[Thursday, 27 October 1988]146

member in writing as a result of the query he has raised this evening. I have no problem with
that, but I did not bring in the travel figures because I did not know that that is what the
member's interest would be. If I had, he would have asked me other hard questions about
what sorts of computers we have and the names of the programs. The member cannot expect
a Minister in a Budget debate to be able to answer those sorts of questions off the top of his
head or from his notes. If the member is interested in the travel figures for the Department of
Marine and Harbours, I would be happy to provide him with the details.

Item 3: Port Management -
Mr CASH: The allocation for this item has increased from a vote last year of $2.4 million to
an estimate this year of $3.1I million. Could the Minister give some indication of the reasons
for that increase?

Mr PEARCE: The increase in ibis item is almost entirely due to the growth of services
approved in the Budget as follows: Costs associated with the export of lead/zinc concentrates
through the Port of Wyndharn by BHP, $200 000, offset by revenue of $450 000; dredging of
the Yunderup Canals entrance channel, $140 000 - this allocation is contingent on an
agreement we are in the process of working out with the Shire of M.rray, not only to allow
for the dredging of the Yundemup Canals entrance channel now, but also to provide a
mechanism for the ongoing funding for the dredging of that channel.

Mr Read: Very reasonable too.

Mr PEARCE: We have had very reasonable discussions with the shire.

Other services approved in the Budget include the following: Dredging of the Murray River,
$40 000 and entrance channels for the Serpentine River, $20 000 - that is a total of $60 000;
marketing and promotions for boat pens and the like, $20 000; and purchase of additional
vehicles for the Hillarys Boat Harbour, $10 000.
The CHAIRMAN: Before I put the vote, I would like to make some comment about the
short and compassionate address of the member for Welshpool. Although I have the warmest
feeling for the people in Bangladesh, an address like that would have been more suitably
made in another of the many forms afforded by the Parliament. In my opinion, the
Government humbly owes the Opposition L0 minutes. At some later date, I will see that the
debt is repaid. I had hoped that the member for Welshpool would have been in the Chamber,
because his address did not belong to that item.
Division 37 put and passed.
Division 38: Transport, $2 068 000 -
Mr CASH: In the general debate I want to cover a number of areas that one cannot cover in
the other areas that are generally related to transport; that is, the specific areas of Transperth,
the Western Australian Shipping Commission and the WA Government Railways
Commission. The first matter I raise is the concern of the City of Belmont about the work
that is being carried out at Perth Airport. As members are probably aware, some years ago a
master plan was developed for the Perth Airport which clearly showed the layout of all the
facilities to the year 2000. Some of that work has been completed to date; namely, the new
international terninal in the middle of the airport grounds, along with the control tower. In
due course facilities for both interstate and intrastate operators will be constructed alongside
that terminal. At the moment a fair amount of work is being done on the Ansett buildings in
the northern area of the airport - the current domestic terminal. I understand that is part of a
$60 million redevelopment for the general area, although to date the Ansetr commuitment and
contribution is approximately $18 million for its own facilities. That has caused some
concern at the City of Belmont, and to those who have followed the airport saga the reasons
are obvious. The City of Belmont believes that both the Federal and State Governments have
deceived that community, broken agreements that the City of Belmont believed it had with
both Governments, and have gone back on their word. As a result of that concern the City of
Belmont recently placed in some daily newspapers full page advertisements, one of which
was headed "Deceit by Government at Perth Airport" and has a banner subheading of, "The
Government has backtracked on its earlier undertaking for future airport development." The
advertisement states that the City of Belmont was a party to the master plan developed for
Perth International Airport and expected the interstate and intrastate facilities to be relocated
to the middle of the airport grounds, alongside the international terminal. Following the
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transfer of those facilities, in due course it expected the future parallel runway to be
constructed on the eastern side of the airport. The council is obviously very concerned that
since the Arisent organisation has redeveloped the northern area of the domestic terminal,
runway 06124 may be extended. If that runway were extended take off traffic would travel
across the Victoria Park/Como/South Perth areas. The council has advised me, the Minister
for Transport, and the local member that these are heavily populated areas. There is evidence
that many aircraft crashes occur at the time of take off or very soon after and, therefore, the
council maintains that there is a possibility of a crash occurring in that area in due course if
runway 06/24 were extended and used as a regular runway for aircraft.

That concerns me and I believe it is a matter that should be addressed by bath the State and
Federal Governments. Both Governments owe the City of Belmont an explanation about
what is occurring at the moment at Perth Airport. The construction work under way is clearly
not in accordance with the master plan and that is of great concern to the residents of the City
of Belmont. The local State member of Parliament, the member for Ascot, was approached
recently while at the offices of the City of Belmont attending a briefing and invited to sign a
petition. He declined to do so. I will read the preamble of that petition so that members
know where the member for Ascot stands with regard to the redevelopment of Perth Airport.
Members will be aware that the airport and airlines generally are controlled by the Federal
Government, but certainly there is State input into the regulation and control of aircraft. The
petition is addressed to the Speaker and members of the House of Representatives assembled
in Parliament and reads as follows -

The petition of certain residents of the State of Western Australia requests that the
Federal Government intercede on behalf of the citizens of Western Australia, to
prevent the current redevelopment of the interstate terminal at Perth Airport and
honour the agreement to locate the development of the interstate terminal at Perth
Airport adjacent to the international trmninal.

Further that the wide spaced parallel runway be constructed as soon as possible.

That is the petition the member for Ascot refused to sign when attending a recent briefing to
hear the City of Belmont's concerns about the developments. The City of Belmont does not
consider it is getting a fair go from either the State or the Federal Government. When this
matter was raised with its Federal member of Parliament, Mr Kim Beazley. the Minister for
Defence, he hedged on the question of whether he would be able to assist his constituents.
That area is generally regarded as a strong Labor district, but the people have been given a
bad deal by both the State and Federal Governments.

My other point in respect of airports relates generally to the future planning of airports in this
State. At the moment four airports are designated: Jandakot for light aviation; Perth
International Airport: and military airports at RAAF base Pearce and RAAF base Gingin.
Those who have followed the general discussion on airlines in this State in recent years will
be aware that at one stage it was planned to relocate the international airport further north. I
do not know whether it was planned to relocate that airport at the Pearce RAAF base and to
transfer that base to Gingin; to date it certainly has not eventuated. However, I put it to the
State Government that it is necessary to plan for the future and it should be considering where
the future Perth International Airport will be located. It is clear when looking at a map of this
State that Gingin is a distinct possibility for the location of a new international airport in the
long term. If that were the future location, it could be connected to a high speed rail system
which would transport passengers to and from the Perth central business district. It is a
question of looking at the plans and working out the practicality or otherwise of using that
area.

I make it quite clear that the State Opposition generally supports the deregulation of airlines.
We are strong supporters of our Federal colleagues and their policy to in due course sell an
interest in Qantas to the public. I am absolutely convinced that until such time as Qantas is
partially privatised - and I do not like to use that word - or until such time as there is a private
equity in that organisation, we will not see Qantas managed in the efficient manner in which
it should be managed. I am sure that if Qantas did take in some private funds we would see
an opportunity for the existing domestic operators Ansert and Australian Airlines to negotiate
with it and, in fact, provide an international service into South East Asia. It is true that at the
moment Qantas is the international carrier for Australia. I guess that, in
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general respects, it does a reasonable job; but [ think there are tremendous opportunities for
this State - there are certainly opportunities for Australia - if Qantas were prepared to concede
some of its international landing rights to the domestic airlines to open up tourism
opportunities that have not been opened up before.
The ocher matter I raise in this general debate is the question of taxis and the problems that
we have had in recent weeks with regard to the taxi industry in Perth. I make it clear from
the outset that I am a strong supporter of die taxi industry. I believe that those who work in
that industry perform a marvellous service for the community as a whole. They work under
very difficult situations; they are certainly not salaried people and often have to work 70 and
80 hours a week to makes ends meet or to make a reasonable wage. In return for that we
have learnt in recent weeks that they are on occasions abused and spat on by their customers,
have their cars kicked in by their customers and are at times assaulted and, in one particular
case, murdered by their clientele. It is a pretty serious situation.

Mr Pearce: Everyone is very sympathetic to Mr Tan and his unfortunate demise, but it was
nor the case that he was killed by one of his customers.
Mr CASH: They have been in the past. I make the general observation that certain taxi
drivers working within their industry have been killed by their customers. The Minister is
correct, if he is refenring to the case of Mr Tan, that the person convicted of his murder was
not a customer as such. Even so, he certainly met an untimely death under tragic
circumstances.

Mr Pearce: I agree with that. No-one derogates from that, but it was not a customer.

Mr CASH: I merely point our to the Minister that taxi drivers have been killed in the past by
customers. Admittedly, in Mr Tan's case, that was not the situation, but it was a very serious
matter, one which was addressed yesterday in the Legislative Council when Hon Gordon
Masters presented a petition to that House signed by 1 590 persons in respect to the Tan case.
I will read the preamble of that petition so that this House understands how people in the
community feel about the recent death of taxi driver Mr Tan. It states -

To: The Honourable The President and Members of the Legislative Council of the
Parliament of' Western Australia in Parliament assembled. We the undersigned Taxi
Operators and concerned Citizens are deeply concerned at the leniency of the sentence
imposed on Nicholas Meredith over the death of fellow workmate and citizen Mr Tan.
Taxi Drivers are frequently left in a vulnerable position in isolated areas with no
means to defend themselves. We therefore request that the Attorney General appeal

- the case concerning Nicholas Meredith on the grounds of' inadequacy of sentence.
Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this mailer earnest
consideration, your Petitionters, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

I support that petition and congratulate those people in the taxi industry who collected those
signatures. Although to date only 1 590 signatures have been presented to the Parliament, it
is my understanding that there are a number of other petitions currently circulating that will
be presented in due course. I should also mention that the member for Floreat, on behalf of
the Opposition, has already addressed this mailer; that is, the inadequacy of the sentence of
the convicted person Nicholas Meredith. He has addressed the matter with the Attorney
General and sought action from him, the Parliament, and the community generally. I hope
that the very slow action of the Attorney General in considering the case of Trooper
Woodman, which I have raised on a number of occasions in this place, is not repeated in
respect of the Tan murder case. There are a lot of eyes on the Government of people
demanding that action be taken on this matter.
Another matter of concern in the general area of transport is the Ansetr Airlines proposal to
construct a commercial airline pilot training facility somewhere in Australia. I was advised
recently of Ansett's intention and submitted to the State Government by way of a Press
release a call to negotiate with Ansetr Airlines to ascertain whether that company would be
prepared to locate that training facility in Western Australia. As to possible locations, there is
Cunderdin, which is currently used by people involved in gliding and which I understand was
formerly used as a war time airstrip. There are some facilities in place in that area. I am sure
it is far enough away from Perth to not cause problems to Perth and Jandakot air traffic
controls. It would offer a great fillip to the wheatbelt area of Cunderdin. I hope the Minister
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for Transport will take this matter on board. Certainly, the Opposition will be inviting Ansert
to consider that proposal and would appreciate the support of the State Government in this
matter. It is estimated that that proposed training facility could train approximately 100 pilots
each year. There are also other opportunities available to the company to make its facilities
available to the Navy and Air Force for the training of their pilots. Given that the Australian
Air Force is having difficulty in retaining its pilots at the moment, I am sure that if a facility
were located in Western Australia it could be of value to them. I might say that the huge
capital expenditure necessary to establish that airport, and certainly the recurrent expenditure
necessary to maintain its operation, would be a great boost not only to Western Australia but
certainly to that wheatbelt town.

The other matter that concerns me greatly is road funding. I have raised this matter on a
number of occasions previously. It is one that I have asked the Minister for Transport to
address when he has been in Canberra discussing general transport matters with his Federal
colleague, but I regret to say that it is a matter he still has not been able to address
successfully. Members would be aware that at the moment the Federal Government raises
$7 billion a year from the fuel levy. That is about $20 million a day, or $1 million an hour.
However, the Federal Government spends only $1.25 billion of that $7 billion which is
collected. The balance - $5.75 billion - goes into the Consolidated Revenue Fund and is used
for all manner of things. In fact, I suggested at a function that I attended recently that the
Wild Women's Suifie Organisation got some of that money. That is the sort of priority that
the Federal Government is prepared to spend its money on, rather than on roads.

