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

PETITION - GRAYLANDS HOSPITAL

Prison/Forensic Unit - Establishment Opposition

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) (2. 18 pm]: I present the following petition -

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

We, the undersigned respectfully showeth:

That the community is extremely concerned about Government plans to establish at
Graylands Hospital a prison/forensic unit for mentally disordered offenders and
persons who have commritted serious offences but been found "not guilty" by reason
of insanity, particularly because such unit will now be in the heart of a residential area
and close to a public primary school and private college and therefore your petitioners
humbly request that:-

1. Plans to establish the prison/forensic unit be abandoned forthwith; and

2. Any future plan to open a prison/forensic unit within a populous suburb and
next to schools and playgrounds be fully discussed with and justified to the
community and all relevant authorities and interests before such future
decision is made.

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

The petition bears 24 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 73.]
PETITION - EDUCATION

Country High Schools Hostels Authority - Change Proposals, Opposition

MR WIESE (Wagin) [2.20 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

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

We, the undersigned as parents involved with the Narrogin High School Hostel are
concerned at the proposed change to the Administration of the country hostels. We
would like to see the current system retained.

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

The petition bears 160 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 74.]

PETITION - ROADS

South Street-Gilbertson Road, Kardinya -Pedestrian Overpass Request

MR SHAVE (Melville) [2.22 pm]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

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



The dangerous situation which exists at the junction of South Street and Gilbertson
Road, Kardinya, urge the State Government to act forthwith to construct a pedestrian
overpass at this junction as a matter of priority before further tragedies occur.

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

The petition bears 1 195 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 75.]
THOMPSON, MR [AN - LIBERAL PARTY

Membership Resignation - "Independent" Designation
THE SPEAKER: I have received correspondence today from Hon Ian Thompson which
reads as follows -

Dear Mr Speaker

Having recently resigned membership of the Liberal Party, I request that my Party
designation be indicated as -

"INDEPENDENT"
Yours sincerely

Ian Thompson MLA
MEMBER FOR DARLING RANGE

I have directed that that be attended to by the clerks.

PRESERVATION OF AUTONOMY (UNIVERSITIES) BILL

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs Edwardes, and read a first time.

PARKS AND RESERVES AMENDMIENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 7 September.

MR M[NSON (Glreenough) [2.30 pm): We have some very special sites in Western
Australia. One of our special sites is Rottuest Island, to which I will refer later in my speech;
another site which occupies a place in the beants of all Western Australians is Kings Park. If
there is any such thing as a sacred site - we have heard a lot about sacred sites of late - I
suggest to members that Kings Park is to Western Australians the nearest thing to a sacred
site. With this in mind I will suggest to the House a couple of criteria which should be
observed when considering the redevelopment of the Kings Park restaurant, tearoom and
kiosk site which is the purpose of this Bill. The first criterion we should observe is to ensure
that the restaurant, tearoom and kiosk are under Western Australian control. The second
criterion is to ensure that the proposed facilities are developed for the benefit of all Western
Australians. In other words, we must ensure that Western Australians will have access and
be able to afford to have access to the facilities erected on the site. With those points in mind
I oppose this Bill.

Before I continue to discuss the proposed Kings Park facilities I will refer to the lease of
prime land in the Perth metropolitan area and particularly to the site occupied by Lombardo
Ltd and the Hillarys marina. I understand chat the lease on the Lombardo Ltd site was
extended to 63 years for the very reason that this legislation is before the Parliament today.
The fact is that four years after its establishment the enterprise has failed and is now under
foreign ownership. Simiilarly, the lease on the Hillarys marina site was extended to 42 years
and is now in the hands of a receiver. I understand that difficulty is being experienced in
finding someone to take it over and it may well fall into foreign ownership. I do not have any
problem with foreign ownership of Western Australian property. If foreigners are good
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enough to come to Western Australia to show us what it is all about and to put us to shame it
is all right by me. However, Kings Park is one of those special places that should not fall into
foreign ownership and should remain under the control of Western Auscralians. Similarly, in
recent years prime waterfront land around the metropolitan area has been leased for extended
terms and is now in the hands of foreign ownership.
For the benefit of members I will outline the reason the Bill is before the House. For some
time it has been clear that the Kings Park restaurant site has been in need of redevelopment.
It has served its purpose and a more appropriate facility should be established on the site.
The Kings Park Board held a competition for a suitable design for a facility on that site and
several people took part in the competition. Forbes and Firzhardinge's design, which was
grandiose, was accepted. I suggest to members that its design is a little too grandiose. The
Kings Park Board, when calling for tenders for the design of a new facility, said that, under
the Parks and Reserves Act, the period of the lease would not exceed 21 years. As a result,
the proposal received very little interest because it was considered that the lease period was
not long enough. Members should consider the amount of money that will be required to
build the facility designed by Forbes and Fitzhardinge. It will cost in the vicinity of
$6 million to complete the facility to the specifications of the Kings Park Board. Members
should bear in mind that regardless of the lease period the company which builds the facility
will have no equity in the buildings which will be erected. I ask members to put themselves
in the position of a developer: He has to outlay $6 million and at the end of the lease period
he will have to walk away from the development. One would have to be a financial foc not
to be looking at a return on his capital of something in the order of 20 per cent. In this case
the return would need to be around $1.2 million per annum.

In addition, the Kings Park Board will require some sort of a lease agreement. It may well be
that the restaurant will not be operated by the company which builds it, but will be leased to
someone else. The expected return from the facilities would then have to be somewhere
between $1.3 million and $1.5 million per annum and [ suggest to members that that is totally
unrealistic. A meal at the existing Kings Park restaurant is very expensive and the public of
Western Australia would not want a facility on the site that would require an annual return of
that magnitude. I suggest, under those circumstances, that the person who builds the
restaurant will either go broke or, if he has the money for the development, will become
disillusioned because he will not receive a reasonable return on his capital outlay and will not
be able to look forward to any capital gain at the end of his lease. Regardless of whether the
development goes to the wall or the developer becomes disillusioned the lease would be put
up fo; sale. It is unrealistic to expect any Western Australian to put up that kind of money to
redevelop the site. I suggest that with the current standing of the Australian dollar a foreigner
would be in a position to snap up the site on favourable tenms. He would consider it to be a
bargain.

The question is: "Why should it cost $6 million to develop the site?" The tender put out by
the Kings Park Board required not only the construction of a restaurant, but also that a road
be shifted, and that toilets, a souvenir shop, and various other shelters be buil t. The Kings
Park Board is asking too much of any developer to spend that sort of money to provide
facilities which normally would be provided by the Government - the people of Western
Australia - via the Kings Park Board. I do not believe that is a realistic commnercial
alternative. The restaurant development should be tendered for separately and the
Government should consider building the other facilities by providing money from public
funds to the Kings Park Board. If we deduct the cost of the proposed facilities from the
proposed development cost, we find the cost of the restaurant will be $4.7 million. That
figure is still unreasonable when the developer would expect a return of 20 per cent-plus and
will not have any equity in the development at the end of the day. One of the top restaurants
in Perth at the moment is the Mediterranean Garden Restaurant and it cost about $2 million to
build. I suggest that it is not necessary to spend $4.7 million to develop just a restaurant on
the Kings Park restaurant site.

I mention briefly the Rottnest Island leases, because I think they are relevant to this issue.
Last year before I became a member of ths place, a Bill was passed which stated that the 20
year leases currently available for developments on Rottnest Island were suitable and it was
not necessary to extend them. Following that Alan Bond was able to lease a site for 29 years,
although special circumstances applied in that case; he bought the nine years remaining on
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the current lease, and then bought a further 20 year lease. He is spending a lot of money on
that development and is prepared to accept a 29 year lease. It is possible that he would have
accepted a lease for only 20 years. It is not appropriate to increase the length of the lease for
a development on the Kings Park restaurant site. We do not know at this stage what the
upper limit will be on the length of that lease; it could be for 40, 60 or 80 years. A period of
40 to 50 years is almost on the border of granting freehold possession, and certainly a 99 year
lease could be regarded as freehold possession. Not many of us will be left in 99 years' time.
No upper limait appears to have been set.

Mr Taylor: Would you be happy with an upper limit?

Mr MIhJSQN: I would be happier, but as my speech unfolds the Minister will understand
that the Opposition feels the current upper limnit is appropriate. In most cities 20 years is
regarded as the economic life of a building; after 20 years plans are made to knock down the
original building and to redevelop, going into the next 20 year cycle.

Mr Taylor: You must be joking.

Mr MEINSON: No, that is the situation in most cities, and also in Perth. Many of the
buildings in Perth at the moment will not be there in 20 years' timne. The brewery site at the
bottom of the hill is being developed at a cost of around $20 milion, but that development
wrnl never be an economic one. At the top of the hill is one of the most magnificent sites in
Western Australia and I am sure the people of Western Australia would not oppose a
development on that site. I suggest that consideration be given to funding the Kings Park
Board to develop the site in an appropriate way, to retain ownership of the development, and
to lease it. After all, the board would not be looking for a 20 per cent return on its capital, but
it would expect some return. If the Government were to publicly fund it in the form of a low
interest loan, the board could repay that loan and eventually make a profit from leasing the
building. Such profit would fund further improvements in the park and the provision of
additional amenities.

Mr Taylor: That is exactly what it will do with this commercial development.

Mr MI1NSON: There is a better way of doing it. The Kings Park Board should develop this
site itself.
Mr Taylor: Under the Government's proposal no expenditure would be required by
taxpayers.
Mr MINSON: There seems to be plenty of money for other projects. The development at the
bottom of the hill will cost approximately $20 million, and in my opinion it should be
bulldozed and pushed into the river.

Mr Taylor: You are suggesting that the taxpayers should build a restaurant in Kings Park, but
the board is seeking a commrercial development so that it can profit from that.
Mr MJ1NSON: It is not appropriate to develop it in that way. [ believe the people of Western
Australia would support the Government's funding the Kings Park Board, which could then
at least wash its face. I do not believe the brewery site development will ever be able to do
that.

Mr Grill: It is a bit late to be converted to socialism.

Mr MINSON: I am generally opposed to the Government's becoming involved in
commercial ventures, as members opposite know, however in this case it is appropriate for
the Government to consider funding the Kings Park Board to develop this site. I do not
necessarily support the proposal for a $6 million development, but I believe the site should be
developed in an appropriate way.

Mr Graham: I thought you mob believed in private enterprise?

Mr MINSON: Private enterprise would run the restaurant but it would be leased from the
Kings Park Board.

Mr Taylor: That is exactly what is happening, and the member is presenting a twisted and
illogical argument.

Mr MJINSON: No. it is not. Private enterprise could lease the restaurant from the Kings Park
Board and if one group did not make a success of it the board could make it available for
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lease to another party. The development would be retained by the Kings Park Board and the
people of Western Australia. There is a very big difference.
I conclude by saying that there are many reasons why the site should be redeveloped.
However, to extend the lease far an indeterminate period is inappropriate, especially for this
site. I urge members to vote against the Bill.
MR COWAN (Menredin - Leader of the National Party) [2.48 pm]: The National Party
supports the Bill introduced by the Goverrnent. Itris a very simple change to the Parks and
Reserves Act, inasmuch as it will, as the member for Greenough said, delete the provision
which places a limitation on the length of time for which a lease can be granted for the
commercial lots in Kings Park which are made available for the public; for example, the
restaurant, kiosks and businesses of that nature.
T'he original proposal for the redevelopment of that area in Kings Park was associated with
the decision to host the America's Cup competition at Fremantle. I understand that at the
time, if not the Kings Park Board, then a number of other people in this State, wanted that site
redeveloped to provide better facilities for the additional tciurists who were expected as a
result of the America's Cup competition. It is rather sad to note that concrete plans for this
redevelopment on the site are only now being presented. The National Party has absolutely
no argument with a private development of that area, with an incentive being given to the
developer in the form of an extended lease. We note that conditions in the principal Act lay
down important criteria relating to the terms of such a lease. However, the 21 year period for
which a lease could be granted under the original provisions will be removed to allow the
extended period necessary to guarantee a return to the developer. The fact remains that the
Governor - in other words, the Government - has the right to deny the granting of any lease
unless it contains terms and conditions which the Government approves.
I do not have a great deal of confidence in some of the business dealings negotiated by this
Government. In fact, its record indicates clearly that one should have no confidence at all in
most of its direct business dealings. However, in this case one would assume that the
Governm-ent in general, and certainly the responsible Minister, is capable of setting down
terms and conditions which would completely allay the fears expressed by che member for
Greenough when he spoke on this matter. I have no doubt that the Kings Park Board and the
Government between them have the capacity to ensure that any new lease negotiated will
contain terms and conditions which will meet with the approval of the public and which will
prevent the developer from either selling down his or her interest or selling the lease to
undesirable persons.

Mi Minson: What happens if they go broke and cannot find a buyer?
Mr COWAN: I imagine it would then be the responsibility of the Government to take
appropriate action.
Mr Taylor: This is an initiative of the Kings Park Board, nor something the Governument has
dreanmt up. The board is proud of its initiative and that is why it wants to see it proceed.

Mir COWAN: I would be reluctant to come into this Parliament and look at everything with
the pessimistic view expressed by the member for Greenough in his interjection when he
asked, "What happens if they go broke?" I assume that, if the developer went broke, and if
the Kings Park Board and the Government - remembering that the Governor has to approve
any lease - appointed a receiver manager, then that person would be responsible for disposing
of the property and could not do so without the approval of the Kings Park Board and the
Government. If that occurred, one would assume that if the Kings Park Board did not
prevent some undesirable change of ownership then the Government would. I might be
paying the Government too great a compliment in saying that, but [ do not think so.

The thing I find somewhat repugnant is that while I have always said Governments have a
responsibility to look objectively at developments and that they should in some instances be
prepared to offer guarantees to ensure that a development proceeds, we have here an
opportunity for the board, with the delegated authority of the Government, to make a decision
that it can successfully attract private development at no cast to the Government on terms and
conditions which the board and the Governor axe likely to approve. Yet we have members on
this side of the House saying that we should be voting against this approach. That, however,
is not the attitude of the National Party. The Kings Park Board is to be
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commended for not placing responsibility for this development on the pocket of the taxpayer.
In fact, in the present climate where one of the major catchcries fromt this side of the House
has been that Governments should not be involved in business, I would have thought that the
Kings Park Board would be applauded for caking this step and for corning to the Minister to
seek an extension of the lease period in order to ensure that there is no taxpayer involvement.
I acknowledge the comments made by the member for Greenough about the Swan Brewery
development as they are very appropriate. This Government cannot make any great claim
that it has suddenly turned the corner and is now looking at its developments or projects in a
completely new light because that development, whilst it is not dealt with in this legislation,
is associated with the whole development of Kings Park. I believe the people of Western
Australia will be sorry that the development on the Swan River foreshore has proceeded
because it is totally unneeded, uncalled for and unpopular.

Mrs Beggs: We are not building anything, we are renovating something.

Mr COWAN: What is being renovated?

Mr Taylor: A magnificent old building.
Mr COWAN: That is a matter to be debated at another time in this place. We will enter that
debate vigorously. On that occasion I guarantee that we will enter the debate very much on
the side of the member for Greenough. In this case we support the proposal before the
House, believing that enough safety precautions are built in to ensure that even if the worst
possible case put forward by the member for Greenough came about there would be enough
safeguards to preclude the lease being transferred to a group, company or body of persons
who it would be inappropriate to place in Kings Park.

Mr Minson: Where are those safeguards?

Mr COWAN: I will read section 5(5) of the Parks and Reserves Act to the member for
Greenough, as follows -

It is hereby declared that the portions of class "A" Reserve No. 1720 King's Park,
Perth. surveyed as Perth Town Lots 772, 786 and 801, that were respectively vested
pursuant to the provisions of -

(a) section twenty-two of the Reserves Act, 1952;
(b) subsection (2) of section thirteen of the Reserves Act, 1955; and
(c) section thirteen of the Reserves Act 1959,

in the Board constituted a body corporate under this Act under the name King's Park
Board, are vested under those provisions and shall be deemed to have been so vested
on and from the commencement of those provisions, in trust for the purposes of a
Public Park, with power to lease those lots for the purposes of a tea room, restaurant,
and kiosk for the sale of refreshments, for any termn not exceeding twenty-one years
and under such terms and conditions as the Governor may approve.

The last part of that sentence, long winded as it is - and obviously it was prepared by a lawyer
some time ago - makes clear that no lease can be granted other than under terms and
conditions which the Governor may approve.

Mr Minson: I predict that within five years the Government will have to purchase that lease
back because the deve lope r will have gone broke.

Msr COWAN: If that is the case we have, in a time of serious economic restraint, delayed the
purchase of a facility in Kings Park for five years. Looking at it in another way, the member
for Greenough is pointing out to me quite clearly that the Kings Park Board does not have the
capacity to attract a developer who knows what he is doing and is able to do his sums
correctly. We should encourage private enterprise such as this development and allow it to
proceed. There is a safeguard, and we should give private enterprise the encouragement it
deserves by supporting this legislation and wishing them all the very best in that
redevelopment, because I am sure the member would agree that Kings Park is the most
frequently visited tourist site in Perth, and probably in Western Australia, and that the
restaurant area needs to be redeveloped.

Mr Minson: I agree.
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Mr COWAN: The proposition being put forward is that we remove the 21 year lease period
and allow the Kings Park Board to allocate a lease for a longer period of time so that it can
then seek private development of the site. The proposed restaurant is to cost $4.7 million,
and I am not the least bit concerned about that, although I guess it will be a very exotic
restaurant, and I assure members I will not be one of those people contributing to the return
on such an investment because that will be outside my price range. It is very important that
Kings Park be a place for the people and not only for those who can afford to go there. I
hope that in the establishment of the restaurant, tearooms and kiosk, provision will be made
for every category of person who wishes to visit the park and make use of those facilities.

The National Party supports this proposal; there are sufficient safeguards within it to
guarantee that even if the worst comes to the worst the public will be able to continue
utilising these facilities. I am very much in favour of private enterprise, and see no reason
why we should not give all the encouragement we can to the Kings Park Board so that the
site can be redeveloped by means of private enterprise.
LMR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [3.02 pm]: I am opposed to the provision contained in the Bill
before the House which will remove the period of 21 years from the lease under which the
Kings Park restaurant, tearooms and kiosk operate, so that those facilities will be available for
lease for any term and under whatever conditions the Government may determine. The
matter is not quite as simple as the leader of the National Party indicated; the Government is
in fact asking for a blank cheque in respect of the future operations of those facilities.

Mr Taylor: The Kings Park Board has asked me, as the responsible Minister, to put forward
this proposal.

Mr BLAJKIE: I wit] remind the Minister, and also have it placed on record in this debate,
that if the respective boards were to get in the way of what this avaricious Government
decided to do, the Goverrnent could change the membership of the boards in order to carry
out its whim.

Mr Taylor: The members are appointed for a number of years; they cannot be changed at
whimn - unless they happen to go mad or hankrupt!

Mr BLAIKJE: I hope the Minister will indicate. when he has the opportunity, who are the
members of the board, and what is their length of term. I repeat that any avaricious
Government will have the opportunity to change the membership of the board; and we have
seen this Government changinig the membership of boards and statutory bodies to suit its
whimt.

This is the first time in the history of this Parliament that the Minister for Conservation arnd
Land Management has introduced a Bill in respect of the future of Kings Park; Kings Park
has always been the responsibility of the Minister for Lands of the day.
Mr Taylor: The Minister for Lands is in the upper House.

Mr BLAIKIE: I said, "the Minister for Lands of the day". The Parks and Reserves Bill was
originally introduced in 1895 by the Premier of the day, Hon Sir John Forrest. He said during
his second reading speech that a Parks and Reserves Board was to be established, and that the
duty of the Board.-

will be to control and manage the public parks and reserves so committed to their
care, and employ in such control and management any funds that may be provided for
this purpose by Parliament.. .

The purpose of that eml was to set aside land on Mt Eliza an area for a public park and
reserve, which we now know as Kings Park. Sir John Forrest was an incredible statesman,
who foresaw the need to establish this park area and a board to take away from the
Government the control of this area. He said - and this has been watered down somnewhat
since that timne - that it was important that the Parliament have more control over the futur of
parks and reserves than the Governiment of the day.

Over the period of 100 years since that time there have been moves to establish in Kings Park
a water tower, an aquatic centre, a Perth Hospital in the 1920s and a police communications
network; these moves were defeated and many thousands of Western Australians are very
thankful. While Kings Park may well be an important tourist attraction, its role as a part of
Western Australia's heritage is far more important, and it will have even
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greater importance in the future. The Opposition is concerned about this future direction, and
we do not support the Government's handing down a piece of legislation which, if passed.
will give the Government of the day the opportunity to determnine that a lease can be granted
for an indetrninate term. We do not believe this will be supported by the great majority of
thinking Western Australians, when they rake into account the track record of the Minister's
Government in respect of its dealings with public and Crown land since it camne into office in
1983. 1 shall nor go through the litany of this Government's mistakes, such as the siting of
the Burswood Casino, and what it has done with the Midland abattoir, the Swan Brewery site,
and the Mosman Park Tearooms.

Mr Taylor: Burswood is a magnificent development employing 3 000 people.

Mr BLALKIE: Let me tell the Minister what I said about Burswood during the casino debate
some years ago. I said then it was the wrong site and it was wrong to use public land for that
purpose when that development could have used commercial land. It has now been proved
that that development was built without any regard for planning for the crowds of people who
go there.

Mr Taylor: This is happening now; it has a larger car park.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member is answering an interjection in reply to a subject he
raised, Burswood Casino, but unless he can relate it to the Bill before the House I suggest the
matter is beyond the current debate.

Mr BL.KIE: That decision was made by the Parliament without thinking it through to its
conclusion, and it was a disastrous decision. With your experience of planning matters, Mr
Deputy Speaker, and your superior knowledge of the area, you would understand the
difficulties people have in transporting themselves to the Burswood area during periods of
peak entertainment. It is an absolute farce.

Mr Taylor: They still flock there in their thousands.
Mr BLAIKIE: When Sir John Forrest, as Premier of Western Australia, moved the second
reading of the Parks and Reserves Bill on 12 September 1895, he gave reasons for having a
special Act of Parliament, why boards of management should be established, and why the
Parliament should play a substantive role in the overview of the boards. The second reading
speech is available for members who want to read it. Sir John Forrest concluded by sayig in
respect of the land regulations that although the Government may place land under the
control of a body to be appointed for the purpose, that power was not sufficient, and was
certainly not so convenient as having an Act of Parliament to regulate the boards, giving them
certain powers, while allowing everyone to see under exactly what powers those boards
exercised their privileges. The boards which came into being as a result of Sir John Forrest's
foresight would have been the Zoological Gardens Board, the Rotnest Island Board, and the
Kings Park Board. The idea was that those boards would carry out the management of their
areas within the confines of their Acts, and from rime to rime report to the Parliament, and
request from the Parliament sums of money and directions for improvements.

Mr Taylor: That is exactly what has happened.

Mr BLAIKIE: No. In order to "expedite" things, in the intervening period Parliament has
become lazy and suggested that it would probably be more convenient to have determinations
made by the Governor or the Minister in charge rather than the Parliament.

Mr Taylor: I am not able to make this determination.

Mr BLAIKIE: No, but the Minister can act on the recommendation of the board.

Mr Taylor: That is right.

Mir BLAUGIE: If the board does not act as the Government wants it to, the Government
changes the board.
Mr Taylor: That is not right.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister has the power to change the board.

Mr Taylor: Board members hold office for certain terms, and they can be removed only if
they axe bankrupt or go insane.

Mr BLALKIE: That is right, but the Government of the day can make a determination about
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how to get rid of them. The Government has effectively gutted the fanner Tourist
Commnission; it has effectively gutted a series of boards and organisations and appointed its
own people to do its bidding. If the Govenrnent wanted to do it again with the Kings Park
Board it would do so. The Government's track record shows what it has done in the past and
it will do it again. I am not prepared to give the Government absolute licence as far as the
Kings Park Board is concerned.

Mr Taylor: You are slating members of the board.

Mr BLALKIE: [ am not slating members of the board. I have great regard for the work those
members have done; but I have no regard for the Government, which has the ability to get its
hands on Kings Park with unlimited powers to make a determination. That is part of what Sir
John Forrest believed. In the interim period, and now instead of matters coming back to the
Parliament for determination, they come back for the Minister to determnine. The Minister
has now come to the Parliament to ask for the 21 year lease to be removed. It has been
argued by my colleague, the member for Greenough, that there are other avenues where
funding could be made available to assist thec Kings Park Board. I accept that there is a need
for the restaurant to be redeveloped. It should have been developed half a dozen years ago in
time for the America's Cup. but it was not. No doubt the board did not have much money at
the time and it does not have much now, but there are ways and means to make that funding
available. I support the member for Greenough's contention that the Government has the
ability to provide funding, and the board could then lease the facilities as it saw fit under
terms and conditions that the Governor may detennine. That would not require a 21 year
lease, or a lease of any lesser definite term. While I may be criticised for supporting a
socialistic view in that the Government is using taxpayers' funds for the project, I support
that view in respect of Kings Park. If the Government were prepared to test the water
outside, it would find that this view is supported by a substantial majority of Western
Australians.

I do not support the proposition the Government is putting forward. Its track record on land
sales and land management and what it has done in this general area does not inspire the
confidence of the people. While the Minister can mouth all the words he wishes about the
board having ultimate control, the board will have an opportunity to make recommuendations
to the Government of the day. We have seen this Government on many occasions change the
membership of boards to suit its own directions if and when the Government finds it
convenient to do so. With the Government's previous record in changing the membership of
boards - and there is a litany of wounded people out in the streets - my view is that it would
do the same with the Kings Park Board again if it saw fit to do so. The Government would
then have the opportunity to lease this land to any person to wham it may wish to lease it.
The Government also has a pretty sordid record of assistance to one or two of its corporate
friends. Again, the concern is that that is what the Government can do.

Finally, Kings Park is an area of importance to all Western Australians because it is our own
sacred site which Parliament has a responsibility to preserve for Western Australians now and
in the future. This legislation erodes what John Forrest set up in 1895. We are reaping the
benefits of his foresight and I hope the Parliament will not be conned by the argument put
forward by the Government. I hope the foresight and protection afforded by John Forrest is
continued, and that members oppose the legislation.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [3.21 pm]: It has been shown quite clearly during the debate
that, despite the fact that the provisions of the eml are couched in general terms, the purpose
and aim of these provisions are directed mainly to Kings Park and the Kings Park Board, and
in particular the Kings Park Restaurant.

The main provision in the Bill extends the 21 year maximum lease period to an unlimited
period which would be a discretional decision. If one gives the benefit of the doubt to the
Government and says that this is done with the best will in the world, one would probably say
that the purpose of the Bill is to benefit the Kings Park Board in a direct way and, through the
Board, ultimately to have better facilities and perhaps serve the community better;
undoubtedly that would be the confessed purpose of this legislation. However, I suggest that
the amendment to extend the 21 year lease would not achieve any of these purposes; or, to
put it another way, these purposes could be achieved within the present legislative framework
just by being a little smarter from a business point of view with the
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terns of the lease agreement which is being drafted in order to attract applicants who will
achieve a better restaurant facility and service.
We must look at the real need of the community. What does the community really need?
Does it need or has it expressed a desire for the road to be moved or changed, or is that only a
very justifiable fancy of an architect who wants to try something new to show that he has
some imagination? Does the community - particularly that part of the conmmrunity which uses
Kings Park - really need a more elegant, or perhaps a more expensive and more elitist,
restaurant? I ant perhaps one of the few members who regularly walks in Kings Park,
although I must admit that while I do so I listen to the news or dictate a few letters;
nevertheless, I can make observations. One can observe, particularly at the weekends, the
type of people who use Kings Park and all the facilities it provides.

Mr Taylor: I will go through that later, but the idea of the development is to make that
facility available to a far greater range of people than at present.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not necessarily doubt chat; my only question is whether the means the
Minister is trying to use to achieve that cod are the correct ones or whether he could achieve
the very same thing within the existing legislative framework. That is the argument I am
trying to develop. When we look at the people who use Kings Park, by and large, perhaps we
need to develop more popular facilities, although I agree that a number of people do use the
barbecues - they arrange to meet their friends and families there and one sees family parties
with people providing food and the kids playing. That is all very nice, but the park needs
mare food outlets.

Mr Taylor: They will be provided.

Mr MENSAROS: Even when I watch the buses which arrive carrying tourists I wonder
whether we need this over-elegant, elitist and very expensive restaurant facility. Very often I
have taken people, mainly visitors from overseas, to Kings Park Restaurant for dinner and the
impression they gain, from the point of view of the food and drinks served and the service
provided, and also from the point of view of the environment, is very good.
What is the solution? I do not chink it is to have a long lease and thereby perhaps compel
applicants to provide these additional exclusive facilities. The Minister interjected and said
they would be provided, but the leaseholder would have to provide something extraordinary
on top of it because otherwise he would not be able to make a reasonable business
proposition from the lease. I suggest that if the Government really wants to avoid the risks
and dangers which can accompany a longer term lease, to which the member for Greenough
pointed - and I am not saying he was an absolute pessimist on the subject but he reasonably
stated the risks - and if it wants to have a lease agreement with someone who is a self-
employed businessman who has an interest in the facility rather than just a company which
looks at the books - someone like the present leaseholder who has been there for over
20 years, whom I do not think anyone has criticised as having done a bad job - what we
should look at is more businesslike conditions in the lease.

I make only one proposition to the Minister; that is, that most lease agreements, including the
Kings Park lease agreement, do not leave anything with the leaseholder at the end of the
lease. It is normal practice that he should provide certain buildings and facilities and should
calculate the way this should amortise at the end of the lease, and at the end of the lease he is
left stark naked, with nothing. What does this do? It acts as a disincentive to the
leaseholder - the decent fellow he is - and makes himn think that towards the end of the lease
period he should not make any improvements or should do just the barest repairs necessary
because at the end of the lease period he must walk out and is left with nothing.

If the Government were to restructure the lease agreement so that whoever gets the lease will
have some rights at the end of the period - whether it be a preferential right or an option - it
could be easily worked out so that it is in the interests of the leaseholder and is an incentive
for him to provide and keep up the building for the full 21 year period. I firmly believe that
the Government could achieve in that way exactly what it is seeking to achieve by this
legislation.

Mr Taylor: The board has looked at all of those options. It had a very senior accountant on
the board when looking at it, and received advice from the State Taxation Department and an
outside lawyer, and also from Crown Law, and it alt comes down to this being the only
option.
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Mir MENSAROS: That may be so, and I do not doubt what the Minister says. However,
members of this side of the House in interviews with some of the board's members gained
the impression that would not have been the conclusion. Possibly everyone, including
myself, would say the same thing to any new suggestion from the Government side - after all,
the Government has all the facilities and has looked at all the aspects of the matter and
believes there is no better solution than that proposed by the Government. I do not think this
is necessarily the case. I believe the new proposition should be looked at and I am quite sure
that if that proposition were to be seriously considered and tried, the Goverrnent could
achieve exactly the same aims as could apparently be achieved by the proposition currently
before the House, without jeopardising a lot of other things by having an extended lease. This
is without taking the risk pointed out by the member for Greenough that the prime interest of
the community of Western Australia and particularly the people of the metropolitan area
would fall into alien hands and be considered in the light of cold hard business instead of
personal and human interest. There is no doubt that if the leaseholder is a self employed
businessman, he can get credit which could be reasonably amortised during the 21 year
period, and he would have a much better interest than an impersonal, large company would
have.
Those are the reasons I oppose the legislation. The implementation of the legislation could
represent some risk, and, as I said, without implementing this legislation the same aim could
be achieved by other means.

