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THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland) took the Chair at 9.00 am, and read prayers.

PUBLICATION OF PROFILE OF THE WESTERN AUSTRALIAN STATE GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE

Statement by Deputy Premier

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [9.02 am]:  Today, the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet will release the
profile of the Western Australian state government work force as at 30 June 1999. The publication shows that employment
in the public sector has remained relatively static with a full-time employment level as at 30 June 1999 of 87 886 employees. 
This compares with the 30 June 1998 FTE level of 87 351 employees.  The 10 largest agencies employ 78 per cent of the
Western Australian public sector work force.  During 1998-99, the Department of Conservation and Land Management
emerged as one of the 10 largest state public sector agencies, replacing Main Roads, which was included last year.  The
average salary for all full-time permanent employees employed in the public sector was approximately $43 500 per annum. 
The average salary for full-time adults in Western Australia as reported by the Australian Bureau of Statistics, category
6302.0 for May 1999, was $791 per week, or just under $41 300 per annum.  

Total leave liability for the public sector as at 30 June 1999 was reported at $945m, which is a $20m reduction on the
previous year.  The reduction is related to current and non-current long service leave, which reduced by $40m.  Annual
leave liability increased by $20m.  Sick leave taken in the 1998-99 year appears to be consistent with the amount taken in
the previous year.  Females account for 60 per cent of the public sector work force.  They make up 17 per cent of the senior
executive service.  Although this is nearly double the level of 9 per cent they accounted for in 1993, this is still an
unacceptably low level.  Forty-four per cent of public sector employees are now 45 years and older.  On current predictions,
the ABS category 6238.0, at least one third of these employees are likely to retire over the next 10 to 15 years.  This has
implications for skill retention across the public sector.  Women employed in the sector are slightly younger than men, the
mean age being 41 years for females and 43 years for males.  

The publication is available on request from the public sector management division of the ministry and is also available
in electronic form on the ministry's web site.

ACCIDENTAL HEROIN-RELATED DEATHS IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Statement by Minister for Police

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Police) [9.06 am]:  As the minister responsible for the Government's drug strategy,
I inform the House of the WA Strategy against Drug Abuse Statistical Bulletin No 8 entitled "Accidental Heroin Related
Deaths in Western Australia, 1997-98".  As part of the WA Strategy against Drug Abuse, the Government is committed
to informing the Western Australian community on current drug abuse trends.  This statistical bulletin, which is based on
a detailed examination of coronial records, is part of this commitment.  This examination provides the most accurate data
on accidental heroin deaths.  It is more accurate than data compiled by the Australian Bureau of Statistics, which do not
differentiate between heroin and other morphine-based opiates nor involve a full examination of coroners' records.  Despite
reflecting the trends with accuracy, ABS data tends to be incomplete.

I also note that cases identified as suspected heroin-related deaths are monitored regularly and provide an early indication
of trends in fatal overdoses.  Although this information also shows the same trends, it tends to overestimate the number
of deaths attributable to heroin.  The statistical bulletin confirms the earlier reported trends that deaths due to heroin
overdose fell in 1998 relative to 1997, the year in which a significant upswing of heroin-related deaths occurred throughout
Australia.  There were 76 heroin deaths in 1997, whereas in 1998 there were 75.

Although this small reduction is well short of that sought by the Government and the community, Western Australia was
alone in cutting the heroin toll in 1998.  As I have said to the House previously, this Government is committed to
implementing every strategy that will make an impact on this aspect of drug abuse.  I also remind the House that in recent
years there has been a massive increase in the world production of heroin, including the doubling of raw opium output in
Afghanistan again in the past year.  While deaths due to heroin have continued to escalate in other States, the rate in
Western Australia has remained broadly stable.  This year there have been 32 suspected heroin overdose deaths compared
to 34 at this time last year. 

The bulletin confirms that heroin overdoses are most likely to be polydrug overdoses with many involving alcohol and
benzodiazepines, such as Valium.  The bulletin also describes Western Australia's concerted overdose prevention strategy,
which includes police and ambulance practices to encourage users to call an ambulance, use of Narcan by ambulance
services, and information for users on the critical risk factors through posters and postcards at appropriate sites, on needle
and syringe containers and in publications.  Other strategies include Youth Outreach and peer education for users to educate
other users in risk factors and simple resuscitation, emergency department follow-up of overdose cases, and, very
importantly, expansion of the availability of methadone treatment.  These and other initiatives, together with monitoring
trends through the coroner's office, ambulance services and research with users, enables the Government to evolve and
develop new initiatives that seek to reduce future accidental heroin-related deaths.
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I table the WA Strategy against Drug Abuse Statistical Bulletin No 8 entitled "Accidental Heroin Related Deaths in
Western Australia, 1997-98".

[See paper No 925.]

[Quorum formed.]

BUYING LOCAL POLICY

Statement by Minister for Services

MR JOHNSON (Hillarys - Minister for Services) [9.11 am]:  I am releasing for public comment Buying Local, a draft
policy aimed at supporting local and regional businesses within the government procurement environment.  Buying Local
is the result of a policy review undertaken by the State Supply Commission in consultation with various government
agencies and industry stakeholders.  As members are aware, this Government has been committed to the development of
regional areas since its first day in office.  Buying Local will build on the Government's demonstrated commitment to
assisting businesses and people in the regions.

Buying Local will combine and streamline the regional buying compact and the supporting local industry policy.  It brings
together a number of government initiatives in support of Western Australian business, with a focus on our regional
businesses and economy.  The policy will incorporate price preferences and content preferences for sourced items, and
price imposts on imported goods.  Zone and distance preferences have been retained from the regional buying compact
and demonstrate the Government's strong support for regional communities.  Buying Local will ensure that economic
benefits continue to flow to small and regional businesses, thereby boosting their local communities.  This will be achieved
through increased opportunities to supply goods and services to government and to communities on behalf of the
Government.

Buying Local will ensure the application of regional preferences in all tender evaluations and consistency of this application
across government agencies.  This will reinforce the coalition Government's record of assisting regional areas to generate
greater economic activity and higher employment.  As members know, economic progress and employment opportunities
are crucial to the overall social development and cohesion of regional communities.

Buying Local will further develop a more responsive procurement environment within the public sector in order to achieve
the following -

to recognise Western Australian industry and regional development;

make purchasing decisions on a best value for money consideration; and

foster competition and business development by giving full and fair opportunity to local suppliers.

The aim of this policy initiative is to maximise the contribution of local businesses to the Western Australian economy.

I have stated on previous occasions the outstanding record of Contract and Management Services in providing almost 90
per cent of its regional work to regional suppliers.  One of the aims of Buying Local is to have all government agencies
striving to provide similar opportunities to regional businesses.  Buying Local will build on the coalition Government's
success in giving regional areas a fair go and an opportunity to grow and prosper.

The public consultation phase will provide all interested parties, especially regional business, with an opportunity to have
a direct say in shaping the final policy statement.  The public consultation phase will involve a series of public meetings
at a number of regional centres to ensure the views of people in regional areas are given full consideration.  I will be
involved in those meetings as I am keen to hear from people in the regions, and indeed in the metropolitan area, as this
policy will be statewide.  As is usual practice in a public consultation process, I also welcome input from members and their
constituents on the draft Buying Local policy.  I table a copy of the draft Buying Local policy, which is also available
through the Internet.

[See paper No 926.]

REGIONAL FOREST AGREEMENT, IMPACT ON PEMBERTON

Grievance

DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [9.14 am]:  My grievance is to the Minister for Forest Products, in place of the Premier.  It
arises from a letter that the Opposition received earlier this week from the Pemberton Progress Association.  First, there
is a letter to the Opposition, with a copy of a letter to the Premier expressing the association's concerns about the survival
of Pemberton as a result of the Regional Forest Agreement.  The letter to the Opposition says that it would be appreciated
if the Opposition could initiate action to obtain appropriate answers from the Government on behalf of the people of
Pemberton.  I guess, for us, there is some consolation in the fact that the people of Pemberton are also having trouble
obtaining advice from the Government about the exact implications of the RFA and of the Government's future logging
plans.

I will briefly go through the letter from the Pemberton Progress Association to the Premier.  It says -

The Pemberton Progress Association has been attempting to obtain advice and action on the Government's plans
for the ongoing survival of Pemberton as a result of the Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) decision in July 1999.
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That is RFA mark II.  The letter continues -

The Association objects strongly to the lack of effective action by your Government to address the impact of the
RFA decision upon the Pemberton community.  Pemberton has the potential to be the most adversely affected
community due to the planned reduction of logging resource after 2003 yet the Government is unable or unwilling
to address the matter.

I hope today that my action in reading this letter and making reference to it will shame the Government into telling the
people of Pemberton exactly what it has in mind.  I will go through some of the issues the association is raising.  The first
one is a redundancy payment for timber industry employees.  The Pemberton Progress Association  requests a commitment
to a payment arrangement at least equal to that paid to the former Whittakers Ltd mill and Bunnings Engineering Works
employees.  That request was sent to the Government in 1999.  Has the association received an answer?  No.  It has
received a brief acknowledgment from the Premier and advice that it has been referred to the Minister for the Environment,
but no further advice has been forthcoming.  I hope today that the Minister for Forest Products, given he also represents
Pemberton, will give us some good news.

I will quickly deal with some of the other issues raised in the letter to the Premier.  They include the Widdeson Street
subdivision.  The Pemberton Progress Association believes that the Widdeson Street subdivision is vital to Pemberton. 
It is vital to the future of the town because of a shortage of land.  Similar to a number of other issues, the association points
out that despite advice that it has received in Pemberton from the chief executive officer of the Ministry for Planning that
the minister had been provided with all the information necessary to allow a decision to be made, the subdivision still has
not been released.

The association goes on to argue about the Pemberton tourist enterprise zone.  It says that on 6 March a copy of a plan
detailing a proposed tourist enterprise zone in Pemberton was sent to the Deputy Premier for consideration.  The
association says - 

He was advised that the Pemberton community was in support of the Plan and that Bunnings Forest Industries
(now SOTICO) was prepared to discuss the possible release of the land.

To date it appears that no worthwhile action has been commenced by the Government.

If in his own electorate he has chaired various committees and done a lot of work, it is a sad state of affairs for the Minister
for Forest Products that this letter is now saying that no worthwhile action has been commenced by the Government.