I put it to the Minister once again that the road system in Western Australia has to be
addressed. There is a need for adequate funds to be provided for the maintenance of the
existing roads and for the construction of new roads. The Royal Automobile Club of
Western Australia, the Country Shire Councils Association, the Local Government
Association, and many other community groups and commercial organisations, have raised
with the State and Federal Governments the problem of inadequate funding. It has become a
national disgrace that the matter has not been addressed in a proper way. Members of the
Opposition recently had the opportunity of meeting representatives of the Country Shire
Councils Association. One of its members, Mr Ray Finlayson. the Mayor of Kalgoorlie,
presented each member with some promotional material, which was designed to try to jolt
both the State and Federal Governments into doing something. That promotional material
pointed out the number of people who will be killed on the roads each day in Australia, and
this was refaced to the fact that our roads are in a poor state of affairs.-

The member for Murchison-Eyre suggested in debate previously that unless we are prepared
to address in a proper manner the problem of road funding, roads in some of our outback
areas will deteriorate to the standard of roads found in Third World countries. I recall the
Minister for Transport saying at the time that is impossible, it cannot happen. I say to the
Chamber that given the failure of this Minister for Transport to address the problem, country
shires in Western Australia are finding that their roads are indeed deteriorating to such an
extent.

Mr Pearce: You said it had already happened, and it had not. I challenged you to name a
road, and you still haven't done it, six months later.
Mr MacKinnon: What about Nicholson Road? That is a disgrace.

Mr Pearce: It has not been turned back to a gravel road, which is what he was talking about.

Mir Clarko: I have been told there are at least three roads in Western Australia that have been
turned back to gravel.

Mr Pearce: I was asking you to name one of those roads, and six months later you have not
been able to do that.

The DEPUTY CHAIMAN (Dr Alexander): Order!

Mr CASH; The Minister has suggested that I said there were roads in Western Australia that
had reverted to gravel. If he were to read carefully what I said in this Parliament some
months ago, he would know that I made the claimn that roads in Queensland, New South
Wales and South Australia had reverted from a bitumen surface to a gravel surface. I also
made the claim that unless we were prepared to adequately address the problem of road
funding, we would find that roads in Western Australia would revert from bitumen to gravel.
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At no time did I suggest that I had knowledge of that occurring, although there have been
some suggestions that it has happened. If the Minister thinks this State does not have a
problem in respect of road funding, he just does not understand the portfolio he is meant to
administer. [In fact, last time this matter was raised, a member suggested that the Minister did
not think we had a problem because he never left the major arterial woads in his big white car.
The Minister should turn left at some stage of the game, move out onto some of the minor
roads, and see the condition that they are in, because it will be on this Government's head in
the future. We are building up in this State a massive liability which will have to be
addressed in due course. We are not maintaining our roads as they should be maintained.
Let us face it: The road system in Western Australia has a capital value, and it is a huge
amount of money if one applies normal commercial thinking. One would obviously warnt to
maintain that asset, and would not wish to allow roads to deteriorate to such a state where it
will cost millions of dollars to repair them. We can stop maintaining roads for a certain
length of time, but then all of a sudden they will fail, and the cost of making good a road that
has fadled, as compared with a road that is in a reasonable state, is nearly three times as much
in the long run. I say to the Minister that this problem will not go away. It will haunt him,
and if he is so concerned that Canberra is not spending the money on roads that it should be,
let him join with the Opposition, and all the other associations I have mentioned, and come
with us to Canberr a on a joint exercise so we can let the Federal Government know our
position in respect of the road situation in Western Australia.

Mr WIESE: I would like to echo some of the remarks made by the member for Mt Lawley.
The problem of road funding is a major problem whenever one gets out into country areas
and has contact with any of the shire councils, because they can see what is happening. They
are faced with trying to maintain the road system at its current level, and of trying to make
improvements where those improvements are desperately needed. The Minister for
Transport, the members of this Parliament, and everybody in this State have to get the
message through to the people in Canberra, as loudly and clearly as they possibly can, about
the desperate state that our roads are in. The Minister challenged us to give examples of
roads that have been left to go back to gravel. I cannot give the Minister examples, but I can
say that during the last three years I have been sitting on the Narrogin Shire Council, and we
had a debate about whether we would let a road revert to gravel because of the condition it
was in. It was a bitumen moad that was put down 15 or 20 years ago. We did not have the
funds to do the maintenance work on it. It is a road that goes through saltbush country. We
sat there and debated, for at least half an hour, whether we would let that road revent to a
gravel surface. Our shire did, in actual fact, recommend the road should be allowed to revert
to gravel.

Mr Pearce: If that debate took only half an hour I take it you did not play much part in it.

Mr WIIESE: That is absolutely bloody typical of the attitude of the Minister.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMvAN (Dr Alexander): Order!

Mr WIESE: My apologies to the Chair; I do occasionally get annoyed by trivial, petty
remarks like that. I was referring to a debate which took place in the Narrogin Shire Council.
It was a matter of extreme importance to the people who happened to be on the end of that
road.

Mr Pearce: What did you decide?

Mr WIESE: It was decided to try to maintain it as well as possible. If that road were to
suffer a wet year, or if it developed any more potholes, or if the salt situation were to
deteriorate, the decision was that that road would have to be let go. I could take the Minister
to other sections of road. I could take him to Narrakine South Road in the Narrogi Shire
where we have let a 250 metre section go. We had to, because we had been trying for 10
years to keep a bitumen surface on it, but we could not because it was salt affected. We have
taken the bitumen surface off that road and we now have a blue metal dust surface on it. I
can take the Minister to the Winibon Rock Road, where we have exactly the same sort of
situation. There has been salt encroachment into the road, and if we cannot get funds for that
road - and we are talking about nearly a kilometre of road which is severely salt affected -

that road will also be let go in a very similar way. It may not have happened yet, but I can
assure the Minister that we are on the verge of that situation occurring in Western Australia.
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Mr Pearce: Some of your colleagues allege it has happened already, and you have explained
it has not.

Mr WIESE: I am talking about the areas I know. I will let my colleagues talk about the areas
they know. To put down the condition of our road system in the way the Minister has is to do
a great disservice to the shire councils and the opinions they are trying to express to the
Government of this State regarding the rapid deterioration of our road system.

The member for Mt Lawley touched briefly on the taxi industry here in Western Australia. I
pay tribute to the job the drivers do and the conditions under which they work, their hours
and everyting else. f do nor chink there is anybody in the metropolitan area at present who
would not agree that the taxi system is not able to cope with the situation resulting from
random breath resting. I acknowledge that the Minister has recently made a statement that he
is looking to getting extra taxis onto the road. I acknowledge he is doing everything he
possibly can to encourage as many tais as possible onto the roads, especially on Friday and
Saturday nights. I urge the Minister to bring all the pressure that he can to bear on the taxi
services in the metropolitan area to ensure that we provide as good a service to the public as
we possibly can, on Friday and Saturday nights especially. If that means issuing temporary
licences to allow more taxis to operate on the weekend, I am sure the Minister will examine
that aspect to see whether it can be done. This is a real problem which needs addressing.

Mr Pearce: The member may not be aware the Taxi Control Board recommended to me
today, and I approved, the issue of 50 America's Cup type plates - that is non transferrable
plates - for Saturday and Sunday evenings.

Mr WIESE: I commend the Minister and the Taxi Control Board for that. I hope that will
help the situation, and I am sure the Minister will keep abreast of it. If the industry is still not
able to cope, that is the course the Minister must take.

Mnother matter is one of which the Minister is well aware. I have had considerable
discussions with him about the problem of slowly expanding the operations of road trains
into various areas and allowing them to operate with various commodities. Going back seven
or eight years, as the Minister is well aware, there was considerable opposition from people
all over the State when road trains were introduced to the south west agricultural areas of
Western Australia. The introduction of road trains, initially into livestock carrying, has been
art unqualified success. I commend the Minister and the department for the way in which
they have studied and observed the operations of those road trains, and have gradually
expanded the types of materials carried and the types of road trains allowed to operate on the
roads in the south west. At the present moment the Minister has before him an application
from a person in my electorate to operate a road train canting blue metal and superphosphate
from the Bunbury area into the great southern.

The DEPUJTY CHAIRMAN (Dr Alexander): Order! I have been fairly lenient to date in
interpreting the Standing Orders with regard to the general debate on transport. I want to
caution the member that in bringing up a specific matter of road trains in his electorate he
may be extending beyond the budget for the Department of Transport. Some of his previous
remarks which I have not seen fir to draw attention to referred to main roads funding and
such like which, technically speaking, were outside the ambit of the debate as well.
However, I have let those pass for the sake of an orderly debate, but the member should be
aware of that in continuing his remarks.

Points of Order

Mr BLAIKIE: My understanding of Division 38 - Transport, is that it is fairly wide, but
more importantly, the member for Narrogin is referring to road trains, which is covered in
transport permits provided by the Transport Commission. I intend to speak on the same lines,
so I trust that the member was within his province in speaking to the general area of transport.

Mr FRED TUJBBY: We had an illuminating address on Bangladesh during the debate on
harbours.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is irrelevant. We have had a judgment on that. That is
not a point of order relative to what I am raising. If members can demonstrate that what is
said is relevant, as the member for Vasse is claiming - he has provably got the member for
Narrogin off the book - there is no problem. At this point that has not been demonstrated.
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Mr CLARKO: This very day the member for Welshpool sought to restrict us very greatly in
terms of what could be debated under the word "general". Subsequently he spoke on
Bangladesh, which had nothing to do with the item before us, and the Chairman at the time
allowed it. If you, sir, come and take a different view of what can be said, how will a
member know on what he can speak?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is a fair question.

Mr PEARCE: I have taken a number of points of order myself with regard to members
straying from the general debate. With regard to the contribution by the member for
Welshpool and that of the member for Narrogin, I urge the Chair to adopt the view that both
of those are in order in trns of the debate going on.

The member for Welshpool, though he started out in a rather convoluted way, was in fact
asking for the Department of Marine and H-arbours to be involved in providing expertise for
the dredging of channels in Bangladesh. That is a direct responsibility of the department. It
is the case that transportation problems are the province of the Department of Transport and
the Main Roads Department and the member for Narrogin has taken up that matter with me.
Although it is very specific it does come within the ambit of the department currently being
discussed.

Both of those instances are a long way outside the proposition discussed earlier today when
the Leader of the Opposition sought to discuss the Rothwells guarantee during debate on the
Department of Resources Development. The Department of Resources Development as a
department has nothing to do with the Rothwells guarantee but the member for Narrogin and
the member for Welshpool were in fact discussing the services of relevant deparunents.

Mr WIESE: If we are still ont the point of order, Mr Deputy Chairman, which I presume we
are -

The DEPUTY CH-AIRMAN: Yes, we are.

Mr WIESE: - it is not my intention to talk about a specific issue. What I am trying to draw
the Chamber's attention to is a general policy area; that is, the way in which road train
applications are being handled and expanded. That is the thrust of my argument and I believe
that would come quite specifically uinder transport, transport planning, and the policy under
which the Transport Board operates. For that reason I would have thought I was a helluva lot
closer to being within what is allowable under the general debate than a lot of what we have
heard in this place in the last two or three days.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMVAN: Order! The member for Narrogin has raised a point which
perhaps illustrates what I was trying to say earlier; that is, he is relating it to the policy
manters. If he continues in that vein I do not have any problem and I hope the general point is
taken.

Committee Resumed
Mr WIESE: Prior to the point of order being taken I was saying that the Main Roads
Department and the Transport Board have over a substantial period of time been slowly
expanding the scope of operation of road trains throughout the State. Despite the initial
criticism that was raised I do not believe there are many criticisms now about the way in
which these road trains are operating, their numbers or the service they provide. So in
general I would have to acknowledge - and I have done so quite freely - the department's
efficient handling of the situation regarding road trains.

We are talking now about expanding the operations and trying to expand the general concept
of road trains in a specific area of the State - namely, the Bunbury-Arthur River area - and I
am sure it is quite allowable to talk about that. We have reached a ridiculous situation in this
area, and I should perhaps explain it a little more generally so that members will understand
what I am talking about. At present in the south west area of the State road trains of a length
of 22 metres are pernnited to operate. The road trains that most people see, especially those
carting stock into the north west of the State, are 33 mieris in length. That is all very well in
the north and on major highways like the Perth-Albany Highway, but in the south west the
department has adopted a policy that 22 metres shall be the length of the road trains.

It is most unfortunate that a 22 metre road train can have only a two axle arrangement on the
last trailer; that is, two axles on the front of the trailer and two at the rear, because within the
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22 metres one cannot physically design a road train to go out beyond that 22 metres and have
anything more than two axles on the rear of the trailer. If one could put three aides at the rear
of the trailer it is acknowledged by everybody - by all the people in the deparmnent, the
operators, and in general practice with our present triple decker transports - that a triple axle
under the trailer gives the road train far greater stability and far better spread of the load; it is
a far better arrangement all round and would make those road trains far safer to operate on
the roads of the south west. Also, putting in an extra axle ensures a greatly enhanced braking
ability, and the spreading of the load over an extra four wheels results in less damage to the
roads.