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [3.32 pm]: This Bill is very simple, having only three clauses,
but I believe it has quite far reaching ramifications. One must ask why it is necessary to
amend this provision, which has been in the Act for nearly 100 years. That is probably the
fundamental question.

Mr Taylor: Times change. This is not the dark ages.

Mr LEWIS: The fundamentals of business do not change. However, in the second reading
speech the Minister made the point that it was not commercial and that a commercial activity
could not be placed in King's Park on the basis of a 21 year lease. With the utmost respect to
the Minister, that is absolute nonsense. A return of capital on a 21 year lease equates to about
4.6 per cent a year over 21 years. The present holding costs on a $5 million project could run
to $750 000 a year. That cannot be denied. Notwithstanding that, if' a development which is
not elitist or grandiose, but is truly comminercial - a facility built for the ordinary people - is
put in place, the sum of $1 million a year in interest and capital repayment over 21 years
could easily be achievable, bearing in mind that one can amortise into that probably an
inflation rate of five per cent a year.

Mr Taylor: I understand that represents about 2.5 per cent a year, under the taxation rulings.
That does not allow you to amortise the cost of the building over 21 years.
Mr LEWIS: I understand what the Minister is saying.

Mr Taylor: The problem is that this was put out to tender and there were no applicants.
People who were interested actually said to the board, "We are interested in doing this
development, but we cannot do it under those conditions."

Ms LEWIS: I suggest that the Minister needs to try again, because there are times during an
economic climate when commercial interest rates are at 22 per cent or 23 per cent that some
developments just cannot get off the ground.

Mr Taylor: Interest rates were much lower when the tender was put out.

Mr LEWIS: Commercial rates have not been uinder about 18 per cent or 19 per cent for some
time. There are times when one cannot get a commercial development off the ground; the
time is just not opportune, and commercially the development is just not on. If, over a
21 year lease, a scheme can be put into place which could amortise holding costs and capital
returns plus return a reasonable profit - bearing in mind an annual inflation rate which
compounds over that period - the actual compounding effect of inflation will look after the
capital costs. I accept the advice the Government and the board have received, which is that
the proposed scheme is not viable at this time. I do not argue about that. However I do argue
very strongly about the need to change legislation which has served the people of Western
Australia well for nigh-on 100 years. Perhaps what has to happen -
AM2V1-4
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Mr Taylor: That is an extraordinary argument- That is an argument that supposes rime
stands still.

Mr LEWIS: No, it is not. One hundred years of time is quite extreme.

Mr Taylor: You could use that argument on every piece of amending legislation brought
before this House.

Mr LEWIS: No. I have been involved in cornuercial situations as to return of capital and
amortising capital over a set period, and every scorekeeper or retailer in the comnmunity
technically must amnortise the ingoing costs of their business over a lease period. Under other
legislation to be debated in the House today, the minimumn period for a lease is deemed to be
five years - a period which is considered necessary for the capital cost of the goodwill,
furniture, fittings and all the other bits and pieces which go into the establishment of a retail
establishment to be anmortised. That is accepted commercially.

Mr Taylor: if it is accepted commercially, why didn't people express a greater interest in
getting this development off the ground when it was put out to tender? Why didn't they
come back and say, "We would be very interested in this, but we are unable to do it over a
21 year period"? In fact they were very interested. That is not just one group, it is a number
of groups. They were all saying the same thing. The Crown Law Department agreed with
them, as did the Taxation Office, and as did a lawyer and an accountant on the board.

Mr LEWIS: With due deference to those individuals, I do not believe the Australian
Taxation Office or the solicitor or the accountant who may be on the board may necessarily
be skilled in commerce and retailing. That is what it is - the retailing of food. [ can envisage
what should perhaps be there. There should perhaps be an establishment similar to a chicken
fast food store, a hamburger store, a "Hungry Jacks", a fast fish store, a tearooms, possibly
even a select restaurant.

I see it catering for the whole spectrum of people who use Kings Park. The humblest of pizza
parlours in a suburban shopping centre can take over $800 000 a year, and the Minister is
suggesting that a commuercial deal cannot be put in place to amortise the up front and holding
capital cost over a 21 year period. I suggest to the Minister that it is time to do the sums
again on the basis that the time when tenders were called may not have been opportune due to
the prevailing economic circumstances-

I do not want to cast aspersions on the Leader of the National Party, but he made the point
that he was for free enterprise and referred to the extended lease. -The argument does not
involve free enterprise at all; it is about making a commercial project work within 21 years.

Mr Taylor. It can't.

Mr LEWIS: It has worked in the past.

Mr Taylor: It has not worked in the past in the form we are seeking to achieve here - that is
the exact issue.

Mr LEWIS: I cannot accept what the Minister is saying. The Minister suggests that this is
the only option chat exists, but I do nor accept that for a moment.
Mir Taylor: If I could do that I would not bring the matter here, I would tell them to get on
with the job.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister is tampering with Kings Park, which is sacrosanct.

Mr Taylor: lam not. I am acting on the request of the Kings Park Board.

Mr LEWIS: As the member for Vasse said, the Government and the Parliament have tried to
do things before to Kings Park, but there is no need to do so. I am probably one of the
biggest advocates of free enterprise in this House, but the argument is about whether it is
possible to make a commercial operation work in 21 years. I accept the Minister's argument
that the plan proposes road changes, sewerage and other ancillary works that are required,
and these have to be loaded on to the cost of the development; but, is it reasonable that a
commercial development should be loaded with those costs? The Minister has said that the
cost should not involve Government. [ do not hold with chat entirely. The taxes and charges
paid by the people, which contribute over $1.2 billion or $1.3 billion to the Government
every year by way of territorial revenue, could be used to subsidise and help ease the cost
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burden- of this project. I ask the Minister, as the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management, whether CALMI is paying for itself.
Mr Taylor: It certainly does with forestry.

Mr LEWIS: Looking at the whole spectrum of CALM's activity, the Minister cannot be
saying for one moment that CALM is self supporting; the public of Western Australia will
not accept that, yet this Government, with its absolute contradiction in policy, is prepared to
spend $30 million on a dilapidated budlding at the bottom of the hill which has no
architectural merit - the Government has not even identified what it will be used for. It would
be better to knock it down and spend one fifth of that amount for the project on the top of the
hill knowing that the public will use it rather than waste $30 million on a white elephant
which will never look like amortising the up front capital cost.

Our argument is quite well made.

Mr Taylor: Self praise is no recommendation.

Mr LEWIS: I said "our" argument. What is the intended period of the lease? It is an
absolute carte blanche open ended situation with nothing written into the legislation, and,
therefore, the Government of the day could write in whatever it requires.

Mr Taylor: It will probably be 21 and 2 1.
Mr LEWIS: Why is it 21 and 2 1?
Mr Taylor: That is the period required to amortise the building over a 40 year period.
Mr LEWIS: Is the Minister suggesting to the Parliament that it will take 40 years to amortise
the establishment costs of the Kings Park restaurant site?

Mr Court: They are replaced every 20 years.

Mr Taylor: That is a nonsense. The member has not been to London recently.

Mr Court: That is the period of time involved these days.
Mr Taylor: You should go to other places. I heard someone else say that earlier, and it is a
nonsense as it takes a lot longer than 20 years.
Mr Court: With a restaurant?
Mr Taylor: Yes, but is not just a restaurant; it is a major facility for the people of Western
Australia and it will be worthwhile.

Mr LEWIS: If the Government wants to amortise the $6 million cost over 40 years, that
represents a capital repayment of about one and a half per cent per annum.

Mr Taylor: About 2.5 per cent.
Mr LEWIS: It is two and a quarter per cent - I accept that, but it is unbelievably low. Most
of the office and commercial developments in town are not capitalised over 15 per cent. If a
development is to be capitalised at 15 per cent, it has about a seven year return on the capital.
Some of the blue chip office developments in town are looking at a capital return of
6.5 per cent to seven per cent, which is acceptable even on a 15 year return! The Minister
comes into this Parliament and states that a 21 year lease, which represents a capitalisation of
around four per cent, will not work.

Mr Taylor: Of course it will not work. The people of Western Australia want a restaurant
they can use, and not one to which people like you can afford to go. That is why we are
asking for a 21 year lease.

Mr LEWIS: That is not true. It is a pity the Minister was called away, as [ said previously
that I could envisage the Kings Park development being a fast food chicken outlet, a
hamburger bar, a pizza establishment, tearooms or a high class restaurant.

Mr Taylor: That is exactly what we will do.
Mr LEWIS: That is what we want at Kings Park. We do not want a $5 million or $6 million
gold-plated restaurant which, as the member for Floreat correctly said, would be used only by
the elite. We do not want a Mediterranean-type restaurant in Kings Park; we want a facility
which all Western Australians and tourists can use. They should be able to choose the type of
restaurant they wish to go to from the type of restaurants I think should be on the
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site. To suggest to this Parliament that it is not possible to amortise a capital cost of
$5 million over 21 years - about $430 000 a year - is nonsense when one considers that the
projected inflation rate for that period is between five and six per cent. Infation will look
after the amortisation of capital costs - the Minister knows that. Members should consider
what was the price of housing 20 years ago. A house which cost $15 000 then would now
cost in the vicinity of $110 000. Is the Minister telling me that the figure of $5 million cannot
be amortised over 21 years? He has been taken for a sucker again - some smart alec has told
him it cannot work. I suggest to the Minister that he again advertise this development
throughout Australia to find out.

In the short time available to me I will address a point made by the Leader of the National
Party. He said that it was not possible for the establishment to change hands in any respect
other than that laid down in the lease. With the utmost respect to the Leader of the"National.
Party I advise that quite possibly the lessee of the proposed establishment at Kings Park will
be a corporate entity. Of course, corporate entities are entities which, in their own right, can
enter into leases, the terms and conditions of which outline how that corporate entity will
carry out its business. There may be 100 or 1 000 shames which can change hands, but the
corporate entity stays the same. However, guess what can happen? Someone from China,
Malaysia or Tasmania may end up owning dhe lease of that building and, notwithstanding
what is written in the lease, the corporate entity remains, in its own right, a corporate entity. I
do not believe what the Leader of the National Party said; that is. that the terms and
conditions of the lease could restrict the transfer of the business. The land clan be transferred,
but will the actual ownership, by way of a corporate entity to a corporate entity be
transferrable? That question should be answered by the Minister arid I hope he has taken
note of what I said.

The question before the House is not whether the proposed development will work; it is not
whether it is free enterprise. The question is whether this Parliament should change a Statute
which has served the State well and, indeed, the millions of people who have visited it over
many years. I do not believe there is any necessity to change the current Statute relating to
Kings Park. What the Government and the Minister should do is readvertise the development
on the basis of a fair ground rent. The Minister has not referred to the cost additional to the
ongoing repayment of $5 million. This revolves around how much ground lease rent will be
paid for the rights. It may be that the Government could grant a lease to someone for five
years. At the end of that time the Government will be in a position, after a perusal of the
books, to ascertain how that person is travelling and to increase the ground rent accordingly.
It is a weak argument that we must give a blanket 40 year lease because without such a lease
the development will not proceed;, it has no foundation.

I support the members on this side of the House: I am not in fav our of the Bill.

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [3.55 pm]: I reflect on the fact that members of this
Parliament are elected to represent the people. What say do members of Parliament have in
what is proposed and what happens at Kings Park? We have already heard that the terms and
conditions of leases concerning establishments in Kings Park are controlled by the Kings
Park Board. The one opportunity I have to express my feelings about what is proposed at
Kings Parks is to speak against this Bill which seeks to extend the term of a lease beyond
21 years. When I read the Minister's second reading speech in order to ascertain the reasons
for this *Bill, I found that he was suggesting that the proposed facilities will support the tourist
industry. I have no doubt that will occur, but whether that is the prime purpose for amending
the Act is another question. I read also that this Bill is appropriate because the existing
buildings have outlived their usefulness - they are 30 years old. We are talking in terms of
extending the lease beyond 21 years. but we must look ahead and ascertain what will happen
if the lease is extended by another 21 years, as has been suggested. At that stage the
buildings will be 42 years old before the lease comes up for review and consideration is given
to establishing new buildings. Why we ame considering a 42 year lease? At that stage the
buildings will be very old and will be beyond their usefulness. I wonder why 21 years was
chosen for the term of the lease. Twenty one year lease agreements occur in many situations,
but what this present legislation does is to set a maximum time for review of the lease. It is a
good thing because the lease deals undertaken today can take into account only forecasted
trends. If the term of the tease is too great we may find ourselves in a position of having to
review the situation, which this Government had to do, because the fees charged are out of
date.
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Why must we have a facility which will cost in the vicinity of $6 million? The only answer!I
can find is that by giving consideration to the addition of ancillary facilities to the budlding
proposals the Government is saying that the development needs to be a particular size
because there will probably be some appropriate percentage which can be apportioned to
facilities. The Government is really saying that Kings Park should be upgraded to a cenxtre of
commercial activity in order to warrant adjustments to the road systems and so on. It is
saying that the development has to be big enough for it to fund these proposals. It is against
the real purpose of Kings Park; that is, a place for the people. By scaling down the proposAl
the Government may well find that someone will be prepared to tender for the development.
I do not know why the Government is looking at this expensive proposal. The second
reading speech cited the upgrading of the facility as justification for the amendment. I am not
aware of any demonstrated need to move from what exists to what is proposed. I have seen
nothing in the newspapers to indicate a need for change; I ha, e not heard from people that
they cannot get served; I have not heard that people are making demands that cannot be met,
yet we have here a commercial proposal from the board. In order to accommodate that
proposal we are being asked to make a far reaching amendment to the Act to allow a large
increase in the maximum lease time.
I take the point made by the member for Floreat who asked what would happen if a lease
were approved -for a 40-year building. I am sure that during the first 20 years the people
holding the lease would upgrade the building because it would be newish, probably
reasonably easy to upgrade, and would be attracting custom and making money. However,
what would happen in the second half of the 40-year lease term if the people holding the
lease started to realise that at the end of the term they would not own the building but would
lose it? They would chink, "What is the purpose in spending money which can be kept as
profit?" I am concerned when the term of any lease is increased. One can look at the
situation in Canberra where lease periods are for 99 years. which is equivalent to freehold
status. I know that is not freehold status, but the period is longer than most of our lifetimes.
As lease termis are increased they give the appearance and feeling of freehold status.
I was disturbed to hear that the Lombardo site has a .63 year lease.- The lease proposed in this
amendment is for 21 years plus 21 years. I am sure there is no argument about the Minister's
word given on this matter, but what will happen if other pressures appear during that peniod
and it has to be longer than 21 plus 21 years? The area where the Kings Park restaurant is
situated is a special place as it is near the war memorial, an area of sensitivity. Will we
receive assurances that this recent strategy in relation to the restaurant, kiosk and tearooms is
a guarantee of permanent Australian control?
Mr Taylor: Do you want permanent Australian control?
Mr STRICKLAND: I believe that is a right and proper thing in the vicinity of the war
memorial, and also because Kings Park is Kings Park. Many people in the commurnity are
concerned about foreign ownership of such areas, a concern which is growing. On behalf of
those people I place their concern on the record of this Parliament.
Mr Taylor: Does a person have to be an Australian citizen to own this development?
Mr STRICKLAND: We are talking about a lease. Many comments have been made by other
members that I will not repeat, but I place on record my concern about this matter as this is
my only opportunity to do so. We should keep the lid on this proposal, which can be done by
opposing this amendment. Expanding the commercial opportunity of this project on such a
scale is not a good thing.
MR KIERATH (Riverton) [4.05 pm]: I oppose this Bill. Like the member for
Scarborough I turn. to The First paragraph of the second reading speech which says that the
buildings have outlived their usefulness because they are 30 years old and need replacing. If
those buildings have outlived their usefulness after 30 years, why do we need to grant a 21
plus 21 year Lease for the new building? This shows the sham of tis arrangement, which is
not intended to provide these facilities and which shows that a lease for 21 plus 21 years will
be completely useless.
In the second paragraph of the second reading speech there is an explanation given of how
this deal is to be financed - an attempt by the Government to avoid putting in money. I
wonder whether that is the basis of the Government's approach to this matter, because it is
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short of money. In relation to the development of Kings Park, it seems to be short, as it is for
most projects. Had the Government come to the Opposition with a decent proposal for the
park I believe an agreement could have been reached, but instead it turned to this 21 plus 21
year lease.

As its justification for taking this action and for revealing ts proposal publicly the
Government has referred to tenders being called earlier this year and to the fact that only
expressions of interest in alternative or modified terms were received. If there is no
substantial response to a proposal, perhaps it should be looked at - perhaps it is unrealistic;
perhaps the Government is crying to achieve some hidden agenda. Lease conditions can be
tailored to suit whichever conditions one likes. The purpose of regular reviews or short lease
periods is to provide for periods of review or for when one might say, "These circumstances
need changing. Certain things have changed and a different direction needs to be taken." In
some cases the agreed lease amount may require review. Those are the very basics of lease
reviews. When a lease is for a period of 21 plus 21 years one is giving away control because,
provided the basic conditions are met, nothing can be done about the leaseholder until the end
of the 21 years.

Mr Taylor: You haven't seen the terms of the lease. Haven't you looked at those leases and
the terms they contain?
Mr KIERATH: The Minister has been reading the paper. Has his recent promotion gone to
his head? The leading light of the left wing has been taken from the hack bench to where he
is now sitting. He should hear a little better now that he has been aroused. Granting a 21
year lease is virtually giving away control of Kings Park. I do not care what conditions the
Minister puts in the lease because, provided the person or corporate entity fulfils the
conditions of that lease, there is no review until that 21 year period expires. If the corporate
entity or whatever it may be fulfils the lease conditions, there is no period of review until the
21 years is up. If the lease goes to 42 years, nothing can be done about it until the end of that
time. If tenders were called and the right proposals were not received, the terms of the tender
should have been reviewed to see whether something unrealistic was being asked for, or to
establish why nobody was interested in bidding.
The essence of this Bill is the 21 year lease. In the existing legislation it is limited to 21
years, which I feel is perhaps a little long. We can vary the conditions, and I personally
would like to see more frequent review periods. If the Government cannot find a bidder to
undertake the proposal on that basis, perhaps it should look at some alternative way of
funding the development, whether by Government or by some private enterprise
involvement. Nothing has been presented to me to show chat any alternative schemes have
been investigated.

Kings Park is very important to the people of Western Australia. It is the gateway to our city.
and it overlooks Perth. We often hear comments that Perch is one of the most beautiful cities
on earth, and I wholeheartedly support that view. Some years ago I visited the United States
and saw some of the cities there. Visiting Americans often say that Perth is a beautiful city,
and I often used to wonder whether they were saying it just to pander to us, but after seeing
some of the American cities, I believe they were sincere. Where else can one find a city on
the edge of a beautiful, clean river with a beautiful national park within walking distance of
the city centre? I understand there is one such city in Canada, but one must go a long way to
fund a place comparable to Perth. Kings Park is one of our greatest natural assets. It is also
the gateway to tourism. I am sure many members have taken visiting dignitaries from
interstate or overseas to Kings Park to see this place of which we are very proud. It is a
national park; it is actually a people's park. If we go there at weekends - or at any time - we
will see a number of people using that park and gaining enjoyment from it. In years gone by,
as a result of controls by the Kings Park Board, development of the area has been targeted
towards the people of Western Australia; the park is not simply the exclusive preserve of a
few. One of my concerns is that as a result of this proposed development it may become
extremely upmnarket and exclusive, although undoubtedly some aspects will cater for most of
the general public. We have many facilities in this State to cater for those who want
upmarket or exclusive places, and I do not believe Kings Park should be one of them. I
would much prefer to see other proposals investigated. My mind boggles and comes up with
all sorts of suggestions. We could develop a restaurant complex far more in keeping with the
nature and environment of Kings Park.
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Mr Taylor: Did you say you thought you could?

Mr KIER.ATH: No, I did not say that. Is the Minister suggesting it?

Mr Taylor: Good God, no!

Mr KIERATH: I think I could come up with some better suggestions than the Minister has
put forward. [ would like to see some of our natural products displayed. I like to see our
natural environment, If it is the Minister's wish, I would be prepared to put forward a plan
for the development of Kings Park.

Mr Taylor: You had your chance when they had the architectural competition.

Mr KIIERATH: I am not an architect so I did not get involved. I do not believe the proposal
reflects the true nature of Kings Park. Some areas should certainly be enhanced. One
member made the point that the area overlooks the war memorial, and that is something to be
taken into account. One point I did lie about the proposal was the vista up to the war
memorial itself. That is one of the better aspects of the proposal. Leasehold conditions can
be made to suit almost any proposal. If one set of conditions is unsatisfactory, it is not
necessary to throw the baby out with the bath water, we should simply change the proposal
until we come up with something suitable. I sometimes wonder whether the Minister was
sincere in his attempt to find alternative sources of funding. It appears he is trying to take the
easy way out. This proposal might have been manufactured to do away with the maximum
21 year lease conditions. I am concerned that it could set a precedent in other areas. The
control of Kings Park is absolutely critical. This is the essence of what we are talking about.
The 21 plus 21 year proposal amounts to selling off and giving up control. The only way to
retain control over development in Kings Park is to have short periods of review, where the
performance or behaviour of the leaseholder can be reviewed and if necessary reassessed.
We should not give it away for a lengthy period so that it virtually becomes freehold. One of
the problems with the Kings Park proposal is that this Government would not fund the
development itself. It may have said, "We do not have any money," because that is what it
says about everything else coming into this House. The Government can find close on
$30 million for development of the brewery site, but it cannot find the $6 million necessary to
do up one of the premier showcases of Western Australia.

While on this Bill I have some comments on the recent fire at Kings Park. I hope the
Minister is listening now that he has put his paper away. Many species of orchids have been
found in Kings Park which have not been seen there for a long time. A feature of some
specific walks in Kings Park is some of the species of orchids and other plants which have
regenerated as a result of that fire. One of the things we learn about botany is that our
wildflowers have a natural dependence on fife on a cyclical basis. I place on record my
wholehearted support for one of the few really commendable initiatives of the Government,
and that is the initiative to control veldt grass in and around Kings Park. The removal of that
veldt grass has allowed same native vegetation to make a comeback. Some species have not
been seen for a long time - in some cases up to 20 years - and that is a good and positive
thing. I do not always throw buckets at the Minister and at the Government; I do give credit
where it is due.

The essence of this Bill is the control of Kings Park- If this Bill is agreed to, the Government
will be handing over control of the park to somebody else, and we will have no control over
many essential factors. Other speakers have indicated that developments which everyone
expected to be rosy have gone ahead, but other factors have arisen which have changed the
whole complexion of those developments, and as a result, although many of us do not like
what is happening, we cannot do anything about it because the control has been given away.
I urge every member of this House to oppose this Bill.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.19 pm]: I appreciate the
opportunity to make a contribution to debate on this legislation, which will have quite an
effect on Kings Park. The boundaries of my electorate once cut through the restaurant or
very close to it. It used to go halfway through the Swan Brewery. The old stables, which are
no longer there, were on the Kings Park side of the road and were in the Nedlands electorate.
The river side - it was actually a diagonal line - was in the Perth electorate, and the border
went from the corner of Thomas Street and Kings Park Road through the park to the brewery.
I do not quite know what the latest boundaries are, nor where the line now goes. However I
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am famniliar with Kings Park, and often drive through it coming to Parliament House and
going to and from work. It is a place to which I always take visitors to Perth because it has a
tremendous view of the city. It is certainly a special place. The Kings Park Board has from
time to rime invited me and my colleagues to inspect work being done in the park and I think
the Kings Park Board does a very good job in keeping the park in a condition which enables
many people to enjoy it. I have always been concerned about the bushfire problem which
exists in the park. It annoys me to know that so many of the fires which occur there are
started by vandals. Last year I was at the university when the fare went through from the
bottom end of the park to Thomas Street. It was lucky, given that a strong easterly breeze
was blowing, that the fire did not cross Thomas Street and affect the houses and flats there.
The park will rake some years to recover from the fire. In fact I flew over the park some
weeks ago and I could still see clearly where the fire had burnt through the park. In respect
of the restaurant, I believe the Governiment is making a big mistake with its proposed
amendment.

Mr Taylor: The Kings Park Board requested it.

Mr COURT: I do not care who requested it.

Mr Taylor: Then why do you not say that the Kings Park Board made a big mistake in
requesting it?
Mr COURT: No, the Minister is the person responsible for the proposed amendment, and it
is the Government which is bringing in this legislation. The Minister might say that the
Kings Park Board requested the amendment and in that case I would still say that I do not
agree with the Kings Park Board.

Mr Taylor: Now we have it on the record.

Mr COURT:. The Minister is ultimately responsible for it, and at the end of the day it is the
Government which is bringing in this proposed legislation. I believe that when the public
realise the possible ramifications of this legislation, they will not support it. The Kings Park
Board does not have the budget or the financial capacity to do the sort of development it
wants done in respect of the restaurant site, and so it has no option but to work out a way of
trying to get the private sector to build the facility.

Mr Parker: I would have thought you would applaud that.

Mr COURT: I believe the private sector can build and fund that development within the
existing lease arrangements.

Mr Taylor: They do not think so.

Mr COURT: Let me explain: A number of examples occurred in respect of waterfront
properties during the America's Cup period. Developers said that they required longer terms
in which to write off their investments. In this sort of situation there must be a balance
between the two. A restaurant can only earn X dollars a year. The board has explained that
its intention is to have the private sector build the facility; it will then charge them an annual
rental. A balance must be worked out: If the board is going to make the private sector build
an expensive building there is a limit as to how much rent the board can collect from the
private sector. On the other hand, if the board only gives them a shorter lease, and they
outlay so much money, the board can in turn balance it by how much rent it charges. It is a
matter of getting a balance between the rent and what the board expects them to outlay on the
capital works. However this is a special location. Itris not one of the waterfront properties,
where a lot of options were available. Itris a unique sire and will hopefulfly always remain the
prime tourist attraction in this State. I cannot see how the Governent believes that by
changing the lease from 21 years to 42 years, it will improve the situation from its point of
view. [ think the member for Florear made it quite clear that the important thing with leases
is to make sure, towards the end of the lease period, that the property does not start to run
down because there is no incentive for the licensee to do something about keeping up the
standards. I believe the facility available there for the last three years is a disgrace to this
State.

Mr Taylor: I agree that it could be improved.

Mr COURT: Then why has the Government allowed it to get that way?
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Mr Taylor: That is exactly why we are here today - to try to sort it out. That is why they had
the competition and that is why they called tenders.

Mr COURT: When did the lease expire?

Mr Taylor: It will expire in L989. Put that in your pipe and smoke it. It is now being
extended on a monthly basis.
Mr COURT: The Government has not been able to make a proper decision in relation to that
restaurant.
Mr Taylor, That is why we are here.

Mr COURT: Three years ago the people who were running the restaurant - and other people
I believe - wanted to put it out to tender to enable a proper redevelopment of that site before
the America's Cup.

Mr Taylor: That is exactly what the Kings Park Board did. It had an architectural
competition.

Mr COURT: No, this was before the competition, and before the America's Cup.

Mr Blaikie: The lease was extended a couple of years ago for three years.

Mr Taylor: That is why we are here today, donkey.

Mr COURT: That is not very becoming of the Minister. We are trying to debate the Kings
Park Restaurant. [ cannot get a word in edgeways because the Minister is saying, "Donkey
this and donkey that"; that is the best the Minister can do. Does the Minister want to have a
sensible debate on the restaurant? The Minister may laugh and joke about it but what the
Goverrnent is doing is basically freeholding that site in Kings Park. That will be the end
result of what the Government is now doing.

Before the America's Cup there was a move to redevelop the site so that there would be a
prime tourist facility for the America's Cup. The Government did not go ahead with that at
the time. Therefore we had the present facility, with an extension to its lease. The board held
the competition;, it put it out to tender but could not get an acceptable commercial offer. As I
understand it the board did not get any offers.

Mr Taylor: They could not get commercial tenders. There was certainly a lot of interest
expressed in it.
Mr COURT: If the Minister has received a lot of interest and does not get a commercial
offer, he has not done his homework.

Mr Taylor: That is a dumb thing to say.

Mr COURT: The Minister does not understand what is involved with a restaurant.

Mr Taylor: You do not understand the nature of the lease we are discussing or the trouble the
board went to to get this off the ground.

Mr COURT: I am saying that the Government has been dilly dallying with the restaurant for
three years. It should be one of the simplest sites in the State to develop.
Mr Taylor: [ agree.

Mr COURT: Well, why has the Minister not done something about it?

The lease ran out and the Government had to ask the people involved to continue on a month
by month basis. Does the Minister call that forward planning when the prime tourist
operation in this State is operating on a month to month basis? What incentive is there for a
person to run a proper business?

Mr Taylor: To make money!

Mr COURT: On a month by month basis? How would that person employ a professional
manager or a good chef if the termns of employment were on a month by month basis? What
a hick way to run the most important tourist site we have. The Government's sums do not
add up. [ ask the Minister, who is so keen to interject, why the Government is spending
nearly $20 million on the brewery development when it does not know what it will do with
the site.

3659



Mr Lewis: It eventually will cost $30 million.

Mr COURT: I cannot believe that.

Mrs Beggs: We want another premium tourist spot where people will enjoy the Swan River.

Mr COURT: Why does the Government spend $20 million on the brewery development yet
it needs to whack a 21 year lease on the Kings Park development - a prime tourist spot - to
have money spent on it? A couple of minutes ago the Moinister was saying 'donkey, donkey",
yet when I asked why the Government is spending $20 million, he remained silent.
Mr Taylor: It is to develop a premium site on the river which will be appreciated by the
people of Western Australia for decades to come. It will be a magnificent venture.

Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying that the Government will spend $20 milion on the
brewery site, yet the premium site in Kings Park will have nothing spent on it?
Mr Taylor: Why don't you look at the budget of the Kings Park Board which employs 88
people to run Kings Park, to make sure it is maintained, to put in the water and children's
playgrounds and maintain the gardens? It is the taxpayers of Western Australia who pay for
it.

Mr COURT: The Minister will not answer my question.

Mr Taylor: You are trying to tell me that the taxpayers of Western Australia should be
putting money into the restaurant, when the commercial people will be falling over
themselves to do so.

Mr Wiese: Would it not be the board which maintains the park?

Mr Taylor: Where do you think the money comes from?

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! It is difficult enough for Hansard to record
the debate which is being carried on more in the style of a Committee than that of the full
House. It becomes impossible to record if interjections fly across the House between
members in their seats, therefore I seek the cooperation of members for Hansard.
Mr COURT: This would have to be the simplest and easiest commercial development deal to
put together in this State. If the Government could not get a commercial developer to build a
restaurant facility in Kings Park over a 21 year lease for the benefit of all, I will go he. The
site is- sure to attract commercial developers.