Similarly, with the Shire of Manjimup town planning scheme No 3, this letter points out that the shire for many years has
negotiated and worked with various government departments and agencies to initiate a new town planning scheme.  The
scheme went to the Ministry of Planning, but the people in Pemberton have now been advised that a new model scheme
text format has been adopted, so they are back to the drawing board.  The association argues that the Government is
constantly saying to rural and regional communities particularly that red tape is being cut, but when push comes to shove
and something is submitted, that is not shown to be true.

The final point made by the association concerns its request for consideration of an aquaculture industry development
training and employment proposal.  The Pemberton Progress Association is supporting a proposal that would see the
development of a Pemberton aquaculture centre.  This would involve the training of 12 to 18 persons on an annual basis. 
That is very important for that town.  Training 12 to 18 people every year would do a lot for the people in that town and
for how they regard the future.  The letter says -

Despite support for this proposal by the Aquaculture Industry, South West Development Commission, Manjimup
TAFE and this Association the Government has decided not to support this initiative.

Mr House:  We have put a lot of money into Pemberton.

Dr EDWARDS:  It certainly has not got through to the Pemberton Progress Association

Mr House:  Fisheries WA has put a lot of effort and money into aquaculture in Pemberton.

Dr EDWARDS:  It says in the letter that the plan was developed by Fisheries WA, but the Government has not adopted
it.  On the one hand, the Minister for Fisheries is doing good work, but, on the other hand, he is being undermined by other
ministers.  This is a very serious letter, from which I quote -

. . .  the Association considers the Government is not effective in its attempt to address the adverse outcomes of
the RFA decision on the Pemberton community.

It also states -

There appears to be a lack of concern by the Government on the issues raised because of a belief that the full
impact of the RFA decision may not be felt in Pemberton until the year 2003.  This view is not supported by the
Association nor the Shire of Manjimup which is fully supportive of the Association's actions.

The letter asks that effective action be taken now so that it can deal with this issue in the short term to enable it to cope with
the outcomes in 2003.  I am very concerned about this letter.  Opposition members have a lot of trouble trying to get
information from the Government on what the RFA, the RFA mark II, and the Ferguson report mean in relation to logging
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levels, volumes and the future forest logging plan.  As opposition members, we expect the Government to withhold
information and not answer letters for four or five months, but we do not expect the people of Pemberton to have to write
to us and ask what the Government is doing.  We should not have to do the work of the Government.  It is a disgrace that
the Government has treated the people of Pemberton in this manner, and I call on the Minister for Forest Products to give
the people of Pemberton appropriate and proper answers and a decent future.

MR OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Minister for Forest Products) [9.21 am]:  The Labor Party has some gall to come
to this place and talk about the future of Pemberton.  If it wins the next election, all the things that are planned to happen
in 2003 will happen in 2001.  I have seen no Labor Party policy indicating to the Pemberton people that the Labor Party
has a plan at all for Western Australia.  If the Labor Party stopped logging in old-growth forest tomorrow, the result would
be 56 000 cubic metres of karri.  Perhaps members opposite should talk to the people in the Pemberton Progress
Association who supported their campaign to stop logging.  That would cripple the Pemberton mill.  The Government has
had ongoing discussions with the company and the community about the future of that mill.  I have received a letter from
the Pemberton action group about this, and I have spoken to Phil Bombak, the President of the Pemberton Progress
Association, with whom I have a very good relationship.  It is their way of trying to lever information from the Government. 
The information is available.  

Dr Edwards:  Why has the Premier not answered a letter since January?

Mr OMODEI:  A range of questions have been placed on notice by the member.  I understand they have all been answered
but, if that is not the case, the member should advise me and she will get the answers.  I will meet with the Pemberton
Progress Association in the near future on these matters.

Dr Edwards:  I bet you will meet with them tomorrow.

Mr OMODEI:  I have already spoken to the president.  I spoke with him on Thursday of last week.  One of my "adopt a
politician" families stayed at his place, and I spoke to him to make sure they would be looked after.  Phil Bombak is a
member of the RFA consultative committee, which has not met for some time because we intend to replace it with a
planning strategy committee which will be jointly chaired by the Deputy Premier and me.  That will provide a strategy for
the whole of the lower south west.

In relation to the redundancy payments for timber workers, we do not know yet exactly what form the Pemberton mill will
take after 2003 because it depends on the company, where it situates itself, its structure and whether it will sell the mill. 
There is a strong rumour that it may want to quit the mill.

Dr Edwards:  When do you think you will know?

Mr OMODEI:  Until we know whether redundancies will be needed, we will not know the dollar issues.  

The land in the Pemberton tourist enterprise zone had a 999-year lease for mill purposes, which was transferred freehold
to Bunnings with a plan for commercial, tourist and residential related activities.  Once that was agreed by the State
Planning Commission and the land was sold to Bunnings under freehold tenure, there was a problem with the noise
emanating from the mill and with the buffer zone required under the planning legislation.  Discussions on that issue are
ongoing with Bunnings.  In Pemberton the mill houses belong to the company and the land on which they are situated
belongs to the Crown.  The land on the other side of the road around the community centre now belongs to Bunnings, and
discussions on that land are ongoing.  That matter is close to finalisation with the Department of Land Administration.  I
read the letter from Mr Bombak and his comment that -

There appears to be a lack of concern by the Government on the issues raised because of a belief that the full
impact of the RFA decision may not be felt in Pemberton until the year 2003.  

That is not the case at all.  We have been working assiduously on this issue.  I am the local member, I live in the Pemberton
district and my family has lived in that area for 75 years.  I will not allow the economy of my district to disappear overnight. 
I am more than happy to talk to members of the Pemberton Progress Association at any time.  I know them all.  Mr
Bombak's statement is not true.  The association also wrote -

It is considered effective action must be initiated now so that alternative industries and employment opportunities
are available within the town and the adverse impact of reduced logging on the community in 2003 will be
minimal.

The Government agrees with that, and that is why it is moving now.  The redundancy issue is being considered.  

The Widdeson Street subdivision has been around for about 20 years now.  One of the reasons it has not proceeded is that
the Greens presented a petition containing 300 signatures - many of them from Labor Party supporters - to the Minister
for Planning indicating they did not want the subdivision to go ahead.  It will be considered in the next two weeks.  I have
already mentioned the tourist enterprise zone.  Town planning scheme No 3 has been addressed.  I spoke to the Shire of
Manjimup yesterday and its town planning scheme No 3 was sent to the State Planning Commission in 1998, and was
returned to the council in December 1998.  Modifications had to be made to the model scheme text, and that has been done. 
However, it will not help the situation in some of the subdivision areas because of native title and a range of other matters. 
I will clarify those matters with the Pemberton Progress Association.

In relation to the aquaculture industry, training and employment, I received a note this morning from the South West
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Regional College of TAFE.  On 24 May a meeting was held of representatives from the federal Department of
Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business, the local regional assistance program, the TAFE community, the
WA Department of Training and Employment, Fisheries WA, the South West Development Commission and the Business
Advisory Centre, and a community development and TAFE aquaculture lecturer.  The matters are proceeding.  The
modules in the certificate of aquaculture were discussed and a plan was developed to indicate which agency would be
involved in the training delivery.  Fisheries WA has been very helpful.  The Government has spent a lot of money on a
marron cooperative and the trout hatchery in Pemberton, and the minister is keen to assist wherever possible. 

A range of activities are taking place in Pemberton.  The Government has a proposal for a gasification plant north of
Pemberton, and the Salitage winery has been expanded.  There is another large vineyard in north Pemberton, and John
Osborn has planted another 14 hectares of vines.  The Pemberton pool project is going ahead, the Pemberton hospital
applied for a $5m project, and the Pemberton school science centre has been given priority by the district office to achieve
that result.  I mentioned the consultative committee and the strategic planning in that area.  I will meet with members of
the Pemberton Progress Association and clarify the situation.

JOONDALUP CITY NORTH RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Grievance

MR BAKER (Joondalup) [9.28 am]:  My grievance is directed to the Minister for Lands in his capacity as minister
responsible for the Western Australian Land Authority, trading as LandCorp.  It relates to several issues concerning the
nature and extent of the ongoing development and evolution of the Joondalup city north residential development, located
immediately to the north of the Joondalup central business district.  As members may be aware, this particular development
includes a very popular blend of inner city residential development, together with mixed business usages including
businesses in residences.  

The Joondalup city north development drew inspiration from the new urbanist developments which were becoming popular
overseas in the early 1980s, and which are also currently being developed and further marketed in other more established
areas in Perth such as the suburbs of East Perth, Northbridge, Subiaco and to a certain extent in Fremantle.  Joondalup city
north is zoned "city centre" under the City of Joondalup town planning scheme No 2.  In addition, development in the area
is also guided by the development plan and manual for the Joondalup city centre which was compiled by LandCorp.  

I will provide the minister with a brief summary of a couple of issues that are causing some property owners in this area
some concerns, and that may impact upon the ability of Joondalup city north to achieve its new urbanist aspirations in a
timely manner.  I have no doubt that these aspirations will be achieved, although there is some concern about the time
frames in which they will be achieved. 

The first issue concerns Regents Park Road in Joondalup city north.  That part of Joondalup city north has been developed
within the area as another Rokeby Road.  Concerns exist that this mixed business usage zoning within the street is not
attracting a sufficient degree of interest from members of the public.  The primary object is that buildings constructed in
the street ideally should have a business downstairs and residence upstairs.  However, some property owners have elected
in the short term to develop flats and units and to provide for the establishment in due course of a business on the ground
floor level once the demand for additional commercial retail space increases.  

An associated aspect of the development of the street is the provision of an adequate number of parking bays.  The
Brightwater Care Group aged care facility is located in Regents Park Road, and many of the staff who work at that facility
park their vehicles on that street and not in the car parking bays provided for them within the complex proper.  This has
caused a great deal of overcrowding with parking in Regents Park Road.  This can make it difficult for customers who wish
to visit businesses in the street to find a car park.  Beyond that, other aspects relating to parking must be addressed, and
I understand that many of these fall within the responsibility of the City of Joondalup.  