We acknowledge quite freely that there is more traffic, much hilier terrain, narrower roads
and more inexperienced drivers by way of tourist traffic in the south west. However, I am
putting to the department and the Minister that we need to change the policy to allow triple
axles under the road trains operating in the south west. Unfortunately, to allow a triple axle
these road trains will have to be extended to 23.5 or 24 metres instead of the current 22 metre
configuration that is allowable. That is the story in the specific case that we have been
discussing with the Minister. At the moment we are allowed to operate a 23.5 metre road
train an a road from Collie through to Darkan, so a road train has been allowed to operate in
the south west outside the previously accepted guidelines, on a specific road. We are trying
to get the department and the Minister - and I believe this Parliament should be aware of what
is going on - to change the policy in the road transport section that deals with road trains to
allow rigs of 23.5 metres or 24 metres to operate so that we can put triple axdes under them.

I believe the department should examine that proposition very closely. As it has accepted
road trains of 23.5 metres on probably one of the least suitable sections of road in the south
west, I cannot see why it will not go ahead and allow 23.5 metre or 24 metre road trains with
triple axles under the last trailer to operate in the south west. The department would be
making a great contribution to road safety, and to the industries using the road trains because
of the reductions in freight charges that would result. It becomes even more important in the
areas we are talking about in the south west because we no longer have rail transport in those
areas and are forced to use road transport. Anything we can do to change the policy to ensure
that we can, first of all shift all the produce we need and, secondly, do so at a lesser cost,
would be much appreciated.

I exhort the Minister to look seriously at changing the policy which presently operates in the
south west, particularly in view of the fact that he has already agreed to allow 23.5 metre road
trains to operate in part of the south west.

I thank the Chamber for allowing me to put these matters before it. They are important for
the south west; they are important for all the operators, and the matter of taxis is important for
people throughout the country areas, because they do come up to the city. The complaints
put to me about taxis came from country people, not people from the metropolitan area.

Mr BRADSHIAW: I am interested in two transport matters, and I have spoken about both to
the previous Minister for Transport as well as the present Minister.

Firstly, I am concerned about the road which goes from Wokalup, Momnington Road, to
Collie. It passes the Worsley Alumina refinery; it is a gravel road in poor condition. People
have complained to me about it for years because now that the Worsley refinery is in
operation the road is extensively used by people travelling to that refinery as well as by trucks
transporting gear to Worsley; it is also used by people short cutting to Collie. It now carries a
considerable amount of traffic. Over the years people have said that the road would claim a
life and sadly two weeks ago a Harvey man was killed on his way to work at Worsley. The
condition of the road is poor, and I believe it is time the Government took a decent look at it
and put funds into upgrading it to a satisfactory condition. It is in such a state that people
drive wide on the bends because the condition of the road where they should be driving is
completely unsafe. I hope the Government takes a hard look at this to make sure there are no
more deaths on that road because of its condition.

Another matter, in which I would like to back tup the comments of the member for Narrogin,
is that of permits for the transportation of equipment. It is abominable that transport people
have to apply for a permit. A couple of years ago a truck driver saw me because he came to
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Perth to pick up a front end loader using his own truck and on the way back to Pinjarra he
was picked up by the Department of Transport. Fortunately he was not fined but he was told
he needed a permit to bring his own front end loader to Pinjarra. At the time I wrote to the
Minister for Transport and as far as I am concerned I did not get a satisfactory reply in
respect of why these people need permits.

Mr Pearce: Who needs permits?

Mr BRADSHAW: People who want to transport equipment by road. The truck driver who
transported a front end loader using his own truck was picked up by the Department of
Transport and told he needed a permit.

Mr Pearce: The permit system was introduced by your lot when you were in Government.

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not think that was right either. ( would say the same thing if we were
in Government.

Mr Pearce: I was interested to hear in this debate that country members had two lines of
argument - firstly, the appalling conditions of the roads and how much it costs to do them up,
and secondly a range of pleas to let heavier vehicles use them. It is the heavier vehicles that
mess up the roads in the first place. Unless you can see that combination of circumstances,
you cannot run both lines.

Mr BRADSH-AW. Half of the fuel tax goes to the Commonwealth Government and only a
very small proportion goes into road maintenance.
Mr Pearce: That was an invention of the Fraser Government. The whole tax system in this
country was distorted by the Fraser Government which made every petrol pump in Australia
a tax outlet.

Mr BRADSHAW: The Labor Party has been in Government for nearly six years and if
members opposite think something is right or wrong, they should change it. Members of the
Labor Party should not keep blaming the previous Government. A couple of years ago the
State fuel tax was doubled and half of the money was ripped off and put into the Perth
transport system, not back into roads.

Mr Blaikie: He will shortly be blaming Sir James Mitchell for opening up the country.

Mr Pearce: He opened up a lot of areas which were not viable, as did Sir David Brand, and
that has led to a lot of problems.
Mr BRADSHAW: You have no sympathy whatsoever for country road users -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I urge the member for Murray-Wellington to return to
the question of transport.
Mr BRADSHAW: That is not easy. I am talking about road permits. It is crazy that these
people have to apply for permits every time they want to move a load. They have enough
paper work to fill out as it is without having to Fl out forms and collect these permits. A
person who transports superphosphate from Bunbury to Narrogin told me that once they
transport loads over 80 kilometres; they have to obtain a permit. These people have enough
problems trying to run their own businesses, maintain their trucks and so on without having
to fill out application forms for permits every time they want to move a load of
superphosphate or whatever over a distance of 80 kilometres. The Government should be
looking at changing that. It will not contribute much to keeping the roads up to scratch but it
is time that the permit system was scrapped. It is a bureaucratic nightmare for these people.
It is only keeping the bureaucrats in their jobs.
Mr BLAMKIE: My comments are related to three areas. Firstly I want to congratulate the
Minister for agreeing to allow South West Coach Lines to operate as a regular passenger
transport operator. For the sake of the record South West Coach Lines is a most innovative
company involved with the tourist industry of thi State. It has operated in the south west -

Mr Pearce: It is a very good and professional outfit.

Mr BLAIXIE: Yes, and I am glad the Minister has acknowledged the company's
contribution to the south west. I congratulate him for it. South West Coach Lines has been
operating for nine or 10 years. It is based in Busselton and is a company which I encouraged
to move into the passenger transport industry. The company originally operated a school bus
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from Nannup. The Governiment of the day, under Ray O'Connor, stopped the railway bus
operating to Nannup; that bus used to carry one passenger a week, and when I made
representations to have that service continued, Ray O'Connor told me that to do so would
cost the State $78 every time that passenger was carried. It would have been far cheaper for
that person to be transported by taxi -

Mr Pearce: You should have paid him to walk.

Mr BLAIKIE: That is right. Anyway, South West Coach Lines was operating a school bus
from Nannup and by an arrangement which may not have been legally correct it was able to
rake that solitary person from Nannup once a week to do his shopping, That was at nlo cost to
the Government and was certainly of a great benefit. Since then the company has gradually
moved out; it operates the Bunbury Transit Service and I believe it operates very
professionally. Over the years the company has had a tourist licence to take passengers from
the south west to Perth and vice versa. It operates a dual service from Margaret River, Collie
and Bridgetown to Perth and return. The significant point is that the company operates
without assistance from the Government, applies Government regulated charges, and has
built up an excellent rapport with passengers. The new licensing system allows the company
to expand its operations to Manjirnup, Northcliffe and Augusta, on the condition that the
operator will run in competition with Westrail. Provided that competition is fair and
aboveboard, I have no doubt that the company will succeed. I congratulate the Minister for
approving this licence and thereby regulating this transport service. The proposition was put
before the Minister's predecessors but none of them had the gumption to make a decision. I
am quick to point out the Government's shortcomings, and they are numerous, but on this
occasion I salute the Government. The decision may not have been such an important one
but it is one which the people of the south west will appreciate.

I refer now to the condition of the Bussell Highway. north of Busselton where the road enters
the wuart forest. This section of the road cuts through one of the most attractive areas in the
State. The Main Roads Department should not simply improve the road surface. This road
system is so important that the Government should prepare the area for a dual highway. The
existing road surface should be retained, and a new highway put in alongside the existing
railway line. The north bound section would go through the wuart forests and the south bound
section would be adjacent to the wuart forest and the Busselton-Capel railway.

A number of accidents have occurred on this section of the road which is recognised as being
one of the more dangerous areas. However, the important scenic areas must be maintained
together with the creation of the dual highway. The Minister should give urgent priority to
this proposition. I have made representations over the last couple of years to the Main Roads
Department about another dangerous section of the Bus sell Highway, adjacent to the muart
forest, the Ludlow River and the Ludlow forestry settlement. Fatalities have occurred on this
section of the highway where extensive road widening is required. Run off lanes for traffic
moving north and south should run through the Ruabon area and across to INannup. For
safety reasons road construction is very important. This section of the Bus sell Highway is
well known to Westrn Australians; it is a matter which deserves urgent attention by the
Government. Funds should be made available to improve this very important section of road.

Mr FRED TUBBY: For the last six years the Government has allocated between
$167 million and $171 million to roads in this State. The allocation this year has half the
purchasing power of the allocation six years ago. Roads are deteriorating - even though the
Minister is quite flippant about the situation. If the Minister wishes to take a quick trip out to
the Bickley Brook Reservoir he will see for himself that the road is in dire need of
maintenance. I am surprised that the member for Gosnells did nor mention this to the
Minister when she was whispering to him during debate. I am disappointed with the
Minister's flippant attitude because the dangerous section on the South West Highway will be
moved to the electorate of Arnadale. I am quite sure that the people of Mundijong will be
interested to hear the aside which the Minister made to a previous speaker on this issue.

Many roads throughout the State have nor had maintenance work carried out on them for
many years. If roads are not resurfaced after seven years, air and water has an effect on the
texture of the road surface which starts to break up. Major work then needs to be carried out
to return the surface to a usable condition. It is senseless not to spend funds before the roads
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deteriorate because an enormous amnount may need to be spent in the long term. Because this
road maintenance has not been carried out around the State, large sums will need to be spent
on bitumen surfaces.

Roads constructed during the 1950s and 1960s had around a 35 year life span. Major
construction took place during those years and those roads need to be replaced. Insufficient
funds are being made available to carry out that work at the end of that life span. If the
bitumen surfaces are not replaced, those roads will return to gravel. The member for
Narrogin mentioned road conditions in his area. I could point to some roads in the northern
wheatbelt area which should be returned to gravel because the farmers bringing their heavy
truckloads of wheat to the bins cause the road surface to break up. The road surfaces are
dead because they have not been maintained; they are breaking up. and should be returned to
gravel. Funds are not being made available for major upgrading which should take place if
the roads are to remain bituminised.

I am disappointed that the Minister tends to treat this matter with contempt. He makes
flippant comments, but the people in country areas deserve a better response. I hope that
more money will be made available and that the Minister will put pressure on his Federal
counterpart to ensure that an appropriate portion of the $7 000 million is allocated to the
maintenance of roads instead of entering the welfare basket for spending on all sorts of other
items. Those funds were originally intended to go towards the maintenance of roads and new
road construction. They have been diverted into other areas and roads have gone to rack and
to ruin. I urge the Minister to not treat this matter with contempt but to take the bit between
his teeth and get stuck into his Federal counterpart to ensure that we get our fair share of road
funds. Western Australia is the largest State and it has the most roads, and with fewer people
than any other State we need to receive more funds for our roads otherwise we will
experience huge problems in the near future. Unfortunately, it will be a Liberal Government
after February that will have to bite the bullet and cope with this problem.

Mr CLARKO: Every local authority I meet with, especially in country areas, complains
about the lack of both State and Federal funds for its road programs. We are all aware that
the Federal Government collects about $7 billion through fuel taxes and gives back about
$1.2 billion to fund roads. A $6 billion shortfall is going into general revenue. A substantial
part of that should go to improve existing roads and to construct new roads throughout
Australia, particularly in Western Australia.

Theme is also a problem with the way the Government is spending the money it receives.
Approximately $50 million is being spent on the metropolitan transport system. That is
probably reasonable, but it cannot be spent at the expense of country areas. I want the
Minister to take heed of the cry for help from local authorities in Western Australia. It is true
that metropolitan councils also have problems, but their problems are not quite as serious as
those of country councils. The cost of roads in Australia seems to increase at a greater rate
than the inflation rate and there is a need for the Government to increase road funding.
However, that hopeless Federal Treasurer, in his mini Budget in May, cut funds for roads. I
am sure the Minister appreciates my argument. He and the Minister for Local Government
should listen carefully to this cry for help from country councils.

I have been passed an extract from The Australian of 20 May this yea which carries an
article about a Caucus revolt by 40 Labor backbenchers over the Government's 'Razor
Gang" cut of $50 million in the road funding arrangements earlier this year. The Government
is aware of the problem and I call on it to do something about it.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Dale showed his appalling ignorance of how the fuel tax was
raised in the first place. I remind members of how that happened, not because I am an expert
on the history of Australian politics but because people need to be reminded that the furphy
that is now being put around about the fuel tax and our roads is untrue. The Fraser
Government tried to encourage oil exploration by introducing parity pricing. That was a tax
on fuel designed to keep the cost of imported fuel up with the higher cost of locally produced
fuel. It was supposed to be an incentive to oil companies to search for oil in Australia. Parity
pricing was a neat mechanism for the Fraser Government to say that it was giving an
incentive to local oil explorers at the same time as receiving a massive windfall which grew
and grew as fuel usage in this country increased. Parity pricing so completely distorted the
tax gathering process in this country because the fuiel levy became the greatest single source
AR4M1
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of taxation, including income tax, that successive Governments have not been able to cut out
that element of general taxation. Parity pricing was always meant as a general revenue
measure and was never related to the roads.