If the Government had an architectural competition to come up with a building and it cannot
get a person to build it, maybe there is a problem with the building.

Mr Taylor: We have looked at all possibilities.

Mr COURT: What has the Minister done about it?

Mr Taylor: That is why we are here today.

Mr COURT: I cannot believe the lack of interest shown by the Minister when he says that
the board gave him a recommendation and that is why we are here today - he does what it
cells him.
Mr Taylor: I do not work that way.

Mr COURT: The decision of his Cabinet was to spend $20 million on the brewery site.

Mr Taylor: Absolutely! It is a magnificent venture.

Mrs Beggs interjected.

Mr COURT: I do not see what is visionary about the mess the Government has made of the
brewery by putting two Berlin wails around the road there. A beautiful part of Western
Australia has been vandalised. The Minister may call it a beautification of the river, but she
could hardly call the walls near the brewery a beautification. Has the Minister driven past
recently?

Mr Taylor: Perhaps, if you had seen people coming the other way and had collided on that
corner, you would not think that.
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Mr COURT: Some friends of mine were going to a rowing regatta on the Canning River
after those walls were erected, and there was a major accident and people were hurt.

Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: Governent members may laugh about it. but the Government has vandalised
one of the most beautiful spots on the river after it said it would straighten the road.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I suspect that the point has been reached in which the
potential to vandalise Standing Orders exists. Members, can we reach one of Mr Speaker's
famous agreements in that the member on his feet will address the Chair, and in my turn I
will remind the Minister that his opportunity to reply will be coming shortly? If we do that,
we might get more positive progress in the second reading stage.

Mr COURT: There is a direct connection between the brewery and the Kings Park restaurant
deal because the Government said it would put a 700 seat theatre in at the brewery, yet it will
provide 70 car parking spaces. Where do the rest of the people park? They park at the
restaurant car park.

The ACTING SPEAKER; I wondered how the member would relate the two issues.

Mr COURT: They are very much related because the Government cannot go ahead with the
proposal at the brewery without the car park space at the restaurant. How can the
Government spend $20 million or $30 million on the brewery, yet when it comes to one of
the most saleable and easiest commercial deals in Perth - to get the private sector to operate a
restaurant in Kings Park with a 21 year lease - it cannot do it unless it extends the lease. The
Government then brings a Bill into the House which is open ended. I would have thought
that the unique site required more control from the Government, but once it has given the 21
year lease to the corporation it may change hands many times and it will be difficult for the
board and the Government to control that site. There is a way within the existing legislation
that the private sector could build its own facility without having the lease extended. I accept
the argument regarding the other leaseholder's property and the huge expense involved in
doing some of those things. I do not mind if some of those leases were freehold leases, but I
do not accept it in Kings Park. It is a unique site overlooking the river and the war memorial,
and the fact that this Government cannot put together a simple commercial development deal
is absolutely staggering. The Government has not taken this matter seriously. It has accepted
a recommendation by the board without looking at the different options available to it.

I am opposed to this legislation. I repeat what I said at the beginning of my speech; It is an
absolute disgrace that the Government did not have plans in place tee or four years ago for
development of this facility when many people wanted to be involved in that development.
That facility has not been a good one for the last three or four years. The people running it
have done a good job, considering what they have had to work with. Their being put on a
month to month lease at the end of their tern indicates how ill-prepared this Government has
been to look after the facility. The Government has said that it is genuine about promoting
tourism in this State. That is a joke. If this is the best the Government can do with a prime
tourist site, it has a lot to learn. Why woul' d it pour so much money into the development of
the brewery site when it cannot even support a deal on the most important tourist location that
we have in this State? I in opposed to the extension of this lease.

MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [4.42 pm]: Kings Park means many things to many
people. I imagine most members in this Chamber would have done some of their courting in
Kings Park. Some time ago, when there was a proposal to build something in the park, a very
colourful member of this Parliament introduced a Bill into the House which said that there
would be no more erections in Kings Park without the prior approval of both Houses.

Mr Pearce: I ran Prosh one year at the university and the police wanted me to take down one
of the posters which said, "Help stamp out substandard erections in Kings Park".
Mr THOMPSON: Kings Park has always aroused a fair amount of passion in some people
for one reason or another. This legislation is evidence of that.

Tenders were called from private enterprise to undertake a redevelopment of the tearooms at
a cost of $5 million. No tenderer was prepared to undertake that development. Clearly, free
enterprise has made its judgment about that proposition and if people in the free enterprise
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system are to be encouraged to participate in that development, something must be done to
modify the conditions that prevail-
Mr Lewis: Or the proposal.
Mr THOMPSON: I imagine that if it were easy to modify the proposal, the Government and
the board would have done that.
I have listened to the debate today with interest. It reinforced something which I was able to
say to someone who wrote'to me criticising my recent resignation from the Liberal Party.
That person contended that only the Liberal Party could implement the Liberal philosophy. I
made the point that the Liberal Party has long since turned its back on Liberal principles. If
ever there were a development that should be supported by a party that sees itself as
supporting free enterprise, it would be this development. It is that approach by the
Opposition that is causing people who once supported the Liberal Party to shake their heads
and ask, "Where is this mob going?"
I believe that the proposal before the House is a conmnonsense one. There is still plenty of
scope for the Government to maintain control over that development. It is very sensible to
develop a facility which is really needed. The tearooms have long since served their useful
purpose. They are undersized and certainly do not cater for the demands placed on them.
Further, we should be encouraging more private enterprise development on some of the
beauty spots around our State. It is an absolute farce for Governments to purchase river
frontages and leave them in their natural state. I am not suggesting that there should be large
scale developments on our foreshores or in our parks. However, there should be a sensible
mix between development and the passive treatment of those areas. I think Perth is missing
out on a golden opportunity. Few cities in the world have as much river foreshore as this city
has and few countries have the miles and miles of coastline that this State has; yet we want to
leave the whole lot of it in a bare state.
Mr Taylor The more people who see the beauty, the more they will appreciate it and the
better chance we have of these beautiful spots being kept for decades because the more
people know about them, the more people will use them. That is what has happened in
national parks in America and New Zealand,. However, we turn our backs on them.
Mr THOMPSON: I agree with the Minister. I do not believe in the wholesale development
of our foreshores or of our parks. However, I believe that we have an opportunity to provide
a mix between development and the passive treatment of the land. I know the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition has a point of view about development at Exmouth on the ocean frontage.
However, that development cannot gain access to part of the beach.
Mr Taylor: The Ningaloo coral reef is absolutely magnificent.
Mr THOMPSON: Exactly. It would make sense to attract private enterprise, under strict
conditions, to develop facilities to take advantage of those tourist areas.
I support the legislation.
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah) [4.48 pm]: While I agree with some of the statements of the
member for Darling Range. I do not believe that Kings Park is just like any other part of our
coastline or of our river foreshore. It is a special and significant place. It should belong
always to every Western Australian and be there for their use for all time. It should also be
available to visitors. Any amenity built in the park should be suitable and fit into the theme
of the park. [ do not suggest that the proposed development will not be along those lines,
although 1 admit that I find it hard to understand why there has not been an effort to modify
the guidelines set for the private companies that have shown interest. While there may have
been a competition and a winner, if we cannot get commercial interests involved we need to
go back and reassess what has happened.
Mr Taylor: That is why we are here today.
Mr NICHOLLS: I like to hear that sont of statement. The Minister has said nothing more in
this House today than that we must extend the lease, otherwise nothing will happen.
Mrs Beggs: He has not made his speech yet.
Mr NICHOLLS: I know he has not made his speech; I am referring to his interjection. I
assume from the interjection that the Minister thinks it is crucial that the lease be extended,
otherwise there will be no interest in the development from private enterprise.
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We should be asking chose people who are interested to submit a further proposal, or the
tender documents should be amended to enable them to provide a facility which would be
commercially viable within the 21 year period. [ definitely do not consider that we should
debate this Bill on the basis that private enterprise needs a longer period than 21 years in
which to make this viable, If it is not viable in the shorter period, perhaps the Government
should reconsider the demands it is making. The proposal has a great deal of merit; I have
reviewed it and was impressed by the theme, but perhaps further consideration should be
given to the facilities encompassed in a development which will cost $6 million. I have
reservations that an average fam-ily travelling from the country in Western Australia and
wishing to visit Kings Park, as the focus of their visit to Perth, would be able to afford to
enter the restaurant, bearing in mind the dress guidelines or other conditions that may be
imposed as a result of the developer's need to recoup the $6 million through high charges for
food and beverage, If the cost of this development were nor as high as $6 million, it would
not be necessary for the developers to be given a lease for longer than 21 years. I do not
believe that the developers will get a more economical deal by virtue of the lease period
being extended. If the restaurant is developed at a medium or high class level, many people
wearing T-shirts and thongs will not have access to it. However, many Western Australians
prefer to dress in that attire during their leisure time.

Mr Taylor: They will be able to do that.

Mr NICHOLLS: I have my doubts about that. The Minister may prove me wrong, but I do
not believe the restaurant will be developed in that way. It is very important to focus on this
point. All the other issues about commercial viability and so on are fine, but the guidelines in
the tender document should be amended. I do not dispute that the theme proposed by the
Kings Park Board is good; and private enterprise companies interested in this development
should be asked to tender documents and architectural drawings that will comply with this
theme and will also provide a viable development over a 21 year period.

Consideration should also be given to who will own this development and whether it will
remain in the control of a Western Australian company, or a company registered in Australia.
I believe those points are valid and of importance to Western Australia.

Mr Taylor: Do you think it is important that it be Australian owned?

Mr NICHOLLS: We should be debating the point that any development which takes place in
Kings Park and any lease arrangements should remain under the control of a company
registered in Australia and, preferably, a company registered in Western Australia. I do not
take that position lightly. I do not doubt that many companies and businesses in other parts
of the world are adequately covered and are capable of running this business in Kings Park,
but it is a very special place and for that reason we should cake special cre when granting a
long term lease. If I were in charge of the Bill, I would probably not be focusing on the issue
of extending the lease period when debating this Bill. I do not suppont extending the period
of a lease for more than 21 years. and I recomrmend that the Kings Park Board be asked to re-
evaluate the tender documents and ask those private enterprise companies which showed
interest to come up with modified proposals which fit the theme the board wishes to promote
and preserve the aesthetics of Kings Park, and which will also be commerc-ially viable in a 21
year period.

I hope [ have persuaded members of Parliament today to think seriously about this matter and
to oppose the Bill. I ask the board to consider the direction in which it is going with regard to
the tender documents, and to ascertain whether commercial interest can be secured, providing
viability. within 21 years, and also fining in with the aesthetics and theme the board is
promoting.

MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [4.56 pmnl: I also oppose the move proposed by the
Government. We owe it to our forebears, who had the foresight to set aside this land for
future generations, to oppose this proposal. Not only do Western Australians appreciate
Kings Park, but also many visitors appreciate its uniiqueness. Many Western Australians who
visit the park during the weekend or on weekdays stroll around the parklands and enjoy the
beautiful sights. It would be completely wrong and out of character if the flamboyant
development proposed by the Government were allowed. The Governent seems to promote
flamboyant developments in Wes tern Australia, and I refer, for example, to the Burswood
Casino, recent developments on Rotinest Island, and the Swan Brewery site. in
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some cases these monumental developments axe satisfactory, but it would be completely
wrong to develop Kings Park in this way. The whole matter should be put into perspective.

Some 30 years ago, when the Commonwealth Games were held in Western Australia, the
Government of the day considered building a swimmning pool in Kings Park. Fortunately, the
people of Western Australia revolted and said they did not want any development in Kings
Park which would detract from the beauty of the area. This is a similar situation although.
admittedly, there is a restaurant on the site at present. However, any development should be
in keeping with the present development, which perhaps needs upgrading or renovating, but
not be as flamboyant as that proposed.
With regard to the Government's proposal to extend the lease for longer than 21 years, if a
project is not viable within 21 years I doubt whether it will be viable in the term the
Government is prepared to grant the company. There is a good chance down the track that
the company will go broke. Most businesses value their projects such that they will be
written off within 20 years. and if a longer period is necessary, the project cannot be very
viable. The Government is smitten by the idea of large projects; however, Kings Park is
sacrosanct and should be protected for the people of Western Australia. It should not become
a large commercial operation, but emphasis should be placed on the trees and flowers and the
views that are enjoyed by visitors to Kings Park. I reject this legislation.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for Conservation and Land Management) (5.00 pm]:
I thank the Leader of the National Party and the Independent member for Darling Range for
their support of this legislation, and congratulate them on their foresight. Opposition
members raised a number of matters that I will deal with. First, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition suggested that this matter should have been dealt with three years ago, when the
restaurant's lease expired. I point out in his absence that the lease expired in January 1989.
Early in 1988, the Kings Park Board decided to hold an architectural competition for the
development of the site. The result of the competition was announced in October 1988. and
tenders were made available and advertised widely in Western Australia, Australia and
overseas. The response indicated not a lack of interest but a concern that the terms of the
lease were insufficient for the making of a commercial investment. The Kings Park Board
subsequently approached me, as the responsible Minister, in June this year and requested that
I take up the matter with the idea of bringing before the Parliament the legislation now before
the House. So it is absolute nonsense for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to suggest that
this matter has been delayed, because that request was made in June.

The Kings Park Board requested that -

... as a matter of urgency the Parks and Reserves Act 1895-144985.- be amended. ...

It is evident from discussions with those interested that a major obstacle to potential
tenderers making a viable bid is the limitation of the lease to 21 years.

Mr Lewis: Is that on the basis of the proposal in that competition?

Mr TAYLOR: No, it is not, and I will deal with that in a moment. The board went on to
say

Australian Taxation regulations limit the allowed depreciation or write off of capital
to 2.5% per annum, so that a lease of 21 years allows amortisation of only 52.5%
whereas a potential term of 42 years would permit all to be written off. The extended
period of occupation and trading would also be valuable to a tenderer and lessee.

The most important point in respect of the extension of the lease period is that if we were to
leave things as they are now, with a 21 year lease, we might be able to attract a developer, but
such a developer would want to establish an expensive restaurant, to which the public of
Western Australia could not afford to go. Such a restaurant would not be in keeping with the
proposed design of the architect, which most members who have taken the trouble to look at
would agree is a good thing for Kings Park.

The second point is that if the lease were for only 21 years. it is more than Likely the
ownership of the restaurant would be by an overseas company, whether from Singapore,
Japan, or elsewhere in South East Asia, because such companies have the funds to invest in
Australia. I would like to think that there could be Australian ownership of this restaurant.
The member for Scarborough and the member for Riverton suggested that the restaurant
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must be Australian owned because of its close proximity to the war memorial. If that is so,
where do we stop? They may have had in mind Japanese investment, but what about the
Germans, the Chinese, the Vietnamese, the Vichy French, the Turks, the Koreans, the
Malaysians - some of whom fought against Australians - the Afrikaans during the Boar War,
and the Italians and those people in parts of Austria who fought against us in World War HI?
The fact is that they all have the right to be involved in the ownership of this restaurant. I
would like to think that what we are doing today is opening up the opportunity for
Australians to be involved, because this legislation proposes to make available a longer term
lease, which will enable the people who become involved in the operation of these facilities
to amortise it over a much longer period of time and to do a job which will mean that
ordinary Western Australians will have the opportunity to visit what will be outstanding
facilities.

Mr Blaikie: I hope the Press understand your hidden agenda of giving away Kings Park to
the highest bidder around the world, irrespective of whom it might be, and with no regard for
Western Australia.

Mr TAYLOR: The member put out a Press release about this matter on 15 October, which
did not get much of a run, so he again ran the same Press release on 23 October. He also had
the privilege of having the President of the Kings Park Board, Mrs Ann Cullity -and she is
far from being a red hot Labor supporter; she would probably belong in the member's camp -
say about him that -

The statement by Mr. Blaikie is not accurate.

The Government of the day is not responsible for decisions made in respect of the
lease of any part of King's Park, or any other decisions relating to the Reserve. Those
decisions are vested in the King's Park Board. The Board is responsible for
determining who will be the lessee of the land available for the Restaurant and Visitor
Centre, and who would take any assignment of any lease. However in respect of the
leasing of land within the Park any lease must be presented to the Governor for his
assent before it becomes operative.

The member can put that in his pipe and smoke it, because the President of the Kings Park
Board - a very highly esteemed member of the community - has told him that he is not right
in respect of his absolute nonsense about this Government's selling off Kings Park.

Mr Blaikie: You will get rid of the members of the Kings Park Board!

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Vasse - as is common with a number of members on the
other side of the House - took the privilege today of once again saying that the members of
the Kings Park Board, who have been appointed by this Government, are doing what they
have been told to do by this Government. The members who were appointed in February
1988, during the term of this Government, are Mrs Ann Cull ity, president; Mrs Rae Paynter;
Rod Evans, who has been there for many years; Tim McComish, a well known lawyer in
Western Australia:. Ken Wyatt, a much admired and respcted Aboriginal person in Western
Australia; and, more recently, due to the resignation of one of the members, Geoff Stokes, a
well known mining person in Western Australia, and also an outstanding accountant by any
standards. It also includes, as of a couple of days ago - and this has not yet gone to Executive
Council, but I will say it now - Colin Jamieson, whose term on the board was extended from
30 June 1989, at the request of the Kings Park Board. So it is all very well for the member
for Vasse to stand up in this place and damn those members of the board and say they are
doing what they are told by the Government; they are there because they believe in Kings
Park, and they have asked for this extension of term of the lease because they believe that this
development proposal will do a lot of good for Kings Park.

Mr Lewis interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Vasse reflected quite directly on the board members, and it is
appropriate that I should answer on their behalf.

I return now to the comments made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The
restaurant's lease expired in January L.989.

Mr Court: Why did you not have something in place for when it expired; why did you go on
from month to month?
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Mr TAYLOR: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition can read in Mansard what I had to say
about this, and he will find the answer.

[ have no hesitation in reading out some of the comments made by the members of the board,
because they are very important. They say-

Although the restaurant complex has found a place in the traditions and affections of
Perth people, it could and should contribute more to the tourist, both in visitor
services and aesthetically as one of Australia's most scenic and prestigious locations.
Therefore Kings Park Board decided that any lease awarded after the expiration on
28 January 1989 of the previous lease should include an obligation to redevelop the
restaurant complex according to a design concept approved by the Board beforehand.

The board's comments go on -

Kings Park Board conducted an ideas competition under the auspices of the Western
Australian Chapter of the Royal Australian Institute of Architects so that all practising
in the State had the opportunity to present innovative plans for the redevelopment.
The brief for competitors prepared by the Board stipulated the following.

The starutory requirements for a tearoom, restaurant and kiosk for the sale of
refreshments should be satisfied.

Kings Park and Botanic Garden being freely open to the public through several access
ways lacks at present any channelling of visitors whereby they might be presented
with information to assist them in their enjoyment of the fearures and facilities.
Therefore the redeveloped restaurant complex should include a visitor information
centre and a souvenir shop in conjunction with public toilets in the vicinity of the
snack bar.

The whole complex to be fully accessible by wheelchairs and persons with
disabilities.

The scenic qualities of the complex as part of the landscape and as a vantage point to
enjoy it should be reserved and enhanced. The redevelopment should harrnonise with
such features as the State War Memorial and a height restriction was placed on the
new construction. Certain established trees were identified for retention. The scale of
the redevelopment should match the capacity of the existing carpark.

The winning design concept out of the 32 entries in the ideas competition was
submitted by Mr. Michael Fitzhardinge and was judged to meet all the requirements
of the brief in a most satisfactory manner.

Mr Lewis: He is a good architect.

Mr TAYLOR: An excellent architect, I would say. The board's comments continue -

The buildings would aid be single storey on one level. An innovative approach to
traffic problems in the vicinity was proposed, namely to create a pedestrian precinct
between the Restaurant and the State War Memorial concourse by diverting vehicular
traffic from Fraser Avenue behind the Restaurant and carpark. This would enable
visitors to enjoy this spectacular vantage point without the distractions and hazards of
motor traffic.

Those who visit the park regularly would know there are hazards in crossing that road to get
to the State War Memorial and other vantage points. The board's comments continue -

This proposal has been welcomed by the Returned Services League as adding to the
dignity of the State War Memorial.

Tenders were called in February 1989, when the cost of the obligation to redevelop
according to the approved plan was estimated at nearly $5 million. No tenders were
received. Subsequent discussions with parties who had expressed an interest and with
the Board's honorary consultants -

I repeat, honorary consultants. The board's comments continue -

- showed that one of the factors which deterred potential tenderers and lessees was the
limitation of the term of the lease which could be granted to 21 years without an
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option of renewal. This is particularly so under prevailing conditions of high interest
rates. Hence the request that the Act be amended to permit a more realistic term to be
granted, but still -

As the Leader of the National Party pointed out -

- under the general control and constraints implied by the phrase "under such terms
and conditions as the Governor may approve."

Mr Nicholls: It is easy to say it will result in cheaper prices.

Mr TAYLOR: I will come to that. The board's comments continue -

The main features of the design, which uses the natural slope of the land to minimise
impact of the building on the landscape and to maximrise the enjoyment of its scenic
location by visitors, -

That is the main feature. The board's comments continue -

- are as fo~ows. Vehicles will use the existing carpark and passengers may alight on
the west or reservoir side at a covered coach port from which the principal pedestrian
(including wheelchair) access will link with Fraser Avenue to the east overlooking
Perth. All buildings will be single storey on one level. The restaurant and tearoom
will be on the north side of the central axis and will have a curved, colonnaded
frontage echoing the trees of Eraser Avenue, facing towards the city and river. The
eating area approached through a foyer and lounge, will cater for about 270 persons
under cover and some more outside, its plan permnitting flexibility in partitioning into
sections for a la carte table service, buffet or bistro and unlicensed tearoom. The
kitchen, stores, office and staff amenities will be on the west side accessed by a
separate service road and entrance.

On the south side of the main access a cluster of low pyramiddal buildings symbolising
shelter and partly reminiscent of some heritage structures in Kings Park will
accommodate public toilets, visitor centre, including information and souvenir shop,
the kiosk or snack bar and covered tables and seating for the patrons, the whole being
fully accessible. This arrangement will provide a 'one-stop-shop' for tourists and
provide a focus, which Kings Park at present lacks, fthough which visitors can be
guided to the features of interest.

The idea is not just for a restaurant but for a complex that will serve people throughout the
community. Therefore, if one wants to go there with one's family and have a cup of tea and a
scone one can do so; if one's kids want a chocolate coated ice-cream they can have one; if
people want to take overseas or interstate guests out for a reasonable meal in a quite
delightful setting they will be able to go quite proudly to Kings Park because it is the premier
location for a restaurant in Western Australia.

If we do not take this opportunity to extend the lease, perhaps the only people interested in it
would be people with cheap overseas money. As well, instead of the restaurant's being
amortised over a period of 40-odd years it would be amortised over a period of 21 years, and
common sense and logic would seem to dictate that in those circumstances it would also
mean that prices at the restaurant would be a darned sight more expensive and, more than
likely, those who wanted to be involved would say, "We will become involved and will build
it but we will build only the restaurant. The rest of it can go to hell because we are not
interested. We will make enough money out of it if we build an expensive restaurant." That
is not good enough for me, as Minister; neither is it good enough for the Kings Park Board.
We want to see a development of which all Western Australians can be proud - one to which
we can all go and take anyone we like, whether they be kids, grandmothers, or visitors from
overseas or interstate. People will be able to order the meal of their choice, one which they
can afford. This legislation is about making K~ings Park a better, more accessible place for
everyone.

Members opposite are calling for a 21 year lease that could be modified according to
whoever wants to take on the lease and undertake the development. However, I know and
other Government members know that as soon as we sought to modify the lease to
accommodate a developer the Opposition would come down like a ton of bricks, saying, "It is
a 21 year lease and you are giving favoured treatment." This is all open and aboveboard. It
is an opportunity for a lease that will suit this development.
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Mr Lewis: Are you going to recall tenders?

Mr TAYLOR: Yes, on the basis of this legislation's going through the Parliament we will do
so, and get on with the job. I am confident it will be a development of which we can all be
proud. I am really disappointed that so many Opposition members, apart from the National
Party and the Independent member for Darling Range, have looked at this matter so
negatively. It really is a great opportunity for Western Australia and I repeat that without the
opportunity that was made available for this longer term lease we would end up with Kings
Park either having nothing or having a very expensive development which ordinary Western
Australians would not be able to enjoy.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Nix Ainsworth
Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Canr
Mr Catania
Mr Cowan
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden

Mr Graham
Mr Gnil
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Kill
Mr House
Mr Kobe ike
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough

Mr Hassell
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros

Ayes (34)

Nir Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P.]. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Thompson

Noes ( 17)
Mr Munson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Strickland
Mr Fred Tubby

Mr Trenorden
Dr Turnbull
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wiese
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Mr Want
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Pairs

Ayes

Mr Bridge
Mlr Troy

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr
Conservation and Land Management) in charge of the Bill.

Clause I put and passed.

Taylor (Minister for

Clause 2: Commencement -

Mr BLAIXIE: Assuming the Bill proceeds - and I hope it will not - how urgent does the
Government consider this legislation; how quickly does the Government intend to have the
eml proclaimed?
Mir TAYLOR: This Bim does not top the Government's list of priorities, although it is an
important issue. The board feels strongly about this legislation. I will ensure that the
legislation gets off the pround as soon as possible. In terms of assent, it is not an important
matter; however, this can occur witin weeks. Tenders will be called as soon as possible.

Mr Blaikie: It is not the Government's intention to become involved in the assent process?

Mr TAYLOR: No. Tenders will be called for the proposed extended lease term as soon as
possible. [ know, and the board knows, that people within the community are interested in
this development and are anxious to be given the opportunity to participate.

Noes

Mr Macinnon
Mr Shave
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Clause put and passed.
Clause 3: Section 5 amended -

Mr COWAN: This is the operative clause of the Bill and sets out the term of the lease. It
allows the Kings Park Board, with die approval of the Government, the right to offer a lease
for whatever period is considered necessary. The Minister has indicated that the most likely
term of any lease wil be for 21 years with an option of renewal for a further 21 years. That
answered one of my questions.

I have a query regarding the actual conditions which can be written into a lease. The member
for Applecross, made the claim that the board would not be able to prevent the sale or transfer
of a lease if a company held ownership. I understand that conditions can be written into the
provisions or it can be made clear that the new management or ownership by any corporate
body would have to submit an application for the lease to be continued.

Will the Minister give his assurance that the Kings Park Board or the Governor in Executive
Council would insist that that type of provision be written into any lease agreement? It is
important that some of the fears expressed by members of the Opposition are allayed. This
can be done without tying the hands of the board too closely. Cart the Minister give an
indication that it is likely that the provisions in any lease will cover some of the arguments
put forward by the Opposition.

Mr TAYLOR: I am prepared to give that assurance. Let us take the situation where a change
of continuing ownership occurs on a lease which may not represent a change of actual
ownership. As the Deputy Premier tells me, it is not unusual to put clauses in leases which
relate to continuing ownership. It could be important, for example, in a situation where it
came to the attention of the board that the Mafia had an interest in a group or a company
involved in the restaurant - or even a Chinese triad or some other group.

Mr Blaikie: Don't pick on them.

Mr TAYLOR: I am not picking on anyone. We are making certain that the board has an
opportunity to do these things. Leases, and the nature of leases, are different and can be as
wide as the board, dhe Govemrment, or the Governor would choose.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr
Taylor (Minister for Conservation and Land Management).

[Continued on p 3681 .]
[Questions without notice taken.]

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm

FRUIT G ROWING INDUSTRY (TRUST FUND) AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 18 October.

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [7.30 pm]: This is a fairly simple Bil which brings areas of the
fruit growing industry up to date with current legislation and upgrades the legislation to take
account of some of the modem trends in the industry.

The Bil contains a number of provisions. Firstly, the need for the Governor to make
appointments to the trust fund committee is to be repealed by this Bill, and in future the
Minister may direct the appointnent of comrmittee members. That is a sensible and
commonsense amendment. The second thrust of this Bill is that the administration of the
requirement that members of the committee shall receive fees and allowances is now to be
simplified and updated in accordance with modem practices. The third thrust of the Bill is
that the maximum levy set by the Minister is to be changed. The basic thrust of that part of
the legislation is to increase from 3.330 for every 36 litres to 200 for every 36 litres where
fruit is sold in packs of that size. Where the amount is greater, the Bill sets the maximum
contribution rate of 10 for every 1L- litres of fruit. That is the equivalent of the samne 200 for
every 36 litres, or bushel of fmuit.
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The fruit growing industry trust fund was first established in 1942 to bring some stability to
the fruit growing industry, to finance the administration of the executive of the industry, to
set up a fund from which fruit growers could draw if they had problems with pests and
diseases, and also to set up a fund for basic scientific research into disease and better quality
fruit. That money then, as now, was raised by a levy on the produce. The Minister has
control of that fund and he can direct that it be used in whatever way he thinks necessary,
obviously under guidance from the industry executive members. In agricultural areas there is
a great push by producers to update the marketing of their produce, to keep up with the
high-tech methods of marketing and selling and to promote their products in a more scientific
and specialist way. This Bill will help them do that.

From my discussions with some members of the fruit growing industry I know they support
the main thrust of this legislation. Therefore the National Party is pleased to be able to
support it. The dangers posed by the introduction of the Queensland fruit fly into Western
Australia to the fruit and vegetable industries of this State were very evident to fruit growers.
The Minister acceded to their request to set up what will be a $5 million program to eradicate
the Queensland fruit fly from this State before it gets too great a foothold. I want to go on the
public record as congratulating and thanking the Minister for his quick action in that matter.
He received representations from other politicians, apart from myself, and from members of
the industry; he certainly did act quickly. I hope the program is successful. It is one example
of the sont of thing that the miust fund set up uinder this B ill can achieve.

The Minister commented in his second reading speech about the number of growers who
have been selling outside the traditional dealers, thereby escaping paying dues into this fund.
Could the Minister give some indication to the House of the percentage of fruit and vegetable
growers who have been escaping paying a contribution to the trust? I understand, from what
the Minister said in his second reading speech, that there is a campaign by growers and
people in the industry to ensure that that does not happen too much. On what sort of basis
will the people in the industry set up that campaign? The National Party is pleased to be able
to support this legislation.

MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [7.37 pm]: I thank members who
have spoken in support of this Bill. This debate is a continuation of the debate started last
week, in which the shadow spokesman for the Opposition spoke, as well as the member for
Darling Range and the Deputy Leader of the National Party. Essentially those members
outlined to the House the purposes of the Bill and the benefits the industry considers will
flow from the increased levy which is being brought into operation as a result of these
changes. The example of the Queensland fruit fly can be used as a clear indication of how
this sont of fund can be used in the future to assist in that sort of situation. In the case of that
campaign the Government decided to act in the industry's interest and to date, apart from
some minor problems, the program has been going well. The eradication program is meeting
the expectations of the Department of Agriculture and, as far as I know, of the industry itself.
Therefore, we can remain confident that the campaign is operating satisfactorily. The
member for Darling Range spoke about the activities and the work of the Fruit Growers
Association. I acknowledge, as he did, the very good work the association has done and the
swift manner in which its members came to me, as the Minister, and the Government to seek
a plan to deal with the outbreak of the Queensland fruit fly. I place on the record the very
good working relationship that exists between the association and me, and I am sure that the
industry has been looked after in the area in which a need exists.