Another aspect that has caused some concern about parking is that many of the houses within the residential areas in
Joondalup city north have what are in reality separate residential tenancies or leases for each room within the house.  That
is popular with the students who live in the area.  For example, it is not uncommon to find that a house with six bedrooms
has a separate lease for each bedroom and each bedroom may contain up to two students, and when these students have
vehicles this causes parking problems on the street.  That is particularly the case given the requirement that car parking
bays for these properties is one bay for every 30 square metres of gross lettable area.  That is causing parking problems
in not just Regents Park Road but also the streets within the strictly residential areas in Joondalup city north.  That aspect
perhaps is the most aggravating for residents in the area.  

The minister would be aware that the Joondalup campus of Edith Cowan University is adjacent to this area, and the number
of students at that campus is expected to grow from around 7 000 to about 24 000 once that university relocates its central
management from its Churchlands campus to Joondalup.  Concern exits that this parking problem will become further
exacerbated as a result. 

Many of these issues have been raised with the City of Joondalup.  A working group has been formed comprising members
from the new inner city residents association of Joondalup and council officers to address these issues.  However, concern
has been expressed that the parking issue, in particular, is taking some time to resolve.  In the meantime, it is causing a
great deal of frustration for the residents in the area. 

Joondalup city north is a wonderful development and is very popular.  It is the jewel within the Joondalup area.  It has been
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marketed very well and we can all be proud of it.  I commend LandCorp for proposing this style of development so close
to the Joondalup central business district.  It is important that businesses that have been established in the CBD, particularly
restaurants, taverns and the like, have a ready market within close proximity to their businesses.  Joondalup city north is
within walking distance of the Joondalup CBD and many people have bought within that area so they can walk to taverns,
restaurants and the cinema complex to have a meal, watch a film, and have a drink on their way home.  It is convenient for
them to live in this area.  The Joondalup train station is a mere 500 metres away from Joondalup city north, which makes
it easy for residents to commute to and from work each day if they work outside of the Joondalup area.  

I ask the minister to address these issues and let me know who he believes is responsible for addressing them, particularly
the parking issue, and whether he can confirm that the vision for Joondalup city north is alive and well. 

MR SHAVE (Alfred Cove - Minister for Lands) [9.35 am]:  I thank the member for bringing this matter to my attention. 
This is a classic example of a popular development.  However, problems can arise when we embark on a proposal to
integrate residential and commercial zones, particularly when the business is located downstairs and the living area upstairs,
and parking is limited.  As the member for Joondalup knows, I had the pleasure of opening a chiropractic centre in that
area a number of months ago.  It was enlightening to see the investment that gentleman had made in creating his working
environment downstairs and his housing environment upstairs. 

The parking issues need to be addressed.  The member rightly pointed out that the Joondalup campus of Edith Cowan
University is expected to grow from 7 000 to 24 000 over the next few years and it will be a requirement to address the
issue of student accommodation.  It was never the Government's intention when the design, as contained in the Joondalup
city development plan and manual, was originally proposed for this development that the residential component should
overtake the dual-usage component.  The issues of parking and residential use fall under the responsibility of the local
government authority.  It has been suggested to me by people in the area that LandCorp should be responsible, as the
original developer, for the way that the project is run now and the way in which community issues are addressed.  That is
not the case.  LandCorp always tries to assist in this area and is more than happy to help resolve any of the issues.  It is up
to the council to address the problems that are caused for business people in the area when onsite parking in the aged
persons' home is not being utilised by the staff because it is more convenient to park in the street.  The council has many
ways to do that.  If the council finds that some of the dual commercial-residential premises are being used exclusively for
residential purposes and not as originally proposed, and the council and the community feel strongly enough about that,
either the council makes changes to its town planning scheme or the Government assists in resolving the issue through
variations to the legislation.  I am more than happy to meet with the local member and the Minister for Local Government
to discuss those issues. 

At the end of the day parking is a local government responsibility.  If people are using the streets for long term parking and
businesses are not receiving proper consideration, it is up to councils to make the necessary changes.  Councils have many
ways of doing that under the Local Government Act.  They can, and should, limit parking to one to two hours in appropriate
areas.  If councils, with the cooperation of LandCorp, have encouraged people to establish businesses and those businesses
are not receiving consideration when people visit their premises, they have the capacity to limit parking and assist the
businesses.  The issue must be addressed on a collective basis and I am pleased to hear the member for Joondalup say the
council has established a working group.  LandCorp will meet that group or the council at any time if LandCorp can assist
in resolving the issue of promoting the area.  LandCorp is very proud of the development at Joondalup.  It is a success story
and a great place in which to live, and that is evident by the emerging parking problem and the fact that many young people
studying at the university in Joondalup want to reside in the area.  As I said earlier, I am happy to meet with the member
or with the local authority to try to resolve the issue.  However, it is a local authority issue and the local authority must
address it, as all other local authorities do in other locations.

EATON SCHOOL, BUDGET ALLOCATION

Grievance

MR CARPENTER (Willagee) [9.42 am]:  My grievance is to the minister representing the Minister for Education.  I
understand that is the Minister for Employment and Training and I am grateful to him for taking the grievance in the
absence of the Minister for Education.

The issue I raise is the wholly spurious claim made by the member for Mitchell that this year's budget papers include a new
high school for Eaton.  As every member in this place now knows, the budget papers do not include provision for a high
school in Eaton and it is totally false to assert that it does.  This is an issue which is of great importance to the people of
the Australind and Eaton areas about which they deserve to be treated honestly, as they are most keen for a high school
to be established in their electorate.  It is unacceptable for their member of Parliament - Dan the man as he likes to call
himself; Dan the GST man as he will be known to his constituents - to provide a completely false representation of the
budget to his constituents and it should not be allowed to continue without remark in this Parliament.  Eaton does have a
requirement for the construction of a new high school.  In these budget papers not a single dollar is allocated to that high
school project; not a single dollar for construction, not a single dollar for planning and not one dollar for design work. 
There is nothing in this budget that guarantees the construction of a high school at Eaton.  Dan the GST man's claim that
there is an allocation in the budget is dishonest and it should not be allowed -

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member should take his seat.  The opportunity to raise grievances in this place gives members
the ability to raise all kinds of issues.  I have no problem with the member raising issues about budget matters and matters
generally.  However, it is not an opportunity to personally attack another member.  If the member wants to do that, he can
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move a proper motion.  No member, other than the minister, has an opportunity to respond to a grievance.  I cannot sit here
and allow an unfair situation to develop.  The member can refer to the issue and talk about what is missing and why it is
missing; however, if he persists in a personal attack on another member I will bring the grievance to a close.

Mr CARPENTER:  Mr Speaker, I thank you for that guidance.  A significant population growth has occurred in the seat
of Mitchell and a new primary school was constructed to accommodate that growth.  The need for a new high school also
to accommodate that population growth was identified some time ago.  As members representing the area will know, its
high schools are straining to bursting point because the capacity to accommodate the numbers of children in the schools
has been stretched to the absolute limit.  Discussions are continuing in that electorate, and in Bunbury and its surrounds,
about the requirement for a new high school, the timing of its construction and its funding allocation.  It is a major political
issue in the electorate.  The constituents have made it clear at a series of public meetings that they want the construction
of a new high school to begin as soon as the money becomes available; in fact, they want it to begin now.

The constituents in the seat of Mitchell expected a firm financial commitment to be made in this year's budget for the
construction of a high school.  They had the right to believe that provision would be made as they had been led to believe
that it would be made.  Sadly, for the people of Mitchell, there is no allocation in the budget and no firm commitment for
a high school beyond a vague reference on page 391 of the budget papers, which states -

This is likely to be provided for opening in 2003 or 2004, depending on student population growth in the area.

The student population already exists and does not need growth.  The constituents of that area, like the constituents of all
other members of Parliament, have a right to expect that the information they receive from their member of Parliament will
be straightforward and truly representative of the Government's position as outlined in the budget.  To his credit, the
member for Mitchell in a press release described the budget as the gospel and that what the budget document states will
occur.  The fact is that this gospel does not include any money for a new high school and a high school cannot be built
without money; people are savvy enough in their ordinary working lives to know that.  They know that politicians make
all kinds of promises.  I see, from reading local community newspapers, that other politicians have been making the same
kinds of unfounded promises.  The general population knows that politicians make promises but they also know that until
they see the colour of the money they should not take those promises on any more than a sceptical basis.  The people in
the Mitchell area have contacted members of Parliament on this side of the House asking them to take up the issue as they
dislike being given the run around and dislike being made fools of by false representation of budget promises.  The people
of Eaton, the constituents of the electorate of Mitchell, need an unequivocal statement in the budget that an allocation of
money is provided to build a high school for their children.  They did not get that statement.  For those people to be assailed
with various fliers and pamphlets saying that the allocation is in the budget is unacceptable and unfair to them. 

The truth is that only one side of Parliament has promised the immediate construction of the school in that area; namely,
this side of Parliament.  The people of the area are guaranteed to have the school constructed when we are in government
as we will not make promises not backed up by finances in the budget. 

MR BOARD (Murdoch - Minister for Employment and Training) [9.51 am]:  As the acting Minister for Education, I make
an unequivocal commitment on behalf of the Government to the construction of the Eaton secondary campus.  The Premier
has made that commitment, the Minister for Education has made that commitment, and I make that commitment today. 
This issue is too important to play politics with and to scaremonger.  The people of Australind know the importance of this
school to their community.  A process is taking place which involves the community to develop a world-class school which
is second to none in this State and which will have all the technological advances available.  First-class education will be
provided to the community.  We will not be involved in scaremongering.  We will deliver to those people their
requirements with a proper process in place.  

Yes, Dan is our man in Mitchell, and his statements are 100 per cent correct regarding the construction of this school.  The
Government stands behind that commitment and those statements.

Point of Order

Mr CARPENTER:  You raised an issue with me, Mr Speaker, regarding criticising a member of Parliament without a right
of reply.  I suppose the same conditions do not apply to the unearned praise of a member of Parliament.  I refer to unearned
praise rather than making truthful and critical statements about a member of Parliament. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Willagee made an assumption - it may have been valid or invalid - that what was said
was true and accurate.  These are matters for debate in this place.  The minister has made no such statement.  He has
referred to a member in a colloquial way.  There is a vast difference between what has been occurring. 

Debate Resumed

Mr BOARD:  The representation of the electorate by the member for Mitchell is first class.  He has spoken to me, the
Premier and many other members of Cabinet on this issue, as he does on all issues.  He has a total commitment to his
community and to the construction of this school.  