Mr Fred Tubby: More money from that revenue raising measure went to roads than it does
today.

Mr PEARCE: That is not the case because it all went into general revenue and the allocation
for the roads camne out of that.
Mr Cash: On a percentage basis, a far greater amount of money was paid into maintenance
during those years. Look at the Cameron report; all of the statistics are in there.
Mir PEARCE: That is not true. There was never a linkage between fuel parity pricing and
the amount that was spent on roads. That does not deny that there has been substantial cuts in
road funding over recent years.

Mr Cash: You admit it.

Mr PEARCE: I have always said that. The farst thing I did as Minister for Transport was to
go to Canberra and put the argument to the Commonwealth Government for an increase in
the funds for Western Australian roads. I particularly put the case for country councils. I
also put the case for putting funds towards the maintenance of roads rather than the
construction of new black tops. One problem that we faced was that previous conservative
Governments found it easier to black top new roads than to maintain existing roads. It was
an easy way out. Everyone wanted their roads to be black topped, so a vast imbalance of
money was directed towards new black topping and not towards the maintenance of other
roads.

The member for Dale said that roads need to be attended to after seven years. He deplored
the fact that roads unattended for 20 or 30 years face an unfortunate situation. Both of those
statements are true. However, I draw the conclusion for him that roads which are now 25
years old, that should have had maintenance work done on them after seven years, farst began
to run into trouble 18 years ago. It is not difficult to see that the failure of previous
Governments to attend to those roads over many years has caused a major problem for this
Government. I have undertaken the hard political task, but a necessary one, of shifting the
balance of road funding away from new construction, as far as possible, and into maintenance
to try to make up for the deprivations of the past. That has been necessary because of the
cuts which have been made by the Commonwealth Government. No-one has been more
forthright than this Government in telling the Commonwealth Government that an adequate
level of funding is necessary for our roads. However, at the same time we have been
prepared to say to the Commonwealth Government, "If you give us more money you can be
sure we will not do what our predecessors did and put the whole lot into new construction
which will have the effect of making an even greater burden for our successors to carry." In
putting our road network together we have to have an understanding of what is a sustainable
level of black top roads for the community and we have to be able to build to that level. In
the past, much of the new construction paid no attention at all to the capacity of die
community to maintain the roads.

Mr Fred Tubby: So your argument is that the roads are no worse now than they were six
years ago when this Government came to office?

Mr PEARCE: I am not saying that at all. I am saying two things. There have been cuts in
funding and that is a matter about which we have protested. I am also saying that, over that
six years, roads which were built 15 and 20 years ago have not been maintained by previous
Governments and are now reaching a crisis point. We have had to face that difficulty. Not
only has the cutback in funding caused a problem, but so also has the accumulation of lack of
maintenance over the years. I do not blame only the former State Governments for that; I
also blame some local councils. They have also been finding it easier to react to pressures
from local constituents to black top this bit of road to that farm and that bit of road to this
farm rather than maintaining their existing road systems. Not all councils were in that
position but some were. I have already mentioned the contradiction of members of which
they are completely unaware.

Mr Clarko: You are embarrassing the Minister for Agriculture who was the former Minister
for Transport.
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Mr Grill: Roads are in a better condition because of the ARD funds.
Several members interjected,
Mr Cash: The Minister for Agriculture has had enough.
Mr PEARCE: We have all had enough. I have heard the argument about roads over and over
again and it never improves. There is always a cry for mote money.
Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: I do not know what else [ can say except to repeat what I have said: That is,
the State Government has been pressing for a better level of funding from the
Commnonwealth Government. It has been successful to some extent. It sought a bias of
funding towards country shires and it received it; it sought a bias in funding towards
maintenance and it received that. Members opposite pick up the clamour of any interest
group without considering the decisions the Government must make. They do not understand
the extent to which road trains can have an impact on the damage to roads unless the situation
is handled carefully. The member for Narrogin said that we must allow larger road trains in
the south west. The reason he said that is simple: One of his constituents bought a road train
which, instead of being within the 22 metre limit which applies in his area, was 23.5 metres
in length.
Mr Wiese: The Minister knows that it was purchased as a result of advice from his
department.
Mr PEARCE: The gentleman's claim is that no-one told him that a road train operating in
the south west had to be a certain size.
Mr Wiese: I spoke about a policy, not about a specific issue.
Mr PEARCE: [ know that, but I want members to know how the member came to a policy of
having road trains of 23.5 metres in length or more in the south west. The reason is, as I have
stated, that one of his constituents bought a road train which was too big. On the basis of that
the member has taken up a policy of having road trains of 23.5 metres in length. No doubt if
his constituent had bought a road train of 26 metres in length he would be advocating a policy
of 26 metres.
Mr Wiese: If you ask your departmental people they will tell you that I am of the opinion
that road trains of 26 metres in length are too long. I have said they should be 23.5 metres or
24 metres. It prov ides better road safety to road users in the south west.
Mr PEARCE: It is no way to make a policy.
Mr Cash: It indicates the contempt the Minister has not only for road funding, but also for
constituents in general.
Mr PEARCE: Is the member for Mt Lawley saying that I should allow a single constituent of
the member for Narrogin to have a road train which has a 10 per cent additional capacity to
all the other road trains in that area and which would give that person a competitive
advantage over all the other road train operators in the south west? If that is the case, the
member may support the individual against all the other road train operators in the south
west, but I do not. There must be a degree of consistency in order that commercial
advantages are not being given to any one individual. I am sure that the road train operators
in the south west would be interested to know that my holding everyone to the same line in
regard to competitive edge is not the position occupied by the member for Mt Lawley who
seems to think that one person should have an advantage.
Mir Wiese: I spoke about allowing road trains of 23.5 metres in length because they would
have a triple axle and it would be better from a safety point of view. I spoke on the general
aspect, I did not speak on the specific aspect because I took it up with you privately.
Mr PEARCE: That is right but I knew something that other members did not know and I
referred to it.
The member for Mt Lawley referred to the Perth Airport. His denigration of the member for
Ascot, on the basis of a claim that the member for Ascot would not sign a petition which, I
presume, was put around by one of his colleagues, was totally misplaced. The fact is that the
member for Ascot acted with more speed and effectiveness in that matter than did any other

4473



member or citizen in Western Australia. He acted within 24 hours of the approach being
made by the City of Belmont. He led a deputation from the City of Belmont to see me and,
as a result of that, I am leading a deputation from the City of Belmont to the Commnonwealth
Ministers involved in the Perth Airport. We want to ensure that the land available for the
second parallel runway will be made available to the Federal Airports Commission in order
that the position taken some years ago by the City of Belmont can be realised. I have
arranged for a meeting in Canberra on Wednesday and Thursday next week and I will speak
with the relevant Federal Ministers. Tomorrow morning the member for Ascot and I will be
meeting the Federal Airports Commidssion to prepare the information that will be required
when we, together with representatives from the City of Belmont, meet the Federal Ministers.
Mr Cash: If I had not gone to the City of Belmont you would not have done anything. The
only thing that prompts you is when the Opposition gets hold of something and then you run
for cover.

Mr PEARCE: I have already outlined that the member for Ascot led a deputation to me. I
gave a lot of time to the City of Belmont last week and we went through its concerns. As a
result I have set up the meeting with the Federal Airports Commission and I am leading a
deputation from the City of Belmont to Canberra. I have not even received a letter from the
shadow Minister for Transport about the Perth Airport. There has not been one approach
from an Opposition member.

Mr Cash: I deal direct with those people. I have given up making approaches to you.

Mr PEARCE: What approach has the member for Mt Lawley made to the Federal
Government?

Mr Cash: I have taken the matter up with my Federal col-leagues.

Mr PEARCE: Which Federal colleagues?

Mr Cash: Mind your business.
Mr PEARCE: I call on the Opposition to join with the State Government in its approach to
the Federal Government to have this matter resolved. Although it is a little late, I am happy
to have the Opposition provide me with a letter to indicate to the Federal Government that it
supports the approach made by the State Government and I will present it to the Federal
Ministers when I meet them next week.

The other significant matter which was raised concemns taxis. Members wil be aware that I
called a mass meeting of the taxi industry this week to discuss many of the problems
experienced by the industry. The meeting was well attended and it was a particularly useful
and constructive meeting. It was appreciated by the taxi industry because it has not always
had the opportunity to meet the Taxi Control Board and the Minister to discuss its concerns.
As a result of the meeting I have set in train a number of measures.
Mr Clarko: Rome is burning and you are fiddling. Everything is going backwards and you
are doing nothing.

Mr PEARCE: [ wonder if that is a fair assessment of the situation. I wonder whether the taxi
drivers of Perth, if they were to hear the comments of the member for Karrinyup - he has not
been an advocate of taxi drivers and he has done nothing to assist the industry -

Mr Clarko: Have you done anything?
Mr PEARCE: I had a meeting - I have met the Taxi Control Board and the taxi drivers.

Mr Fred Tubby: You do not do things; you just have meetings.

Mr PEARCE: Earlier the member for Dale said that I dealt flippantly with an issue when I
pointed out that although the Opposition was claiming that roads had gone back to gravel in
Western Australia, it could not name one. The member for Dale said it was flippant of me to
have insisted on a bit of information. I point out to the Chamber and to taxi drivers the
flippancy of his comments. We had a meeting - it was probably an historic meeting for the
taxi industry - where we asked taxi drivers, owners, leaseholders and other people involved in
the taxi industry to express their concerns and what they wanted us to do. I call it
consultation. I call it talking to the industry in order to set in place measures which it feels
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would alleviate its concerns. I would have thought that kind of consultative process was
something of which to be proud. The member for Dale says, "Oh, you had a meeting." I am
proud of having had that meeting.
Mr Clarko: One of the taxi drivers who was at that meeting said you went round and round
in circles - which is usual - and you did nothing. He was interviewed on the TV program as a
result of that meeting with you. He said you went round and round in circles and that nothing
was achieved.
Mr PEARCE: That was the taxi driver who left the meeting a third of the way through.

Mr Clarko: That may be true or false.
Mr PEARCE: It is the truth. Again, it is not really relevant. It is midnight and I am sure
nobody really wants to hear these things, but the media attended the meeting and I asked the
taxi drivers there whether they wanted them to be present. They voted overwhelmingly to
exclude media representatives because the taxi industry generally is of the view that the Press
has not given it a fair go in recent times. There was some aggravation on the part of taxi
drivens towards the Press, so the Press was excluded. The Press waited outside the Concert
Hall for two hours for the meeting to be over. Those taxi drivers who sat through the whole
meeting and reached the agreements with me left the meeting at the same time as I did. A
couple of dissident taxi drivers who stood up in the first 20 minutes of the meeting were
roundly abused because of the extent to which their views were not supported by other
members of the taxi industry. Two or three well known dissidents left the meeting. The first
of them left after the first 20 minutes and spent half an hour outside talking to the Press about
how useless the meeting was when the meeting was going on inside with the other 500 or 600
drivens for an hour and a half afterwards to reach all the agreements.
Mr Clarko: Did the meeting go round and round in circles?
Mr PEARCE: No, it did not go round and round in circles. That certainly was not the view
of the vast maj .ority of drivers who left the meeting. The interviews that were held with, for
example, the industry representatives of the West Australian Taxi Operators Association and
others said that the meeting was very constructive and very useful. I have had reports back
from a range of people who heard the taxi drivers' view of the meeting and it was that it was
constructive and successful. We asked the industry what it needed and wanted and we put in
place the things that the industry voted to have as a way of solving its problems. That, as an
exercise in consultation, has been unique in the taxi industry and remarkably successful.
Mr CASH: Would the Minister be good enough to explain what the expenditure on transport
grants and subsidies under "Other Services" is all about?
Mr PEARCE: A range of transport subsidies is given. The major ones are these: Student
travel, $1 100 000; pensioner travel, $651 000; Eastern Goldfields Transport Board,
$415 000; Bunbuxy City Transit, $847 000; air service grants, $229 000; Kununurra airport,
$390 500. The variation from 1987 and 1988 is the result of increases and decreases in the
various subsidies. The major increases from last year are: Eastern CGoldfields Transport
Board, $235 000; Kununurra airport, $181 000; and pensioner travel, $90 000.
Mr BLAIKIE: I thank the Minister for the detail he gave. That is the detail that is so
important when considering the Budget Estimates. I hope that the Minister's example will be
followed by his colleagues. I compliment him for turning over a new leaf.
Division 38 put and passed.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the
House).