The shadow spokesman for agriculture raised the matter of quarantine measures and wanted
to know whether they were being considered by the Government in the manner in which he
considered appropriate. In recent times I asked the Department of Agriculture to undertake a
complete review of all the procedures in operation in the State. In respect of the quarantine
procedures at the checkpoint near Kununurra, the review has not progressed to the point that
the industry would like as there has been a delay; nevertheless, thene wil be a major review
as a result of the request I made which will clearly demonstrate the appropriateness or
otherwise of the measures in place. I wil be happy to provide information to the member as
the review proceeds. It should be completed later this year or early next year, and the review
will be State wide rather than reviews of particular checkpoints or quarantine facilities.

The member for Darling Range spoke about the importance of some form of advertising or
leaflet to be made available for the travelling public so that there is a greater observance of
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the regulations. That is a sound suggestion and one that I will certainly take on board to see
whether it fits in, or is complementary to, same of the measures currently in place.

In summary, there has been strong support for the Bil, which contains important changes of
which the industry is strongly supportive, and appropriate consultation has taken place to
enable these agreements to be reached. I thank members for their support, and commend the
Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr Bridge (Minister for
Agriculture) in charge of the eml.
Clauses 11to3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 3 amended -

Mr OMODEI: What is the reason for the changed definition of apples and pears in paragraph
(b), and how does it affect the Act? The Minister mentioned the Asian pear industry in his
second reading speech, but I want to know how clause 4(b) will impact on the industry.

Mr BRADSHAW: I too am interested in what changes will result from deleting apples and
pears and substituting the following -

apples Malus pumila, pears Pyrus communis
Mr Omodei: They are Latin names.

Mr BRADSHAW: I would think there is a different Latin name for each variety, and in that
case, the Minister may be limiting the type of apples that come under the category.

Mr BRIDGE: There is no change in the effect of the definition; it is merely thac the
definition has been changed.

Mr BRADSHAW: With apples there are varieties such as Granny Smith and Golden
Delicious, and I would have thought each variety would have a different Latin name. Will
the Minister tell me whether there is another name for these apples to distinguish the different
varieties of apples?

Mr BRIDGE: The member was determined for me to pronounce this word. [ am advised
that these Latin names encompass all varieties of the fruit; that is, every known variety is
covered by the word.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 5: Section 4 amended -

Mr OMODEI: Has there been a change of status for the- permanent head of the Department
of Agriculture and, if yes, what is the reason for the change?

Mr BRIDGE: This is in line with the practice in place, and changes are made from time to
time; but it is not a variation from the current situation.

Mr Ornodei: So, the standing of the chief executive will not change?

Mr BRIDGE: That is right.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 6 1o09 put and passed.

Clause 10: Section 17 amended -

Mr BRADSH-AW: It is good to see a clause where the fruit growers will set the amount
contributed to the fund. In that situation, they will have no problem in accepting whatever
changes are made. No doubt someone will disagree with it.

This clause states that "every grower shall in every year pay contributions to the Comn-ittee
in relation to each kind of fnuit produced by him for sale in that year". I ask the Minister
whether roadside fruit sellers will contribute to the fund. A lot of fruit is sold by people who
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do not contribute to the fund. Perhaps there are some honest people who will do the right
thing. It is important that contributions are made to the fund in order that the necessary
research can be undertaken into the fruit growing industry. Who dictates how the fund will
be used and how much money collected in one year? This year Western Australia has been
confronted with the Queensland fruit fly problem and the department has been trying to stop
that fruit fly from spreading. The operation has involved an enormous amount of money and
[ understand that this fund has only $380 000 in it. It is a long way short of the milions of
dol-lars required to eradicate the Queensland fruit fly. The amount currently in the fund is
only chickenfeed if it is to be used in the area of the research which is necessary to Come up
with new varieties of fruit and to eradicate pests.

Mr BRIDGE: [ acknowledge that crises occur and that occasionally millions of do~lars are
needed to eradicate certain problems. The department is looking at ways and means of
putting in place a plan that will deal with the member's concerns. The department shares the
same measure of concern associated with those practices as the member for Wellington and,
as a consequence, is changing its procedures to deal with the problems.

A committee comprising three members - two from the Fruit Growers Association and one
from the department - determines the parameters and the appropriate expenditure. It
encompasses a wide range of things including research and it looks towards safeguarding the
future of the industry.

Mr OMODET: Who controls the collection of the fees? Is it the committee and does the
committee ensure that fees are collected from a fruit growers involved? Will a structure be
put in place to make sure that the fees are collected?

Mr BRADSHAW: Does the Minister have any idea of the amount of fruit sold from roadside
stalls? Does the fruit sold for juices fall. in the same category as the sale of fruit in regard to
contributions to the fund?

Mr BRIDGE: I advise the member for Warren that the committee employs a person with
special knowledge in this area to carry out that operation. My advice is that the department
has no idea of the quantity of fruit sold by roadside sellers. The levy applied to the sale of
fruit also applies to the sale of fruit for juices.

Mr OMODEL Who will enforce the payment of fees, with particular reference to those
people who are not paying them?

Mr BRIDGE: The committee, through the person with special knowledge in this area, will
take whatever action is necessary to ensure that people pay the appropriate fee. The
committee has the power to do that and it will require the person it appoints to execute that
power.

Points of Order
Mr BLALIKJE: The member for Warren has a number of matters he wishes to raise. I
understand he has aleady used the number of times allocated to him in which to speak.

The CHAIMAN: I advise the member for Vasse that the member for Warren has another
opportunity to speak to this clause. A member is pen-nitted to speak three times on one clause
and the member for Warren has spoken on two occasions.

Mr BLAIKIE: In many Commuittee debates which have occurred in the past and, no doubt
will continue to occur, a particular clause which is being debated may be lengthy. This is the
case with the clause being debated now. While there may not be lengthy debates there may
well be a number of questions posed to the Minister, I hope you. Mr Chairman, will give
some tolerance in this matter; that is, that a question posed to the Minister, without a speech
being made, could be accepted rather than the member being obliged to make a ful speech to
the total of the clause. lHe should have some opportunity to make three or four separate, but
very short, requests of the Minister.

The CH-AIRMAN: As far as [ can ascertain, that is not a point of order. Each member has an
opportunity to speak up to three times on any clause - 15 minutes, 10 minutes and 10
minutes. He has a total of 35 minutes on each clause and if a member is unable to address the
problems he wishes to raise on any clause in three stages, there is a problem. I suggest the
speakers distribute the questions among them. The only way to deal with it under the
Standing Orders is to move to suspend Standing Orders.
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Mr CLARKO: Mr Chairman, as you would be aware, I sat in the Chair for five years and the
advice I was given on some occasions was that one would not be out of order in regard to the
tradition of the House to, where it was warranted - I ant not suggesting otherwise - allow a
person to speak more than three times on a clause. In the past we have had a number of
amendments to a long clause and a member may have had six amendments. The Chairman,
in that case, used Standing Order No I to give some latitude. Perhaps this is an occasion on
which you may chink that action is appropriate.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think so. The member for Marmion is talking about a situation
where there may be several amendments to one clause. In chat situation each amendment is
taken separately and it is possible for any member to speak up to three timnes on each
amendment to each clause. Therefore, if there are five amendments to one clause one
member could speak 15 times to that clause.

Mr Clarko: Standing Orders do not say that.

Chairman's Ruling

The CHAIRM4AN: They do, and I chink the member for Marmion will find that to be correct
if he checks.

My ruling is that if members seek to speak more than three times an one clause the only way
in which that can be done where we are not considering separate amendments or parts of a
clause is to move for a suspension of Standing Orders. That is open to members to do. That
finding is backed firmly by Standing Orders and precedent.

Committee Resumed

Mr HOUSE: It is quite obvious to me from the Minister's answer that the department does
nor have somebody doing this inspectorial work at the moment. Is there somebody actually
inspecting places where it is suspected that people are avoiding the levy? I would like a yes
or no answer. How many people are avoiding the levy? I am surprised, if there is a person
performing these duties, that there is no record of penalties. Are penalties for avoiding the
levy prescribed by regulation? Do we have any such regulations? What do we do with
people caught evading the levy.
Mr BRIDGE: There is a person assigned to that task as a result of a directive fronm the
committee. The scheme has been in place for only a month, so I guess that explains why the
information sought by the Deputy Leader of the National Party is not available.

Mr BLAflCIE: The whole basis of clause 10 is the amendment of section 17 of the principal
Act so that contributions to the fruit growing industry go to the fruit growing industry trust
fund. With the industry collecting this money and with the establishment of the trust fund
there is potential to raise more money than previously because it increases the range of goods
and produce previously covered by the fund. What is the expected total collection each year?
Is it Government policy that the industry will be self-regulating and self-inspecting, and that
the Government will bow out of its traditional responsibility for inspectorial services and the
other functions previously performed by the Government in relation to the fruit growing
industry? The State has already done this in relation to a number of industries. The
Commonwealth Government, which is of the same political colour as this State Government,
has changed a number of industries including the dairy industry, which must now meet
contributions for levies and all sorts of other things. The Federal Government introduced a
quite revolutionary wheat marketing Bill and one of its important functions was to reduce. the
Government's contribution and oblige the wheat growers of Australia to provide funding
previously supplied by the Government. Is it the Government's policy chat ths is the
direction the industry will take?

Mr BRIDGE: The figure is $150 000 each year.

Mr Blaikie:- Is that the maximum amount that will be collected?

Mr BRIDGE: Yes. In relation to policy matters the commnittee will operate as it operates
currently. It has decision-making responsibilities. We do not see there being any major
change in policy or Government attitude to this scheme. We are merely going down the path
of the committee making decisions. However, the Minister has final powers of
determination, as the Bill indicates, but the committee has the power to make decisions and
institute them as it sees fit.
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Mr Blaikie: Is it the Government's intention that the current level of Government
inspectorial services arnd technological assistance will continue after the passage of this
legislation?
Mr BRIDGE: Yes. I see no change, merely a continuation of that support structure.

Mr BRADSHAW: I notice that the Fruit Growing Industry (Trust Fund) Act was introduced
in 194t. Therefore, this levy has been in place for some time and it seems strange that the
inspector was appointed only a month ago. What benefits will come from having an
inspector? Will he be economically viable? If the inspector is trying to catch people who are
not paying the levy so as to bring in extra revenue, obviously he must bring in more than his
wages and the cost of providing him with a car, office and whatever else goes with the job.
What happens with fruit brought in from the Eastern States or overseas? Will it be subject to
a levy which will go towards fees in Western Australia? Much fruit comes from overseas and
the Eastern States, so it would contribute quite a bit of revenue by way of levies. At what
point is the money raised, at the market or as the fruit is pulled off the tree?

Mr BRIDGE: It is usually raised in the markets by the dealers. Once this specialised person
goes out and institutes the processes of investigation and has made proper assessments and
brought this matter under control one would think there will be no continuation of
employment; a blind frog would understand that, so I am amazed that members cannot
understand it.

Mr OMODEI: I am glad to hear that the person has been appointed, and that those producers
selling outside the system will be forced to pay the levy. Members would be aware of the
two new varieties, Gala and Pink Lady, which are proving a great success, on the apple
market. They have been produced by research people, probably at great cost, so it is only
fitting that if these people are benefiting from the sales of those varieties they should pay the
levy. Only a very small percentage of producers are avoiding the levy, but they do enjoy
some benefit from the research being done in the industry.

New subsection (5a) provides that the Minister shall not declare under subsection (5) a rate of
contribution in respect of any kind of fruit that exceeds the rate of 10 for every 1.8 litres of
fruit of that kind. That is somewhat confusing in that the levy has been stmuck at 200 for
every 36 litre container, 200 being the maximum. In the last year I understood it was struck
at 50 per 36 litres, which I do not think is such a bad compromise. However, Ilam at a loss to
understand why the levy should be 10 for every 1.8 litres when the minimum quantity to be
sold by the markets would be in either 22 litre or 36 litre containers. It seems superfluous.

Mr BRIDGE: Provided there is no need for a situation such as the Queensland fruit fly to be
dealt with, That would be the rate. I suppose that sort of situation could always arise.

Ms Omnodei: The rate of 10o for every 1.8 litres is equal to the maximum of 20N. I cannot
understand why the Minister should impose such an infinitesimal levy. Where will it be used
in assessing the levy on a quantity of fruit being sold?

Ms BRIDGE: That is what it amounts to. The Bill provides that the levy shall be 10 for
every 1.8 litres of fruit of that kind. Does that not answer the member's query?
Ms Omodei: The minimum quantity of fruit sold in the market is usually in a 22 litre or a
36 litre container. The levy has been set for a 36 litre container. In ts case the levy is to be
50 for every 36 litres. Why should we have 10 for every 1.8 litres?
Ms BRIDGE: It is 10 per 1. 8 litres, irrespective of container size. That is my information.

MR BLAIKIE: I wonder whether my getting to my feet will give the Minister and the
member for Warren an opportunity to get together and resolve this question?

The CHAIRMAN: There is no provision for that under Standing Orders. If the member
warnts to move an amendment, that is possible, but questions like that cannot be clarified in
that way, unless the member wants to ask the question himself.

Mr BLAIKIE: There are other ways the Chamber can assist in this clarification. This levy
does not appear to be set on practical volumes. The member for Warren has said that
produce is sold on the market in 22 litre or 36 litre containers, yet the Minister is introducing
a levy based on a different container size. All sorts of problems may arise if inspectors use
different measurements for container sizes. If the legislation is to be effective, there should
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be some degree of standardisation to assist the industry and not create a bonanza for the
bureaucracy. I look forward to the Minister's response, because if it is not satisfactory we
might consider the Committee reporting progress and seeking leave to sit again. But that will
be in the Minister's hands, and [ hope he will give an adequate and satisfactory reply. If the
Parliament does not understand this legislation, how will the people in the bush understand
it?

The Deputy Leader of the National Party made an important speech on the drainage Act.

Mr House: I am glad you noticed it,

Mr BLAIKJE: [ read it, and I have cotnmended it to scores of people. The Deputy Leader of
the National Party said that it is not the role of members of Parliament to support the Water
Authority or the drainage authority; it is the role of members of Parliament to Ip ok after the
interests of the wider electorate. In this very small piece of legislation the Minister should
take heed of the comments of the Deputy Leader of the National Party to ensure that the
people in the bush understand in the simplest tenns how this levy will be applied. They must
know when they send produce forward what they will be charged. They should not be
subject to an army of red tape - something people in the bush detest. Let us have a levy, if
that is the will of the Parliament, but for goodness' sake let us word the legislation in simple
terms so that people can readily understand it.

Mr BRIDGE: [ have no dispute with the member for Vasse about simple terms. I am tying
to be as simple as I can. My information is that 10 per 1.8 litres is the maximum. That is
simple enough, surely. The member says I should be simple, and I am being simple. One
cannot get any simpler than that. I do not know what else I can tell the member.Th
legislation is designed on that basis, and I cannot see the problem.

Mr Qmodei: You are saying that if the container is less than 36 litres the levy will be based
on 201z per 36 litres.
Mr BRIDGE: That is as I understand it. Let me repeat this information because it seems to
be a very critical point. I understand it to be as I have outlined, but for the information of
members opposite the maximum levy is 10 for every 1.8 litres, which is equivalent to 200 for
every 26 litres. A 22 litre carton will be charged at around 0.750 for every 1.8 litres,
maximum. That is it. That is as much as I can say in respect of this point. I hope it is
simple. If it is difficult, I do not know bow it can be simplified.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 11I put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Bridge (Miister for Agriculture), and transmitted to
the Council.

ELECTION OF SENATORS AMENDMENT BILL

Assent

Message from the Lieutenant Governor and Administrator received and read notifying assent
to the Bill.

EVIDENCE AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received fromn the Council; and, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), read
a First time.

Second Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the second reading.
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MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [8.25 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill is identical to the Bill which was introduced into the Legislative Council on 22
September 1988. Subsequently, the Bill was passed by the Council and reached the second
reading stage in the Legislative Assembly. However, owing to insufficient time, the debate
was not completed.

The Bill implements the second pant of a model scheme for evidence on commission as
adopted by the Standing Committee of Attorneys General. The first part of that scheme,
which was enacted by the Evidence Amendment Act 1987, provided for the taking of
evidence in other States in both criminal and civil matters for use in Western Australian
Courts.
The SPEAKER: Order! I do not want to interfere, and please feel free to continue if you
wish to do so, but there is a Standing Order which says that if this second reading speech is
substantially the same as that which was given in the Legislative Council, leave can be sought
to have it incorporated.
Mr D.L. SAM: I appreciate the advice, Mr Speaker, but this is a very short speech and I
have already read most of it.

This Bill provides for the examination of witnesses within Western Australia to enable their
evidence to be used in other Australian and overseas courts. The Bill will enable -

The taking of evidence in Western Australia on behalf of other States and New
Zealand in both criminal and civil matters; and
the taking of evidence in Western Australia on behalf of overseas jurisdictions - other
than New Zealand - in civil marters only.

When it receives an application from a court outside Western Australia, the Supreme Court of
Western Australia will have authority to order that steps be taken to obtain evidence for the
purpose of proceedings in that requesting court. The Supreme Court may, for example, order
the examination of witnesses, the production of documents and the taking of samples. Any
such order, however, cannot require anything more than could be required for the purposes of
a proceeding initiated in this State.

The Bill also expressly provides that a person cannot be compelled by virtue of such an order
to give evidence which they could not otherwise be compelled to give in similar proceedings
in Western Australia or in the jurisdiction of the requesting court. The procedure provided
for in this Bill will not exclude any other laws in Western Australia which enable the raking
of evidence in Western Australia for use in other jurisdictions.

The United Kingdom legislation, specified in the last clause of the Bill, will be repealed.
That legislation has already been repealed in the United Kingdom, but the repeal did not
affect those Statutes as they applied in Australia.

This Bill, in conjunction with the 1987 amendments and reciprocal measures in other States,
will provide a comprehensive scheme for taking evidence on commission.
I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Mensaros.

AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION (PENALTIES) AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 7 September.

MR OMODEI- (Warren) [8.28 pm]: An agricultural legislation amendment Bill dealing
with penalties was introduced last year into this House and went as far as the second reading
stage.

There is no doubt that penalties int agricultural Acts need to be updated. As members know,
in excess of 50 Acts of Parliament are covered by these proposed amendments. As a new
member it was no mean feat to assess the suitability and the extent of the proposed increases
in penalties. A number of penalties relate to the obstruction or hindering of authorised
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officers in the pursuit of their duties. I believe about 20 Acts relate to this matter. The
proposed amendments entail some hefty finies for breaches of Acts which protect various
agricultural industries; for example, the Plant Diseases Act, the Stock Diseases (Regulations)
Act and the Aerial Spraying Control Act, to mention just a few. The difficulty arises in
assessing the degree of culpability or guilt in comparing the penalties for the non-control of
declared plants in one area while in other districts the same plant may not be declared. There
is a difference in that one section of the agricultural industry is being penalised. Obviously
the declaration of the plant has been done for the protection of chat one section of the
agricultural industry.

However, the same plant exists in other areas and there is no penalty. While that is not an
anomaly, it is something that creates some difficulties among farmers when talking about
penalties under the Act. It is also important to provide for substantial penalties to protect
industries throughout the State. Without substantial penalties, skeleton weed could become a
real problem. Another potential problem area is the use of chemicals for broad acre and
horticultural purposes; sufficient penalties make sure the produce is safe for human
consumption. Penalties need to be built into the Act to deter producers from breaking the law
and in some way risking people's health. The ceiling of these penalties should be sufficient
to enable courts to set penalties; in other words, rather than have a minimum penalty, the
penalty should set should enable the court to assess the degree of culpability of the person
breaking the law and fie him accordingly. The main deterrent for an agricultural producer -
particularly in the horticultural industry - is that if he does break the law, by accident or by
wilful action, he knows it could cause him pain through the public becoming aware of his
transgression and lose him a market and an income; therefore, someone who wilfully breaks
the law cuts off his nose to spite his face. It is essential that people who do not break the law 'are protected from the spread of skeleton weed, as a producer who flouts the law affects his
neighbour and his industry. The same situation applies with the use of chemicals.

The member for Wagin mentioned many factors relating to the Stock (Brands and
Movement) Act and the penalties that need to be reviewed. This legislation is fairly
straightforward;, I am sure the agricultural industry will not be happy with some sections, but
we will be the first to know. We need to make sure that the penalties are adequate but do not
go overboard. The matter of minimum penalties has been referred to by the Minister, and I
am sure the rural industry is appreciative of that. The method of applying penalties should be
through maximum penalties which the court can use when assessing the degree of guilt. I
support the Bill in its present form-.
MR WIESE (Wagin) (8.34 pm]: We left the debate on this Bill toward the end of spring
last year. Firstly, I thankc the Minister for addressing all the points I raised in that debate, and
I congratulate the Minister and his staff for picking up another Bill with a minimum penalty;
quite frankly. I do not know how it was missed. The Minister and his department have done
a good job in respect of the matters I raised in removing the minimum penalty from all the
Bills which were brought to the Minister's notice last year.

The SPEAKER: Order! Members who have been in this place for some time know that
while I am quite tolerant of most things, I am probably renowned for being extremely
intolerant of one thing; that is, anyone who has the audacity or rudeness to get between me
and the person on his feet. What the member for Riverton did then was entirely unnecessary,
and, in my view, very rude. It is quite clearly pointed out in the Standing Orders that
members of this place must not do that and I will not tolerate it from anybody. It might be
appropriate for the member to stand up and apologise for his behaviour.

Mr Kierath: Ilapologise; I thought I was trying to get out of the way - but, I apologise.

Mr WIIESE: Most of the problems referred to in the previous debate have been resolved and
we are in a position to agree to the BiHl.
As the member for Warren indicated, this Bill involves something like 50) Acts of Parliament,
and will amend the penalties provided for in those Acts. It does all this in one Bill and it was
probably mare by good luck than good management that we were able to pick up the matters
that would have caused hardship to people who were progecuted. It is not acceptable for any
Minister to bring before the House a Bill of this nature which makes it extremely difficult for
any member of this House to do his job in pemusing the Bill and debating its content in a
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meaningful manner. I hope that what has happened with this Bill will never happen again in
this House, and that when penalties are varied, they are dealt with by way of individual Bills,
because any member who attempted to work on this Bill and ascertain its effect would be
painfully aware that the 50 Acts placed on the desk result in a heap almost 220 centimetres
high.
Mr Bridge: A kangaroo could not jump over them.
Mr WIESE: I could not jump over tiem; a kangaroo probably could but it would knock a
couple off the top. It was an enonrnous number of Acts and it was quite a job to ascertain
what was being done. I hope Ministers will take notice of this when drafting such Bills.
Maybe there should be some instruction from the Minister to the ministerial staff that the
penalty provisions of an Act should be reviewed along with the sections of the Act which the
Minister is endeavouring to amend. If it is discovered when the Bill is before the House that
the penalties need to be adjusted, they should be altered then, and not in a single Bill when an
enormous number of Acts are dealt with as they are in this case.
In dealing with aspects of this legislation, I will not endeavour to alter the intention of the
Bill. I note that, in attempting to remove the minimum penalties in some of the Acts, the
Minister has taken the opportunity to transfer the penalties out of those Acts into regulations.
That is happening increasingly in a wide range of Bills. As a member of the Standing
Committee on Delegated Legislation which considers all regulations, I anm aware that many
regulations that go before that committee alter the penalties in specific Acts. I am not very
happy with that system. I believe that, by doing things that way, sufficient scrutiny of
Parliament is not given to the alteration of penalties as it would be to altering penalties by
introducing Hills. I hope that does not become a standard procedure because I am sure that
all members of this House are aware that regulations that are tabled in this place do not
receive the scrutiny that they should receive. In many cases we are confronted with a great
heap of regulations at one time. They are very complicated things to check. In many cases, it
is very difficult to obtain copies of the original regulations that are being altered and it is an
unsatisfactory way of altering penalties. That is happening in relation to various penalties in
this Bill and I hope it does not become standard procedure.
The opportunity has been taken in this Bill to increase penalties as the Minister explained in
his second reading speech. Some of the increases are quite enormous. Penalties in the
poultry industry legislation have been increased from £10 - it obviously has not been looked
at for quite a while - to $2 000. That is an increase of 10 000 per cent! Despite the fact that
inflation has been runing wild in this country for a long time, it certainly has not been
running as wild as that. The penalties have been increased way beyond the rate of inflation.
In a couple of examples. Bills referred to in this Bill have been considered by the House in
the last 12 months and the penalties have been increased again by an enormous amount. One
instance that I noted was the Artificial Breeding of Stock Act which was before the House in
March last year. The penalty in one instance has been increased from $500 to $2 000, a
substantial increase of 400 per cent in the space of a little over 12 months. I concede that, at
that time, the opportunity was not taken by the House to increase the penalties so the previous
penalty was set a little further back than that.
Penalties in the Grain Marketing Act were set when the Bill was dealt with in December
1987. However, massive increases to penalties occurred when that legislation was brought
back to the House in mid 1988. That is difficult to justify because we are not talking about
small penalties; we are talking about penalties in the order of $2 000. If that was adequate in
December of 1987, it should have been adequate in September or October 1988 and should
still be adequate. However, that $2 000 penalty has been increased to $5 000, a 150 per cent
increase in eight months.
Penalties for corporate bodies were introduced in this Bill to apply to the Grain Marketing
Act. Despite the fact that the Bill was before the House in December 1987, the opportunity
was taken in the Spring Of 1988 to introduce massive penalties for corporate organisations.
They included a first offence penalty of $25 000 with a second offence penalty of $50 000.
The background of that penalty would be known to members because at that time a corporate
Organisation was perceived to be challenging the Grain Pool's powers to export a prescribed
grain. I say, "perceived to be" because, eventually, the charges were withdrawn arnd it was
admitted that the charges that were to be brought against the Organisation would not stand up
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in court and should never have been laid in the first place. That is the background to the
introduction of these corporate penalties. I will not commnent on whether they should have
been introduced. Howvever, I ask the Minister to be very careful when he introduces penalties
for corporations in relation to some of these agricultural bodies and, in particular, in relation
to penalties under the Grain Marketing Act. A large number of farm entities operate under
corporate structures and, by introducing these penalties, there is a very real chance that some
of these farming entities will be caught up in the penalties that apply to corporate bodies. I
know what we are intending to do by introducing penalties on corporate bodies: We are
intending to set large penalties against large interstate trading organisat ions or even
international trading organisations. There is a need for a large penalty as a deterrent for those
organisations, but those fanning entities which operate as a corporate body are no different
from individual farmers; to impose the types of penalty applicable to a corporate body of the
nature to which I have referred, would be grossly unfair. I sound a note of warning to the
Minister and the Parliament that the Government should be careful when introducing fines
specifically directed at corporate bodies.

I also bring to the notice of the Minister and the Parliament some gross anomalies in the
introduction and application of fines on corporate bodies. I refer to one of the Acts
mentioned in the Bill before the House; that is, the Veterinary Preparations and Animal
Feeding Stuffs Act. That Act deals with a penalty that may be applied to corporations rather
than to individuals, and it will be increased under the provisions of ths Bill from $2 000 to
$4 000 [ draw to the Minister's attention the contrast between that penalty of $4 000 for a
corporate body and the $50 000 penalty which can be imposed on a corporate body under the
Grain Marketing Act. Larger corporatioii are involved in veterinary preparation and animal
foodstuffs industries than those operating under the provisions of the Grain Marketing Act,
and yet the penalties are vastly different. The Minister should be aware of this difference;
perhaps one penalty is too high and the other is too low, and somewhere in between is an
appropriate range. When these Acts are before the House for further amendment, the
Minister should consider them with a view to establishing some uniformity in penalties on
corporate bodies.

My last comment relates to the fact that some quite ridiculous laws and penalties will remain
in the Acts which this Bill covers. Probably the oldest Act with which we are dealing is the
Wild Cattle Nuisance Act.. It has not been amended since 1878, so undoubtedly it was
necessary to review the penalties. I note that the penalty under the old Act was "one hundred
pounds". which was a fairly substantial penalty in those days. That penalty has been
increased to $1 000, which is probably not keeping pace with inflation.

I draw members' attention, perhaps int a lighter vein, to section 7 of this Act which is quite
ridiculous and provides for a penalty for anyone who destroys any branded animal. It states
that he shall forthwith take that portion of the skin of such animal having a brand or brands to
the nearest policeman for safe custody. It stmuck me when reading that section that some of
the guys in helicopters shooting stock in the TB eradication program would have great
difficulty picking up the branded stock and taking it to the nearest policeman.
Mr Bridge: Do not criticise my helicopter pilots.

Mr WIESE: I think they are doing a terrific job and I hope that the Minister will never
impose a fine of $1 000 on a helicopter pilot who does not take the skin of an animal he has
shot which is branded to the nearest policeman.

I commend the Minister for the way in which he has brought this Bill back to the House. I
am sure the Minister has taken on board the comments I have made, just as he did when I
commented on the original Bill last year. I am happy to give my support to the Bill.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [8.56 pm]: I would like to congratulate the member for Wagin on
the work he has done on this Bill. As he said at the beginning of his speech, debate began on
this Bill in the spring of 1988, but the Bill was allowed to lapse largely because of the
anomalies that had been pointed out to the Minister of the day in this Parliament by the
member for Wagin, who was then the member for Narrogin. As I was sharing an office with
the member at the time, I can tell members that he did a tremendous amount of work on the
Bill to bring it to its present stage. Members of the Opposition pantics, particularly the
member for Wagin, can be congratulated on their work on this Bill because if it were not for
their efforts the legislation would be very unsatisfactory. As the member for Wagin has
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pointed out, the National Parry is now happy to sbpport this Bill, bearing in mind the
concerns that have been expressed by hin.
I make one further point with regard to penalties in general. Great progress has been made in
agricultural areas with regard to the education and cooperation of farmers and agricultural
users of all sorts. I say without hesitation that giant steps have been taken in getting
cooperation among all people mn agricultural industries for the eradication of pests and
recognition of what is good for one's neighbours. Although penalties of some sort are
necessary - and the National Parry's support of this Bill indicates that - the main thrust of the
effort in agricultural areas must be reserved for the education and cooperation program that
have been going on, and which I hope will continue. It is vital to put on the record that we
are not passing this legislation simply because we feel that matters have got out of hand in the
area to which this Bill pertains, but more because the legislation is necessary as a benchmark.
I hope it is not necessary to use the penalties. It may well be necessary in certain instances
but I hope that in those cases where the upper ceiling penalties are very severe, the
magistrates or justices sitting in judgment will view the offences in the context in which they
occurred. Itris important to enact this type of legislation but it is also important to try as hard
as we can to get cooperation from people in all walks of agricultural life. The National Party
is happy to support the Bill.