It is obvious from the issues raised by the opposition spokesperson on Education that the Opposition has difficulty
understanding the budget process and the local area planning process.  On behalf of the Minister for Education, I issue the
opportunity for a briefing on how the process works and how the community is involved in the process leading up to the
construction of this school.  
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The Opposition indicated some time ago that no line item was in the budget for the Glen Huon Primary School.  A proper
process has been undertaken, and a $4.4m state-of-the-art primary school campus will be opened by term 3 for that
community.  No line item was provided for the announcement that the Minister for Education made regarding the $15m
Mindarie senior campus to be constructed after a proper local area planning process is undertaken.  That is to be
constructed by 2003 in Mindarie.  The Government understands the pressures of the community, and we have a total
commitment to the construction of this school.  

An allocation of $150m is in the forward estimates for capital works for the construction of schools in this State.  Wherever
members travel throughout the State, particularly in the regional areas, they will see evidence of the Government's total
commitment to first-class education.  Members will see the construction of new primary, secondary and TAFE campuses. 
We have seen education lifted from its previous, as everybody would admit, sorry state in 1992 to its current levels.  Some
of the biggest winners in capital works in this State have been through the construction of high schools, particularly in
regional areas.  The member for Mitchell has made a strong commitment on behalf of his community.  The Government
backs up that community, and has put $150m into capital works.  It is in the planning process.  After a proper and orderly
process is undertaken, the Minister for Education will make a statement in July about the construction of that school.  The
Department of Contract and Management Services will be involved, along with the architects and the community.  The
Australind community will have a brand new, state-of-the-art school.

GREAT EASTERN HIGHWAY, SPEED RESTRICTION SIGNAGE

Grievance

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [9.57 am]:  I grieve to the minister representing the Minister for Transport based on a
complaint I received from a member of the public concerning signage on the Great Eastern Highway between Northam
and Perth.  The same problem is occurring on a number of other highways of which I am aware.  To my knowledge, this
is a statewide problem.  It is a problem between Main Roads, Transfield - the contractor undertaking work on the Great
Eastern Highway - the Department of Transport and the Road Safety Council.  It relates to the administration of the traffic
plan.  Temporary road signs have been left on the road, particularly on a long length of road near the new Acacia prison
in the Wooroloo area.  Approaching the turn-off to that prison, signs are found on both sides of the highway.  Luckily for
me, no-one is more familiar with that road than the minister who will respond to my grievance as he drives on it as regularly
as I do.  It is a long stretch of road, and what is happening is evident to anyone with reasonable vision.  

Transfield, the contractor, is leaving signage on the road with 30, 40, 60 and 80 kilometre an hour speed restrictions on
what is normally a 110 kilometres an hour section of road.  In the knowledge that work is not progressing at the time,
people are flouting the law in relation to the speed signs.  An argument obviously could be mounted that because road work
is occurring, the surface of the road and so forth may be of a condition that makes speed restrictions necessary.

Signs indicating speeds of 30 kilometres an hour and 50 kilometres an hour were left on the road.  I defend some members
of the motoring public because people were being educated to take risks and make their own assessment on what they could
do under such circumstances.  I saw such an incident on the Great Northern Highway at around about the same time.  This
situation went on over a period of at least three months and although there was considerable complaint during that period,
to my knowledge, the position with the contractor did not change.  I am as regular a user of that section of road as anybody
else.  I use that section of road two or three times every week.  Some important education information has been put out
about why it is critical for motorists to slow down while work is in progress.  That is for the safety of not only the workers
on the road but also the motorists.  People do not have to be lectured by me about risks.  The risks are doubled when people
are encouraged to believe that the signage serves no real purpose.  People were therefore speeding and being picked up
by the police, who are compelled to uphold the law, and infringements were being issued.  All this happened over a
considerable period.  

Ignoring road signage is a very serious matter and not one that I want to promote for one second.  Nevertheless, the
improper management of those signs encourages the motoring public to take risks.  To the credit of the Government,
considerable road work is going on throughout Western Australia, and it is not as if the people who travel on Great Eastern
Highway were running into this section of road as if it were an isolated situation.  At the same time, there are up to four
or five different sections of road between Northam and Perth on which roadworks are being carried out.  My concern is
that people were complaining about this to a range of people including Main Roads WA, which obviously has control of
the road; Transfield; the Department of Transport; and the Road Safety Council.  I was very disappointed about the
response from the Road Safety Council.  It ultimately has the responsibility to encourage the motoring public and those
who administer the construction of roads to be more cautious.

A constituent of the member for Swan Hills, Mr Gerry Post, got off a conviction a few days ago in the Midland court
because the judge held that the circumstances I have just put were fair and reasonable.  The magistrate dismissed Mr Post's
conviction for speeding through this section of road.  When a magistrate or judge makes a decision like that, we have reach
a silly point because the magistrate has obviously taken into account that what happened to Mr Post and hundreds of others
was a serious matter.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [10.03 am]:  I ask the member for Avon to pass on my congratulations to Mr
Post and ask him if he can give me the name of his lawyer who so ably articulated Mr Post's case and had his traffic
infringement dismissed by the court. 
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The member for Avon has raised a vexing issue which has only come to the fore in the past five to six years because of
the extent of works taking place to maintain and upgrade roads.  It is more common in recent times because previously the
road network in Western Australia deteriorated considerably because it did not receive adequate funding.  Now that funds
for road construction and maintenance are flowing freely, roadworks are being undertaken and responsibility for traffic
management has been allocated to different parties.  A code of practice lays down how roadworks should be signed to
ensure that the hazards to road users are reduced, by reducing speed limits, or in some cases, warning motorists that they
must be prepared to stop when roadworks are taking place.  

The member for Avon was circumspect in that I did not hear him once refer to the people who are required to enforce the
traffic code - that is, the Police Service - using these sections of roads as some form of revenue gathering exercise.  At night
or at the weekends when there are no workers at these sites, people find it very difficult to understand why they should have
to obey speed limit signs.  They therefore maintain their existing speed, although they might reduce it a little.  

Under the code of practice, the operator - in this case, Transfield, which is building Acacia prison - has a responsibility
to ensure that road safety and any hazards are clearly identified and that road speed limits are set accordingly.  Transfield
has determined that the road speed limit signs should have been left in place while work was not being done because
Transfield considered that the condition of the road and the verge could present a hazard at high speeds.  That is its
argument, although it is a very convenient one.  Obviously, Main Roads WA, which has been involved in this, has reached
a similar conclusion because it also has indicated, in a fairly vague away, that Transfield may have had the warning signs
out for longer periods than were necessary.  However, Main Roads WA is satisfied that Transfield acted in good faith to
maintain the safety of the travelling public.  There is some doubt about whether the signs were left there longer than they
should have been.  Perhaps someone was not vigilant enough to ensure that they were taken away.  However, from
Transfield's perspective, it is fair to say that it was right to err on the side of caution.  No-one would have felt more
uncomfortable than Transfield if there was an accident caused by excessive speed at that site and the hazard and speed limit
signs had been removed.  

The member for Avon will be satisfied with the outcome of his grievance.  Main Roads WA is assessing the situation as
follows - 

Main Roads is currently in the process of revising its Traffic Management for Roadworks Code of Practice . . . to
improve compliance with procedures, such as the placing of temporary speed restriction signage.

A requirement of the current and new Code of Practice is for those carrying out work on the State's roads to
undertake training by accredited providers to ensure that they are fully aware of their traffic management
responsibilities, prior to commencing any works.

The new Code of Practice will ensure that the section relating to signing is highlighted and the accredited training
organisations will be encouraged to place more emphasis on Main Roads' signing requirements.

I think this is important -

Main Roads will also review the surveillance process to ensure that contractors undertaking roadworks comply
with the procedures for signs, and that sign usage is in accordance with relevant levels of risk.

The SPEAKER:  Grievances noted.

PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE

Report on Pecuniary Interests and Address-in-Reply Standing Orders

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland):  I table the Procedure and Privileges Committee's report on Pecuniary Interests and
Address-in-Reply Standing Orders.  This report is the continuation of a review of several standing orders which were set
aside for further consideration when the modernised standing orders were adopted for a trial period.  Background
information has been prepared to assist members when the recommendations are debated.  The existing pecuniary interest
standing order prohibits members with a direct pecuniary interest in an issue from voting in a division.  However, as public
policy is involved in almost every question before the Chair, the disallowance of a member's vote almost never happens. 
Therefore, the present standing order is misleading.  The essential issue is the declaration of the interest.  For that reason,
the proposed standing order requires members to declare, before a vote, any pecuniary interest that has not been declared
in the members' financial interest register.  Inadequacies of the register have been addressed through the recommendation
for an amendment to the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act to allow the register to be prepared in a
cumulative format.  This would be beneficial to both members of Parliament and any member of the public who wishes
to view the register. 

The committee also recommends that the procedure for the Address-in-Reply debate be changed by limiting the priority
given to the debate at the commencement of each session.  It is recommended that after the first week - or two weeks
following a general election - the Address-in-Reply debate is resumed each Tuesday at 7.00 pm.  The debate can be
adjourned after one speech and no amendments can be moved after that time.  The advantage of this proposal is that it
would provide a regular time each week for members' Address-in-Reply speeches, and the Government would still retain
control of the House's time after 7.30 pm on Tuesdays.  This allows flexibility for members and improves the timeliness
of raising local issues in the Parliament.  We have been trying to improve that for some time.

I thank the members of the committee.  We have taken a cooperative approach to these reports.  I thank the officers of the
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House for their valuable assistance and advice.  I look forward to the debate on the recommendations and remind members
that it is desirable for the amendment on the Address-in-Reply standing order to be adopted before the end of this session. 
When the Parliament returns, it will be the opening of a new session and the commencement of the Address-in-Reply
debate.  

I commend the report to the House.

[See paper No 928.]

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

State Budget Estimates Information and Process in the Legislative Assembly:  Final Report

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [10.12 am]:  I was interested in the Speaker's dissertation, because this report is along the
same lines.  I present for tabling the forty-fifth and final report of the Public Accounts Committee on the State Budget
Estimates Information and Process in the Legislative Assembly.  