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
On motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 8 November, at 2.15 pm.
House adjourned at 12.07 am (Friday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMIICAL PROJECT
Ethane - Provider

1595. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) Which company wil provide the ethane for the petrochemical plant at

Kwinana?
(2) Have firm arrangements been made with tis company for the provision of

ethane?
(3) What is the estimated cost of constructing the plant to extract the ethane?
Mr PARKER replied:
MI Ethane will be supplied to the petrochemical plant by SECWA, under an

arrangement with Wesfarniers LPG Pty Ltd.
(2) Provision was made in the original LPG contract with Wesfarmers for the

extraction and delivery of ethane. Details are being finalised under a
supplemental contract.

(3) The cost of modification to the existing LPG plant, plus a necessary facility
for extracting CO 2will amount to approximately $50 million which has been
taken account of in the project costs.

WESTERN AUSTR-ALIAN GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD - INTEREST
BEARING BONDS

State Government Insurance Commission - Estimated Interest Cost

15%6. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) What is the estimated interest cost to Western Australian Government

Holdings on its interest bearing bonds taken out by the SGIC?
(2) How will Western Australian Government Holdings meet this interest

commtment?
(3) When is it anticipated that the project will have a cash flow enabling these

interest payments to be met?
Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Some $24 million per annum. at prevailing rates.
(2)-(3)

Dependent on financing arrangements which are still being negotiated. I have
explained to the House now on three separate occasions how these moneys
can be met without adversely impacting on State revenue.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
WA Government Holdings Ltd - Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd Share

1606. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) From which persons or corporations did Western Australia Government

Holdings Ltd purchase shares in Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd?
(2) How many shares were purchased?
(3) What percentage of the total shareholding did that represent?
(4) Has settlement been effected?
(5) If so, when?
(6) If not, when is settlement to rake place?
(7) Where did settlement take place?
(8) Who as lawyer represented the Government corporation in the deal and

settlement?
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(9) How much money has been paid?

(10) When was it paid?

(11) To whom were the cheques made out on settlement?

(12) Was there a contract of sale on settlement?

(13) What were/aye the terms of that contract?

(14) Did it contain conditions and warranties by -

(a) the vendors; and

(b) directors of the vendors

as to -

(i) the title of the shares being acquired; and

(ii) the financial status, standing, accounts, assets and liabilities of PICL?

(15) Has the Government corporation received the share certificate for its holding?

(16) Who are the present directors of PICL?

(17) What arrangement exists as to the maintenance of equal directorships of the
Government corporation and other parties?

(18) Who are the other shareholders of PICL?

(19) Have the articles of association of P[CL been amended and, if so, in what
ways?

(20) When were amendments made?

(21) Does the Government corporation have rights of pre-emption should Bond
desire to sell its interest or part of it in PICL?

(22) Do similar provisions apply if Western Australia Government Holdings
desires to sell its holding?

(23) Does the Government expect a further party to be introduced to the project as
part proprietor?

(24) What is the role of the AGC other than as gas and electricity supplier under
contracts already made?

(25) Who are the present directors of Western Australia Government Holdingo?

(26) Who are the shareholders of that corporation?

(27) Is the structure and membership of the Board of Western Australia
Government Holdings intended to change?

(28) If so, in what way?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) WA Government Holdings Ltd subscribed for shares in Petrochemnical
Holdings Pty Ltd, the holding company of Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd.

(2) 43 750 000 shares were subscribed for.

(3) 43.75 per cent.

(4) Yes.

(5) 17 October 1988.
(6) Not applicable.

(7) At 108 St George's Terrace, Perth.

(8) Messrs Jackson McDonald.

(9) $175 milion.

(10) 17 October 1988.
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(11) Petrochemical Holdings Pty Ltd as to $125 million, and the Rural & Industries
Bank as to $50 million by direction of - in turn - Petrochemical Holdings Pty
Ltd, Petrochemical Investments Pty Ltd and Dempster Nominees Pty Ltd.

(12) Yes1 there were several.
(13) The contracts were in usual trns for substantial commercial transactions of

this kind.
(14) Warranties were given by the vendors;, and in the case of the contract of sale

between Dempster Nominees Pty Ltd and Petrochemical Investments Pry Ltd.
by Mr Dallas Dempster a director of Dempster Nominees Pty Ltd as to the
title, financial status, standing, assets and liabilities of PICL.

(15) 1 am advised that in due course WAGH will receive a certificate for its
shareholding in Petrochemical Holdings Pry Ltd.

(16) R.G. Bowe (alternate P3. Farrell); W.C. Heron (alternate M.A. Lewi); J.
McKee (alternate P.L. Wiese); P.G. Beckwith (alternate L..B. Simpson); P.A.
Mitchell and K.P. Judge.

(17) There is a shareholders' agreement between the parties providing for equal
numbers of directors to be nominated by each of Bond Corporation and
WAGH.

(18) PICL is a wholly owned subsidiary of Petrochemical Investments Pty Ltd,
which is in turn a wholly owned subsidiary of Petrochemical Holdings Pty
Ltd. The shareholdings of Petrochemical Holdings Ply Ltd are WA
Government Holdings Ltd and companies which are members of the Bond
Corporation group of companies.

(19) Yes, the articles have been amended and should be able to be examined on the
Corporate Affairs Department file. They have been amended to achieve
consistency with the principles of the shareholders agreement.

(20) At settlement.
(21 )-(22)

Yes.
(23) No decision has yet been made.
(24) Presumably this question refers to SECWA. SECWA has nto role other than

as electricity, gas and ethae supplier.
(25) R.C1. Bowe, W.C. Heron and J. McKee.
(26) The Treasurer for and on behalf of the State of Western Australia beneficially

holds the whole of the issued shares in that company. Because of the statutory
requirement that there be five shareholders, shares are held by -

Held pursuant to deeds of trust on behalf of die Treasurer -
W.C. Heron 2 ordinary shares of $1 fully paid
R.G. Bowe 1
J. McKee I "

R.I. Fisher 1
P.M'C. Dowding as Treasurer of the State of WA -

6 999 995 ordinary shares of $1 each fully paid
8 000 000 ordinary shares of $1 paid to 10 each.

All shares not registered in the name of P.M'C. Dowding are held
pursuant to deeds of trust for and on behalf of the Treasurer of
WA.

(27) No.
(28) Not applicable.
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD - NORTHERN
MINING

Directors - Company Shareholders, 1987-88
1638. Mr LIGHTFOOT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Who were directors of Western Australian Government Holdings (Northern
.Mining) in 1987 and 1988?

(2) Who or what companies were shareholders in Western Australian Government
Holdings (Northern Mining) in 1987 and 1988?

Mr PARKER replied:

(I) Directors during 1987 and 1988: Date of appointment and resignation show if
these occurred during the period -

Appointed Resigned

Michal Arnost Lewi (alternate
to William Cowan Heron) 25-10-88

Peter John Farrell (alternate
to Ross Gregory Bowe) 25-10-88

Peter Lachlan Wiese (alternate
to John McKee) 17-10-88

Ross Gregory Howe 10-10-88
John McKee 19-8-88
William Cowan Heron 19-8-88
Kevin John Edwards 19-8-88 10- 10-88
John Byrne Horgan 19-8-88
Michael Awstun Lewis 19-8-88
Graham Lloyd McDonald 25-11-87
Anthony James Lloyd 28-3-88

(2) Shareholders during 1987 and 1988: Date of acquisition and disposal shown
if these occurred during the period -

Acquired Disposed

(Two ordinary shares each
fully paid to $ 1)

William Cowan Heron 4-10-88
(One ordinary share fully

paid to $ 1)
John McKee 4-10-88
Ross Gregory Bowe 4-10-88
Robert James Fisher 4-10-88
John Byrne Horgan 4-10-88
Anthony James Lloyd 4-10-88
Graham Lloyd McDonald 4-10-88
David Edwin Hatt 4-10-88
Michael Awstun Lewis 4-10-88
(6 999 995 ordinary shares

each fuly paid to $1
8 000 000 ordinary shares of
$1 each paid to Ic)

All these shares were held for and on behalf of the Treasurer of WA and were
never and are not now beneficially owned by the shareholders.

Peter M'Callumn Dowding 18-8-88
Brian Thomas Burke 18-8-88

AGRICULTURE - HOUSING
Development Effects - Leda, Wellard, Baldivis Areas

1643. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Has there been any study of the effect of housing development and planned
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housing development on agricultural, horticultural and floricultural industries
in the Leda, Wellard and Baldivis areas?

(2) If yes, will he table it?
Mr GRILL replied:

Iam not aware of any study having been done in this area.

HOUSING - HOMESWEST
Properties, North Fremantle - Redevelopment

1649. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What consideration is being given by Homeswest to the redevelopment of its
land and properties in North Fremantle?

(2) Which properties are under consideration for redevelopment?

(3) When will studies or consideration of the issue be completed?

(4) What options are being considered?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) Homeswest recently advertised for registration of interest by experienced
parties to prepare feasibility studies and proposals for the redevelopment of
certain Homeswest holdings in North Fremantle.

(2) The properties within this area which are being considered for redevelopment
are -

Lots ILI to 23 Ainslie Road.
Lots 24 to 32 Harvest Road.
Lots I to 10 Alfred Road/Codchill Street.
Lots 237 to 239 and 243 Alfred Road.
Lots 241, 244 and 247 to 248 Phyllis Street.
Lot 320 Rule Street.
Lots 21 and 22 Staples Street.

(3) The registration period has closed and Homeswest is currently assessing the
various submissions. As a consequence of this, the successful party/parties
will be asked to progress detailed feasibility studies providing various
development options.

(4) All valid options as a result of the feasibility studies will be considered.

ROBERTS, MS SYBIL - APPOINTMENT
Joondalup Development Corporation

1655. Mr MacINNON to the Premier:
(1) Is he aware of the appointment of Ms Sybil Roberts, a councillor from the City

of Wanneroo, to the board of the Joondalup Development Corporation?

(2) If so, on what grounds was her appointment made?

(3) Was the Wanneroo City Council consulted over the appointment?

(4) If not, why not?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes.

(2)-(4)
1 refer the Leader of the Opposition to the Joondalup Act 1976, section 13,
which deals with board appointments. Procedures as laid down in that Act
have been adhered to.

4480 [ASSEMBLY]



jrhursday, 27 October 19881 48

PLANNING - ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION PROCEDURES
"Parks and Recreation" Zoning, System 6 Area - Residential

Development, Leda
1660. Mr CASH to the Minister for Environment:

(1) (a) Given that the Knightsbridge development was zoned urban and had
council approval, should not land zoned "parks and recreation" within
a System 6 area be rezoned for residential use and development
without a public environmental report; and

(b) if not, why not?

(2) Could be outline environmental evaluation procedures in relation to residential
development proposed by LandCorp at Leda as reported in The West
Australian of 19 October 1988?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) Knightsbridge did not have council approval. Council was not entitled to
make a decision which could cause or allow implementation of the proposal to
proceed until after I had determined the environmental acceptability of the
proposal. System 6 recommendations pre-date the purchase of the land by the
current owner of Knightsbridge. Recommendations are intended to protect
environmental values of the areas involved. Proposals that could damage
these values need to be appropriately assessed - if necessary via a public
environmental report - to establish whether they are environmentally
acceptable.

(2) A structure plan is being prepared by LandCorp for the overall Leda locality.
The EPA has been kept informed of its preparation, the priority being to
ensure that the System 6 M104 area is adequately protected. The present
LandCorp proposal is part of the structure plan and does not impinge on the
System 6 area. Parts of the "other stages" shown in the 19 October article do
impinge on the System 6 area, but these have not been proposed for
development. As proposals for these other stages are made, they will be
assessed by the EPA.

PLANNING - SYSTEM 6 REPORT
Recommendations Unilaterally Implemented - Recommendation 14

1661. Mr CASH to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Does the System 6 report have administrative relevance, or a requirement that
its recommendations be unilaterally implemented?

(2) What is his response to recommendation 14 of the System 6 report?

(3) Does he propose fair compensation for land affected by his decisions and, if
not, why not?

(4) If yes to (3), how and what procedure should apply?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1)-(2)
The Government has accepted in principle part I of the System 6 report and
approved of the progressive implementation, as far as possible, of the detailed
recommendations in part U.

(3)-(4)
The Environmental Protection Act does not discuss compensation. Issues may
be considered on their merit.

PLANNING - DEVELOPMENTS
Stephenson Avenue, Lot I - Environmental Protection Authority's Advice

1662. Mr CASH to the Minister for Environment:
(1) Referring to his response to question 1416 of 1988, parts (3), (4) and (5), is it

a fact the ABC radio news for 7.45 am on Thursday, 13 October 1988 quoted
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the Chairman of the EPA, Mr Barry Carbon, as having advised him that the
new proposal for residential development of Lot I Stephenson Avenue, City
Beach, did not canvas any new issues, and that the EPA's advice against the
proposed development remained unchanged?