MR BRID(;E (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [8.59 pm]: I sincerely thank members
for their contributions and support of the Bill. The member for Warren indicated his support
and in doing so demonstrated the areas in which the changes were essential and appropriate.
There is no doubt that this will be seen to be the case in the future. We have only to think of
the figure highlighted by the member for Wagin when he talked about the change from £10 to
$2 000 to realise just how outdated the previous provisions were. The purpose of the Bill is
to rationalise in a variety of agricultural Acts the penalties applying to particular offences; not
to increase the penalties as such. However, where a particular provision has been in force for
countless years, it stands to reason that there will be an upward change in the amount of the
penalty when the figures are rationalised to reflect a more equitable level. The industry has
seen the need for these Acts to be brought into line with current practices.

I thank the member for Wagin and the Deputy Leader of the National Party for their lengthy
involvement in the preparation of this Bill. The comments made indicate that the Bill will be
accepted tonight, and I believe that illustrates the degree of consultation which has gone into
the preparation of the Bill since it was withdrawn from this place for further processing. I
assure the member for Wagin that the matters which he highlighted tonight are matters which
ought genuinely to be highlighted, and I would be keen to consider them from time to time
because we can adjust legislation by making changes to the Act. There is no deliberate
intention on the part of the Government to go to a form of regulation rather than legislation;
that is merely a reflection of the way the Bill is drafted. The Government is pleased with the
support shown by members opposite, who have canvassed the important features of the Bill.
I agree with the Deputy Leader of the National Party's comment that the preferred position is
to have education programs. We would certainly encourage that; the penalties are provided
as a safeguard rather than as the preferred position. [ commend the Bill io the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [9.07 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third t ime.

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) 19.08 pm]): I handled this legislation when it was introduced to the
Parliament 18 months ago, and I now want to make a few comments about the third reading
of this Bill. I ask the Government and the Minister to have a keen regard for the fact that it is
grossly unfair for members of Parliament, and certainly for members of the Opposition
parties, to be expected. to undertake research to understand the ramifications of this legislation
in terms of the changes to hundreds of penalties within a series of Acts.
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Mr Pearce: This eml was introduced last year.
Mr BLAICKIE: I acknowledge that, but I want to highlight the difficulty I had 12 months ago
in understanding fully the matters contained in this legislation because of the volume of
material chat was involved. I appeal to the Leader of the House that in arranging for
Ministers to bring forward their respective legislation, he give greater consideration to
providing members with the opportunity to understand the changes which are being
introduced.

Mr Pearce: This Bill was given a second reading on 7 September, about seven weeks ago, so
that would have provided you with ample time.

Mr BLAJIKE: I am saying that there are hundreds of changes and members of the
Opposition have limited resources available to them to research legislation, so it is grossly
unfair that the B ill has now gone through the Committee stage without debate.
Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

PARKS AND RESERVES AMENDMENT BILL

Committee
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Commnittees
(Mr Ripper) in the Chair; Mr Taylor (Minister for Conservation and Land Management) in
charge of the Bill.

'Clause 3: Section 5 amended -

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered.

Mr LEWIS: Clause 3 reflects the guts of the Bill; it refers to the extension of the period of 21
years. The question that should properly be asked of the Minister is, "What was the proposed
ground rent to be charged when the origial project was advertised?"; because in any
commercial deal the factors that influence the viability of that deal are what the rent, the
interest bill and the capital repayment will be. Then, after one has calculated the outgoinigs,
wages and so on, one can do a feasibility study and calculate one's expected profitability. So
one of the most important ingredients of the statement by the Minister that 21 years is not a
viable period and will not work is what the ground rent will be. Frankly, I am of the opinion
that it may even be better from the point of view of the Kings Park Board to niot take what
one would consider to be a commercial ground rent in the short term.

Ms Taylor: You are joking!

Mr LEWIS: No, I am proffering a suggestion.
Ms Taylor: You talk about comnmercial. enterprise, and then you want subsidies.

Mr LEWIS: My suggestion is that if it is not viable on the basis of a low ground rent perhaps
there is some credibility in the argument of the Minister, but one must look at the
commerciality of the whole deal and at the ground rent. As I said during the second reading
debate, the bottom line is the up-front cost of ground rent, interest rates and so on that are
payable. With the establishment of a people's facility at Kings Park [ cannot see why the
general public should not have a subsidy by way of a reduced ground rent which could be
paid for by external funds from Consolidated Revenue or the like. It happens every day of
the week, whether it be for the Deparment of Conservation and Land Management, the
Health Department, the Perth-Fremantle railway line, or anything else. The aim of
Giovernment really is to pay for things that will not stand on their own two feet in a
commercial sense.

Mr Taylor: That is exactly what you have been saying for the last few years that we should
not be doing. You want us to get back into this WA Inc thing all over again.

Mr LEWIS: I am not saying that a all. I am suggesting that some things should stand alone
on a commercial basis and other things are deemed to be public and are used by the broader
public and perhaps should have some subsidy from the Government. I cannot think of a
better proposition than to have a 21 year lease at Kings Park structured around a commercial
rent of a minLimumn amount. That would be reasonable because it would mean the State was
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subsidising those people in lower income families to take a day out to Kings Park and not pay
through the nose for a hamburger or a cup of tea and a scone. That is what Kings Park is
about. Let us consider local authorities. Rates in local authorities are taken from the wider
municipal community into a central municipal fund and the sports fields, the passive
recreation areas and all the other bits and pieces that have to be maintained are maintained
from that fund. There is no way in the world that the user can ever be expected to pay for the
maintenance of roads, parks, libraries and so on.
I suggest that the Government reconsider this matter. I can accept that over 21 years the
numbers look prett bad on the basis of a ground rent which the Minister has not been
prepared to tell the Parliament. My argument is that we should look again at the ground rent
and the commerciality of the whole deal, with the very open understanding that after 21 years
the lease will revert to the Kings Park Board and the whole thing can be renegotiated on a
commercial basis.

Mr Court: If they applied the same rules they are applying here to the Swan Brewery they
would not go ahead with the development.
Mr LEWIS: Of course the Government would not.

Mr Taylor: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is so smart. HeI would not be going ahead
with Kings Park at all. It would never have happened.

Mr LEWIS: We are not trying to put the Minister down. Let us be reasonable. We are
proffering a suggestion that in times of economic and commercial difficulties with interest
rates and so on, it might be better to tone down the grandiose plan the Minister has in mind
and look at it in stages. The Minister should see if he can get the first stage up. Most big
commercial developments are done in stages. Rather than trying to bite off a $5 million to
$6 million dead on day one, why not look at a smaller development and then move to the next
stage? As the development gets more commercially viable the Minister could increase the
rents or ground rents accordingly.

The Minister has come to the Parliament and said he needs 40 years to make such a project
viable, and I really have to tell hurn that he is very naive to make such a statement. He is
saying that the proprietor or the original leaseholder must be in business for 40 years before
he gets his money back. That is a nonsense. I do not know of anybody who has ever been in
one business for 40 years, except perhaps the odd person in a rural situation where the
business has been passed down through the family. Most people are in the same business for
only 10 or 15 years and if they have not made it by then they will never make it; yet the
Minister comes into this Chamber and says he needs 40 years to make a commercial food
outlet work in Kings Park. It is the most naive statement I have ever heard. Is the Minister
trying to suggest that the proprietor or the owner of that lease for 42 years - which the
Minister is suggesting - will not in two years' time roll it over and take a very large, up-front
capital profit?
Mr Wiese: And get taxed on it.

Mr LEWIS: Absolutely. It has been suggested that it will take 42 years before anyone can
make a profit. That is a nonsense. I say with the utmost sincerity that 21 years is deemed to
be a commercial period and in the land law and the convention of leases in Western Australia
and Australia if one has any longer than 21 years one virtually has a green title anyway. A
period of 21 years is considered in all aspects to be an adequate period to recoup one's capital
investment and make a reasonable up-front profit from the development or commercial
enterprise in which one is involved. Rather than just getting its back up and saying that it
wild not listen to what the Opposition says, the Government should have another go at this
legislation. The Governmnent effectively is giving a fee simple title to someone for 42 years.
That is not reasonable. As inflation progresses, the Covemrment will find that some lucky
proprietor who has the entrepreneurial flair to go into the situation on day one will make a
nice profit five or six years down the track.

I can remember when I built my first home about 25 years ago. It cost about $16 000 to
$17 000 to build. Today that home would sell for about $130 000 to $ 140 000; that is, a
tenfold increase in 25 years. So if a person goes into a proposition with a capital cost of
$5 million, we can equate the simple compounding effect of inflation and calculate a return of
$80 million to $ 100 million. The Government suggests it will not get the capital back; it
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will niot make a profit because the people who have looked at the proposition say that it
cannot work. I suggest the Government go back to the Kings Park Board, or to the architect -
whom I respect - and say that it cannot work. The Government should say to the architect,
"We have to make this viable." We are not here to criticise the Minister or the board. This is
not a matter to do with private enterprise. It is a matter of the Government's giving a fee
simple title to someone for 42 years. This is an unheard of proposition. If a person cannot
make something work in 21 years, that person should not be in business.

Mr THOMPSON: The facilities that exist in Kings Park are on a par with those that exist in
some other parks in this State. The facilities in Yanchep National Park axe an absolute
disgrace.

Mr Taylor The member is right. I am hoping to bring a Bill to this House to enable the
granting of 40 year leases, under the Conservation and Land Management Act, in those areas
so that the people who run the facilities have the opportunity to improve the situation.

Mr THOMPSON: This Bill breaks new ground and adopts the private enterprise philosophy
on the provision of facilities in oar national parks.

Mr Minson: It does not. It is for Kings Park.

Mr THOMPSON: All right! It is for Kings Park for now but the principle is to be adopted in
other parks. This is the soft of legislation that, as a Liberal, I would have been happy to
support because it is a directly free enterprise approach to the division of facilities in national
parks. If we adhere to the schemes that were adopted in years gone by we will finish up with
substandard facilities. Members should compare the facilities in other countries with the
facilities we have in this State. We pride ourselves on being a State which wants to attract the
tourist dollar. We wWl not attract the tourist dollar to places like Yanchep, or to the facilities
in Kings Park.

The member for Applecross overlooks one fact about private enterprise. It is not the
Government or the board saying to Parliament that the 21 year lease proposition is not
acceptable. Private enterprise is saying that. The Minister read to us an account from the
board which indicated that a competition for architects was held, and the design was
produced by a private architect, not a Government architect. Tenders were called for that
design but none was received.

Mr Lewis: What was the ground rent?

Mir THOMPSON: I do not know.

Mr Lewis: That is fundamental.

Mr THOMPSON: The next thing the member will say is that the State should throw in the
electricity, and not attract any taxes. The argument mounted from the Opposition would be a
good argument for a socialist Government to advance.

Mr Omodei: That is not fair; have you seen the plans?

Mr TIHOMPSON: Members will never convince me that what they are saying is that the
State should lay down such conditions that make this a free enterprise operation.

Mr Bradshaw: The Government has made it impossible for free enterprise to operate; that is
the problem.

Mr Taylor: That is not true. The member does not know what he is talking about.

Mr THOMPSON: There is no argument where private enterprise should be involved. The
Opposition is saying that a 21 year lease is a reasonable basis on which to operate. The
Government thought that to be the case as well so it had a go and called for tenders on that
basis. The Government was told by private enterprise that that was not acceptable.

Mr Blaikie: Have you seen the plans on which they called tenders?

Mr THOMPSON: No.

Mr Taylor: They were publicly available.

Mr Blaikie: Has the member for Darling Range seen the plans?

Mr THOMPSON: I do not have to see the plans to understand the argument.
A72011-S
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Mr Blaikie: The plans provide for three quarters of a million dollars to be spent on public
toilets.
Mr THOMPSON: So what the heck! Does the member want a few dunnies down the back?

Several members interjected.

Mr THOMPSON: Why not involve private capital in the beautification and upgrading of the
park? I see nothing wrong with that at all.

Mr Blaiki.. No wander the restaurant is not viable.

Mr THOMPSON: The restaurant would be but the other facilities would niot be. As the
Minister explained, on the basis that the tender was origially called, a private individual
could make it go. However, due to the patronage of that facility it would result in the
ordinary people of Western Australia not being able to afford to go there. That would be
totally inappropriate. The approach of the Government to attract private capital to develop a
public facility is a sound one. I see nothing wrong with the term of the lease being longer
than 2t years.

The point was made by the member for Applecross that the business will not remain in the
hands of the person who initially undertakes it. That is probably true but it does not worry
me. The fact is that the facility will be in place and will be operated under the terms arnd
conditions laid down by the Government or by the board.
Mr Blaikie: "By the Government" was right!

Mr THOMPSON: By the Government. [ see no problem with that. The term of the lease is
not the only thing that is in contention. The circumstances of the project are not considered
viable by private enterprise but it is reasonable for this Parliament and this Committee to
support the legislation.

Mr KJERATH: The crunch of the Bill is in clause 3.
Mr Nicholls: It is the whole Bill.

Mr KWIR.ATH: It certainly is. I am intrigued about where the 42 years comes from. I
understand that many lease arrangements are for three plus three or five plus five. Sometimes
they are for a bit longer. Leases for 99 years can be treated as freehold. My understanding is
that when a lease is set for a 40 or 50 year period, it is considered virtually de facto freehold.
I cannot understand the motives behind this clause. In fact, this clause makes me think that
there is a hidden agenda because, in his second reading speech, the Minister conceded that
after 30 years "the present buildings would have outlived their usefulness". How the Minister
arrived at a 42 year period is totally beyond me except that the old lease period was for 21
years anid, in the normal way that this Goverrnent does business, it has grabbed that figure,
doubled it. and made it a 42 year lease. I have not heard any other rationale for the setting of
that lease period. Taxation laws in this country allow for a depreciation allowance on new
buildings of four per cent per antnum.

Mr Taylor: Are you sure?
Mr KIERATH: Yes, that gives 25 years. Arrangements have been made where it has been
reduced to two per cent. However, nowhere have I found justification for a 42 year term
other than, as I have said, the Government's doubling of the original term of 21 years.

A member: Don't be sarcastic.

Mr KJERATH: I should not be sarcastic, but it seems to me that is the terrible rationale for
determining that term.

The cold hard fact of economic life is that, if the right proposal were put up, people would be
chamnping at the bit to accept the proposal. However, if it is not the right proposal, nobody
wants to know about it. If a tender is not accepted, the Government cannot blame everybody
else; it has to look for the problem. Maybe it is not acceptable for a number of reasons.
Maybe the Government is asking too much. Maybe the Government is trying to get too much
in the package or it has not done its homework. Maybe it has not understood what the people
in Kings Park want. Maybe it has accepted the proposals of its high flying mates. If the
figures do not add up, they need to be looked at. Again I ask: From where did the
Goverrnent get the 42 year lease? No serious attempt has been made in the debate to
explain it. It is crucial that it be explained.
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The proposal is supposed to be good for the public. A number of us decided tonight after
dinner that we would walk to Kings Park. A few from this side do it regularly. I decided I
would take some exercise and joined them. We were forced by the rain to take refuge in the
Kings Park Restaurant. While there we spoke to a number of visitors to the park and others.
The funny thing is that the people with whom we spoke said that they would not like to see
the road rerouted behind the buildings. I had not considered that before I walked there
tonight. Many people travel by car and tourist bus to Kings Park. They cannot park on the
main road in front of the restaurant, so they drive slowly up the road to appreciate the view
which is one of the best in Perth. If the road were rerouted around the restaurant, that view
would be lost. People would have to park down the road and get out and walk, which is fine
for many of us who are fit. However, it is not fine for the many disabled and other people
who cannot walk to appreciate the view. I wonder whether, in this proposal, the loss of view
by rerouting the road has been taken into account.

The member for Darling Range misunderstood the comments made in relation to tourist
dollars for Kings Park. People who go to the park in the tourist buses go there not only to
look at the view, but also to have morning and afternoon tea at the restaurant. It is an
extremely popular place for many tour operators and for day tours from the city hotels. The
Kings Park Board has a scheme whereby volunteers act as guides for walking tours through
the park, and patronage of those walks has increased dramatically. Many Western
Australians and tourists walk through the park and appreciate the benefits it has to offer.

Mr Bradshaw: Bikes are hired, too.

Mr KIERATI-: Yes, there is a major bike hiring facility, and it is possible for people to ride
around the park to take in the fresh air and appreciate the environment and the views.

The member for Darling Range said that a 21 year lease was not acceptable to private
enterprise. I do not accept that. If a 21 year lease has been rejected, the package that has
been put together is unacceptable. Surely it would be good economic management to review
that package. Obviously the product is unsaleable. Maybe the business experience needed to
seli the proposal is lacking in members opposite. As I said, I am very concernied about this
proposal for the park. I believe the proposal has been put together with a fair degree of haste
and has not been properly examined. It should have been put together for the people of
Western Australia and not for some entrepreneur.

Mr MINSON: There is a misconception by members on the other side of the Chamber and
by some members on this side that the Opposition does not want to see any redevelopment of
the facilities in Kings Park. That is not so. However, the Opposition is not happy about this
clause. In the nine months I have been a member I have tried to be reasonable and sensible in
my arguments, bearing in mind that it is our job as the Opposition to put the other side of the
case. I know that the Minister will agree that I have made every effort to be sensible and
reasonable. Therefore, I do not take the steps I am taking tonight lightly. The statements
made by members and the Minister in this Chamber tonight with respect to this clause are not
important: the provisions of the Bill and their ramifications will determine what happens in
future years. If the proposed phrase is removed section 5(5) of the Act will state that the
board has power to lease those lots for the purposes of a tearoom, restaurant and kiosk for the
sale of refreshments under such terms and conditions as the Governor may approve. I
assume that means as the Minister advises. I do not wish to reflect poorly on the current
Minister, whom I trust and respect. However, this Bill does not provide for a specific period.
Mention has been made of 42 years, but no reference is made to that termn in the eml.
Reference is made to a term which the Governor - [ presume that means the Minister - would
determine.

Mr Taylor- The board determines it and makes a recommendation, and the Governor
approves it.
Mr MINSON: Does the board make a recommendation direct to the Governor -or through the
Minister?

Mr Taylor: Through me.

Mr MINSON: This matter has nothing to do with what the chairman or the board
recommends to the Minister. The Minister will not at any time convey that point of view to
the Governor without making up his own mind on the matter. If a Minister conveyed a point
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of view put by the board or the chairman, without giving the matter some consideration, he
would be guilty of dereliction of duty. I do not want to reflect on any member or on the
Minister. I am painting out that in future years it is possible that the wrong person will be in
that position and under the provisions of ibis B ill he would be able to do the wrong thing.
A further problem with regard to this B ill, apart from those I have already covered, is that a
$6 million development is not sensible and viable for this site. I am concerned that the
proposed development will overcapitalise the site. It has been said ad nauseam tonight that if
the development will not be viable in 21 years, it is unlikely to be viable in 42 years. The
average person's working life is less thain 42 years. I ask the Minister whether the board was
asked to consider a development that would be acceptable over 21 years?

Mr Taylor: It was put out at 21 years.

Mr MINSON: When it was rejected, were they asked to reconsider?

Mr Taylor: No, because the Government wanted the total development.

Mr N'INSON: Was the board asked to submit a proposal to develop the site and then lease it?
Mr Taylor. No1 definitely not and nor will it be, because it is for private enterprise
development and it will remain so. The Government will not subsidise it.
Mr MuINSON: I submit that several options have not been canvassed. Many options are
available to the Kings Park Board and the Government for the development of this site. I
would like the site to be redeveloped, and I believe it could be done within a 21 year lease.
This clause should be defeated and other options should be canvassed. I want to go on record
as saying that this development has a 99 per cent chance of floundering. Arty private
enterprise company which constructs a $6 million development on that site will flounder. F
suggest that the Minister ask the board to reconsider this matter and to submit an alternative
proposal that will involve private enterprise in the development, or the leasing of the
development after the Kings Park Board has built it. This clause should be defeated.
Mr BRADSHAW: I also oppose this clause. I ask the Minister whether the company which
successfully tendered to develop the site will be required to pay rent for the land.
Alternatively, will it pay for the construction and not pay rent for the land during the term of
the lease? Also, will tenders be called again or is someone willing to take the project?
Mr Taylor: That question has already been asked by the member for Applecross and replied
to. I will answer it again in my reply.
Mr BRADSH-AW: As the member for Applecross has pointed out, what happens today is
irrelevant to what will happen in' 10 years' time, bearing in mind the rate of inflation. What is
a high cost today will not necessarily be a high cost 10 years down the track. If no rent for
the land is included in the conditions, the company will be getting a fantastic deal from the
Government. It is also a travesty of comnmonsense to reroute the road.

Mr Taylor: As I pointed out to the member for Riverton, have you tried crossing the road at
Kings Park on a busy Saturday or Sunday? It is darned dangerous.

Mr BRADSHAW: Yes I have. But what difference will it make when the restaurant is
moved forward to the cliff edge and the road is rerouted? The car park is behind the
restaurant, so people will have to cross the road anyway.

Mr Taylor: There will not be a road in that position, the road will be rerouted behind the car
park. Members opposite said they had looked at the plan, but they do not appear to know
much about it. There is a vista from the restaurant to the war memorial and over Perth, and
there will be no road.

Mr BRADSHAW- It does not sound too good to me. The road should stay where it is, and if
there is a danger in crossing that road, an underpass or overpass should be provided -

preferably an underpass, so that we will not spoil the aesthetics of the park. I am also
concermed that the construction of such a huge building wil detract from what Kings Park is
all about; it is not for people to go there to eat and drink.

Mr Taylor: It is a single storey building, which wil blend into what is already there.

Mr BRADSHAW: That will not be so bad; I imagined it was to be several storeys high.
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Mr Kierath: The plan which we saw indicated that it had several levels.
Mr Taylor: The member for Darling Range has seen a copy of the plan.
Mr BRADSHAW: Has the Government received any advice from real estate people about
the 21 plus 21 year term?

Mr Taylor: I will deal later with the quality of that advice.

Mr BRADSHAW: Provided that advice was not paid for so that the Government would
receive the answer that it wanted -

Mr Taylor: It was advice to the Kings Park Board from honorary consultants,

Mr BRADSHAW: I oppose this clause; if the developer cannot make a profit in 21 years, it
will be battling to make a profit after 21 plus 21 years.
Mr BLAIIE: I oppose this clause. The member for Darling Range commented about this
clause, and I place on record that it surprises me that members will come into this place and
make statements such as those which have been made without understanding what are the
proposals of the Kings Park Board. My understanding is that the buildings and associated
works will cost $6 million or $7 million, of which the restaurant will cost about $4 million.
The developer is expected to meet the cost of such other works which the Kings Park Board
requires in order to improve the park; namely, a walkway to the war memorial, the
regrouping and circuiting of the roads within the area, and the provision of public toilets in
the vicinity of the restaurant area to service the thousands of people who visit Kings Park
every year.

Mr Taylor: That is not unusual.

Mr BLAMIE: No, but it is not reasonable to expect the developer to meet those costs. If a
developer is expected to amortise over 21 years the cost of providing a walkway to the war
memorial, he will have to charge a pretty hefty price for a cup of tea or coffee. The
Government should cover the cost of doing those works, to allow the restaurant to stand on
its own feet as a commercial venture. The restaurant will cost about $4 million, and members
need to understand that if the lease is to be for the term that the board considers necessary in
order for someone to secure the lease, we could be faced with the situation of having a 21
plus 21 year lease. That has never previously occurred in the history of Kings Park.
Mr Taylor: For how long do you think the Kings Park Tennis Club has been there; and I
believe Hale School had its grounds there before that time?

Mr& BLAMCE: For many years the Parliament has been very zealous in endeavouring to
control the activity conducted in Kings Park. In 1964 a move was made to establish tearooms
in Kings Park. That move was rejected by the Parliament, and it was not until 1978 that the
word "restaurant" was added to the Act to bring the situation up to date. During the last 10
years four separate pieces of legisation have been brought to the Parliament in respect of
Kings Park. This included the 1978 legislation, and a further extension to the Act in 1985 to
lease out other sections of Kings Park. Those changes met with the approval of Parliament
because they were reasonable and considered.

Last year the Government brought forward an amendment to sell off an area of land occupied
by Bemnies hamburger bar. Parliament defeated that legislation because the Government did
not tell the truth; it told the Parliament one thing, but was intent upon doing something else,
and it was caught out for its attempted deception of the people. Is it any wonder that the
Government is now asking us in 2989 to remove the provision for a 21 year lease? The
Minister assured the Leader of the National Party that at some later stage he could have his
word that it would be a 21 plus 21 year lease, and that certain conditions would be put on the
terms of the lease. The word of the Minister will not count because the Minister can be
transferred in five seconds flat from that portfolio, and his word will not bind the subsequent
Minister. The only thing that will count at the end of the day is what is written into the
legislation; that is, that the provision of 21 years will. go out the window and the Parliament
will approve an indefinite term, to be considered under such terms and conditions as the
Government may see fit-

[ am not prepared to support to the Government's having a blank cheque on an important
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area of Kings Park and I do flat believe that the Government has canvassed this properly.
either with its own members or with the wider community. We are of the view that if the
Government wishes to assist Kings Park it could do so by maintaining the status quo. It
could seek the approval of Parliament for additional funding to meet the costs, either pantly or
totally, of a restaurant facility, or it could seek funding for the expenditure on roads and
walkways that the Kings Park Board believes is desirable and also to meet the cost of
constructing public toilets. If that amounts to $2 million, $3 million or $4 million, that in
itself is a very significant amount of money, but it is nowhere near the amount that the
taxpayers accept as the losses incurred in running Transperth in a single year. That
Government body probably loses tens of millions of dollars each year, and a host of other
Government services and facilities run at a loss.

Kings Park must be treated in a special way because it is regarded by the people of this State
as a very special and'different rea of land, irrespective of one's political point of view, and I
would expect members of all political persuasions to agree with me. I reiterate my accolade
of John Forrest who, almost 100 years ago, created in Kings Park an area of park and reserve
for the future benefit of Western Australians and ensured it had sufficient protection to enable
it to be accessible to us today. The Minister will make any determination that he sees fit as to
time and as to the person to whom he will lease the land. There is absolutely every guarantee
in the world that this is the last that Parliament will ever see of this piece of legislation; this is
the last of any influence at all that it might have on Kings Park, Kings Park is far more
important than that, and Parliament ought to have a far greater inifluence on its future. What
the Government is doing is being done to ensure that the influence of Parliament is
substantially reduced.

For those and a host of other reasons I ask the Governiment to reconsider its attitude and not
proceed with the legislation, especially the provision contained in this clause.

Mr COURT: Something worries me about this Bill, and about this clause an particular. I ask
the Minister whether he is comfortable having a Bill go through which means that, if
necessary, the Government can give a 200 year lease on the restaurant.

Mr Taylor: I am comfortable that this is necessary. otherwise I would not be here. You are
just talking nonsense now. Why don't you get down to reality?

Mr COURT: All I can do is look at the legislation as it is given to us. It has an open end to
it.

Mr Taylor: That is nonsense.

Mr COURT: We are being asked in this Chamber tonight -

Mr Taylor: Don't get too nasty.

Mr COURT: The Minister should let me finish. We axe being asked tonight to pass an
amendment to the legislation. The Government says the lease will be for 42 years but as I
read the legislation, unless I am told otherwise, I believe the Government could say to
someone, "You can have a t 000 year lease on the restaurant." If the Government wants a 42
year lease, why not put that in the Bill?

Mr Taylor: We might want less or we might want more. We are going to do it properly and
what you want is a second rate development. Why don't you admit it instead of playing
around?

The DEPUTY CHAIRM.AN (Mr Ripper): Order!

Mr COURT: If the Minister would let me continue, I do not see how we can support giving
the Government an open-ended deal. The Minister just said, "We might want more or we
might want less."

Mr Taylor: That's right.

Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying it might not be 42 years, it might be 50 years?

Mr Taylor: I said 42. You asked whether it could be more or less and I said it could be more
or it could be less-, but I also said to the member for Applecross that 42 years is what they
have asked for.

Mr COURT: We are here today but someone else will be here in a few years' time. How
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can the Minister give that sort of open-ended agreement? How could anyone in this
Parlianment responsibly give the Minister an open-ended agreement to enable him to choose
the length of the lease?
Mr Taylor: So we can get it done. What you have done here tonight is to seriously damage
the prospects of ever getting this off the ground, quite seriously, and in a very determined
way. The member for Greenough stood up and said it would never work.

Mr COURT: That is the second point I want to address. I repeat what I said during the
second reading debate: It would have to be the most simple development to put together in
this State.

Mr Taylor: Tell the member for Greenough that, arnd tell some of the consultants. I will read
out who was consulted about this, and you reckon it is simple. Court Marine has failed.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Order!

Mr COURT: Is it not funny, Mr Deputy Chairman, that the Minister has not spoken during
the Commnittee stage of the Bill, although members have raised many points, yet when I try to
say a few words about it he has not stopped interjecting since I started talking?

Mr Taylor: You are asking for it. If you want to give abuse you can have it back.

Mr Blaikie: On a point of order, Mr Deputy Chairman -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I was just about to ask for an end to these interjections.
I would like to hear the Deputy Leader of the Opposition make his point.
Mr COURT: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman. Kings Park has been a prime site for
donkeys' years. It has been and is a successful trading place, and it always will be. It is one
of the few sites for a restaurant-type complex in the State where one can guarantee one's
clientele and the fact that it will be successful. I tell the Minister that I could put together a
deal up there quite simply. When we were briefed by the board we were told that when it put
this proposition together initially it thought it would ask for the developer to do many things
additional to pulling in the restaurant - the road works or the toilets -

Mr Taylor: What is unusual about that?

Mr COURT: The board thought it was quite clever to try to get the best deal.

Mr Taylor: Councils do it with shopping centre developers all the time.

Mr COURT: The Minister should let me finish. What is the big deal?

Mr Taylor: You are- asking the questions.

Mr COURT: The board asked for so much that no-one bothered to put in a tender. The
Minister has spat out his dummy after the first attempt. I am saying, and this is quite normal
with property developments, that if the mix does not work the first time one must keep
changing it around until one gets the deal to work commercially. The Governiment can make
this deal work comrmercially within 21 years because Kings Park is the most unique site
around. It has a guaranteed trade. The Government is constrained by the competition which
was held resulting in a certain type of building. A high-class building should be erected.
This matter has gone on for three years.

Mr Taylor: That is right.

Mr COURT: I know, because our party had a briefing ftom the people who wanted to canry
out the redevelopment. Before the America's Cup was held in Fremantle the proposition was
put forward to the Government and the then Minister, the late Ken Mclver, supported the
proposals. A lot of dilly dallying took place and as a result the restaurant was not
redeveloped before the America's Cup. Since then a competition has been held, and tenders
have been called for. But I could go to a property developer tomorrow and say, 'This is what
we want to achieve; how do we make it work?" The simple answer would be to extend the
term of the lease. I can give that advice to the Government now. I know how developers
think. This site is different; it is something special. The Government could put a deal
together which provides high-class facilities - all being funded by the private sector. It all
boils down to a balance. The Government ignores the comments by the member for
Applecross in relation to how much rent is to be paid. Not only do we want the facility, we
also want the rent every year - it is a matter of balance. The Government knows how much
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the facility will bring in. We need a property which is run properly, but what person could
afford to pay the capital costs? If the Government wishes I could put my mind to it and work
out the feasibility of that proposal. We should not consider only the cost of the building but
also the cost of the fittings - so it is a matter of balance.