I have some sympathy for the staff of the Public Accounts Committee.  Someone told me a few weeks ago that, "It is human
to err but to stuff up badly, you need a computer!"  Unfortunately, the Public Accounts Committee's computer crashed
yesterday, and its staff spent many frustrating hours attempting to retrieve the report.  I know they were in a position of
panic late last night, believing they would not be able to print the report for tabling today.  Although there is little I can
do to appease the pain they went through, this House should recognise the commitment of the staff of the Public Accounts
Committee.  They put in the extra hours and no doubt their families paid the price as they did not get home until several
hours after they were expected.  I put that appreciation on the record.

This is the final report on the issue and the culmination of an extensive inquiry by the Public Accounts Committee into the
state budget estimates information process in the Legislative Assembly, which commenced in late 1998.  The state budget
is the most important process of scrutiny for the Legislative Assembly each year, but it is also one of the most
misunderstood and unsatisfactory processes in the House.  Much criticism of the process arises each year, from both sides
of the House.  It is a complex time.  The committee embarked on this inquiry as a result of criticism by members about the
content and information contained in the 1998-1999 budget papers and after a referral from the Legislative Assembly's
Standing Orders and Procedure Committee.  In the 1998-99 budget, the budget papers, Treasury and the State Government
moved from a cash accounting method to an accrual accounting method.  We have heard much about this change in recent
months.  When it occurred, members had great difficulty reading the statements.  Certainly when budget papers from two
different years are considered together, it is hard to reconcile one with the other.  Along with its predecessor, the Select
Committee on Procedure, the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee was keen to enhance government's accountability
to the House.  That is what the budget is really about.  The Public Accounts Committee consequently expanded the scope
of its inquiry to include an examination of the estimates committee process in the Legislative Assembly, which is the focus
of this final report.

The committee tabled its interim report in December 1998 and made nine recommendations to improve the nature and
extent of information provided by Treasury.  Treasury largely embraced these recommendations and incorporated them
in the 1999-2000 budget papers.  The work of the Public Accounts Committee in this area is underestimated.  It undertook
to investigate a considerable complaint.  I appreciate that Treasury officials came before the Public Accounts Committee
and the committee of the other House and presented a seminar within the building.  This seminar was well-attended by
members.  As a result, this budget has been received with virtually no complaint.  The committee met an important need;
that is, it helped members understand the budget papers.  The interim report also proposed improvements to the process
of reviewing the estimates in the Legislative Assembly and signalled that this would be examined in a subsequent report,
which I am presenting today.

The committee's final report contains seven findings and 12 recommendations, which the committee believes will result
in improvements to the current estimates process in the Legislative Assembly and the information contained in the budget
papers.  Most significantly, the committee recommends the replacement of the estimates committees A and B system with
a new model of estimates scrutiny - the standing committee model - involving three portfolio-based standing committees. 
The committee also recommends that a trial of this proposed new estimates process be conducted as soon as practicable
after the next state election.  Obviously, the estimates process will occur next week.  In recommending this change, the
committee is mindful of the introduction, sometime after the next election, of a new committee system for the Legislative
Assembly which will incorporate permanent portfolio-based standing committees.  The committee foresees the
opportunities that would arise from this system for the most effective method of estimates scrutiny.

The proposed change is not a radical departure from the current model, but a refinement of it.  It retains and enhances the
benefits of the current model.  Most importantly, the changes preserve the ability of members of the Legislative Assembly
who are not members of the portfolio-based standing committees to participate in the estimates process.  The committee
has gone to great lengths to ensure members are not excluded.  The report presented by the Speaker also acknowledges
this.  We are trying to ensure that individual members have the capacity to be involved in the process as much as possible. 
The committee considers that one of the major benefits arising from this proposed model will be an increased likelihood
of scrutiny resulting from specialist knowledge gained by members through their work on the portfolio-based standing
committees. That is, members will be on a standing committee for the period of the Parliament - four years - and their
knowledge of the portfolios for which they are responsible will be enhanced, which obviously will improve the quality of
the questioning that occurs. 
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In addition, members will be interested to know that the committee has recognised the common desire of members to have
the capacity to examine off-budget agencies - a core issue - during the estimates process and has recommended that these
agencies be examined by the proposed new model.  Furthermore, beyond the ambit of the estimates process, the committee
has also recommended the establishment of a formal annual review process for statements of corporate intent - this is an
important point - whereby the tabled statements will be referred to the applicable portfolio-based standing committee and
also to the Public Accounts Committee for examination and review.  The Public Accounts Committee should have a whole-
of-government approach to these matters; and an arrangement will need to grow after the next election where this matter
is examined in some detail within the committee before we write our report.

In recommending change, the committee considers that it is not its role to prescribe in detail how the proposed new model
will operate, nor draft new standing orders for the Legislative Assembly.  This task more appropriately resides with the
Procedure and Privileges Committee of the Legislative Assembly and, of course, the House itself.  Rather, the committee
has outlined what should be some of the more important components of the proposed new model.

The committee has also recommended some further improvements in the information contained in the budget papers,
resulting from a review of the follow-up action taken by Treasury in response to the interim report recommendations.  The
committee surveyed members and received about 14 responses.  I must say that the response was ordinary, and by that I
mean that I have heard every single member of this House complain about the budget and estimates committee process -
I do not know anyone who is comfortable with it - but nevertheless we did not get a strong response from those surveys. 
However, the members who did respond put their points of view, and, this not being a large House, we believe we now
have some knowledge of what members want in this process. 

I thank the members of the committee for their contributions to the report.  Like all change, this is a debateable issue.  I
think members will take this fairly lightly, but I believe that the modernisation of the procedures of this House in the past
couple of years has been pretty outstanding.  I can see why you are nodding, Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Bloffwitch), because
you have had a fair hand in it.  It is a credit to the members of this House that those changes have been made.  I suggest
to members that the changes that are recommended in this report are a logical extension of what has been occurring. They
will not reduce the ability of members to participate but will, in fact, enhance it.  We ask members to read the report; and
if members do not have time to read the entire report, I suggest they skim through chapter 3 and they will get the basis of
what we are talking about.

The staff of the committee have been battered over the past couple of days, and it is very important that they be recognised. 
Janet Preuss, the new head researcher in the Public Accounts Committee, has been commissioned under heavy fire.  I am
not sure whether she believes she has made the right decision in coming to the Public Accounts Committee, because she
has come in at a fairly difficult time.  However, no doubt like most soldiers who come under heavy fire she will learn from
it, and I am certain she has more than the capacity to survive the melee and go on to become an excellent research officer
for us.  I welcome her on board and also recognise that this is her first report, and I assure her they will not all be like this
one.  I also thank Kirsten Robinson and Stefanie Dobro, who are outstanding members of our team.  Both Kirsten and
Stefanie have become mothers recently, which is a very sexist thing for me to say in these modern days, but it is important
to recognise that they give a commitment to the committee that is over and above the time for which they are paid, and I
am very appreciative of that.  I also thank Amanda Millsom-May.  I think the bane of Amanda's life is the chairman of the
Public Accounts Committee.  She spends most of her time trying to keep the chairman on the straight and narrow, which
she has tried very hard to do over the past couple of weeks. 

Mr Kierath:  Does she succeed?

Mr TRENORDEN:  No, but the most important thing is that she does not give up.

I commend the report to the House.

[See paper No 927.]

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL (COMPETITION POLICY) BILL 2000

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Court (Treasurer), and read a first time.

Second Reading

MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) [10.28 am]:  I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill introduces a number of reforms arising from reviews of the State's legislation undertaken for the purposes of
national competition policy.  Under the 1995 Competition Principles Agreement, the State agreed to review restrictions
on competition contained in state laws to determine whether they are in the public interest.  A restriction that is found not
to offer an overall public benefit should be removed from legislation. 

Competition policy reforms are expected to assist taxpayers, businesses and consumers by removing unjustified rules that
restrict commercial activity.  Many of the reforms remove bureaucratic "red tape" and over-regulation that constrains
businesses, limits consumer choice and adds to costs.  However, competition policy does not advocate increased competition
for its own sake, but rather promotes competition where it is in the public interest.  In assessing the public interest, a wide
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range of relevant matters are taken into consideration, including ecologically sustainable development, social welfare and
community services, economic and regional development, and consumer interests.  Each of the amendments in the Bill has
been subject to separate review, including consultation with private sector and government stakeholders.

Approximately 300 Western Australian statutes and subsidiary laws will be reviewed, of which about a third are complete,
a further half are underway and some are yet to commence.  Thus far, more restrictions have been recommended for
retention, as being in the public interest, than have been recommended for removal. 

In parallel with the Bill before the House, major benefits are also expected to flow from competition reforms in areas such
as gas, rail and electricity.  Competition reforms to date have already led to:  Reduced charges for electricity in Perth and
the Goldfields; a 50 per cent reduction in Pilbara gas charges since 1995; lower water and sewerage charges; a reduction
in grain freight prices; and lower charges by Fremantle and regional ports.  Independent regulators are being or have been
established for gas, water, rail and forest products, and these will promote credible and transparent decision making. 

Another benefit from implementing the competition agreements comes in the form of competition payments from the
Commonwealth.  Following the commonwealth assessment of Western Australia's implementation of the agreements in
1998-99, the State received in full its second tranche payment of approximately $100m.  Payments commenced in 1996-97
and will continue under present arrangements until 2005-06.

The Bill before the House repeals two Acts and amends eleven Acts, which I will briefly discuss in turn.  

The Bread Act 1982 regulates use of bakehouses, the times bread may be baked and delivered and what vehicles may
deliver bread.  The review of the Act found that these rules do not add anything to the State's general health laws and
occupational health and safety laws.  The Act can safely be repealed.

The Racing Restriction Act 1917 was enacted to prevent gambling on greyhounds using a mechanical lure, but was so
broadly drafted that it also prevented harmless social or hobby racing.  As both greyhound racing and gambling are now
controlled by other laws, this antiquated Act can safely be repealed.  

Under the Bush Fires Act 1954 land occupied by state government agencies is exempt from local authority fire management
laws.  This may be appropriate for some agencies, but is unlikely to be appropriate where it gives a state-owned business
an advantage over its private sector competitors.  The Bill provides for prescribed agencies, as well as state-managed
timber plantations on private land, to be covered by local authority fire planning.

For the Chicken Meat Industry Act 1977 the Bill removes the need for approval of a processing plant, as health, safety and
planning laws already cover this area.  The Bill allows regulations to be made for environmental, animal welfare and health
standards, which will determine approval of growing premises.  The obligation to enter into a prescribed form of fixed-
price contract is removed, although a model form and price will remain available.