(2) If yes, will he confirm that this advice has been given to him by the EPA and,
if not, why not?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) 1 refer the member to the answer to question 1612.
(2) The EPA has not yet reported on the new proposal.

ENVIRONMENT - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECION AUTHORITY
Development Projects - Public Environment Reports

1663. Mr CASH to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Given his decision to call for a PER for the Knightsbridge proposal, why did
he forgo an equivalent assessment of the equally controversial Bucland Hill?

(2) Was be informed that the development of a large area of LandCorp property is
within the area boundary of the System 6 area M 104?

(3) Why did be not require a PER for development of the LandCorp property mn
System 6 area M 104?

(4) Will he ensure that all public submissions called for by the EPA in assessing
projects will be made available to the public and to the proponent and, if not,
why not?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) The two circumstances are not comparable.

(2)-(3)
I refer the member to the answer to question 1660.

(4) This is primarily a matter for the EPA. A summary of issues raised in public
submissions is included in each EPA assessment report. This is provided to
the proponent to enable a response to those issues to be made.

PLANNING - DEVELOPMENTS
Stephenson Avenue, Lot I - Bushland, Parkiand

[664. Mr CASH to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Could he advise whether it is his intention to have Lot 1 Stephenson Avenue
added to a bushland area that is administered by the City of Perth and referred
to on relevant, current City of Perth maps as "Bold Park"?

(2) What means are available to Government to set aside, as parkland, land which
is zoned urban and held in private freehold ownership?

(3) Given that Lot 1 Stephenson Avenue, City Beach is in private freehold
ownership, does he propose that it be set aside as parkiand, or retained as
bushland. If so, by which means available to Government?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) I refer the member to my answer to question 1416 (1) and (2)-

(2)-(3)
I should not comment further on this matter as it is the subject of a new,
current proposal.

PLANNING -DEVELOPMENTS

Stephenson Avenue, Lot I System 6 Boundary, Precluding
Development

1666. Mr CASH to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Given his reply to questions 1416 of 1988 parts (1) and (2) of I1I October
1988, does he mean that simply being within the boundary of a System 6
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outlined area is sufficient to preclude development according to legitimate
State Planning Commission zoning and municipal council approvals and, if
not. will he amplify his earlier answer?

(2) Does the System 6 report have an administrative requirement for status that
requires its recommendations to be implemented and, if so, will he identify
that requirement?

(3) What is his response to recommendation 14 of the System 6 report?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) No. I also refer the member to my answer to question 1660 (1).

(2)-(3)
See answers to question 1661 (1) and (2).

MOTOR VEHICLES - DRIVERS' LICENCES
Drivers, 75 Years and Older - Rural Drivers' Renewal

Incoinveniences
1668. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Section 48(7) of the Road Traffic Act requires drivers aged 75 years or more
to comply with certain provisions before their drivers' licences can be
renewed. Why are country people inconvenienced by having their medical
and other records referred to Perth for consideration rather than having these
matters dealt with at a local country police station?

(2) In view of the time delays being experienced in having these matters referred
to Perth, will he require the police to deal with all matters relating to the
renewal of a driver's licence to a person aged 75 years or over at a country
police station and, if not, why not?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1 )-(2)
Section 48(7) of the Road Traffic Act refers to the requirement for a practical
driving test. A medical examination may be required if a person declares a
medical condition that could affect his or her ability to control a motor
vehicle. The medical examination is completed by the practitioner of the
applicant's choice and the resultant medical report is forwarded to the
Commissioner of Health for assessment by the Perth district medical officer.
The procedure is the same for metropolitan and country medical reports and
the postage time is the only differing factor.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
Organoclilorines -Waste Products

1671. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Which organochiorines will be produced as waste by the petrochemical plant?

(2) How much of each will be produced annually?
(3) How are these organochlorines to be destroyed?
(4) What are the other wastes that are referred to as "undesirable impurities" in the

environmental review and management program?
Ms HODGE replied:
(1)-(4)

The proponent is required to produced an environmental management
program to the satisfaction of the EPA to provide details of all waste streams
and their treatment.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJEaT
On Site Waste Disposal Incinerator

1673. Ms COWAN to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) Do the plans for the petrochemical plant include an on site waste disposal

incinerator?
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(2) If yes, will it be necessary to transport any hazardous waste material away
from the plant to be destroyed elsewhere?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1)-(2)
Any wastes from the PICL complex are subject to the Environmental
Protection Act. Under that Act conditions have already been set for the
project and condition 13 covers this issue. The EPA conditions have been
made publicly available.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
Vinyl Chloride Monomer, Ethylene Dichioride Exports - Polyvinyl

Chloride

1676. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

Why is it proposed that the petrochemical plant should export vinyl chloride
monomer and ethylene dichioride rather than polyvinyl chloride?

Mr PARKER replied:

The ethylene dichioride/vinyl chloride monomer (EDC/VCM) off-take
agreements were acquired as part of the assets of PICL. The new owners are
reviewing their options in relation to the product mix. To that end, a study has
been commissioned to establish the feasibility of establishing a polyvinyl
chloride (PVC) facility in Western Australia.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
Water Authority Assessment - Effects on Groundwater Resource

1677. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) H-as the Water Authority assessed the effect on the groundwater resource in
the Kwinana area of the proposed petrochemical plant?

(2) Has the Water Authority assessed or required the proponents of the
petrochemical project to assess the use of seawater for cooling purposes?

Mr BRID5GE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No, but I understand the various options for cooling water were canvassed by
Petrochemical [ndustries Co Ltd in its environmental review and management
program document.

ENVIRONMENT - NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT MI LTD
"Synroc" Process Development - Environmental Protection Authority

1680. Mr WATT to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has he received information from Nuclear Waste Management Pry Ltd giving
details of the development of the "Synroc" process for the permanent disposal
of high level nuclear waste?

(2) Has the technology been investigated by the Environmental Protection
Authority in Western Australia?

(3) Does the process have a potential use in Western Australia?

(4) If so, what ar the details and, if not, why not?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) The Health Department is familiar with the 'Synroc" process for high level
radioactive waste, but it has not received information from Nuclear Waste
Management Pty Ltd. Nuclear Waste Management Pry Ltd in South Australia
holds a commercial licence agreement with the Australian National University
for the composition of "Synroc".

No.
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(4) "Synroc' was developed for disposal of high level radioactive waste arising
from nuclear fuel reprocessing. Western Australia does not have high level
radioactive wastes and is not likely to have such wastes unless a nuclear fuel
reprocessing plan is built here.

POLICE - STATIONS
Rockingham - Staffing

1682. Mr WILLIAMS to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) How many police officers ar required at the Rockingham Police Station to
maintain full strength capacity?

(2) How many police officers are currently stationed at the Rockingham Police
Station?

(3) How many police officers are on duty at the Rockcingham Police Station on
Sunday mornings between the hours of 7.00 am and 12.00 midday?

(4) If the Rockinghanm Police Station is understaffed, how soon will it be restored
to full strength?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Two noncommissioned officers; 10 police constables.

(2) Two noncommissioned officers; 13 police constables.

(3) Two officers commence at 0800 hours.

(4) Station is at full strength on present assessment. Staffing deployment is
continually under consideration.

CREIE - ASSAULT
Ryder, Malcolm; Robinson, Gary and Godfrey - Hotel Manager,

Meekatharra
1684. Mr CASH to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Have Malcolm Ryder, Gary (Cowboy) Robinson, and Godfrey Robinson been
charged by police for having caused an assault causing grievous bodily harm
on the Manager of the Commercial Hotel at Meekatharra in January 1988?

(2) What is the delay in having this matter dealt with by an appropriate court?

(3) (a) Have any of the above persons been charged with any other offences
since the January incident at Meekatharra; and

(b) if so, will he advise the number and type of offence and whether these
changes have been dealt with in a court?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) All three persons have been charged with the offence of causing grievous
bodily harm on the manager of the Commercial Hotel at Meekatharra in
January 1988.

(2) The matter of court appearances referred to in this question and (3)(b) should
be raised with the responsible Minister, the Attorney General.

(3) (a) Yes; and

(b) there have been three offences - one for disorderly conduct and one
for refusing to leave licensed premises - that have been dealt with.

EDUCATION - DISTANCE EDUCATION STUDENTS
Tertiary Enerance Examinations - Travel Considerations

1690. Mr SCHELL to the Minister for Education:
What considerations are given to distance education students to sit for Tertiary
Entrance Examinations when travel to a major examination centre creates
family hardship?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The Secondary Education Authority gives consideration to establishing an
examination centre provided there is a sufficient number of students to justify
the cost of setting up a centre and adequate security measures for the
examinations can be implemented. Each year, the SEA reviews applications
for the establishment of new centres from remotely located students. In
addition, the Distance Education Centre provides accommodation for a limited
number of remote area students who choose to attend examination centres mn
Perth. This matter will be considered in the ministry's review of distance
education which is currently being conducted.

FORESTRY - WA CHIP AND PULP CO PITY LTD
Chiplogs, A'arri Chiplogs - Minimum Length

1691. Mr STEPHENS to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Was there any period during which the WA Chip and Pulp Co Pty Ltd did not
take chiplogs shorter than 3.4 metres, contrary to condition 23 of its forest
produce licence?

(2) If yes, for how long did WACAP not take chiplogs shorter than 3.4 metres?~

(3) On what date did WACAP begin to take marri chiplogs down to a minimum
length of 2.1 metres?

(4) Does WACAP take mari chiplogs down to a minimum length of 2.1 metres?

(5) If yes to (4), on what date did it begin to take mari chiplogs down to 2.1
metres?

Mr HODGE replied:

(I) No, but technical limitations on chipping equipment have prevented the
company from taking marri logs requiring debarking which are shorter than
3.4 metres.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) Since the commencement date of operations.

(4)-(5)
See (3).

PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES CO LTD - LOCAL SERVICES USAGE
1692. M-& MacKINNON to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

What steps has the Government taken to ensure that local services such as
insurance are being used by Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd in which the
Government is a major shareholder?

Mrt PARKER replied:

See answer to question 1495 (1).
FISHING - INDUSTRY

Port 1fedland - Evaluation
1693. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) What research, if any, has been done to evaluate the possibility of a fishing
industry being based at Port Hedland?

(2) Who has carried out the evaluation of these options?

(3) What has been the result of those investigations?

NU GRILL replied:

(1)-(3)
The CSIRO fisheries division has undertaken a broad ranging research
program on the continental shelf and beyond in the general area of Port
Hedland. As a result of that research program, a small scampi resource was
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identified in deep water. The Australian Fisheries Service has introduced a
north west deep water trawl development management plan initially for the
scamnpi fishery but now to cover the range of deep water crustaceans which
comprise the major portion of the catch. The CSTRO scientist in charge of the
research is stationed in Western Australia.

FORESTRY -TIMBER INDUSTRY GROUPS
Government Involvement -Public Company, Hardwood Sharefarming,

Pulp Cropping
1695. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

Would he provide details of the Government's involvement with various
timber industry groups in planning dhe creation of a public company to operate
a hardwood sharefarniing and pulp cropping industry?

Mr HODGE replied:

The Department of Conservation and Land Management is undertaking
investigations, in cooperation with the timber industry, into methods of
funding hardwood afforestation in Western Australia.
I table a document entitled "Restoring Nature's Balance", which is a reprint
from Landscape and was written by officers of the Department of CALM.
which provides the technical basis for a project, and a paper by Mr Ian Kuba,
the Deputy Chairman of Bunnings Forests Products Pty Ltd, which outlines
one approach to achieving funds for investment in afforestation.

Since the project is still in the conceptual stage, no further details can be
provided.
[See paper No 516.]

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS - LAND
Nyul Nyu/ Aboriginal Corporation

1697. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Has the Government provided land for the Nyul Nyul Aboriginal Corporation?

(2) (a) Where is the land in question;

(b) what is the area;

(c) under what conditions; and

(d) on what date will this land be made available?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) (a) Portion of Reserve 1012;

(b) 9 122 hectares;
(c) 99 year lease - standard lease conditions as per other leases handed

over to other Aboriginal communities. Lease executed 16 April 1988;
and

(d) lease executed on 16 April 1988.
ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS - LAND
Beagle Bay Aboriginal Community

1698. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Has the Government provided land for the Beagle Bay Community Inc?