A number of options exist apart from increasing the term of the lease. I am worried that the
term of the lease may go to 42 years but, more importantly, I ant worried that the
Government is expecting this Parliament to give it a blank cheque. At the moment the
Governent says the lease could be extended to 42 years but it might be extended to
62 years. [ take the Minister's word that the term will be for 42 years but it could well be chat
the Minister will not be here in three weeks' time when the legislation goes through this
House. The person making the decision could say that the legislation states the lease could
be for any length of time; and it might be for [00 years. Imagine the outcry in the
comm unity if people knew that part of Kings Park was to be given to someone for that length
of time.

Mr Taylor: What about the tennis club?

Mr COURT: I do not regard that as a commercial operation. As far as Hale School goes, it
leased the oval.

Mr Cowan: I-ale School went to Wembley Downs; ir did not have the need for it. The State
took up the observatory land, not Hale School, and gave up part of Kings Park.
Mr COURT: I think in those days it was possible to do these things.

Mr Taylor: We will not mention any parties either.

Mr COURT: It was the Minister's party.

The Opposition wants to see a better facility put in place in Kings Park as quickly as possible;,
it should have been there fthre years ago. The Government has bungled.
We went up to Kings Park tonight - not by choice - and rain started to fall. We had to shelter
in the facility, and that that is the facility on a prime tourist site in this city is something of
which we should be ashamed. In this Parliament we have seen millions of dollars allocated
for tourist ventures. We hear about the $20 million-odd going into the building on the old
brewery site, yet we quibble about the redevelopment of the restaurant site in Kings Park.
This should be done in a way where all parties agree. When we were walking past that site
tonight someone made the comment, "If the Government was smart it would go to a couple of
groups like the Forest Products Industry Association and talk about the huge log on display.
If the Government talked nicely it could get such groups to build that facility." Those groups
would provide the timber and the like.

Mr Taylor: Do you really think so?

Mr COURT: I am putting this suggestion to the Minister. It would be the best possible
advertisement for the timber industry to have that facility as part of a timber display. I am
just offering that option. People pay a fortune to put a sign up at the VFL grand final, or to
advertise at the Subiaco Oval, or for billboards along the railway lines. What would be the
most prestigious sign that an industry could have?

Mr Taylor: B illboards in Kings Park!
Mr COURT: A timber building in Kings Park. The Minister should consider the many
options, I am opposed to this open-ended Bill where the Government will set down the terms
of the lease. I trmst the Minister because I know that he will hold the lease to 42 years, but it
could be that another Minister down the track will introduce a change. With those commnents
I indicate that I am opposed to this clause.

Mr Blaikie: What would the Minister's reaction be if he were on ths side and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition's father was Premier and handling this Bill?

The DEPUTY CH-AIRMAN (Mr Ripper): Order! It is not appropriate for the member for
Vasse to use the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's remaining two minutes to make a point.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was about to sit down.

Mr COURT: The point has been well made that when anyone tries to do anything in Kings
Park it causes concern because it is a precious place. If people find out what is going on with
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this legislation tonight they will not go along with this open-ended provision relaxing to the
granting of leases in Kings Park.
Mr TAYLOR: In relation to the last remark by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
regarding what this provision means to people, when I was asked by the Kings Park Board to
bring this matter to the Parliament. I said, "If it is important to you, I am happy to do it
because I believe it is necessary" but I also said that it is vety important that these sorts of
matters be as apolitical as possible. As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows, the
Kings Park Board got in touch with the Opposition, including the member for Greenough,
and offered a briefing. That is unusual. When in Opposition, I remember only one occasion
on which we received a briefing in relation to any legislative matter before the Parliament.
The briefing by the board was done on the basis that it could be a fair and reasonable thing.

As I said a while ago by way of interjection, in seeking to damn this legislation the
Opposition is putting the matter back a long way. Comminents by the member for Greenough
about how the facility will never work will leave grave doubts in the minds of people who
want to go ahead with this venture.

The people whom the member for Applecross, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the
member for Vasse are accusing of not knowing what they are talking about are Ann Cullity,
president of the board; the director, Dr Wycherley; Mr Croudace; Mr M. Patroni,
representing the Institute of Architects. and Mr D. Price of the restaurant industry. They were
advised by Mr J. Taylor, President of the WA Chapter of the Royal Australian Institute of
Architects; Mr M, Dunne, Chairman of the WA Competitions Committee of the Royal
Australian Institute of Architects; and on certain aspects by Mr R Stone and M~r K.
Broadihurst of the Returned Services League. That is the quality of people involved in
judging the competition and who, on an honorary basis, gave advice to the Kings Park Board
on this particular matter. Members opposite are saying that they have more commercial
expertise in these matters than people of this calibre. I have read these names out with some
reluctance. I know how often the Liberal Party in this State seeks to blacken the names of
anyone who has anything whatsoever to do with a Government venture. I am advised as
follows -

No tenders were received, although some expressions of interest were addressed to
the board at that time and since.

That is when tenders went out. To continue -

Investigation of the points raised in these and advice from the honorary consultants -

and this is the quality of the honorary consultants who looked at this issue -

Morris Owens from Jones Lang and Wootten and David Young from Peat Marwick
and H-ungerford, indicate that, in conjunction with the high rates of interest prevailing,
the limit of the lease that could be granted to a tenn of 21 years without an option of
renewal, is an important factor deterring prospective developers, because this
limitation is perceived to make the proposition financially non-viable. Therefore the
board has requested the Governiment to introduce an amendment to the Act during the
next session of Parliament which will permit a lease for a longer term under such
conditions as the Governor may approve.

Mr Court: Because of high interest rates.

Mr TAYLOR: The member should not pick bits out. I read it all out; it said -

In conjunction with the high interest rates prevailing, the limit of the lease that could
bie granted for a term of 21 years without an option of renewal, is an important factor
deterring prospective developers -

That is why we are dealing with this issue tonight anid because people of the quality of Morris
Owens and David Young have said that to the board as honorary consultants. Regarding the
issue raised by the member for Applecross about rentals, I will see that they pay a
commercial rate.

Mr Lewis: Was that in the specification?

Mr TAYLOR: I do not know. That will depend on what the board actually negotiates with
the people who come in.
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Mr Lewis: Isn't that germane to the tender.
Mr TAYLOR: No, 'it is not, because people have to know that they will pay a commercial
rate. This Opposition is saying that people who take the best Crown land in this State should
not have to pay commercial rates. As far as I am concerned they wil pay commercial rates
like the Royal Perth Yacht Club.

Mr Lewis: You are giving them a capital gain in another way, don't you understand that?

Mr TAYLOR: After some negotiation, Royal Perth Yacht Club has also agreed to pay a
commercial rate for its site as have most of the other yacht clubs around the river. The Kings
Park Tennis Club has also agreed to pay commercial rates. They will all continue to do so as
far as I am concerned while they continue to be located on prime land holdings on Crown
land.
The Kings Park restaurant will also be paying commercial rates and will not receive any
subsidy from this Government. They will only receive an extended lease of perhaps up to 42
years.

Points of Order

Mr BLAIICIE: Mr Deputy Chairman, will you direct the papers that the Minister quoted from
be tabled for the benefit of members?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): It is in order that the Minister table the papers.

Mr Taylor: I quoted from this lot of papers and I also quoted from my notes and you are not
having those.

The DEPUTY CHI-ARMAN: Now!I am unclear as to which document the Member for Vasse
is referring to. Are you referring to the sheet of paper from which the Minister read out the
names of the people?

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister quoted from two separate papers; in one he referred to a group
of consultants and then he quoted from another paper that was folded under.

Mr Taylor: You can have this piece of paper. The other quotes were from my notes.
Nfr BL.AIKJE: I think it should be for the Deputy Chairman to decide. I was under the
impression that there were two separate papers from which the Minister quoted and I request
that they be tabled.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Standing Order 23 [A provides for a Minister who has quoted
from an official document to lay that document on the Table of the House if requested by any
other members. If that is an official document Minister I ask that you table the document.

Mr BLAIIKIE: The Minister quoted from a document.

Mr Taylor: I used my notes.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister has Torn off a page of That paper and has indicated that that is all
he is going to table. I submit that the Minister quoted from a document and I ask that the
Minister table the fulfl document from which he quoted.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I can rule on that. Standing Order 23 IA clearly refers to an
official document. If the Minister has quoted from an official document it is a requirement
under that Standing Order that that official document be tabled. If, however, the Minister has
not quoted from an official document but from, for instance, his notes then those notes, as I
understand it, do not constitute an official document and will1 not be required to be tabled.

Mr Taylor: In that case I ask that the actual page be given back to me because what I tabled
was a note prepared for me from the Kings Park Board and was not an official document.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMiAN: A photocopy of that page is being made and returned to the
Minister.

Mr TAYLOR: I am not asking for a photocopy to be made, I am asking for the original
document to be returned because it is not an official document; it is a note to help me in
relation to this debate. Therefore under that Standing Order there is no place to table that
document.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is perfectly so. My job, as I understand it members, is to
interpret Standing Orders. Standing Order 231IA clearly refers to an official document.
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There is no requirement under this Standing Order for any other piece of paper purporting to
be an official document to be so tabled. If the Minister has an official document from which
he has quoted, I ask him to table that document and no other.

Mr KIERATH: Point of order.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If the member for Riverton wishes to make a point of order he
may do so, but I caution him against canvassing my ruling.
Mr KIIERATH: I would have thought -

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member will resume his seat. That is not a point of order.
[ have just been very clear in explaining that a point of order is one thing; canvassing the
Chairman's ruling is another thing. You are entitled to dissent from that ruling. I will repeat
for the last time that Standing Order 231lA requires the Minister to table any "official
document" from which he has quoted in his speech.

Mr LEWIS: I would like the Chairman to give a ruling on what in fact is an official
document. It would seem to me that a minute from the Kings Park Board is an official
document.

Mr Taylor: It is not a minute. It does not have a signature on it.

Mr LEWIS: The argument is whether it is an official document or not. Surely the argument
should be what is an official document.

Mr PEARCE: There is ample precedent in this place from many rulings - many of them
made I might say when Liberal Ministers declined to table information - that a note made for
guidance of a Minister by a department or authority, which is not a document for any purpose
other than an aide memoir, is not a document which should be tabled. A note from the
Minister's department is not an official document. Hundreds of rulings have been made in
this place - most of them by Liberal Ministers who required an aide memoir on almost every
occasion and they never tabled any of the documents. This is not a document that should be
tabled.

Mr CLARKO: On a point of order -

Mr Pearce: You were one who never tabled them.

Mr CLARKO: I never said a word.

The DEPU[TY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): Order!

Mr CLARKO:. Mit Deputy Chairman I ask what steps you will take to determine whether it is
an official document? It is up to you to determine which way this matter goes. As the Leader
of the House said, it is a grey area. Obviously members of the Opposition are keen to find
out all the necessary information to assist them in the debate. We are seeking this
information only to make our contribution to the debate more accurate. As I said, it is up to
you to determine whether it is an official document and whether it should be tabled.

Mr TAYLOR: Mr Deputy Chairman I am happy for you to look at the document. It has no
letterhead, it has no signature and it is not dated. It is purely a typed document which states
that it is some notes in relation to this matter. It has no official capacity whatsoever.

Deputy Chairman's Ruling

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 1 thank members for their assistance. I think I now have
sufficient advice from around the Chamber upon which to make a ruling.

Mr Blaikie: I have something to add which may help you.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMtvAN: I think I have enough information. If I do not, I will -

Mr Pearce: The member for Vasse is a hypocrite.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Order! It is customary in this place and it is certainly
the clear view of Mr Speaker that when order is called, order is expected.

I was explaining to the member for Vasse that I have sufflicient information to enable me to
make a ruling, If the member for Vasse is not happy with my ruling it is not open to him to
canvass my ruling, but there are other steps he can take.

In relation to the point made by the member for Vasse about how the official status of the
document will be determined I advise that his question has been answered by the

3693



contribution of the Minister. I rake on board the points raised by the member for Marmniort
and I advise him that his points have been helpful. [ suspect the problem he raised is not
solved in this situation and will probably continue until some other more permanent Standing
Order is introduced. In relation to the question of precedent raised by the Leader of the
House the same situation applies. While I recognise the precedent, it does not help in the
ruling.

The final point I make is that the Minister said that the document from which he has quoted is
in the form of typed notes to him from his staff. I understand the document does not contain
a letterhead or have any other status. Since f am left in that situation to rule on the case by
case merits presented, I rule, taking the Minister's description of the document from which he
has quoted, that it is not an official document and is nor required to be tabled.

Committee Resumed
Mr KIERATH: I7 was disappointed that the Minister did nor answer all the questions raised in
this debate. Many questions were raised and they should have been answered by the
Minister. What we have seen in this debate is a display of his arrogance. Prom listening to
the Minister one would believe that the success of Kings Park relies on this proposal. I do
not go along with him.

Mr Pearce: Your only interest in the Bill is who will get the cleaning contract.

Mr KIIERATH: At times the Leader of the House leaves me almost speechless.

Several members interjected.

Mr KIERATH: I rake that back because I do not want to give him any encouragement.

In considering the use of facilities in Kings Park members will find that the number of people
who use the restaurant is very small. Members opposite must be aware that the greatest users
of Kings Park are those picnickers who congregate around the water playground and other
facilities in the park. A large number of people cycle through the park and a large bike hire
business is operating there. Many people just walk through the park. I suppose that many
members have visited the greenhouses which house a range of plants which grow in the drier
parts of Western Australia.

An Opposition member: And donkey orchids.

Mr KIERATH: They started off with 1 000 plants and ended up with 10 - the Minister would
say that it was successful.

The DEPUTY CH-AIRMAN: Order! The member will resume his seat. Earlier today when I
was in the Chair I drew the member's attention to the importance of staying at least within
the bounds of the Bill before the Chamber. In the Conmintee stage of a Bill it is more
important to do that. Clause 3 of this Bill deals with the specific terms of reference which
does not include donkey orchids. The member will confine his remarks to the clause.

Mr KIERATH: Mr Deputy Chairman while you were speaking was the clock working?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is normal practice for the clock to be stopped when a point
of order is taken by members or the Chair and that has occurred in this case.
Mr KIERATH: I was canvassing the use of the park which is important to this debate. The
number of people who use the restaurant constitutes a small percentage of the people who use
the park. Many people visit Kings Park to visit the greenhouses and to take in the view of the
city. Other people visit the war memorial; it is visited not only by Australians, but also by
various ethrnic groups- Some people do use the restaurant and manty people visit the botanical
gardens which houses plants from all over Western Australia. Ir is interesting to view the
different types of plants which people often only hear about and have had the opportunity to
observe them growing in a natural environment. A large group of people use the park for
exercising. Recently a wildflower exhibition was held and it proved to be one of the most
popular exhibitions held at Kings Park. It was attended by many people from all over
Australia. [ had the opportunity of representing my party at the official opening of the
exhibition which was attended by so many people that I found it very difficult to find a
parking space. The point I am making is that Kings Park is used by a large number of people,
but the restaurant is used by only a small percentage of those people. The Minister has not
addressed that issue.
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I again question the Minister's line of reasoning and his putting all the eggs in one basket by
making such a deal for this redevelopment. HeI claims this is a major item in the
redevelopment of Kings Park? That is absolute rubbish! I estimate that 95 per cent of people
who attend the park do not use the restaurant facility. The Minister commented that he has
not canvassed the distinct possibility of the Kings Park Board developing the project in its
own right. That underlines the strength of debate from this side that the Minister has not
done his homework properly. The proper way would have been to canvass and investigate all
options to find the best alternative and not to just take one option and go down that path.

There is a temptation to say that this Government's development record is sometimes
appalling. If we have to rest on the Government's record in this area for this development to
be successful we are in great trouble. Another member of this place has said he thought that
ultimately the development would fall down. I have great concern about the length of the
lease to be granted as during that period many things could happen and many circumstances
could change. There could be many changes of ownership during that time. We will lose
control of the area, arid we will not be able to get it back again.

On the other side of the park is the brewery development. Earlier, in answer to a question, I
think asked by the Leader of the National Party, about what facil ities will go into the brewery
development the Minister for Planning said, "Restaurants and cafes." I would like to see the
development of those restaurants and cafes reduced and an equivalent sum of $5 million or
$6 million used to develop the restaurant area in Kings Park. That could be accommnodated
without hiving off that responsibility and without the de facto selling of part of the park.
That is a worthy ideal.

One of the points raised by the member for Nedlands was that this part of the Bill removes
any length of time for the lease. In fact, there is no limit. It could be 40 years or 42 years,
but the Government might amend that to be 45 years or 50 years. That has been removed
from the Bill. Now the Minister has the ability to allocate any ternm he likes for that lease.
That removes the right of this Parliament to discuss that lease or to have any say in it. He
could, for example, give it to somebody for 100 years or 200 years, resulting in no member of
this Parliament ever having a say about that lease. That would be a sad day. That is the de
facto selling off of the park, giving someone a blank cheque that goes against accountability.

The member for Nedlands; suggested that if one goes to tender on a project and does not find
people wanting to buy, then one should check or change one's mix as the project one has
packaged is probably unacceptable. The Minister has failed to address that suggestion. The
Government has not canvassed all the options in relation to this project, so the Minister does
not know whether the package they are trying to sell is the most saleable one. We have no
knowledge of anything further. [ put this comment to the Minister in the hope that he will
reflect on some of the comments made tonight. It may be that he will realise that extra
facilities loaded on the restaurant development are the straw that will break the camel's back.
It may be that they are too much. I am not an expent, but I know that if one goes to tender
and cannot get people interested one should have another look at the product. I urge all
members of the Committee to oppose this clause.

Mr BLALKIE: I indicate my continuing opposition to this clause. The Minister has not
replied to a number of questions already raised by members on this side of the Chamber
related to the papers from which the Minister quoted. If they are not official documents -

The DEPUT CHAIRMVAN: Order! I will not accept that remark. A ruling has been made
and it is not competent for the member for Vasse to reintroduce the question of the official or
other status of those documents.

Mr BLALKE: The Minister gave to the Committee a list of names of people he said were
competent. I do not know whether they are competent or incompetent, or whether that was a
list of names of people who have been advising the Kings Park Board because the Minister is
secretive and not prepared to let members have a closer perusal of those papers. That is the
Minister's problem. if he is running into a problem with the Parliament it is because of his
pigheaded attitude. I again make the point I made earlier, that in the past 10 years there has
been a series of changes to Kings Park and with more reasonable Ministers all of those
changes were approved. However, last year the Covernment missed out on its change
because it did not tell the Parliament the truth. This year the Minister's attitude is causing
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this debate to bog down. One of the important questions I ask the Minister, if he can break
from reading the paper as he is now doing instead of listening to the debate, is whether the
asset management task force has made any recommendations to the Government on the
Kings Park restaurant, tearooms or kiosk? I can stand here for eight minutes.

Mr Taylor: Does the member for Vasse want art answer when he sirs down or not? The
standard of debate is such that if he wants an answer I will stand and give it; but if he wants
to stand there for eight minutes he can stand there.

Mr BLAIKIE: Standing Orders permit me to stand here for a further seven minutes and the
Minister could easily interject as to whether the task force has made recommendations to the
Government on the Kings Park restaurant, kiosk or tearooms.

Mr Taylor: Why does the member not finish his speech and then I will give him an answer?

Mr BLAUCIE: I do not want to delay the Committee any longer.

Mr Taylor: So when I give an answer the member will sit down, will he?

Mr BLAIKJE: When the Minister answers.

Mr Taylor: The answer is a very de fiite no.

Mr BLAIIKE: I thank the Minister for that courtesy. The Minister has not supplied answers
to a series of questions I asked earlier.

Mr Taylor: The member cannot get stuck into me for interjecting and then ask me to
interject.

The DEPUTY CHAIR-MAN: Order!

Mr BLAIKIE: Is the Government prepared to fund the cost of public toilets proposed for the
new development site? Is it prepared to consider funding changes to the roads in that area?
Is it prepared to fund walkways in that area so that at the end of the day the only thing left to
fund is the structure of the proposed restaurant to be met by private or other funding? One
could be looking at as much as $3 million to be taken away from the total development cost.
that a lessee would be obliged to meet and recover through the restaurant. With those sorts of
overheads there is no' doubt why it is impossible for the restaurant to be leased on a
reasonable basis. The member for Riverton has already said that he is concerned about this
21 year lease period which will mean a de facto selling off of the restaurant because the
Minister will have an opportunity to lease it for an indefinite term. A period of 200 years has
been mentioned, but it could be 1 000 years if the Governiment of the day decided that was
the right thing to do.

I do not believe Kings Park should be treated as a commercial entity. Kings Park is very
special. It is of great importance to all Western Australians. I appeal to the Minister not to
proceed down this path, because once the people of Western Australia understand what the
Government is doing - it is forcing the Parliament to give the Government an open cheque
with no length of time to cover the future of the buildings in Kings Park - they will be
outraged. That is what I believe will happen. The Minister and those supporting him will rue
the day they supported this measure.

Mr COWAN: I have heard as much drivel in the past two hours as I have ever heard in this
Parliament! Nothing has been said which has not already been stated. We have here a very
simple clause which removes the 21 year period of lease for a person occupying or using
those commercial lots in Kings Park. It is very clear that we in this Parliament have to make
some concession and accept that the Kings Park Board will be accountable. It will be
accountable not only to the other members of the board but also to the Government, because
the board cannot offer a lease, even under the amended provisions, without approval by the
Government.

That raises the whole question of accountability to the Kings Park Board. I shall not deal
with accountability to the Govemnment at this stage. Mr Deputy Chairman, you will recall
that members on this side of the Chamber went into an election arguing the case of
accountability and honesty. Just prior to that election a member of the Opposition's front
bench made a claim which was totally unaccountable and gave no substantiation at all. We
now have a repetition of that. These claims made by members on this side of the Chamber
that the Kings Park Board will be totally unaccountable for its actions are the greatest load of
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drivel I have ever heard, and they smack of the same type of irresponsibility as the statement
made by the member for Cottesloc during the course of the election campaign.

As far as I can see, this Opposition has nothing to gain by raking this example and arguing, as
we have argued for about 12 months, that private enterprise should be responsible for private
enterprise; that Governments should not become involved in business dealings. What do we
have tonight? We have a series of members playing up because the boss is away. A number
of members have made statements saying that the Government should be involved in this
development, yet for 12 months we have said that the Government should get out of business.
Unless members of the Opposition get their act together and manage to work out precisely
where they are going, I shall tell them where they will end up: Nowhere.

It is very clear to me that this clause should be supported, for the simple reason that we on
this side of the Chamber have been asking for private enterprise to be left to those who are
best able to accomplish a development which requires private enterprise to do it. We have
also been arguing that there should be some accountability. I am prepared to give some
credence to the Kings Park Board and acknowledge that it will be accountable to the new
developers under the new lease. Not only that; there is a requirement, as a result of the
provision which is retained, that the Governor still has to approve the lease. We have already
been given an assurance by the Minister that the terms and conditions of the lease will be
framed in such a way that the extended period will not add value to the lease so that it can be
immediately sold, or a share of it sold. That assurance has already been given. What more
can this Parliament ask for? Here are two principles that we have been espousing for the last
12 months. The first time we have an opportunity to support those principles and for once
commend the Governiment for following through those things that we claim as being
principles we stick to, we stand up here and complain.

An Opposition member: Kings Park?

Mr COWAN: Kings Park, or anywhere else; the tea rooms, the kiosk, the restaurant - those
are already there. This is a commercial operation now. It is to be redeveloped privately by
the Kings Park Board, and members on this side of the Chamber are saying no. What a joke
they all are!

Mr MJLNSON: The Leader of the National Party has entirely missed the point we have been
making all night. This is all about accountability. It is all about private enterprise too, but
the accountability aspect is the most important one. He seems to have overlooked the fact
that if this clause is passed, for the first time accountability for what happens in Kings Park
will go outside this Parliament. I cannot understand why the Leader of the National Party
thinks we are abrogating our responsibility with regard to accountability. What he has said is
simply not true. We have now reached the crux of the matter. The Kings Park Board has not
been able to put together a commercially viable deal for the simple reason that it has called
for tenders to build a restaurant, a kiosk, toilets, all sorts of other facilities, do roadworks and
pay a commercial rent. That is nonsense; a developer cannot afford to do that.

Mr Pearce: Why not?

Mr M[NSON: It is just not profitable.

Mr Taylor: It is demanded of developers all over the State.

Mr Pearce: Why can they not do it?

Mr MINSON: It is just not profitable, and it means that $6 million will hit the deck. Thle
developer will go broke.

Mr Pearce: The Leader of the National Party is right about you.

Wr MINSON: I have every confidence in private enterprise. If the restrictions and the
conditions asked for, presumably by the Government -

Mr Taylor: Why should they not be asked for? It is one of the best development sites in the
entire State.

Mr MEhJSON: Developers do not make enough money to cover those expenses. It is
irresponsible to ask for that amount of money. It is nonsense to suggest that I have torpedoed
this development.

Mr Pearce: Do you want to subsidise the Kings Park restaurant?
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Mr MII4SON:. if the Kings Park Board asks a developer - and I do not care whether the
Kings Park Board does it or a developer does it - to put up an appropriate restaurant without
worrying about all the other bits and pieces, it will get somebody to do it over 21 years.

Mr Pearce: Why should the tapayer pay?

Mr MINSON: Why has the Government not put an upper figure on this? The Government is
asking for an open ended lease. Let the Parliament understand what is happening: When this
clause goes through, the responsibility for Kings Park goes out of this Parliament for ever.

Mr Pearce: Rubbish!

Mr MINSON: It does. The Minister should read it. It will go straight out of this Parliament
forever, and that is not accountability.
Mr CLARKO: [ listened with interest to the Leader of the National Party. When the Leader
of the National Party talked about "we", he turned and criticised members of the Liberal
Party. Hie talked about "we". He should remember that he cannot talk about "we" because he
is responsible for there being no coalition between the Opposition parties.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMIAN (Mr Donovan): Order! That is not acceptable. The clause
under debate is very specific and I ask the member to confine his remarks to it.

Mr CLARKO: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman, I was merely responding to something
said a few moments ago and I would have thought it was logical that one could do that.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! That is canvassing. I listened carefully to the
comrments of the Leader of the National Party and took the view that his remarks were a way
of describing his case in respect of clause 3. The member for Marmion is entering another
debate altogether. I think there is a difference.

Mr CLARKO: Of course, Mr Deputy Chairman, [ thank you for that comment. In respect of
the question of accountability, there is no doubt, as the member for Greenough pointed out,
that we are being accountable. This is about Kings Park and one cannot say too often that
Kings Park is unique. Everybody knows that; the prime part of Kings Park is the site where
the restaurant is located.

Mr Taylor: Let me say this -

Mr CLARKO: No, the Minister can talk when it is his turn to talk. The road is to be taken
out, and -

Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Chain-nan, do I have to put up with this Minister interjecting all
the time? I take it I do not.

The DEPUTY CH-AIRMAN: If the member solicits interjections, he winl receive them. If
the member seeks the Chair's inmmunity from interjections, I am happy to provide it.

Mr CLARKO: [ do not need to seek immunity ftom interjections, but I do not think I should
have to tolerate the Minister's interjecting all the time. I was not directing a question to the
Minister.

I say deliberately that the pearl of Kings Park is apparently to be replaced in order to give
people who can afford to have expensive dinners looking through a big pante of glass over the
Swan River towards the city preference over the elderly people who are driven through Kings
Park regularly and over children who are taken to the park by their parents. Such people are
driven slowly through the park to the area in front of the existing restaurant. That is the place
where most people take their Fill of the most beautiful view in Perth of the Swan River and of
the city itself. Now that is to be placed as some sort of an after thought. There is no real
need to have a restaurant in Kings Park at all.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMIAN: Order! The level of background conversation is rising. It is
making it very difficult for Hansard.

Mr CLARKO: Yet the Government wants us to allow a restaurant today with an unlimited
life. As the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party said a few moments ago, the deletion of the
words "fcir any ternm not exceeding twenty-one years" gives the Government the opportunity
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to grant leases of 200 years, 300 years or 1 000 years. If the Government were serious and
honest, or alternatively had done its homework properly, it would have chosen to give it a
particular term - whether a 42 year term - and put that in the legislation. The point is that we
have had this sort of thing before. One night when I was debating a local government
amendment Bill I commented in respect of the external boundaries of the 139 local
authorities of Western Australia to the effect that the legislation would enable every one of
them to be changed at the whim of 20 people and the Minister. The Minister denied that but
after dinner, in his usual but sound way, he came back here and said I was theoretically
correct. In other words, it was completely true. By taking out "twenty-one years" the
situation is the same. If the Government were dinkcum, honest and fair, and if it wanted to
preserve Kings Park, it would put in some other time frame and then make an argument for
that other time. However, the Government is not doing that. The Minister says he has in
mind to have after 21 years another 21 years. That is not what the legislation is about; the
legislation is about unlimited time. I suppose one could legislate for infinity, and that would
fit exactly with this legislation.

Mr Kierath: In perpetuity.

Mr CLARKO: I prefer "infinity", but my dictionary varies. However infinity could be
placed on that particular list. A moment ago the Minister said that we were talking about one
of the best development sites in the State. That is extremely worrying. Does that mean that
this is the Minister's argument for saying, years hence when we have a series of Gold Coast-
type developments in Kings Park, 'Well, I said in Parliament it was one of the best
development sites in the State'? Will he have the multi-billionaire friends of this
Government - the people who put the Labor Party into Government; and although the Leader
of the National Party questions whether an offer of another $3.5 million was made, the truth
is that a great deal of money was given by the extremely wealthy people of this State -

Point of Order

Mr KIERATH: The background noise is so loud I cannot hear the speaker.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): I thank the member and agree with him. I
called for a decrease in the level of background noise a moment ago. I seek the cooperation
of members, at least for H-ansard if for no other reason.

Committee Resumed
Dr Gallop: What were you saying about the coalition? Remind us. The background noise
has made it difficult to hear.

Mr CLARKO: That is exactly the point I was making. I have 15 minutes. The Minister was
the first person who interjected at great length on me; the Leader of the House then made
some comments and now we are getting the senior prefect from Victoria Park coming in.
Who will be next? I do not need any protection from that mob over there - Animal Farm. I
do not need protection at all, but I believe I should be given the right to speak without having
a relay race with the fellows opposite, who are contributing only grossly inane interjections.
This is a very serious matter. Kings Park is probably the most precious part of Western
Australia. Western Australia comprises one million square miles, but if one were to walk
down St George's Terrace quizzing the people one met about the most special and precious
pant of this State, they would all say, 'Kings Park' almost to a man.

Several members interjected.

Mr CLARKO: I used that word to include "woman' as well.

That is the situation we have here tonight. The Government has the gall to come here and
take away that 21 year tern, which according to the Parks and Reserves Act, in respect of
Kings Park, shall be -

in trust for the purpose of a Public Park, with the power to lease those lots for the
purposes of a tearoom, restaurant, and kiosk for the sale of refreshments, for any term
not exceeding twenty-one yers...