The Eastern Goldfields Transport Board Act 1984 is amended to remove the crown agency status of the Eastern Goldfields
Transport Board and make it subject to local government rates, in accordance with the principle that state-owned businesses
should be subject to the same laws as other businesses.

Under the Edith Cowan University Act 1984, Edith Cowan University's trustee and investment powers are unduly limited
in comparison to the State's other public universities.  The Bill inserts new provisions, based on Murdoch University's
powers, to correct this disparity.

Under the Gold Corporation Act 1987, the Gold Corporation and subsidiaries enjoy several advantages over other
businesses operating in precious metals markets.  The Bill will correct this by making the Gold Corporation and
subsidiaries liable to pay local government rate equivalents, guarantee charges and income tax equivalents to the State.  

The Hire-Purchase Act 1959 review found that in most respects consumer protection is now achieved by the 1996
Consumer Credit Code.  Only selected provisions of the Act - relating to surplus from sale of goods, equitable relief and
farm goods purchases - will continue to apply to new transactions.  The code does not cover commercial credit, but the
review found that applying the Act to commercial transactions is not necessary or justified. 

The Bill amends the Licensed Surveyors Act 1909 to broaden the make-up of the Land Surveyors Licensing Board to
include consumer representation.  The Bill also replaces the undefined requirement for licensed surveyors to be of good
fame and character with specific provisions determining eligibility to practise.  

The Racing Restriction Act 1917 review found that the prohibition of horseracing other than thoroughbred and trotting
racing is not justified.  The Bill allows the minister to approve other forms of racing.  The Bill also removes obsolete
controls over charity race meetings, and clarifies that the Act applies to meetings held for the purposes of betting as well
as for stake or prize.

The Bill removes the arbitrary rule in the Sandalwood Act 1929 that prevents more than 10 per cent of the total approved
sandalwood harvest in any year coming from private land.

The Bill replaces the Valuation of Land Act 1978 requirement that the Valuer General be a valuer, with a competency
requirement.  It also clarifies the minister's power to authorise the Valuer General to release information to the public, and
corrects a disparity between the qualification rules for valuers engaged by local authorities and those employed by the
Valuer General.
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The Bill removes the arbitrary limit in the Western Australian Greyhound Racing Authority Act 1981 on the number of
meetings the Western Australian Greyhound Racing Association may conduct, while retaining the requirement for a permit
to conduct a meeting.

Overall the Bill presents a solid series of reforms based squarely on the public interest.  While each individual reform is
relatively straightforward, the cumulative effect of the ongoing competition reform process will be to promote the public
interest by removing legal anomalies and outdated government controls that constrain businesses and consumers in this
State.  I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kobelke.

BULK HANDLING REPEAL BILL 2000

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr House (Minister for Primary Industry), and read a first time.

Second Reading

MR HOUSE (Stirling - Minister for Primary Industry) [10.35 am]:  I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

The purpose of this Bill is to repeal the Bulk Handling Act 1967 and deal with certain consequential and related matters. 
The Bulk Handling Act was enacted in 1967 to regulate the bulk handling of grain by Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. 
The repeal of the Act is necessitated by the imminent restructure of CBH.  CBH is currently a cooperative company
registered under the Companies (Co-operative) Act 1943.  For the past three years the board of directors has been
considering a restructure of the company to an entity that will enable it to operate to optimal advantage in today's
competitive market.  The Bulk Handling Act contains some restrictive provisions that were suited to a past era.  Much of
the Act is now obsolete.  In order for a restructured CBH to operate effectively in today's competitive market, the Bulk
Handling Act needs to be repealed.  

The CBH board sought my support for legislative changes required for the restructure to go ahead.  Given that any
restructure of CBH required approval by 75 per cent of its grower shareholders, I gave my commitment to introduce the
legislation to repeal the Bulk Handling Act that is now before the House.  A number of objectives were set by the CBH
board, against which various structural options were assessed.  These objectives were - 

to maintain WA grain grower control over the activities of CBH;

to allow CBH to grow and take advantage of business opportunities that would strengthen existing operations,
improve the quality of services provided and add value for WA grain growers;

to secure ownership of the company for WA grain growers;

to provide access to capital funds on a competitive basis;

to enable CBH to meet increasing levels of competition as the grain industry deregulates; and

to enable grain growers to realise the value of the equity they have built up in CBH.

It is important to recognise that CBH is not only grower owned, but has also been grower funded through handling charges
and tolls paid by farmers over the life of CBH.  As a result growers have developed a truly valuable asset, and the time has
now come for growers to have total control of this asset.  After three years of extensive research and consultation, the board
decided that the model best able to meet these objectives is a public company registered under the Corporations Law.  The
proposed restructure will take place in accordance with the procedure set out in the Companies (Co-operative) Act 1943. 
This requires a scheme of arrangement for restructuring to be approved by 75 per cent of the company's shareholders and
sanctioned by the Supreme Court.  

Because the restructure of the company depends on the approval by shareholders of the scheme of arrangement proposed
by the directors, this Bill makes the repeal of the Bulk Handling Act dependent on that approval as well.  The Bill provides
a number of alternative triggers for the repeal of the Bulk Handling Act.  This is to allow the repeal to take effect at
whatever point is necessary to ensure the success of the restructure.  However, all of this is dependent upon the approval
of shareholders.  If the scheme of arrangement is not approved by 75 per cent of the shareholders, the repeal of the Act will
not take place.  The scheme of arrangement is due to be put to the vote of shareholders between August and October this
year.  When that happens, the shareholders must know that the repealing legislation, contained in this Bill, has been passed
and is ready to take effect at the appropriate time.

It is important to understand the model of the proposed restructure of the company's capital structure.  It is proposed that
this be converted from $2 ordinary shares into - 

(1) grower shares that are non-transferable voting shares with no right to receive dividends; and

(2) investor shares that carry rights to dividends and return of capital with restricted voting rights.
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Control of the company will remain with growers through the ownership of grower shares and their attaching voting rights. 
Investor shares will reflect the value of the company.  This is very similar to the recent restructuring principles of AWB
Ltd.

CBH has also listened to its grower shareholders and announced it will not be seeking listing of investor shares on the
Australian Stock Exchange in the scheme of arrangement to be voted on by shareholders.  It has also endorsed a weighted
voting system that proportionally favours smaller growers, while at the same time recognising the important role larger
growers play in the Western Australian grain industry.

Investor shares will be allocated according to an equitisation formula based predominantly on the number of tonnes of grain
delivered by the grower in the previous 10-year period.  Ten per cent will be reserved for people who currently hold shares
issued under section 31(6) of the Act.

The Bill consists of three parts - a preliminary part, a part containing amendment, repeal and transitional provisions and
a part containing some consequential amendments to other Acts.  Clause 7 will amend section 31(6) of the Bulk Handling
Act to allow CBH six months from the date of entry of a grower's name in the register in which to issue the shares - that
is, six months from 31 October.  By that time, assuming it is approved, the restructure and repeal will be completed.  In
the event that the restructure and repeal do not proceed, the amendment to section 31(6) will remain, but the lengthening
of the time by which the shares must be issued will not affect the way the company operates and will not prejudice growers.

Pursuant to the agreed equitisation principles of the restructure, it is intended that "new growers", who have not previously
delivered grain to Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, will receive investor shares based on the tonnages delivered during
the current season.  However, it is not intended that they receive any additional investor shares as a result of the
cancellation of grower shares held only since 31 October this year.  Such shares would be in the nature of a windfall, given
the short association of these growers with CBH.  This is why the commencement provisions contained in part 1
differentiate between clause 7 and the rest of the proposed Act. 

As a cooperative company, CBH has served its members and this State well.  When the shareholders of CBH have voted
to move to a restructured company, the Bill will be ready to repeal the Bulk Handling Act 1967.  I commend the Bill to
the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kobelke.

REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (ASSESSMENT) BILL 2000

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister assisting the Treasurer) and read a first time.

Second Reading

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister assisting the Treasurer) [10.40 am]:  I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill seeks to implement a number of measures to improve the equity and efficiency of the taxation arrangements of
the State.  Amendments are proposed to the Stamp Act 1921 and Land Tax Assessment Act 1976.  Although I intend in
this speech to only broadly outline the measures proposed by this Bill, an accompanying explanatory memorandum
provides members with more detail concerning each of the proposed amendments.

The Bill is structured in three parts.  Part 1 of the Bill contains preliminary provisions including the commencement dates
of the measures proposed.  Part 2 seeks to amend the Stamp Act to -

allow the commissioner to reassess a stamp duty liability once an assessment has been issued;  

to prevent the use of the corporate reconstruction exemption provisions for avoidance purposes; and 

correct an anomaly whereby modifications to a truck trailer may attract additional stamp duty.

I will now turn to each of these proposed changes in more detail.

Reassessment power:  As a result of the decision in the Supreme Court case of Venture Management Limited v
Commissioner of State Taxation, significant limitations were placed on the power of the commissioner to upwardly correct
a stamp duty liability once an assessment had been issued under the Stamp Act.  This inability to reassess stamp duty
matters is of concern as revenue potentially due to the State could be forgone if an assessment error is made.  Until recently,
no significant loss to the revenue had arisen as a result of this limitation.  However, a recent decision in the Supreme Court
in December 1999 highlighted these concerns.  In that case, a duty liability of approximately $200 000 could not be
collected because the court found the manner in which the commissioner issued the assessment to be incorrect.  If the
reassessment power had existed at that time, the allocation of the duty between the documents and transactions involved
could have been rearranged to ensure the proper amount of duty was paid.  Although no other cases of such significance
have arisen to date, the threat to the revenue is both significant and ongoing.

The amendments in this Bill authorise the commissioner to increase a stamp duty liability if an assessment has been
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incorrectly made, providing the reassessment is within five years of the original assessment.  The power exists to disregard
this limitation if the original assessment was based on false or misleading information.  A similar power already exists in
the stamp duty legislation of all other jurisdictions, as well as in all other taxation legislation administered by the
commissioner in this State.  It should also be noted that the ability exists within the Stamp Act to downwardly correct an
assessment through the formal objection and appeal mechanisms.  The Bill proposes that these changes will be prospective
and assessments issued by the commissioner prior to the commencement date of these amendments will not be capable of
being increased.  It is also noted that a comprehensive assessment regime that will apply in a consistent manner across all
tax lines will be included in a taxation administration Bill which is currently being prepared.  