(2) (a) Where is the land in question;

(b) what is the area involved;

(c) what conditions applied, and

(d) on what date was the grant agreed to?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) The whole of Reserves 1834 and 2265 1;

(b) 387 327 hecrares;
(c) 99 year lease - standard lease conditions as per other leases handed

aver to other Aboriginal communities; and
(d) lease executed on 24 June 1988.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS - SERVICES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Nyut Nyu! Aboriginal Corporation - Beagle Bay Aboriginal Community

1699. Mr BLA[ME to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
What services and infrastructure have been provided, or are scheduled to be
provided, for the -

(1) Nyul Nyul Aboriginal Corporation;
(2) Beagle Bay Aboriginal Community
from -
Ci) State funds;
(ii) Stare ministerial services; and
(iii) Federal sources
for the year ending -

(a) 30 June 1988; and
(b) 30 June 1989?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

Under my portfolio the Nyul Nynt Aboriginal Corporation and the Beagle Bay
Aboriginal community have been or will be provided the foliowing funding -

(i) State funds -

(a) Nyul NyuI Aboriginal Corporation
1987-88 - $1 000 for 99 year lease handover ceremony; and
1988-89 - no funding allocated.

(b) Beagle Bay Aboriginal community -

1987-88 - $44 410 for ranger training program; and
1988-89 - $19 292 ranger training program - $ 10 000 bus -
pant funding.

(ii) this pant of the question is not understood; and
(iii) for information on Federal Aboriginal Affairs

funding, please direct your question to the Federal
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs.

WATER RESOURCES - WATER AUTHORITY
Sponsorship - 'Watershed". One Act Theatre Company

170L1 Mr B LAIIKIE to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) What was the cost of sponsorship by the Water Authority of the One Act

Theat Company production 'Watershed'?
(2) Who authorised the sponsorship?
(3) Does the Water Authority have any other sponsorships for other organisations

and, if so, would he detail?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:

(I) $1000.
(2) Board of the Water Authority of Western Australia.

(3) (a) Curtin University of Technology festival 1989, $25 00)0. Festival
with a theme related to water technology and science;

(b) Freedom from Hunger campaign, $2 000. For provision of water
facilities in Third World countries;

(c) Young Australia League building restoration appeal, $ 10 000. For
purpose of restoring the C.Y. O'Connor stained glass window in the
league's building in Murray Street, Perth;

(d) University of Western Australia, $250. Annual prize for academic
achievement in business management studies; and

(e) bicentennial project - goldfields trek. No monetary contribution but
sponsored by allowing use of pipeline access track, water supplies at
overnight stops in the more remote areas and assistance in the
promotion of the project.

AGRICULTURE -DEPARTMENT OF
Fund Allocation Increase -Soil Conservation Groups

1702. Mr BLAIIE to the Minister for Agriculture:

With the total allocation of funds to the Department of Agriculture increasing
by approximately seven per cent in 1988-89, what is the reason for soil
conservation groups receiving an allocation of $244 000, representing an
increase of only three per cent in the same Budget?

Mr GRILL replied:

The allocation to soid conservation districts was -

1987-88 $222 300
1988-89 $244 000

representing an increase of $21 700 or 9.76 per cent.

DAIRYING - MILK
Transport Changes - Government Proposals

1703. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Agriculture:

Is the Government proposing to introduce any changes to milk transport from
farm gate to end user and, if so, would he provide details?

Mlr GRILL replied:

I have received a report from the ministerial committee established to review
dairy industry regulations. This report recommends changes to the
equalisation of farm milk collection and transport costs. I will be seeking
comments from industry on these and other committee recommendations
before any decisions are taken on these recommendations.

EDUCATION - HIGH SCHOOLS
Busselton - Building Program. Funding Failure

1705. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Education:

(1) Is she aware of concern by teachers and parents at the Busselton Senior High
School over the failure of the Government to flund the second phase of the
schools building program?

(2) What action does she propose to overcome this concern?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Further building at the Busseiton Senior High School is being considered for a
future Capital Works Program.

LAND - INDUSTRL1
Sale - Margaret River

1706. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Lands:
(1) How many industrial lots were sold at Margaret River, and at what price?

(2) When will the next industrial subdivision take place and how many lots will
be available for purchase at Margaret River?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) Twelve light industrial lots were sold by auction at Margaret River recently.
The upset price of the blocks ranged from $15 700 to $24 000. The average
price of the lots auctioned was $21 100, with the highest price being $29 000.

(2) The next industrial subdivision is scheduled for release in mid 1989 at which a
further 23 light industrial lots will be made available.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS - STORM WATER DRAIN
Bennetts Brook - Aborigines' Concern

1708. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

Has he received any request from Aboriginal people concerned over the
construction of a storm water drain discharging into Bennetts Brook and, if so,
would he detail his response and what action he proposes?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

On 20 October 1988 1 received a copy of a letter signed by Robert and Sharon
Bropho to the Commonwealth Minister for Aboriginal Affairs about this
matter. I have requested an urgent report by the Acting Registrar of the
Department of Aboriginal Sites.

PLANNING - METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME
Amendments - Last 10 Years

1711. Mr MENSAROS to the Mfinister for Planning:

Would he please describe the amendments and/or proposed amendments to the
metropolitan region town planning scheme during approximately the last ten
years, in two lists, viz -

(a) those which were prepared under section 33 of the Act; and

(b) those which were prepared under section 33A of the Act?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The information sought by the member requires unduly lengthy research and I
am not prepared to assign officers to this task when their normal duties would
suffer. The information is public and readily available from the Government
Gazette and to a lesser degree from the 1984 Metropolitan Regional Planning
Authority annual report - page 16 - and the 1987 State Planning Cormussion
annual report -page 33.

PLANNING - METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME
Swan River Drive, Stephenson Avenue - Submissions Rejected

1712. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Planning:

In view of his irrevocable decision - expressed in answer to my question 1580
of 1988 - that the removal of Swan River Drive and the relocation of

-Stephenson Avenue in Churchlands are minor amendments to the
metropolitan region town planning scheme, would he inform the House
whether submissions on either of these proposals if niot submitted in duplicate.
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or not in the appropriate form - as stated in the newspaper advertisement -
have been or will be rejected or accepted?

Mr PEARCE replied:

Submissions not submitted in duplicate or not in the appropriate form are, as a
matter of practice, accepted.

TRANSPORT - WESTRAIL
Subiaco Railway Station Railway Reserve - Leaseholders' Lease

1713. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Transport:

Further to his reply to question 1583 of 1988, have any leaseholders been
told - either in writing or verbally - by the Western Australian Government
Railways Commnission or its agent, or anyone else on behalf of the
commission, that their leases will not be extended beyond the next expiry
date?

Mr PEARCE replied:

No. However, leases that have recently expired in the Subiaco industrial area
have been extended on a monthly tenancy arrangement pending results of the
study.

TRANSPORT - WESTRAIL
Subiaco Industrial Area - LandCorp. Study Request

1714. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Transport:

Adverting to his reply to question 1583 of 1988, would he please disclose -

(a) which ann of Government did ask LandCorp - a division of Western
Australian Development Corporation - to undertake a study of the
Subiaco industrial area; and

(b) when was this request given to LandCarp?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(a)-(b)
The decision was made by Cabinet on 10 October 1988.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ENERGY - STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Western Collieries Ltd - Coal Purchase, Advance Payment

307. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Is it correct that late last week the State Energy Commission paid Western
Collieries Limited an advance payment in the order of $12 million for coal
purchases?

(2) If so, did the Minister authorise and approve that payment?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1)-(2)
I do not have that information with me. No notice was given of the question
and I ask that it be placed on notice.

LIBERAL PARTY - PAMPHLET MAP
New Perth Electorate - Copyright Laws

308. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

In view of the appearance of a copy of a map of the new Perth electorate in a
recent Liberal Party pamphlet, a map which was originally produced in an
Australian Labor Party pamphlet, can the Minister advise the House whether
copyright laws apply to political literature.
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Mr PEARCE replied:
I thank the member for some notice of the question because it gave me the
opportunity to do some little research. I regret to inform the member that the
laws of copyright probably do not apply to the stealing of one's electorate
map. I have not been able to come up with a provision which would enable -

Mr Cash: That is good because the electorate map is wrong. Is that not right,
member for Perth?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: The member for Perth put out a pamphlet with a little map taking in
the new boundaries of his electorate. The pamphlet which now appears on
this Liberal Party pamphlet has the photographs of the Liberal Party team for
the upper House on it. It shows the not very smiling face of Bob Pike,
amongst others. I understand that the smile was wiped off his face six years
ago and has not reappeared. The interesting thing is that the map which
appears on this Liberal Party pamphlet very clearly is the map that was drawn
up by the member for Perth to advise electors of the new electorate. Maps are
maps, but there is a particular reason for our knowing that the maps are the
same. The map put together by the member for Perth has a big cross or X in
the middle of it. X marks the spot, in this case. In case people were inclined
to dig for buried treasure when they struck the member for Perth's map, he put
a little cross by the side of the map to indicate what the cross in the middle
represented. The map of the member for Perth contains the explanation that
the cross marks the position of his electorate office at 160 Walcott Street, Mt
Lawley. The map reproduced by the Liberal Party has the very same cross on
it. The Liberal Party whited out the explanation so a mysterious cross appears
in the middle of the Liberal Party pamphlet map of the State seat of Perth
electorate boundaries. I can only assume that people who receive this map
and are bemused by this cross will flock to 160 Walcott Street, Mount Lawley
to see what is there. They will indeed find treasure in the shape of the member
for Perth.

ROTHWELLS LTD - GUARANTEE
Discharge

309. Mr MacKRNNON to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) Has the Government a duly executed discharge of guarantee in relation to its

Rotfiwells guarantee?
(2) If so, will the Minister table the discharge document?
(3) If not, why not?
(4) As the main guarantee is now supposedly inoperative and can therefore not be

considered any longer to be commercially confidential, will the Minister now
table that guarantee?

(5) If not, why not?
Mr PARKER replied:

(04-5)
Again, the Opposition has provided no notice whatsoever of the question.

Mr Clarko: That is why they are called questions without notice.
Mr PARKER: Questions without notice are one thing, but if members want the

tabling of papers they obviously have to put such questions on notice.
In order to try to answer it as best I can, I simply say that the Government
guarantee took the form of a guarantee to the National Australia Bank, on the
strength of which the National Australia Bank lent monies to Rothwells. The
amount that it lent was $150 million. That $150 million to the National
Australia Bank has been repaid. As a result, the National Australia Bank has
no requirement for the State Government guarantee because it does not have

4492 [ASSEMBLY]



(Thursday, 27 October 1988] 9

any money outstanding to Rothwdlls uinder the terms of the guarantee. I
would have thought that was fairly clear cut.
We dealt earlier with the preference issue. Both the Leader of the Opposition
and the exiled Leader of the Opposition raised the issue and I indicated the
Government's advice on the matter. This is just a pant of the Opposition's
attempts to ruin this company. I understand that today the Leader of the
Opposition told media representatives that he would not care if Rothwells fell
over tomorrow.

Mr Macinnon: I did not say that.
Mr Court: He said the exact opposite.
Mr PARKER: That was my understanding; it is just what I was told. Certainly, I

have heard the exiled Leader of the Opposition in this House pursue the line
that Rothwells has failed and that it is not worthy of any person's
involvement. He has undertaken a very strongly worded attack on the
company. He is trying to make it impossible for the company to do any
business whatsoever. The normal arrangements which any company of this
type engages in on a day to day basis are being subjected to constant attack by
the Opposition. Unfortunately, that means that companies of this nature are
placed in a very invidious position. We do not want people to see that we
have withdrawn our guarantee and therefore think that we take the same view
as the Opposition, that we do not care about the future of the company,
because there are still depositors and creditors of Rothwells and there are still
debtors who, if the company were to fall over tomorrow, would be placed in a
very difficult position if not into liquidation.

I find the political attack being made by the Opposition on this company -

Mr Hassell: No, on the Government.
Mr PARKER: That is exactly the point. The Opposition has the desire to attack the

Government. In its desperation to find an issue, it is prepared to let nothing
get in its way. It does not care who suffers as a result. I saw the exchange of
correspondence between Mr Annear and the Opposition, for example, as a
result of its attempts to besmirch his name. We have never had any
association with that man whatsoever. In fact, he pointed out to the
Opposition just how closely he was associated with it. Members of the
Opposition took the decision that they did not care about besmirching his
name or character or that of his company, or muining any aspect of his
operations.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: The Minister has gone on now for, I think, three and a half

minutes. Under your direction, Mr Speaker, that would be ample time to
answer the question as I do not believe that in this instance the Opposition has
interjected to the point where the answer needs to be extended for that period.
I ask that you direct the Minister to draw the answer to a close.

The SPEAKER: I have a little difficulty because there were a number of interjections
which indicated to me that members of the Opposition felt that the Minister
was not answering or had not answered the question. I was hoping that he
would satisfy members and therefore I gave him a little more time. In
addition, I was quite sure that the Minister for Economic Development and
Trade was drawing his answer to a close.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr PARKER: I was very close to the conclusion of my answer. Of course, I have
answered the questions. I am simply pointing out that the Opposition does not
care who or what gets trampled in its desperate bid to change from that side of
the House to this, If the Opposition, in that desperation, has to trample a
company or, more importantly, the depositors or creditors of that company or
the debt holders to it, or a man like Mr Annear or any one of the dozens of
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other people whom the Opposition has besmnirched over the past few years, it
will do it.