Mr Taylor: How will you develop that with your big mates?

Mr CLARICO: They are the Minister's big mates. The Government - at State and Federal
level - comprises people who are dining night after night with the nouveaux riches of
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Australia. They are dining with Bob Hawke and members apposite Saturday night after
Saturday night. They are the mates of members on the Government side and backed their
election campaigns.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMIAN: Order! A fair degree of latitude has been allowed tonight. It is
difficult for Hansard and for the Chamber, and it is made much worse when the member
strays so far from clause 3 as to embrace matters that do not even belong in this Parliament. I
urge the member to restrict himself, entertaining though he is, to the subject matter of clause
3.

Mr CLARKO: I have been trying to make the case that when this legislation was assented to
in 1895 - as long ago as that, and after nearly 100 years - the parliamentarians and people of
this State treated Kings Park as a unique and special piece of land. We hear the Minister
make comments about this being one of the best development sites in the State - I bet that has
never been uttered before. Nobody in Western Australia has previously regarded Kings Park
as a development site.

Mr Taylor: For a tearoom!

Mr CLARKO: Those were the Minister's words; I heard him. He said it is one of the best
development sites in the State. That concerned me sufficiently to make me get to my feet as
we suddenly find it is regarded as a development site and the Government has taken away the
time factor. Who knows what will appear there in a few years' time. If the Government is
genuine, it would be putting in a specific time as the people did in 1895 in choosing a 21 year
period - the Government might have chosen 30 years or whatever, and we could have debated
that. In its typical non-accountable and arrogant way and, perhaps, in its inept way, this
Government has created a situation where the time factor is removed, and the Minister is
talking about Kings Park as one of the best development sites in the State. The Government
will take away the road and deny people the opportunity to have the traditional look at the
central part of Kings Park - this opportunity for the old, the infirm and the young will not be
available. Mr Deputy Chairman, I bet that when you have visitors to Western Australia you
give them a quick look at Perth from Kings Park. If one is short of time and the car park is
backed up to the clock tower as it is today, one drives past there and proudly says, "Here is
one of the best views of Perth", and people see it and say it is marvellous.

It is a very beautiful cameo of Perth that will be taken over only by people who can afford a
$500 dinner with a bottle of Bollinger with a couple of friends; that is, people who spend one
week at the Mediterranean, the next week will dine at Kings Park. Once the people enjoyed
the magnificent view, but now only certain people will sit there and pop a bottle or two of
Bollinger and look at the view; meanwhile, the peasants, the ordinary people of Perth, will. be
told that it is bad luck and there is a parking spot up the back for them and they will have to
travel - if they are fit enough - to see the memorial. We cannot pass legislation that gives a
blank cheque on this sort of proposal, and that is why we oppose it. If the Minister had been
more careful and well balanced in terms of what he was seeking to do, and did not propose
unlimited time, things may have been different.

Mr STRICKLAND: Much of the debate has centred around the scale of the development.
The Minister gave some answers in which he indicated that limitations existed under the
present arrangement by which the term does not exceed 21 years. We are talking about the
cost of this proposal being $6 million and the Minister has indicated that it involves 21 years
plus 21 years. Obviously the size of the development is related to the size of the additional
facilities which are required such as the road works and the toilets.

I ask the Minister whether it is reasonable to assume that we will require 42 years of leasing
to get a $6 million development off the ground? Also, if we stay with the 21 years and we do
not amend the legislation, are we locked into a $3 million development? If we are, this
debate may have been different because a lot of members on this side of the Chamber do not
believe we need a $6 million restaurant in Kings Park, but that a $3 million one would do.

Mr IERATH: I will canvass some replies the Minister gave earlier. In his reply to what an
Opposition member said about the project the Minister said that his comments may be the
kiss of death and it might fall over. The project cannot be very viable if the comments of one
member can make it fall over.
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In reading from his advice - which he said he would table - the Minister mentioned two
important factors; that the project involved high interest rates and the terms of the lease were
non renewable. He also mentioned commercial rents and said that this was not an important
factor; commercial rental is a critical factor and if the Minister knows anything about
developments he would know that one of the problems with a proposal like this is that
developers look at the cost of putting up the facilities in order to get a conmmercial return. In
making a decision on whether a project is viable the cost of the proposal and the assets which
do not have a commercial return must be put. up against the conmrercial returns; that is, the
returns against the money invested. That is an important fundamental and I would have
thought the Minister would have been aware of this. I also refer to the comments made by
the Leader of the National Party.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I caution the member that those comments must be confined to
the clause.

Mr KIERATH: I refer to the Leader of the National Party's drivel about our playing up while
the boss was away. He missed the whole point regarding accountability. If the Minister had
handled the debate properly, he would have removed the 21 year limit and replaced it with a
42 year limnit and he would have received far more support from this side of the Chamber.
What the Minister is asking the Chamber to do is to sign a blank cheque; that is, to sign a
piece of paper and let somebody else fill in the details.

That is the basic principle we are opposed to in respect of this legislation, and if it is beyond
the Leader of the National Party, I apologise. He argued about the basis of accountability
when he said that because the Governor had the opportunity of approving the lease, there was
a review factor in the legislation. When was the last time the Governor refused something
put up by the Government?

Dr Gallop: 1975!

Mr KIERATH: Apart from 1975, because that was in another place. We want accountability
here- The Opposition is not prepared to sign a blank cheque as it wants some limits in place,
although it is assumed by the Minister that he does not need a restricting clause in the Bill.
He is not prepared to insert a limiting clause by which he could solve the problem.

Mr Parker: The Leader of the National Party was right because the Governor often queries
things that come up from Executive Council. Something may be sent up to him -

Mr K.IERATH: But does he send anything back?

Mr Parker: He often sends back to the Minister issues of concern where he believes that his
rights as Governor are designed for that purpose.

Mr KIERATH: When was the last time he refused one of them?

Mr Parker: Often he queries the legislation and sends it back; the last one I can recall was the
Australia Acts (Request) Act which passed through this House in 1985. When that Act was
debated the Governor asked for advice from the Attorney General and the Solicitor General
and a whole range of people, which he has the right to do. Therefore the Leader of the
National Party is right.

Mr KIERATH: If the Government is looking at being accountable the problem could have
been solved by including a limiting clause in this Bill. That is what we have been debating
tonight and I thought the Opposition's points had been well made. I apologise to the Leader
of the National Party if the points raised are beyond his comprehension. If he had listened to
the debate he would have understood the feeling of members on this side of the Chamber.

Committee to Divide
Mr THOMPSON: I move -

That the Committee do now divide.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Carr
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clailco
Mr Court
Mr Cowan

Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kohelke
Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough
Mir Parker
Mr Pearce

Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Kieralli
Mr Lewis
Mr Mensaros

Ayes (25)

Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L Smith
Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Thompson

Noes (20)

Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Smncland
Mr Trenorden

Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mrs Watkins Mrf Shave
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Macirnno
Mr Gordon Kill Mr Hassell
Dr Lawrence. Mrs Edwardes
Mr Bridge Mr McNee

Question thus passed.

Committee Resumed
Clause put and a division taken with Me following result -

Ayes (3 1)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Graham Mr Pearce Mr Trenorden
Dr Alexander Mr Gril Mr Read Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper DrTumbull
MrCarr Mr House MyrD.L. Smith Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mr Kobelce Mr P.1. Smith Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Leahy Mr Taylor Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Dr Gallop Mr Parker Mr Thompson

Noes (14)

Mr Bradshaw Mr Kierrnh Mr Nicholls Mr Watt
Mr Claiko Mr Lewis Mr Omodei Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr Cowrt Mr Mensaros Mr Stricland
Mr Grayden Mor Minson Mr Fred Tubby

Pairs
Ayes

Mrs Wad-ins
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Gordon Hil
Dr Lawrence
Mr Bridge

Noes

Mr Shave
Mr Macinnon
Mr Hassell
Mrs E-dwardes
Mr McNee

Clause thus passed.
Title put and passed.
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Report
Bil reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

House adjourned at 11.30 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

1020.The answer was tabled.

[See paper No 506.]
COMMITTEES FOR THE SESSION - JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON

DELEGATED LEGISLATION
Vote Allocation

1107. Mr MENSAROS to the Speaker:

What is the aggregate amount of moneys the Joint Committee on Delegated
Legislation is allocated within the parliamentry vote to spend during the
1989-90 financial year?

The SPEAKER replied:

The funds for this committee are administered by the Legislative Council.

ABORIGINAL DEATHS IN CUSTODY - ROYAL COMISSION INTERIM
REPORT

Recommendations - Implementation

1140. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Would the Minister provide to me details of the 23 recommendations which
the Minister claims have been partially or fully implemented as a consequence
of the interim report of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in
Custody as indicated in the Minister's answer to question 863 of 1989?

(2) Would the Minister also indicate to me which recommendations are yet to be
implemented and why that is so?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) 1 am advised that 23 recommendations of the Vincent report - not the interim

report of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody - had been
partially or fully implemented.

(2) The balance of the recommendations of the Vincent report are under
consideration by the Government.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - CAPITAL WORKS FUNDING
Bunbury-Mandurak Comparison - Employee Statistics

1162. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for South-West:

Concerning the South West Development Authority, could the Minister please
advise -

(a) capital works funding for the Bunbury region compared with
Mandurah in -

(i) 1986-87;
(ii) 1987-88;
(iii) 1988-89; and

(iv) expected expenditure for 1989-90; and

(b) the number of staff members and task in each SWDA office and any
other people who receive remuneration on a regular basis for services
to SWDA;

(c) the proportion of total SWDA funding taken up by administration costs
by each SWDA office;

(d) has SWDA purchased all the Mandurab ocean marina land from
Western Australian Development Corporation and, if so, when was the
transaction completed and what was the total cost;

(e) how many reports or studies has the SWDA funded or part funded and
in relation to these reports -
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(i) what were the titles and objective of each report or study;

(ii) what date was each report or study commenced and completed
and at what cost to SWDA; and

(iii) what subsequent action has been taken after each report or
study, which has been completed?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(a) Information requested is contained in the State Government's General Loan
and Capital Works Fund and Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates of
Expenditure for the years in question. I also refer the member to the answer to
question 1020.

(b) A booklet detailing this information was published in 1988. This will be
forwarded under separate cover to the member.

(c) The proportion of total SWDA funding taken up by administration costs for
1989-90 is 8.59 per cent. This amount includes costs such as superannuation,
payroll tax, computer purchases, workers' compensation, audit fees, office
rental, telephone and vehicles.
In view of the fact that the head office of the authority provides corporate and
support services for the whole organisation, direct comparison of the Collie,
Manjimup and Mandwrah offices is not possible.

(d) No.
(e) The authority has undertaken, directly or in association with local governiment

and community groups, over 90 investigations or reports on initiatives
throughout the south west region. If the member requires further information
in regard to this matter, he should contact the Executive Director of the South
West Development Authority for details of those projects in which he has a
specific interest.

TRAFFIC - SPEED LIMITS
Freeways - Increase Decision

1186. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

In regard to vehicle use on the freeways, can the Minister please advise
whether -

(a) an increase of speed limits has been considered and, if so, what was the
decision and why; and

(b) the restriction of use of motor vehicles during peak hours to be limited
to those motor vehicles wich a maximum of two axles has been
considered and, if so, what was the decision and why?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(a) No, speed limits are a consideration that is addressed by the Main Roads
Department.

(b) No.
FAMILY PLEDGE - TAXES AND CHARGES

Government Election Commitment - Financial Insitutions Duty and Fuel
Levy Increases-

1205. Mr TUBBY to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Treasurer aware of the Government's Family Pledge in regard to taxes
and charges which was made during the election campaign and in the
Treasurer's second reading speech on the 1989-90 Budget?

(2) (a) Does a 75 per cent increase in financial institutions duty and a 36 per
cent increase in the State fuel levy meet these commitments;

(b) if yes, how do these increases meet these commitments; and

(c) if no, why has the Government failed to meet its commitments?
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Mr PARKER replied:

(1) The Government's Family Pledge is a commitment to keep clearly specified
charges - namely the cost of electricity, gas, water, drivers licences and public
transport fares - to below the inflation rate over the four year term of the
Governmrent. This commitment has been met for 1989-90.

(2) (a)-(b)
The increase in RID represents a cast of between $3 and $6 a year to
the average family. The increase in the fuel levy represented a
2.4 per cent increase in the price of "super" petrol.

(c) Not applicable.

(Note: The $3 increase in RID is for a family depositing $20 000.)
WHITLAM TURNBUJLL - PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRY

Feasibility Advice - Brief
1274. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) What brief has been given to Whitlain Tumnbull to advise on the feasibility of
establishing a petrochemical industry in Western Australia?

(2) What are the terms of that brief?

(3) What is its duration?

(4) What fees are payable?

(5) What fees have been paid so far?

(6) For what departments and other agencies of Government is Whitlam Turnbull
currently acting?

(7) On what projects other than the petrochemical plant is it acting?

(8) What are the qualifications of Whitlam Tumnbull to advise on a petrochemical
industry?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
See my reply to question 964(b).

(3 )-(4)
These aspects are currently being final ised.

(5) In relation to this matter, none.

(6) Office of the Premier.
State Government Insurance Commission.
Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd.

(7) Bond Corporation Holdings Ltd Group litigation against the Government and
some of its agencies.
Bond Corporation Holdings Ltd indemnity to the SGIC in relation to the
latter's investment in BeDl Group Ltd.
WAGH's involvement in the petrochemical project.

(8) Whitlam Turnbull is a multidisciplined organisation with demonstrated skills
and experience in providing corporate financial advice over a wide spectrum.
In specialist areas, such as a petrochemical project, Whitlamn Tumnbull will call
on other consultants with complementary skills to provide the required advice.
This approach is consistent with the practice of all advisers of this type.

SWAN BREWERY SITE - REDEVELOPMENT
Industrial Action - Payments

1304. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Planning:

Funkier to question 971 of 1989, was anyone being paid while engaged in
industrial action?
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Mrs BEGGS replied:

No-one directly involved in industrial action has been paid. Several workers
have been kept on the building constructor's payroll in anticipation of work on
the project recommencing in the near future.

JUVENILE OFFENDERS - "ANGRY DRIVERS CATCH YOUTHS" REPORT
Charges - Penalties

1305. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Has the Minister had drawn to his attention a report in The West Australian on
5 June 1989 under the heading "Angry drivers catch youths" reporting the
apprehension of two youths who were in a stolen Porsche which rarmmed a
woman's car in Riverside Drive on 4 June?

(2) What charges were laid against those youths?

(3) What convictions were recorded in respect of the incident?

(4) What penalties were applied?

Mr D.L. SMIT H replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Departmental records indicate that the following details appear to relate to the
two youths in question -

(a) A 17 year old - charges as follows -

I x Refusing to stop when called upon
I x Unl awfully drive motor vehicle
1 x Reckless driving
I x Dangerous driving causing bodily harm
I x No motor driver's licence
1 x Fadled to render assistance

(b) A 17 year old youth - charges as follows -

2 x Assault to prevent arrest
3 x Break enter and steal
3 x Break and enter with intent
19 x Damage
18 xt No motor driver's licence
18 xt Unlawfully drive motor vehicle

It should be noted that these charges were over a period of rime and
not all relate to the incident reported in The West Australian.

(3) Each youth was convicted on all charges..
(4) (a) This youth was initially remanded in strict custody. He was then

sentenced to three months' strict custody -on each of the charges, such
custody to be served concurrently, He was released by the court to
attend a conditional release program for three months - in default three
months' strict custody. This youth subsequently failed to comply with
the conditional release order and was admitted to Longmnore on 27
June 1989.

(b) This youth was remanded in strict custody until sentenced on all
matters on 26 July 1989. He was sentenced to a period of six months'
strict custody for each offence, to be served concurrently.

RESCUE TRAILERS - RURAL AREAS
Locations - Government Assistance

1314. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) How many rescue trailers are located in country areas of Western Australia?

(2) Where are they located?
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(3) How many of these trailers are used by -

(a) local State Emergency Service units;

(b) local volunteer Fire Brigade units, and

(c) other groups?
(4) What financial assistance has been given by the Government to each of the

respective units for the purchase of their rescue trailers?

The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 507.1

SPACE INDUSTRY - DEVELOPMENTS STUDY
Western Australia - Role

1325. Mi' COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the Government carried out a study on the developments taking place in
Australia for this country to resurrect Australia's space industry?

(2) Does the Government see a role for Western Australian industry in the
development of a credible national space plan?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) In April 1987, a study entitled "Remote Sensing Industry Development in
Western Australia" was completed by Trippett Allan and Associates
Consulting Engineers. The study was commissioned jointly by the
Department of Land Administration (DOLA) and the then Technology
Development Authority and the Department of Industrial Development. The
study identified the potential of Western Australian remote sensing, the
practical application of space satellites for use in mineral exploration, and land
resource management, as having export potential in a growing international
market.

(2) As a result of the 1987 study, the Governmaent, through the Technology and
Industry Development Authority and DOLA, has developed close
relationships with CSIRO, the Australian Space Office and leading Western
Australian companies in this area arnd supported a number of significant
initiatives in export and research arnd development.

The Government has participated in and supported national conferences such
as the Space Science and Remote Sensing Conference at La Trobe University,
Melbourne, 19-20 December 1988, held by the Australian Space Office. As a
result of this participation, Western Australian remote sensing activities have
received recognition in the national remote sensing industry strategy and
action plan, released by the Australian Space Office on 3 July 1989. This
document is regarded as an important component of national space policy,
which is the responsibility of the Australian Space Office.

Of particular significance is the recognition given by the strategy to the
importance of developing remote sensing centres which link Government,
private industry and academic capability, given the Western Australian
Government's negotiations with CSIIRO for the development of such a centre
at CSIRO's Floreat Park laboratories.

INDUSTRY COMM[ISSION, FEDERAL - COMMIERCIAL TARIFF CONCESSION
SYSTEM

Duty Free Goods Inquiry - State Participation

1326. Ms COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the Federal Government's Industry Commrission invited the State
Government to participate in its inquiry into the country's commercial tariff
concession system which is to review the objectives and operations of the
system which allows duty free entry of goods where domestic industry does
not produce comparable goods?
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(2) If so, will the Government be making a submission to the inquiry?

(3) Will the submission be made public?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) No. The terms of reference for this inquiry have not yet been promulgated
and the inquiry's operational phase has not yet commenced. The Government
expects to be invited to participate as a matter of course.

(2) In view of (1), a decision has not yet been taken. However, given the subject
and its importance to Western Australia, [ would envisage the State making a
submission.

(3) It is not possible to give an unequivocal answer to this question because
details of the terms of reference and thus the potential for the inclusion of
material of a confidential nature are not yet known. However, the
announcement of the inquiry's broad subject matter in the Federal Treasurer's
Budget speech suggests that in all likelihood the State's submission will be
made public.

INDUSTRY COMMISSION. FEDERAL - CAPITAL FOR INDUSTRIES
Inquiry - State Participation

1327. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the Federal Government's Industry Commission invited the State
Government to participate in its inquiry into the availability of capital for
industries in the light of the country's experience with financial deregulation?

(2) If so, will the State Government make its submission public?

(3) When will this submission be completed?

Mr GRILL replied:

The Industry Commission has not yet received the terms of reference for this
inquiry ftom the Commonwealth Treasurer. When submissions are invited,
the State Government will consider participation.

INDUSTRY COMISSION, FEDERAL - EXPORT FRANCHISING AND
DISTRIBUTION AGREEMENTS

Inquiry - State Participation

1329. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the State Government been asked to participate in the Federal
Government's industry Commnission's inquiry into export franchising and
distribution agreements?

(2) If so, will the submission be made public?

(3) When is it anticipated that this inquiry will be completed?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) No. The terms of reference for this inquiry have not yet been promulgated
and the inquiry's operational phase has not yet commenced. However, the
Governiment expects to be invited to participate as a matter of course.

(2) It is not possible to give an unequivocal answer to this question because
details of the terms of reference and thus the potential for the inclusion of
material of a confidential nature are not yet known. ,However, the
announcement of the inquiry's broad subject matter in the Federal Treasurer's
Budget speech suggests that in all likelihood the State's submission will be
made public.

(3) Not known. The schedule and duration of this inquiry has not yet been
released.
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INDUSTRY COMMISSION, FEDERAL - MINING, MANUFACTUJRING,
PROCESSING PLANTS

Construction Costs Inquiry - State Participation

1330. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Has the State Government been asked to participate in the Federal
Govertnent's Industry Commission's inquiry into construction costs on major
mining, manufacturing and processing plants in Australia?

(2) If yes, has the Government made a submission and will the submission be
made public?

Mr GRILL replied:

(l)-(2)
The Industry Commission has not yet received the terms of reference for this
inquiry from the Commaonwealth Treasurer. When submissions are invited the
State Government will consider participation.

POLICE DEPARTMENT - NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM Private
Sponsorship - Funds

1370. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) What, if any, funds have been received by the Police Department from private
sponsorship for the Neighbourhood Watch program during the financial years
from 1985-86 to 1988-89?

(2) Has the Minister, the Commissioner of Police, or the department canvassed
possible private sponsors such as insurance companies for funds?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) A total of $330 000 has been received from private sponsorship during the
years nominated.

(2) Yes. During 1985 $30 000 was received from the Royal Automobile Club of
WA (Inc). From 1986 the 5(310 has provided $ 100 000 per financial year, up
to and including this year, to a total value of $300 000.

SUPERANNUATION BOARD - PERTH TECHNICAL COLLEGE SITE
David Jones Site - Acquisition, Investment Rate of Return

1372. Mr MENSAROS to the Treasurer:

Adverting to the Treasurer's reply to question 1199 of 1989, would he
disclose the percentage return on the Government Employees Superannuation
Board's investments in years one, two and three since their acquisition in the -

(a) Perth Technical College site; and

(b) David Jones site?

Mr PARKER replied:

As the investments are property developments, the returns since acquisition
have been mainly due to capital variations on revaluation of the sites.

(a) Perth Technical College site redevelopment.

The Superannuation Board acquired a 50 per cent equity interest in the
Perth Technical College site in December 1985, the rates of return are
as follows -

1985-86 three per cent.

1986-87 - 75 per cent.

1987-88 - The board sold its interest in this site on
30 June 1988 for a profit of 370 per cent
based on cost.
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Subsequently, the board repurchased a 30 per cent equity in part of the
site now known as the Westralia Square project in December 1988.

(b) David Jones site redevelopment.
The board purchased a 50 per cent equity in the David Jones site in
May 1985. The rates of return on the board's investment were -

1985-86 - 26 per cent.
1986-87 - 58 per cent.
1987-88 -40 per cent.

In February 1989, the board acquired total ownership of the site.
MTNPROC HOLDINGS LTD - TITANIUM METAL PLANT

Establishment - Western Australia Site
1376. Mr COURT to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) What action has the Government taken to ensure that Minproc builds its
titanium metal plant in Western Australia and not in New South Wales or
Queensland?

(2) Has the company given any indication as to its preferred site?

Mr PARKER replied:

(04-2)
The matter has been under discussion with Minproc for some time. I am nor
prepared to comment further until these discussions are finalised.

SMALL BUSINESS - "TOWARDS BET-ER GOVERNMENT PURCHASING"
DOCUMENT

Goods and Services - Businesses' Increase
1377. Mr COURT to the Minister for Works and Services:

(1) Since the Government released its document "Towards Better Government
Purchasing" in March 1988 has it been possible for more small businesses to
provide goods and services to the Government?

(2) If yes, what statistics are available on this trend?
Mrs HENDERSON repiied:
(1) The new focus outlined in the "Towards Better Government Purchasing"

publication is expected to enhance the opportunities for small business to
supply goods and services to Government. In particular the WA Government
forward procurement plans released earlier this year, and the developing and
launching of the Supplyner conmmunication network service in September, are
both considered favourable to the small business sector.

(2) No statistics are available at this time. However, monitoring procedures are
being established which can be expected to identify any increased small
business participation within the next 12 to 18 months.

MINING - URANIUM
Exports - Western Australia, Policy Delay

1380. Mr COURT to the Minister for Resources Development:
(1) When will it be possible for uranium to be mined and exported from Western

Australia?
(2) Why has there been such a lengthy delay in the Government determining its

policy on uranium mining in this State?
Mr PARKER replied:
(1) See answer to question 81t2.
(2) The subject is one of considerable concern and movement within the

community and has many technical and market-related issues which need
exploring.
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"AUSTRALIA 11" - WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Permanent Location, Assurance

1384. Mr COURT to the Minister for The Arts:

(1) What action has the Minister taken to ensure that Australia Hi remains
permanently in Western Australia?

(2) Has the Federal Government indicated that it would be willing for Australia Ii
to remain permanently in this State?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) 1 have been kept informed of the current situation, whereby, foliowing expiry
of the present loan from the National Museum of Australia, Australia Ii is due
to be displayed in the National Maritime Museum, Sydney, once it opens to
the public.

(2) The Federal Government has not indicated any change to its earlier view that
the vessel would be permanently displayed by a Commonwealth institution.
That institution was originally to have been the National Museum of
Australia - that is, Canberra; more recently it has been the National Maritime
Museum, Sydney, which I understand is not now due to open to the public
until late in 1990.

HERBICIDES - McKELLAR, MR R.
Spraying Report - Lea, Mr and Mrs, Bridgetown Property

1402. Mr OMODEI to the Treasurer:

(1) (a) Referring to question 421 of 1989, will the Treasurer release the report
by Mr R. McKellar relating to spraying of herbicide adjacent to the
property of Mr and Mrs C. Lea of Bridgetown; and

(b) if not, why not?

(2) (a) Was the content of this report referred to the Agriculture Protection
Board and then subsequently to the State Government insurance
Comm-ission; and

(b) if yes, what action has been taken by the SGIC?
(3) (a) Has a copy of the report, prepared by George Harrison - assessors for

the SGTC - been made available to Mr and Mrs Lea; and
(b) if not, why not?

(4) What course of action has been taken to satisfy the Leas' claim for
compensation?

(5) In view of the fact that no legal action has yet been taken, why has
information on this matter been withheld from both the Lea family and
members of Parliament acting on th-ei~r behalf?

Mr PARKER replied:

Question unable to be understood. Question 421 of 1989 does not relate to
herbicide spraying.

HOUSING - WESTRAIL
Merredin - House Statistics

1404. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:

(L) How many houses are there in Merredin which are the property of Westrail?

(2) How many of these are occupied by Westrail employees?

(3) How many are offered to Westrail employees on an "as is" basis?

(4) What rental conversions are made available for dwellings offered on an "as is"
basis?
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Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) 91.
(2) 70.
(3) None is offered to Westrail employees on an "as is" basis, but 24 of the houses

occupied by employees are restricted to essential maintenance.

(4) Not applicable.

ROTHWELLS LTD - McCUSKER, MR MALCOLM
Inquiry - Attorney General, Interim Report

1409. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Has the Attorney General received any interim report from Malcolm
McCusker, QC of his Rothwells investigation?

(2) If so. what interim report or reports have been received -

(a) on what date or dates; and

(b) dealing with what aspect or aspects of the investigation?
(3) Will the Attorney General make any such reports public?

(4) If not, why not?
(5) Will the Attorney General conifer with Mr McCusker as to whether an interim

report not prejudicial to the trial of any person could be made to this
Parliament on the scope and progress of the investigation?

(6) When will the investigation be completed?

(7) What total resources are currently comnmitted to the investigation?

(8) How much of Mr McCusker's total working time is committed to the
investigation?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(L)-(7)
I refer to my answers to question on notice 506. My previous
answers have addressed these matters. There has been no
change in the position since the date of those answers.

(8) Mr McCusker has advised that working time commnitted varies
from week to week as required.

COMPANIES AND SECURITIES - NEW CENTRALIST REGULATORY
STRUCTURE

Federal Plan - State Opposition
1410. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Has the State softened its opposition to Federal Labor's new centralit
companies and securities regulatory structure?

(2) Are all legal challenges proceeding?

(3) If not, why not?

(4) Is an attempt being made to make arrangements to secure the State's position
and staff positions under the Federal plan?

(5) Why have planning positions in the Corporate Affairs Department not been
filled?

(6) Have any arrangements of the kind referred to in (4) been concluded?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(1) NO.

3713



3714 [ASSEMBLY]

(2)

(3)

Yes.

Not applicable.

(4) Yes, but only on a preliminary basis pending a decision on the State's
constitutional challenge.

(5) It is not clear what positions the member is referring to.

(6) No.

EDUCATION - HIGH SCHOOL HOSTELS
Student Subsidies - State and Federal Governments

1412. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Education:

What was the amount of per capita subsidies from the -

(a) Commonwealth Government; and

(b) State Government

to parents of students attending high school hostels in Western Australia for
the years 1986, 1987 and 1988?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Commonwealth Assistance for Isolated Children

Paid to parents who meet criteria of isolation laid down by Contmnonwealih
Department of Employment, Education and Training. Specific amount
dependent upon age of student and family income.

1986 1987 1988

Min $989 $989 $989
Max $1862 $3821 $3974

State Boarding away from Home Allowance

Paid to parents who qualify for the Commonwealth allowance. Until 1988 the
amrount was reduced on a dollar for dollar basis when the Commuonwealth
allowance exceeded miniimumn amount.

1986 1987 1988

1413. Mr

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Mr

(1)

$250 $250 $500
ARTS - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN ARTS COUNCIL

Members - Appointment Dates
MENSAROS to the Minister for The Aits:

Who are the members of the Western Australian Arts Council?

When were they appointed?

For what period of timne?

What are their respective qualifications?

PARKER replied:

There is no such body. The Western Australian Arts Council was a statutory
authority incorporated under the Western Australian Arts Council Act 1973.
On 1 August 1986 the Western Australian Arts Council Act was repealed and
the Western Australian Arts Council ceased to exist.

(2)-(4)
Not applicable.

PRISONERS - STATISTICS

1415. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services:

What was the aggregate number of persons in prison on the nearest last date
- conveniently available for statistical purposes in the following categories -
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(a) under 18 years, male;

(b) under 18 years, female;

(c) between 18 and 21 years, male;

(d) between 18 and 21 years. female;

(e) over 21 years, male; and
(f) over 21 years, female?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
The Minister for Corrective Services has provided the following reply -

Statistics are not collected in the age groupings specified, but are
provided as follows in the nearest available age groupings. All figures
are as at 30 June 1989 -

(a) under 18 years, male - 11;

(b) under 18 years, female - nil;

(c) 18 to 19 years, male - 156;
(d) 18-19 years, female - 5;
(e) 20 years and over, male - 1 327;and

(f) 20 years and over, female - 87.
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION - UNDERWATER

WORLD PROJECT
I-fillarvs - Sale

1416. Mr COURT to the Premier:
(1) Has Western Australian Development Corporation, along with the other

owners, offered to sell the Hillarys Underwater World project for
$5.8 million?