Corporate reconstructions:  The second set of changes contained in this Bill affect Part IIIBAAA of the Stamp Act, which
relates to exemptions for corporate reconstructions.  In 1996, the Government introduced this exemption to remove the
stamp duty burden which would otherwise prevent groups of companies from adopting a more efficient corporate structure,
providing there was little or no change in the underlying ownership.  However, the policy of this exemption was, and still
is, aimed at excluding relief where the purpose of the reconstruction is to strip the assets of previously unrelated companies
or to package group assets for on-sale to unrelated parties.  Late last year, certain practices emerged indicating that attempts
were being made to manipulate the exemption in order to package assets into a company structure under the guise of
corporate reconstruction, greatly reducing the amount of stamp duty otherwise payable on the sale of assets to an unrelated
purchaser. 

The Government takes a dim view of these practices and in no way apologises for the additional constraints placed around
the exemption by the measures in this Bill.  The amendments in this Bill are consistent with the overall policy of the
exemption, but reinforce the integrity of the conditions that the body corporate receiving the exemption for an asset transfer
should have a three-year pre-association and remain associated with the corporate group for a period of five years after
the transfer.  The amendments proposed are twofold.  They seek to close down a potential weakness in the legislation
exposed by a particular exemption application which sought to circumvent these conditions by a series of transactions
which had no commercial efficacy apart from the minimisation of stamp duty.  They also introduce a general anti-avoidance
provision designed to deny the exemption where transactions are considered to provide stamp duty relief where none was
intended to be given.  This would include attempts to asset strip or asset package, or where the restructure would otherwise
assist with the avoidance of stamp duty. 

In this regard, it should be noted that the legislation was initially drafted in 1996 with a public-interest test, which would
have allowed an exemption to be disallowed where it was considered that a transaction was not consistent with this
principle.  However, as a result of consultation with industry prior to the introduction of the legislation, the provision was
removed.  The industry views that resulted in the removal of the provision from the earlier draft were based on the principle
that the black-letter law should be robust enough to withstand non-qualifying purposes.  Industry considered that an anti-
avoidance provision created uncertainty in the exemption, with parties to transactions never having any degree of comfort
that qualifying transactions would be exempted.  It is apparent from the transactions that triggered these amendments that,
in the absence of an anti-avoidance provision of the type proposed, the black-letter law was not robust enough to repel
concerted efforts by practitioners operating in this area to defeat the association requirements of the exemption.  Those
practitioners who are unhappy with the new requirements associated with this exemption, including the uncertainty created
by the anti-avoidance provision, should look firstly to their own to cast blame. 

The Government originally introduced the exemption with an expectation that it would be used for the purposes it was
intended.  It is now clear that such expectations have not been met, with the consequence that the previous degree of
certainty surrounding the exemption will no longer exist.  Fortunately, no damage to revenue has been suffered as a result
of the emergence of these attempts to circumvent the intent of the exemption provisions.  The anti-avoidance amendment
is proposed to operate from 25 October 1999, the date the Government announced its intention to legislate to strengthen
these provisions.  This will mean that any pre-determination given by the commissioner on or after that date or any
exemption similarly granted will be subject to this greater level of stringency.  The Commissioner of State Revenue has
advised that he is aware of only one transaction on exemption has been given that will have the stamp duty relief overturned
as a result of these changes.  Furthermore, where a pre-determination has been made on or after 25 October 1999, but prior
to the time these provisions become operative, the legislation allows the commissioner to overturn that pre-determination
should he believe that avoidance is contemplated.  Notwithstanding these changes, it is considered that these provisions
will continue to assist Western Australian companies, or bodies corporate owning Western Australian assets, to adopt
efficient corporate structures.  Since this stamp duty relief was introduced in October 1996, some 157 exemptions have
been allowed with duty forgone totalling nearly $200m. The largest beneficiary of this relief has been the mining sector,
which has accounted for nearly 80 per cent of the relief provided to date.  It should be emphasised, however, that the actual
cost of the scheme to government is difficult to determine, as there is no method of determining whether a reconstruction
would have proceeded if stamp duty remained payable.

Truck trailers:  The final amendment to the Stamp Act proposed in this Bill relates to stamp duty imposed on the issue and
transfer of motor vehicle licences.  An anomaly in the legislation was recently highlighted whereby a modification to an
existing five-axle truck trailer, referred to as a "dog" trailer, attracted further duty.  The modification resulted in the creation
of two distinct trailers, referred to as a "dolly" and a semi-trailer.  The modification creates a change in vehicle category
for one or both of the new vehicles, which are subject to Australian Design Rule certification prior to registration as
individual units.  Under current legislation, if the new semi-trailer is not modified to the extent that requires re-certification,
the issue of the semi-trailer licence is exempt from stamp duty under item 9(2) of the third schedule to the Stamp Act. 
However, if re-certification of the semi-trailer is required, the vehicle is treated as a new unit and stamp duty is chargeable
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on the market value of the semi-trailer.  Regardless of the stamp duty treatment of the new semi-trailer, the new licence
issued for the "dolly" will create a liability to further duty.

In the above case, the owner of the vehicle paid stamp duty on the original purchase of the vehicle and was liable to further
stamp duty on at least one of the two newly-created vehicles.  This is considered to be inequitable as the vehicle ownership
has not changed, nor has the market value of the vehicles increased.  The Bill proposes to amend the Stamp Act to address
this inequity, such that the licensing of any vehicles that undergo similar modifications to those outlined, will be exempt
from duty if the vehicles are licensed in the name of the same person, both immediately before and after the modifications.

Part 3 of the Bill seeks to amend the Land Tax Assessment Act to -

ensure that land owned by a statutory authority that is liable for land tax includes vested land; and

provide a land tax exemption where a home is held by a mortgagee for the purposes of a mortgagee sale, subject
to certain conditions.

Land vested in statutory authorities:  In regard to the first of these changes, the Port Authorities Act 1999 was proclaimed
on 14 August 1999 and provided, among other things, that port authorities would no longer be agents of the Crown or have
the status, immunities and privileges of the Crown.  In terms of competitive neutrality, it was intended that ports would be
subject to land tax from the year of assessment commencing on 1 July 2000.  Land tax is based on the ownership and usage
of land at midnight 30 June and is calculated on the aggregate unimproved value of all taxable land owned. The land values
are determined by the Valuer General.

In implementing this policy, a more general question arose regarding the ownership of land that was vested in a statutory
authority by the Crown.  Legal advice obtained by the Commissioner of State Revenue suggests that land does not vest in
the statutory authority as owner, but rather in a more limited sense being for the purposes of management and control of
that land.  Prior to this legal advice, it was believed that statutory authorities were owners of vested land for land tax
purposes, and liable statutory authorities have been paying land tax on that basis.  The amendments contained in this Bill
are therefore necessary to put beyond doubt that non-exempt statutory authorities will have a liability to land tax both in
respect of owned and vested land.

To ensure that refunds are not necessary as a result of this change in interpretation, the Bill provides that these amendments
will operate from 1995 to validate those previous land tax assessments that have been paid in respect of vested land.  The
additional net revenue expected as a result of the application of these changes to port authorities is estimated to be
$200 000 annually.

Mortgagee sales:  The second land tax measure contained in this Bill seeks to address an inequity in the land tax regime. 
A landowner is currently eligible for a land tax exemption for his principal place of residence, provided he owns and
occupies that residence as at 30 June.  Situations have arisen where home owners have defaulted on loan repayments
secured by a mortgage over the home, and the mortgagee has taken vacant possession of the home for the purposes of a
mortgagee sale.  Under the law as it stands, if the home owner has ceased to occupy the home at 30 June, he will not be
eligible for a residential land tax exemption.  In these circumstances, the mortgagee does not become the owner of the
property, however, as the home owner no longer occupies the property, the home owner will be liable for land tax.  The
amendment proposed in this Bill will allow an exemption in such cases where the owner involuntarily ceases to occupy
the home, subject to certain conditions.  These conditions are that -

the owner of the home is not receiving a principal place of residence exemption for another property which he
may have moved into; and

no rent or other income is derived from the land during the period that it is required to be vacant.

The amendments will apply to the assessment year commencing 1 July 2000 and subsequent years.  The cost of providing
the exemption is expected to be minimal due to the small number of properties likely to be held by mortgagees at 30 June
in any year.  I commend the Bill to the House.  For the information of members, I have already tabled the associated
explanatory memorandum.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cunningham.

RAIL FREIGHT SYSTEM BILL 1999

Standing Orders Suspension

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [10.55 am]:  I move -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable members to speak on the Council's
amendments to the Rail Freight System Bill for a period not exceeding 20 minutes, prior to consideration in detail
of the individual amendments. 

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [10.56 am]:  I have had some discussion behind the Chair with the member. 
She has explained that she would like to speak on some issues and that the normal allocation of five minutes' speaking time
in the consideration in detail stage is inadequate.  Over the past two days, all members of the House - not only opposition
members - have been very cooperative in ensuring that debate on Orders of the Day Nos 1 and 2 is completed before the
House adjourns this week.  In appreciation of the cooperation the Government has enjoyed from the Opposition, it is
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appropriate that we allow the member to speak for 20 minutes to articulate her arguments in relation to this set of
amendments.  I ask members to support the motion. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [10.57 am]:  The Opposition certainly appreciates the cooperative approach adopted by the
acting Leader of the House.  It reflects the fact that the House works much better when we have cooperation.  Allowing
members to have 20 minutes to canvass the wide range of issues encompassed by the amendments is a better way to
expedite the passage of this message and the Bill.  If members have to rise repeatedly for five-minute periods to make a
point across a range of complex issues, the debate will be prolonged.  In addition to its being a cooperative approach, which
hopefully will expedite the passage of the Bill, and even though the Opposition opposes the Bill, this will mean that the
debate will be much more orderly and points will be made more quickly than if we followed the normal consideration in
detail procedure of speaking in five-minute bursts.

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

As to Consideration in Detail

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is appropriate that we address the House at large on these amendments.  What we see here today
are completely new issues; these were not matters canvassed during the second reading debate.  One might even argue that
they fall outside the policy of the Bill that was passed.  The Opposition has decided not to go down that unprofitable route
but to focus on the amendments presented today.  These amendments relate to the set of steak knives that was necessary
to get the support of the independent member, Hon Mark Nevill, for the iniquitous sale of a major piece of this State's
transport infrastructure. 