That is simply what I am saying. The Government will not sit idly by and
allow it to happen and to ruin tke financial position of institutions in this State.

HOUSING - LAND
Opposition Spokesman for Housing's Policy - Low Price Selling

310. Mrs WATKINS to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the statement by the Opposition spokesman for
housing that the Government should sell its land for residential development at
artificially low prices?

(2) Can the Minister advise the House what effect the adoption of this policy
would have?

Mrs BEOGS replied:

I am very much aware of the member for East Melville's policy on housing
and it proves to me once again how inept and naive he is about housing and
land matters. Not only that, but also he is absolutely out of touch with the
industry's comments to him on this matter since he has been seeking the
opportunity to press his policies on it. I suggest that if the member were to
have his way. this State would return to the bad old days of the previous
Liberal Administration. Under its policy, now advocated by the member for
East Melville, conditions would be attached to that land to ensure that it was
sold at artificially cheap prices to people at the lower end of the
socioeconomic scale. What would be the result? Such a policy would lead to
a stereotypical poor suburb; something the previous Liberal Government
advocated for many years and which led to the sorts of problems now
encountered by Homeswest, with the result that major redevelopment is
absolutely necessary.

Mr Lightfoot: What suburbs?

Mrs B EGGS: I do not want to name the suburbs.

Mr Lightfoot: Show the strength of your conviction and name them.
Mrs BEGGS: I have the strength of my conviction, which is that this Government

will not revert to the policies of the previous Liberal Government when it was
in power which reduced people to that kind of status. It is absolutely clear in
any discussions with members of the industry that not only would that kind of
policy disadvantage clients, but also it would affect the supply of land from
the private sector, which holds the vast majority of land holdings in the
metropolitan area. It would reduce their profit margins which would
discourage them from releasing land until they were assured of an appropriate
return. The Opposition's policy would do nothing to assist needy home
buyers.

It is interesting to note that a couple of days after the release of the
Opposition's policy on housing, the member for East Melville publicly
advocated that the Government should reduce stamp duty payable by first
home owners. He did not say that it formed part of the Opposition's policy -
and it did not - and when questioned about whether the Liberal Part would
introduce it if it became the Government, he replied that a Liberal Government
might give it consideration. The Opposition does not understand what is
happening in the community. It has no concern at aDl for the first home buyers
or those who are needy and require the support of Government. The
Government's present policy of a mix of conditions on the sale of Government
residential land will ensure that first home owners can buy property at
affordable prices. Heaven help the people of Western Australia if the member
for East Melville were ever in a position to place them into the ghetto type
developments of which the Liberal Party was so proud.
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MINERALS - COAL
Prices - Reduction

311. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
On 31 May this year the Minister stated that in his view coal prices from
Collie were already too high and that a reduction of six to seven per cent
would be appropriate. He said that he had already had discussions with the
coal companies about this.
(1) When does he anticipate that this reduction will occur
(2) If the Government has paid Western Collieries in advance for coal

sales, were those sales at the lower price?
(3) Will the Minister give an assurance that if an amalgamation of the two

Collie companies occurs, any cost savings will be used to lower prices,
rather than to pay for high premiums associated with such a deal?

Mr PARKER replied:.
(1)-(3)

1 am very pleased to talk about coal prices because, as I said to a lim-ited
degree in the Estimates debate this afternoon, the prices paid for coal in
Western Australia are quite high. The people on the east coast find it hard to
understand those prices which are substantially higher than the prices paid by
equivalent utilities on the east coast. Those prices are the result of contracts
entered into over many years: In the case of Griffin Coal the contracts were
signed by the former Government; and in the case of Western Collieries, when
it was owned by CSR, the contracts were signed by this Government but based
on heads of agreement signed by former Governments. These contracts
certainly provide for prices which are too high. I said during the Estimates
debate that with a more competitive energy scene in Westemn Australia with
the advent of natural gas, together with the opportunity of importing fuel at
cheap prices, those coal prices are not only uncompetitive with prices paid on
the east coast but also with those in Western Australia.
I can assure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that if the State Energy
Commnission has made any arrangements with any of the coal companies, it
will have been to reduce the price it pays for coal, because that has been its
long held desire. I am confident that any arrangement in which it has entered
will have resulted either in a reduction in price or certainly no increase in
price. I made a public statement, to which the Deputy Leader of te
Opposition referred at the time that the trust was mooted in the Press because
it was suggested in one article that higher prices might prevail. I believed
lower prices would need to prevail rather than higher prices. The reason for
my statement was to signal clearly to the parties involved - the marketplace,
coal companies and financiers - that the Government would not contemplate
any price increases and that in any renegotiations in which the Government
was involved it would contemplate price decreases. That remains the
Government's position.

[NDUSTRIAL RELATIONS - DISPUTES
Working Days Lost - Performance Comparison

312. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:
(1) is the Minister aware of the recent substantial drop in the number of wodding

days lost in Australia as a result of industrial disputation?
(2) How does the performance of Western Australia rate in comparison with the

other States and in comparison with the record of the Liberal Government
prior to 1983?

(3) What implications do these figures have in relation to the performance of the
Western Australian economy?
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Mr PARKER replied:

(l)-(3)
I am sure that the Opposition does not like listening to this type of
information, because it knows very well that the performance of its
Government and that of the present Government in industrial relations bears
absolutely no comparison. In the first five years of the Labor Government
rime lost due to industrial disputes has almost halved compared with the last
five years of the Liberal Government. That is an enormous achievement
which, quite apart from what it does to the statistics and reliability of Western
Australia, has saved millions of dollars in lost productivity. I am pleased to
say that the downward trend is continuing.

Of course there is room for further reduction in the number of disputes
generally, and specifically in areas such as those we have witnessed in the last
couple of days. But there has been a continued decline in working days lost
due to industrial disputes in this State. That contrasts with the experience not
only of the previous Liberal Government in Western Australia, but also with
the massive increases in the number of industrial disputes in New South Wales
since the Greiner Government was elected to power. A picture of industrial
turmoil is emerging in New South Wales, and of course in Queensland. For
example, last year Queensland recorded a 120 per cent increase in the level of
industrial disputation, the number in New South Wales increased by 95 per
cent, and in Western Australia - which I remind members has the fastest
employment growth rate in the country, the lowest level of unemployment
with the exception of Victoria, and the lowest level of youth unemployment -
a marginal rise of 3.7 per cent was recorded. That is approximately three per
cent of the New South Wales figure and two per cent of the Queensland
figure. There is no doubt that compared with the national average increase of
49.3 per cent, due almost entirely to the New South Wales and Queensland
figures, the result in Western Australia is excellent.

SARICH, MR RALPH - ENGINE
Production Discussions

313. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Have there been continuing discussions with Mr Ralph Sarich or his
representatives with regard to the production of the Sarich engine in Western
Australia?

(2) If not, will he give reasons for the breakdown in those discussions?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes, there have been continuing, positive discussions with Mr Sarich about the
development phase of his engine, which is the next phase to be undertaken,
and also about the manufacturing phase of his engine. They have been
ongoing during the time that I have been in this portfolio.

(2) The discussions have not broken down, quite the reverse, so the second part of
the question is not applicable.

TRADE UNIONS - TEACHERS UNION
Opposition Spokesmnan on Education - Industrial Agreement Criticism

314. Mrs BUCHANAN to the Minister for Education:
Is she aware of the criticism of the industrial agreement with the Teachers
Union by the Opposition spokesman on education, Hon Norman Moore, as
reported in The Western Teacher of 14 October 1988 and will she comnment on
that criticism?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I anm pleased to answer the member's question. As the Deputy Premnier
pointed out in his answer to the question asked by the Leader of the
Opposition, we on this side of the House have worked hard to improve the
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industrial relations climate in the education industry compatible with the
delivery of a high quality service. We have also worked hard to ensure the
working environment for teachers is one in which they clearly benefit and
which will benefit students. Many hours have been spent in negotiations with
the union and we gained from those negotiations some points, that were
previously in contention.
It was of some interest to me at the annual conference of the Teachers Union,
to which the Minister for Education and the shadow Minister were invited - as
they traditionally are to address members on policy - tha: for at least the fourth
time Hon Norman Moore indicated that the Liberal Party still does not have an
education policy. He said it may be this, or was likely to be that, and that if he
had his way it would be such and such, which did not go down well with the
union membership.

Mrs Beggs: Like their tourism policy.
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes. More than that, what he managed to indicate was that he

thought they had given away too much to the Government, which I did not
think was a responsible thing for him to say - and that had they held out they
would have got a lot more. HeI said they would get a lot more from the
Opposition if it happened to gain Government and indicated in general that the
Liberal Party is a soft touch. He went on to say, when describing his
credentials - which impressed the union membership considerably - that he
would make a good Minister for Education because, after all, he had been a
teacher and a member of the union. To give force to his credentials he
indicated that he had organised a strike when a member of the union; the only
problem was that he had organised it on a public holiday.

WATER RESOURCES - WATER AUTHORITY
LandCorp Development Yangebup

315. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Is it correct that the Western Australian Water Authority did not want to

proceed with LandCorp's proposed new development at Yangebup because of
its location on top of the Jandakot mound?

(2) What effect would the development have on underground water supplies of
that mound?

(3) Is it true that urban development can take place above ground waxer mounds if
adequate water management techniques are administered?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1)-(3)

I am not sure whether I can answer those questions directly by providing a
precise answer. The Water Authority has always had a policy in place which
is something that the member for Rlorear will remember from his days as
Minister. There is a method whereby a thorough examination of the likely
impact on the underground source is made prior to any development
proceeding. That policy is already in place. There have been occasions when,
despite the concerns echoed initially by the authority in respect of possible
development, upon further examination by the State Planning Commission,
the EPA and others resolutions have been reached which have allowed
development to proceed. In a broad sense, there is a policy in place which
addresses the anxiety and concern of the Water Authority with regard to the
preservation of the underground resource and which at the same time rather
than necessarily impeding development calls for the orderly processes of
examination to determine what impact might occur if a development proceeds.

Mr Lewis: Would the Minister answer the question in writing?
Mr BRIDGE: I am happy to do so.
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ECONOMY - MISMANAGEMENT
Liberal Party Allegations - Government's Record

316. Mr P.1. SMIT71H to the Minister assisting the Treasurer:
Following allegations from members of the Liberal Party that the State
Government has mismanaged the Western Australian economy, will the
Minister inform the House of the Government's record on economic matters?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
With pleasure. Last night in this House the Leader of the Opposition, in
particular, and some of his colleagues, suggested that the economy in Western
Australia had been mismanaged in the past few years or so by this
Government. We had an opportunity to prove in a number of ways that, in
fact, many of the problems we inherited were very much a result of the years
that the present Leader of the Opposition spent in the Ministry and the
incompetent way they went about the job of trying to manage not only the
economy but also the State Government of the time.
I think it is right that this House should know what has happened in this State
over the past couple of years; for example, in the past year 44 000 new jobs
have been created; new housing construction has been such that we have the
highest rate in Australia, almost 60 per cent above the national average with
22 (100 houses being built last year. That is something the member for East
Melville should remember when he starts talking about housing; he should
look back at what has happened in this State in the past few years or so, not
only in relation to new housing in the private building area, but also with
regard to public buildings. We have an outstanding record of which the.
present Minister for Housing and the previous Minister for Housing can be
proud.
Let us look at the unemployment rate of 6.4 per cent, one of the lowest in
Australia. Youth unemployment is at 14.3 per cent, which is the lowest level
of youth unemployment in Australia. In relation to the economy, since the last
Liberal Government we have seen the creation of 15 6 900 new jobs. Compare
that to the days when Sir Charles Court promised, and never delivered,
100 000 new jobs; 156 900 new jobs available in this State since those terrible
days! The unemployment rate has been cut from 10.4 per cent to 6.4 per cent.
The value of building approvals has increased threefold over the same period.
Investment is up by 30 per cent.
One of the most important parts of the management of this economy has been
the attention to detail by this Government with regard to the debt liability of
this State Govemnment. It is due principally to the hard work of the present
Deputy Premier and Premier that the debt liability of this State has been cut by
about $8 billion over that period - $5 billion alone from the hard work done in
the renegotiation of the North West Shelf gas contract. Another $3 billion has
been cut from our debt liability as a result of the renegotiation or
establishment of a new State superannuation scheme. Both of those areas, in
particular, have resulted in great benefits to this State and its people in termns
of payments that had to be made to meet some of those liabilities. They. are
also important in the way in which overseas companies have assessed the
position of this State in terms of its ability to borrow. When those people visit
Western Australia and sit to talk wit Treasury officials they can only go away
impressed with the fact that this Government has paid attention to those sorts
of details and has been able to manage the economy of Western Australia in a
positive way rather than with the inept and hopeless management that was the
mark of the Leader of the Opposition and his Cabinet colleagues back in those
horrible days of the early 1 980s.
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