(2) If yes, has this offer been accepted?
(3) If yes, what will the total loss to WADC be on this project?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(3)
I understand that negotiations on the sale of the Underwater World
development at Hillarys are currently in progress. It would be commercially
imprudent and indeed improper for the details to be made public before the
sale is finalised. However, I undertake to provide appropriate information to
the Parliament if and when the sale is concluded.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION - UNDERWATER
WORLD PROJECT

Sin gapore - Share Sale
1417. Mr& COURT to the Premier:

(1) Was it correctly reported in The West Australian of 18 October 1989 that
Western Australian Development Corporation is close to selling its 49 per cent
share in the Singapore Underwater World project?

(2) If yes, is it possible for WADC to sell its share before the project is
completed?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(l)-(2)
WADC does not have a direct interest in the Singapore project. WAUC owns
100 per cent of Underwater World International Pry Ltd which has a direct
49 per cent interest in Underwater World Sentosa Pte Ltd, the company which
is developing the Underwater World facility on Sentosa Island.
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Negotiations are continuing on the possible sale of WADC's interest in
Underwater World Internarional Pry Ltd. It would be imprudent to reveal
details during the course of these negotiations but I undertake to provide the
Parliament with appropriate inforroat ion if and when a sale is concluded.

ROTH WELLS LTD - SUPERANNUATION BOARD
Treasury Deposit - Repayment, Bill or Bills of Exchange

1421. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

Regarding the $50 million which the Governmnent Employees' Superannuation
Board received back from Rothwells on 9 June 1988, would the Premier
advise -

(a) whether such security was a billI of exchange or bills of exchange;
(b) who drew the bill or bills;

(c) who accepted the same; and

(d) who endorsed the bill or bills?

Mr PARKER replied:

(a) The security was various bills of exchange; and

(b)-(d)
in relation to the board's investment. the bills were exchanged on numerous
occasions on maturity, hence there were numerous bills issued. The drawer
and endorser on all bills was the borrower of the funds, and in most instances
the acceptor was Rotbwells Ltd.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION - BEACH RESORT
DEVELOPMENT

South of Rockingham - Fleuris Pry Ltd, Joint Venture

1422. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Is the Western Australian Development Corporation to undertake a multi-

million dollar beach resort development south of Rockingham in a joint
venture with Fleuris Pty Ltd?

(2) If so, what is the general nature of that development?

(3) What is the commitment of the WADC to that development?

(4) When will the development begrin?

(5) What is the expected return to the WADC as a consequence of this
development?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(I) The WADC is a joint venture partner with Fleuris Ply Ltd to establish a resort
development at Port Kennedy, south of Rockingharm.

(2) The proposal was subject to approval from the Environmental Protection
Authority for the development to include a marina, town centre, hotel, golf
course and ancillary works.

(3) The WADC is not commnitted to undertake the development at this stage and
in view of it winding down its equity involvement will be examining its
options in this matter.

(4) Subject to (3), if and when approvals are obtained and finance is available.

(5) The expected return is dependent on the nature and extent of the project.

DEREGULATION OF FERTILISER TRANSPORT - COMEMIE
Establishment Date - Members

1423. Mr MacKJ.NNON to the Minister for Transport:
- (1) When was the commidttee on the deregulation of fertiliser transport

established?
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(2) Who are the members of that committee?
(3) When was the report Finalised?
(4) Why has no action been taken on that report to date?

(5) Has the report been made public?

(6) If not, why not?

Mr PEARCE replied:

There is no such committee.
(3)-(6)

The Department of Transport is conducting a review of fertiliser transport
policy. A key task for the review has been to examine prospects for
productivity improvements on the rail system. This has involved a lengthy
examination of existing practices, focusing particularly on the role played by
ageing four-wheel wagons. This examination should be completed shortly
and, subject to this, I anm advised that the review should be complete by the
end of the year.

WOMEN'S ADVISORY COUNCIL - REPORT
Completion

1424. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(I) Has the 1988 report for the Women's Advisory Council been completed?

(2) If so, why has it not been tabled in the Parliament?
(3) When is it expected that it will be tabled in the Parliament?

MrPETER DOWDING replied:

(1l)-(3)
The report is currently at the Government Printer and will be available in two
weeks.

SALT FARMING - ONSLOW AREA
Establishment Proposals

14'25. Mr MacICINNON to the Deputy Premier:

(I) Is the Deputy Premier aware of proposals to establish a salt fanning operation
near Onslow?

(2) If so, what are the proponents of this object?

(3) What is the likelihood of that project proceeding?

(4) If the project is to proceed, when is it likely that it will commence?

(5) What consultation has there been with the local community about this
proposal?

(6) What was the outcome of the consultation?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Gulf Holdings Pty Ltd.

(3) This is a commercial decision for the company if it gains environmental
approval.

(4) No firm date available.
(5) A public meeting was held at Onslow on 4 October 1989 to introduce the

project. The meeting was attended by approximately 150-200 people. In
addition, a member of the Government's Social Impact Unit and the company
have consulted with a number of people from the various local communities
and members of the Ashburton Shire.
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(6) The company has agreed to continued community consultation which will be
monitored and assisted by the Social Impact Unit.

EVENTSCORP - AUTHORITY
Board of Directors

1427. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Does EventsCorp run under the guidance of a board of directors separate from
the Western Australian Development Corporation?

(2) If so, who are the directors of that board?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes. A separate board of directors guides EventsCorp, however all financial
controls and responsibilities remain with the WADC.

(2) Mr John Osbomn
Executive Director, WA Development Corporation

Mr Terry Penn
General Manager, EventsCorp

Mr Bill Eastman
Manager, Sports Projects. EventsCorp
Ms Pauline Green
Manager. Conference Unit. EventsCorp

Mr Tom Hoad
Manager, Special Projects, EventsCorp
Mr Bill Mitchell
Chairman. Allied Insurance Brokers Pry Ltd

Ms Clare Power
Partner, Salter Power (Solicitors)
Mr David Evans
Managing Director, Markham Australia

Mr Leon Larkin
Sales and Marketing Manager, Burswood Hotel
Mr 1. Barrey Williams
Chief Executive, Chiat Day Mojo

Mr Brian W. Wild
Director of Sales Australia, Qantas Airways Limited,

LANDCORP - PERTH PORT PROJECT
Barrack Street. Riverfront - Development Date

1428. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

When is LandCorp likely to begin the development of the old Perth port
project on the riverfront at the foot of Barrack Street?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

LandCorp is not the developer of this project. The developers propose to
conclude contractual arrangements and commence construction upon the
granting of the necessary liquor licence and building permit.

ELLIOTT, HON LYLA - LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
Former Member - Government Employment

1429. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Does Hon Lyla Elliott, a former member of the Legislative Council, bold any
positions within Government or Government agencies at the current time?

(2) If so, what payment does she receive for those positions?
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Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(I) H-on Lyla Elliott has held the following positions recently -

(a) Chairperson, Consultative Committee on Residential Childcare -

appointment expired on 20 October 1989; and
(b) Chairperson, TAFE Performance Appraisal Panel.

(2) (a) A meeting fee of $145 a day or $97 a half day was attached to the
position; and

(b) a fee of $4 500 per annum plus expense allowance of $600 is attached
to the position.

EVENTSCORP - PACRIM
Conference Responsibility

1430. Mr MacKIN4NON to the Premier:

(1) Is EventsCorp still responsible for the conduct of Pacific Rim (PacRim)
conferences?

(2) If so, what Budget expenditure has been allocated to EventsCorp, for the year
ending 30 June 1990 for that conference?

(3) On what dates in 1990 will that conference be held in San Francisco?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The conference is planned to be self-funding through corporate sponsorship
and delegate registration fees. Advance sponsor payments have funded this
year's operations.

(3) PacRim 90 is planned for 9-12 September 1990 in San Francisco.

FORESTRY - DIEBACK
Main Roads Department - Precaution Training Sessions

1438. Mr WATT to the Minister for Transport:

(1) (a) To what extent have field staff of the Main Roads Department been
acquainted with the potential to introduce and spread Phytophthora
dieback along roadsides during roadworks;

(b) approximately how many staff have been involved in special training
sessions relating to Ph~yrophrhora dieback; and

(c) are further train-ing sessions planned?

(2) (a) To what extent have Westrail field staff been acquainted with the
potential to introduce and spread Phytophthora dieback along railway
reserves during maintenance and reinstatement operations;

(b) approximately how many staff have been involved in special training
sessions relating to Phytophthora dieback; and

(c) are further training sessions planned?

(3) What consideration has been given to having the Main Roads Department and
Westrail arranging joint training sessions, especially on a regional basis?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) (a) Supervisory field staff of the Main Roads Department who are
stationed in areas susceptible to Phyrophrhora dieback are acquainted
with the potential for its introduction and spread along roadsides
during roadworks;

(b) approximately 25 per cent of field staff in susceptible areas have been
involved in special training sessions related to Phytophrhora dieback;
and



(c) further training sessions are to be held.
(2) (a) The bulk of Westrail's operations are not associated with dieback

infested areas. When necessary for any Westrail plant or vehicles to
operate within infested zones outside the Westrail reserve, staff are
required to hose off any local soil which may have accumulated on the
vehicles;

(b) in view of 2(a), special training of Westrail staff has not been
considered necessary; and

(c) no.

(3) As there are no clear advantages to be gained by joint training the matter has
not been pursued.

FAMILY FOUNDATION -FINANCIAL INSTITUTION
Investment Rate of Interest

1446. Mr TUBBY to the Minister representing the Minister for The Family:
(1) With which financial institution is the Family Foundation invested?

(2) What is the current rate of interest being earned by this investment?

(3) What was the total interest earned on this foundation for the 1988-89 financial
year?

(4) Where is this interest shown in the Budget papers for 1989-90?
(5) If this foundation is not invested with a financial institution, in what fund is

this foundation being held?
Mrs BEGGS replied:

The Minister for The Family has provided the following reply -

The Western Australian Family Foundation is a trust account funded
from the Consolidated Revenue Fund. It is Treasury policy not to pay
interest on crust accounts funded from the Consolidated Revenue Fund.
The Western Australian Family Foundation funds are held by Treasury
as part of the public bank account.

Not applicable.
(5) As above.

STATE FINANCE - CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND
Year End Surplus

1447. Mr TUBBY to the Treasurer:
What was the surplus remaining in the Consolidated Revenue Fund at the end
of the 1988-89 financial year?

Mr PARKER replied:

$589 059.

SENIORS' WEEK - CORPORATE SPONSORSHIP?
1448. Mr TUBBY to the Minister representing the Minister for The Aged:

Further to question 1260 of 1989 -

(a) what was the extent of corporate sponsorship of Seniors' Week in
.1988-89; and

(b) what is the anticipated level of corporate sponsorship for Seniors'
Week in 1989-90?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

The Minister for The Aged has provided the following reply -
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(a) Corporate sponsorship for Seniors' Week 1989 amounted to
$10 195 plus sponsorship in kind at an estimated value of
$7 500.

(b) It, is anticipated that corporate sponsorship for Seniors' Week
1990 will not be less than that received in 1988-89. The
Seniors' Week planning committee has been appointed recently
and is currently seeking sponsorship for a number of key events
for the 1990 Seniors' Week program.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUJTHORITY - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN
TREASURY CORPORATION

Loan - Reason

1457. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for South-West:

(1) Why did the South West Development Authority borrow $6 868 087 from the
Western Australian Treasury Corporation during the year ending 30 June
1999?

(2) When did the South West Development Authority borrow the funds?

(3) What rate of interest was payable on the funds?
(4) What further funds have been borrowed by the South West Development

Authority from the Western Australian Treasury Corporation -since 30 June?

(5) Has the South West Development Authority also borrowed funds from any
other Government source - for example, State Treasury - and, if so, how
much, when and at what rate of interest?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(1) The South West Development Authority borrowed a total of $7 075 000 in
1.988-89, under the normal Government Capital Works Program of the WA
Treasury Corporation, to fund projects including the Collie Community
Centre, Bunbury Regional Theatre, Bridgetown Innovative Park, Kemerton
industrial development, Surfers Point development, Rylington Park
agricultural development at Boyup Brook and the Ederivale historical
development at Pinjarra. Of the funds, $206 913 was for loan repayments
leaving a net figure borrowed of $6 868 087.

(2) These funds were borrowed progressively throughout the financial year as
required to fund the projects.

(3) As is the case with other Government agencies, the funds were borrowed
under marginal cost averaging arrangements. The interest on funds borrowed
is subject to a floating quarterly rate as determined by the WA Treasury
Corporation. The rates varied over the financial year between 13.415 per cent
and 14.469 per cent.

(4) $1 078 000.

(5) No.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES LTD - DIRECTORS
Legal Actions - Government Indemnification

228. Mr COURT to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) Has the Goverrnent indemnified the Government appointed directors of
Petrochemical Industries Ltd against claimrs arising from their activities as
directors of the petrochemnical project?

(2) If no, is it the Government's intention to now indemnify them against future
legal actions?
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Mr PARKER replied:

I do not have that information with me. The question of the indemnification
of the Government appointed directors of PIL arose sometime ago. I do not
recall precisely what was the outcome of that. Certainly, the Government has
an obligation in relation to the actions that the directors undertook that were in
accord with the charter from the Government. If the member wants a detailed
answer, he should put the question on the Notice Paper.

DAYLIGHT SAVING - NEW LEGISLATION
Progress

229. Mr LEAHY to the Premier:

(1) Has there been any progress on the question of the introduction of daylight
saving?

(2) Will the Government consider reintroducing legislation on this matter?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

At one stage, there were some encouraging signs from the Opposition that it
would be prepared to give consideration to the problems experienced by
people in Western Australia, particularly the small and large business
comm-unity, in interacting with the rest of the country when we are the only
State in Australia out of kilter with summer time. The Opposition gave some
indication to the business community of Western Australia which has a desire
to participate in many of the benefits that flow from daylight saving that it
might be prepared to reconsider its introduction. When the matter camne
before the Legislative Council the Opposition disposed of it rather rapidly and
simply voted against it. However, I have been approached by a large number
of people asking me whether the Government would be prepared to reconsider
the proposal.

I know the Opposition has been playing some very funny games lately.
However, it has not distinguished itself with an ability to make decisions and
it has certainly not distinguished itself with any ability to make tough
decisions. I was not surprised to hear that the Opposition has now told a
group of our respected business leaders that it is not prepared to agree to
daylight saving this year. but that it is prepared to consider it next year. The
Opposition should regard daylight saving as either a desirable thing or not a
desirable thing.

Mr Cowan interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: [ know the position of the National Party on this matter.
The curtains will fade at the same rate next year as they will this year.

This Opposition is distinguished by its inability to make a decision now in the
interests of Western Australia. All of the decisions that it wants to make in the
interests of Western Australia have to be postponed until next year and what is
in the interests of Western Australia can go hang as long as the Opposition
does not have to commit itself to anything this year! That is exactly the way it
dealt with the teachers' dispute, the pilots' dispute and with any other serious
issue. It is the way -

Mr Pearce: It is the way it governs.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the House does not have to pinch all of my
good lines; he has pinched every one of them.
As I was about to observe, that is the way the Opposition governs because it
puts off all of the hard decisions until a later time. It is not in the interests of
Western Australia where, because of an Opposition-designed hiatus or
because of something that may occur to the State, nothing should happen in
this State until it is good and ready to make a decision next year. I deplore its
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attitude an this matter. It was not honest enough to say to the business
community, "We are opposed to daylight saving and we will oppose it
whenever it is introduced." It wanted a bob each way and it left the business
community with a clear impression that it would support the legislation next
year. I think that is a shameful way of dealing with issues of importance to
Western Australia.

Mr Pearce: They were dead quiet during that answer, too.

The SPEAKER: Order! I would like to see 12 questions asked tonight. Let us have
fewer interjections and more questions and answers.

PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT - STATE ENERGY COMtMISSION
Energy Supply Contracts - Termination

230. Mr COURT to the Minister for Mines:

(1) Has State Energy Commission of Western Australia terminated its energy
supply contracts to the petrochemical project?

(2) If yes, what effect will this have on the value of the assets in Petrochemical
Industries Ltd?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) 1lam not sure.
PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES LTD - UNSECURED CREDITORS

Government Assistance - Legal or Moral Obligation
231. Mr GRAHAMv to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) Does the Government have any legal or moral obligation to assist unsecured
creditors of Petrochemical Industries Ltd?

(2) Has the Minister made a decision on whether help will be provided to
unsecured creditors such as project engineers working on consultancy
contracts?

The SPEAKER: Order! I caution the Minister in respect of the first part of the
question. I believe that it seeks a legal opinion. I suggest he ignore it and deal
only with the second part.

Mr PARKER replied:
(1 )-(2)

Thank you for that advice, Mr Speaker. Not being a lawyer. I am not qualified
to provide a legal opinion.

Our strong legal advice is that - I do not think any credible person has
suggested otherwise - there would be no legal basis for any claims against the
Government or WA Government Holdings Ltd for any of the obligations of
Petrochemical Industries Ltd. Certainly, our strong advice - I doubt whether it
would challenged by anybody - is that there would be no legal obligation. The
question of whether there is a moral obligation and on whom any moral
obligation might lie is a very different issue and one about which I am a little
more ftee to make a comment because there is no doubt where the moral
obligation in this matter lies.

Since the middle of June WA Government Holdings Ltd directors, who were
directors of Petrochemical Industries Ltd, have at first been attempting to
ensure that Petrochemical Industries Ltd did not incur any further liabilities.
Its directors had been trying to do that for some considerable time prior to the
beginning of the winding up activities. One of the reasons for WAGH, and
the chairman of that company and a director of IL, Mr Heron, commencing
winding up proceedings against PIL was because of the inability of the
Govertnent directors on the body to stop both the Bond Corporation
directors, who were directors of Pit, and Bond Corporation in its role of
project manager from incurring further liabilities.
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Mr Hassell: You said there were an equal number of directors on the board and that
the Government could veto everything.

Mr PARKER: I said there were certain things the Government could veto. In fact, I
itemnised precisely those areas where the Government directors could veto
anything. There were areas when the company was operational where WAGH
directors could veto matters, but they were not in all areas, as I made clear at
the time. There is no doubt, however, that no matter what role WA
Government Holdings Ltd and the Government may have taken with PIL itself
and Bond Corporation as the project manager, it went ahead in a totally
unjustified way, which was amoral at best but some would consider it
immoral, continuing to incur liabilities on behalf of the company.

It may well be that some of those things transgressed the law from its point of
view, but that is for others to decide. As a result, certain innocent people were
harmed. The Government has decided to pay out selected debts of certain
unsecured creditors. It is proposed to do so by WA Government Holdings Ltd
offering to purchase these debts and assumidng the creditors' place in the PIL
liquidation. The Government will examine all such claims but it has decided
to pay the engineers for services rendered to this time. It is unfortunate that
the Government is being forced to act alone in this matter; it has suggested a
joint approach on this matter to Bond Corporation on numerous occasions, but
that company has refused art invitation to discuss PIL's outstanding liabilities
and ways to resolve the situation. As a result, the Government will take on
that obligation in respect of those individuals, and examine each and every
case as it comes forward. In relation to the engineers, the Government will be
paying in the manner I have outlined for the services rendered to this time.

MINERAL SANDS - FLINDERS BAY
Jerry Construction Proposal

232. Mr OMODET to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the proposal for a 2.5 kilometre jetty structure on
Flinders Bay to load mineral sands and associated stockpile close to the
beach?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) If yes, will the Minister comment on the environmental impact of this facility
on Flinders Bay and advise whether there is potential for pollution of surface
and ground water in the area as a result of the mineral sands m-ining?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) 1 am not aware of that proposal.

(2) Because no-one told me.

(3) I understood that Opposition members were advocating shipping as the option
for moving mineral sands.

Mr Omodei: Why were you not aware of it? There was a full page story in the Press
a couple of days ago.

Mr PEARCE: In which Press?

Mr Qmodei: In the Daily News.

Mr PEARCE: I do not take as fact everything I read in the Daily News. As far as I
am aware no application is before the Environmental Protection Authority to
construct a jetty in Hinders Bay. The reason is that no decision has been
made about the transport of mineral sands in the south west. The report
somebody asked about last week has been completed, and a copy of it was on
my desk the day the question was asked. It will be publicly released shortly.

If it is decided that the sea option should be followed and that leads to the
construction of a jetty, clearly that construction will be subject to the nornal
processes of the EPA. As the member for, Warren is new to this place, he may
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not be aware that applications to the EPA are not automatically referred to the
Minister, and neither should they be. The EPA is an independent assessment
authority established by the Government with a level of independence which
means applications are not put before the Minister. Very often the matter is
sent to the Minister when the appeal stage is under way, but I would not as a
matter of course have knowledge of applications made to the EPA. To the
best of my knowledge no application has been made in this matter. I am sorry
to say to the proprietors of the Press to which the member referred that I have
not seen a copy of the article.

ELECTIONS - ONE-VOTE-ONE-VALUE PROPOSAL
People for Fair and Open Government - Members' Support

233. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform;
Does the Government expect to receive support for its proposed one-vote-one-
value legislation from members of the People for Fair and Open Government
campaign?

Mr PEARCE replied:
That is an interesting question because I think any group setting itself up in
support of fair Government would add its weight and voice to the continuing
pressure in this State for a fair electoral system. In fact, I was disabused from
this notion when listening to radio 720 6WF this morning when one of the
proponents of that group, Mr Bevan Lawrence, was interviewed. He was
asked quite directly whether he supported a fair electoral system. I was
astounded to understand him to say that he did not.

Mr Bradshaw: He did not say that.
Mr PEARCE: I have the transcript in front of me. He said that the second point was

that "I personally are in favour of vote weighting for country areas." Perhaps
he should chat to his sister about fair and open grammar.

Dr Turnbull- When we produce all the wealth in Western Australia we should have
vote weighting.

Mr PEARCE: Is the member saying that people should get a vote according to how
much money they have?

DrTurnbull: Ask members on your side what will happen to them if it is changed.
Mr PEARCE: 7Tere are two interesting aspects to that interjection. The first was that

the more money one has, the more votes one should get; a person who has
$100 million should perhaps get 100 million votes, I suppose. Mrt Holmes a
Court or Mr Bond could run the Govemment. Of course, Mr Bond is not in
that position now. That is quite clearly the approach taken by members
opposite, and it has been their approach on this matter in the past. The second
point the member for Collie made referred to members of Parliament thinking
about what would happen to them if a fair electoral system were put in place
and country electorates had to be larger. I advise the member for Collie that
every member on this side of the House supports the concept of one-vote-one-
value because it is the right thing, and they are not concerned about what will
happen to them. They do not support electoral systems on the basis of what is
good for them, but on the basis of what is good for the State. One does not
have to look too far around this country for a place where the National Party
governed under a rigged electoral system for many years to see what is the
outcome of that kind of rigged electoral system.
I must admit that although I expressed surprise this afternoon that the People
for Fair and Open Government will not support a fair and open electoral
system, the point of view that Mr Lawrence puts generally that he knows
better than the majority of the community, is typical of a Liberal. It is not at
all surprising that he seeks a voting system which supports the election of his
kind of people. I should ask my colleague, the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
to refer the People for Fair and Open Government to the Trade Practices
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Tribunal to ascertain whether that organisation could be made to change its
name to one more accurately representing its ethos.

EDUCATION - SCHOOLS
Repair and Maintenance Programs - Funding Decisions

234. Mr WIESE to the Minister for Education:

(1) In view of the fact that it is now the middle of October, when will decisions be
made on which schools will receive funding for their repair and maintenance
programs?

(2) When will the Building Management Authority receive the go-ahead from the
Minis try of Education to commence its minor works programs in schools?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

The question is based on a misleading premise; it seems to suggest that repairs
and maintenance do not go on all1 the time; they do. through a variety of
sources. Minor works is one area, and each district administers a minor works
budget from week to week and month to month. In addition, any necessary
repairs to schools are done urgently, if required. The repair and maintenance
programs approved in the previous Budget are being undertaken all the time,
and completed. There are also new programs which are now to be determined
by the ministty. In the past, the Building Management Authority determined
priorities; the people at the schools quite properly suggested that they would
prefer to be in control of those matters, and that is now happening.

SOLAR SALT PROJECT PROPOSAL - GULF HOLDINGS PTY LTD
Cullen, Mr Jim - Environmental Impact Concern

235. Mrs BUCHANAN to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Es he aware of the concerns raised by Mr Jim Cullen of Urala Station, Onslow,
in respect of the environmental impact of the solar salt project proposed by
Gulf Holdings Pty Ltd?

(2) If yes, can he advise what steps are being taken by the Government to address
these concerns?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1 )-(2)
I am aware of the concerns which have been expressed. The proposal by Gulf
Holdings will be the subject of the review by the Environmental Protection
Authority which was described a few moments ago by the Minister for
Environment, so I will not go over that again; suffice to say that the EPA will
conduct the highest level assessment of the project before any approvals will
be given. The Social Impact Unit - which I set up late last year or early this
year as a result of an election commitment - has visited Onslow on two
occasions to talk to a variety of community sources in the area, and in
particular to make personal contact with members of the Cullen family. All
the matters raised by them are currently being considered.
CHLOROFLUOROCARBONS - INSECTICIDE SPRAYS
Incoming Overseas Flights - Stoppage, Government Action

236. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Environment:

In view of the Minister's recent comments in The West Australian of 18
October 1989 in respect of the Envirornental Protection Authority's
chlorofluorocarbons detector, what action does the Minister propose to take to
stop the use on incoming overseas flights of the insecticide sprays provided by
the Goverrnent, as these sprays contain CFCs as the propellant?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The position in respect of the use of CFCs in Western Australia is quite clear:
The use of CFCs in aerosols - with the exception of a small category of
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medical aerosols, where a replacement is difficult to find - will be outlawed in
Western Australia as from 31 March 1990. As a matter of practice, almost all
of them have already been phased out of use as a result of the Government's
actions. In fact, when I asked the Environmental Protection Authority to
assemble a range of spray cans which use CFCs, it was not able to find them;
supermarkets all over the city were combed before one such can could be
found, and that was a remnant of a model which was being phased out and
replaced by an alternative product. So it is very difficult to find CFCs in
Western Australia at the present time.

The Commonwealth Government is taking its own action in regard to CFCs,
as are other States. My understanding is that CFC aerosol sprays are not used
in Western Australia on incoming aircraft; therefore, they do not come within
the purview of Western Australian law. The Federal Government is making
its own rules in this respect, so I do not think the member has much to worry
about.

TRANSPORT - GRAIN FREIGHT RATES
Reduction Request

237. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Transport:

Following a decision made by the Victorian Government to substantially
reduce grain freight charges, saving Victorian grain growers $3.6 million, and
the fact that grain growers in New South Wales will receive a $1.8 million
benefit as a result of that Government's decision, will the Minister advise
whether similar savings will be made available to Western Australian
growers?

Mr PEARCE replied:

Mr Speaker -
Mr Blaikie: That is a very good question.

Mr PEARCE: It is a very silly question because if the member knew anything about
grain growing -

Several members interjected.

Mr PEARCE: If I had not thought at the outset that it was a silly question, the fact
that the member for Vasse said it was a good question would have drawn that
to my attention straight away. The fact is that the grain freight rate in Western
Australia is determined by a complex and lengthy process of negotiation
between Westrail and representatives of grain producers, and as a result grain
freight rates have been reduced in Western Australia in each of at least the last
three years. My understanding is that the negotiations between Westrail and
the representatives of the grain growers at the present time have not yet
concluded, but they are close to conclusion, and will result in a further
reduction in the grain freight rate, which will build on the work done by the
Minister for Economic Development and Trade when he was Minister for
Transport. So, over the life of this Government from 1983, there have been
successive reductions in real terms in the grain freight rate. Under the
previous tenancy of the Liberal Government, the grain freight rate increased
every year, and if the member knew anything about grain freight rates, he
should have known about the negotiations which are now taking place, and
which took place last year, which led to significant reductions.

Mr McNee: You should be ashamed of yourself. You have the most expensive
freight rates in Australia.

Mr PEARCE: It is no good the member's shouting and blustering; he has put his foot
right in it.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! In the recent past I have had several requests, mainly from
Opposition members, for a fairer opportunity at question time. I believe I
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have done my best to afford them that opportunity. However, there are some
members who from time to time make it very difficult. I suggest to the
member for Moore that if he wants my cooperation in the future, he keep his
mouth shut for a little bit longer.

Mr PEARCE: If the member knew about the Government's continuing reductions in
freight rates over the years, not just - as is the case with the New South Wales
and Victorian Governments - in this year, when there is a threat of a Federal
deregulation of the whole grain freight industry, which has led to the situation
in Victoria and New South Wales, his question was dishonest; if he did not
know it, it shows a crass ignorance.

EXPORT - DEVELOPMENT GRANTS
Guidelines - Federal Government, Change Consideration

238. Mr THOMPSON to the Premier:
(1) Is he aware that the Federal Government is currently considering amending

the guidelines under which the export development grants apply?
(2) Is he further aware that many Western Australian exporters, or people who are

now able to export with the assistance of that grant, will be seriously affected
by those changes if they are implemented?

(3) Is he aware that there is still some time available in which to make
representations to the Federal Government?

(4) Will the Premier, in the interests of Western Australian exporters, and
particularly smaller exporters, make representation to the appropriate Federal
Minister to endeavour to ensure that the proposed changed guidelines for
export grants do not adversely impact on Western Australian industry?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

The Federal Government has indicated its intention to change the guidelines,
and the Western Australian Government is taking steps to make a submission
about that matter. It is our view that some of the changes may not be in the
interests of Western Australian exporters, and that gives some impetus to the
people putting together this submission; but knowing the member's interest in
this issue, if he and other members of the Opposition want to take a few hours
off their knocking campaign to do something positive, we would welcome any
additional comments they might like to make in order to incorporate them in
our submission.

STATE ENERGY COIMISS ION - COLLIE
Consultaont Appointment. Jones Mr Tonm - Bus Transport Service, Con tradictory Actions

239. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
Two decisions have recently been made by SECWA in Collie. The first is that
Mr Tom Jones is to be appointed as special consultant for SECWA at Muja
power station, with a duty to improve morale of the work force and create a
corporate image within Collie. The second is an announcement that SEC WA
has arranged for a low cost daily bus transport from Bunbury and Australind
to bring in employees from outside Collie. Can the Minister comment on why
SECWA is involved in such contradictory actions?

Mr CARR replied:
The two actions are not contradictory. It has been widely recognised that in
view of SECWA's large contribution in Collie, and the large number of
employees based there, there is a role for SECWA to have the services of a
consultant who is well versed in all. matters relating to the community
development in Collie. Tomn Iones has been appointed for that purpose, and I
amn sure he will do an excellent job in that role.

Government members: Hear, hear!
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Mr CARR: The quite separate question of providing a bus to transport employees
from areas outside Collie to the Muja power station is not with the aim of
directing new employees from outside Collie; it is sinmpiy a response to the
fact that at present a large number of people are travelling by car from
Bunbury, Auscralind and other places to Collie on a daily basis. That is a
fairly dangerous situation. [t is not safe to have lots of people travelling those
sorts of distances to and from work by car, so SECWA considered it proper
and in the interests of those employees to put on a bus and charge people to go
to work.

The SPEAKER: Before leaving the Chair for the dinner suspension [ want to draw
the attention of members to the fact that this evening an important article may
appear referring to a new political party-or faction known as the Red Flashes.