In our view these amendments not only represent a major betrayal of the agricultural and rural sectors of this State, but also
are very ill-conceived in their scope.  I have no doubt that Hon Mark Nevill believed that, in some significant way, these
amendments would change the impact of the freight sale.  However, anyone who has any understanding of the rail system
and of corporate law would know that the amendments are likely to have very little effect in practice.  We have betrayed
the rural communities of this State for what are a few beads and trinkets and the odd article from pro-sale journals which
describe Hon Mark Nevill as making a heroic stand for rail in this State.  If Hon Mark Nevill went into the agricultural
regions and tried to present himself as the hero of rail in this State, he would be comprehensively booed down, as would
every National Party member, because the National Party presided over this disgraceful legislation that will, after a short
period of five years, see rural communities in considerable jeopardy through the loss and diminution of their rail network. 
It is an extraordinary example of how one independent member can focus on the interests of his seat and what he perceives
- perhaps in a misguided way - to be the interests of his seat and sell the rest of the State down the drain.  If this is the way
we are going to do business in this State, we are in for a very sorry time.  It is time that people understood the impact that
so-called Independents can have on the proper distribution of resources and orderly decision making.  I say "so-called"
Independent because I do not think that anyone who is elected to Parliament as a Labor Party member on an anti-
privatisation platform has any moral right to claim to be an Independent and to vote in direct opposition to the policies that
got that member elected in the first place.  That can be considered only as an absolute fraud on the community that elected
him.  Many of the people in Kalgoorlie are rightfully angry at the way Hon Mark Nevill has betrayed them, and I am sure
that the farming community is angrier still. 

Let us look at the substance of these amendments, although we will have more opportunity to examine them in the
consideration in detail stage.  Hon Mark Nevill has tried to deal with a problem identified very early on by the Labor Party;
that is, the problem of vertical integration.  It is generally accepted by the Productivity Commission and any of the
commentators on rail that the standard gauge network is a network on which we should be having intra-modal competition;
that is, the network should have competing rail companies.  It has been pointed out time and again that, when there is
competition on a rail line, it is completely inappropriate for a company which manages the track to be an above-line
operator.  If the person in whom the control of the track is vested also operates a rail service, it does not provide a fair,
competitive model.  

The Government claims that it has its rail access legislation, which it has been forced to bring back into this House because
the shortcomings in that legislation, which we pointed out two years ago, have prevented that legislation from being cleared
by the National Competition Council.  Nevertheless, the Government relies on its rail access Bill and says, "It's OK; through
this rail access Bill we can guarantee proper protection from the perils of vertical integration."  When one talks to rail freight
operators, it becomes quite clear that that is not true, and that there are 1 001 ways in which a rail track manager can stymie
its competition if, indeed, it is in competition with the above-line operators.  It would not be economically feasible to
overcome that by an independent regulator.  There is a plethora of ways in which there can be price transferral between the
costs of operating the rail and the costs of operating the above-line system.  It would take hundreds and thousands of dollars
to litigate within any jurisdiction should anyone want to take the integrated operator to task. 

The Government cannot point out a single instance around the world in which vertical integration has had competition on
the line over the mainstream resources.  Of course, there are situations in which a mainstream operator might operate, for
example, some tourist lines in conjunction with it.  However, the Government cannot point out one instance of a rail access
regime which has been set up to provide protection against a vertically integrated operation.  The reason for that is that
people realised it simply could not work.  Obviously, Hon Mark Nevill has picked up on the points we have made.  Now,
after denying that there was ever any problem with vertical integration and that it could be completely resolved by the
Government's mickey mouse rail access regime, it has come up with a series of proposals that purport to deal with that
problem.  This legislation purports to say that a company which runs an above-line rail operation cannot also be a track
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manager.  In fact, this legislation does not prohibit a company - the Government's preferred operators are Wisconsin Central
Transport Corporation or Genesee and Wyoming - setting up two wholly owned subsidiaries, one which will run a rail
freight forwarding system and the other which will be a track manager.  That was very consciously done.  All it requires
is that there be two companies rather than one. 

Then Hon Mark Nevill decided that he might be able to provide a little more protection by requiring that the companies
have something in their articles which would prevent them from having conversations with each other about matters relating
to rail.  This is like the old Chinese walls within law firms.  Simply no-one believes that these sorts of things will work. 
They are founded on a profound ignorance of the reality of the way in which corporations operate.  That is recognised
within any of the frameworks within the Corporations Law.  Under Corporations Law, those companies would be
considered related companies, and a heap of restrictions would apply to them in different transactions, because it is
understood that the two wholly owned subsidiaries of a holding company are related and have a commonality of interest. 
This notion that somehow or other we will be able to set up some sort of provision, in a way that no-one else has ever been
able to, whereby these companies will simply not talk to each other is ridiculous and naive in the extreme.  It also runs
counter to the arguments about why the Government will not go down the route of vertical separation.  The essence of the
Government's argument for why it must allow the rail track manager to also be the train operator is that that is how the most
cost-effective and efficient rail system is run.  The synergies and tailoring the maintenance of the tracks and the way in
which one manages the maintenance to one's rolling stock and freight tasks creates the great advantage of vertical
integration; yet the Government is purporting to support a system that will see a notional vertical separation.  It cannot have
it both ways.  If this does truly vertically separate, we will not get the benefits that the Government claims we will get from
vertical integration.  Therefore, why not go down the road proposed by the Opposition; that is, prevent the person who
becomes the track manager from also running a rail system?  The Government will not do that because it knows that the
companies which are bidding and which have told it they want to buy this system want to do both.  They want to do both
because they know they will get a commercial advantage out of doing both.  This system that supposedly ring fences one
wholly owned subsidiary from the other is nonsensical.

We have a series of provisions about the Kalgoorlie and Esperance lines.  There are some contradictions within those
provisions.  However, essentially, what is purported in these amendments is that certain track standards will be set for two
lines; that is, one set of standards for the Koolyanobbing-Esperance line and another set of standards for the Kwinana to
Parkeston line.  People might note that there is a considerable amount of overlap in those two lines, yet we have two
separate standards applying to them, which is an interesting concept.

Hon Mark Nevill originally argued that certain amounts of dollars should be spent on these lines to ensure their continued
existence.  There was a particular vulnerability for the Kalgoorlie-Esperance line, as that line does not carry a great load,
and a private operator might prefer to move material through Kwinana rather than through Esperance.  Therefore, Hon
Mark Nevill was keen to ensure initially that some dollars were put into those lines.  However, then he was persuaded. 
David Hill of Deutsche Bank was brought over to Western Australia.  He spent many weeks with Hon Mark Nevill,
persuading him that there was a better way to go - that is, to set performance standards.  The performance standards that
have been set are quite reasonable.  The performance standards for the Kalgoorlie-Esperance line are 80 kilometres an hour
for a 23-tonne axle load, with an average speed of 60 kilometres an hour.  However, the reality is that no company will
invest the sort of money that will be needed to satisfy that.  It would certainly cost hundreds of millions of dollars to bring
the track up to that standard, particularly the 300 kilometres of track south of Widgiemooltha which, although it is a
standard gauge line, is laid on a narrow gauge formation and is in a particularly poor state.

Of course, the devil will be in the detail.  What enforcement provisions will be in the contract if this is not done?  We do
not know that.  Hon Mark Nevill has not seen it.  This is part of the whole problem.  We can put these performance
standards in the legislation, and they can appear in the contract, but unless the contract contains enforcement provisions
the performance standards are absolutely meaningless.  I put it to this Chamber that, as a practical matter, these
performance standards will not be met by the private operator and that we will see a contract that pays some lip service
to this, but, as a matter of practice, it will not provide any realistic mechanism for enforcing these provisions.  

There are also the provisions for the area from Kwinana to Parkeston.  They will also require an enormous amount of
money to be poured in for the private operator.  Those provisions are probably somewhat more achievable.  Later in the
consideration in detail stage, we will ask questions about why we are not talking about average speeds on those lines
whereas we are on the previous line.

The final scope of the amendments that have been introduced is this notion of Hon Mark Nevill's that somehow or other
he has enabled the Australian Rail Track Corporation to become a party to this process.  We have been encouraged by the
interest of the Australian Rail Track Corporation, which is the national publicly owned rail track manager of the Kalgoorlie-
Kwinana line.  Notwithstanding what I believe to be misleading answers given to us by the Deputy Premier, we know that
formal and reasonable offers were made by the ARTC to buy this line, and they were rejected by the Government.  They
were rejected because the Government has been told by its mates - those B-grade American outfits with whom it is talking
sale - that they do not want the ARTC to run the line and that they want a vertically integrated operation, because they know
that that is how they will make a lot more money.  All this does is throw Hon Mark Nevill a crumb, so now the ARTC can
form part of a consortium to make a bid.

Mr Cowan:  It always could.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It could not, and later I will point out why.  There is nothing in this legislation that obliges the
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Government to seriously consider such a bid.  The Government was prepared to agree to this because it had no intention
to change what it had proposed to do in the first place; that is, to flog this off to some consortium, which most probably
will be a consortium led by a B-grade American rail company.  The Government's difficulty is that there are problem areas
with Westrail.  The Government does not have the guts or the ideas to deal with them, other than to sell them.  There have
been models around the world and around Australia whereby government agencies have been able to take their rail
corporations, put them under the control of commercial boards and make sure that those bodies are not only effective and
viable economic entities but also entities that look after the interests of the rural communities in their jurisdictions.

Mr GRILL:  I thank the Chamber for giving me the opportunity to make a few remarks on this legislation.  The position
of the Opposition on this legislation has always been crystal clear; that is, it opposes privatisation.  It opposes it for a range
of reasons, and they have all been eloquently set out by the member for Armadale.  

The Government set out on this course when privatisation was the vogue in Australia.  The Government hopped onto the
bandwagon without looking at the other side of the picture, which was the State's retaining and upgrading this essential
infrastructure.  That was the hard road to take that would have meant greater expenditure by the State Government and by
the taxpayer on this system.  The rail network around Western Australia is an essential infrastructure, and the Labor Party
hopes it will become more important as time goes on.  People who live in the country are sick and tired of having to
negotiate their roads with road trains.  More road trains are on the roads in my electorate every day of the week.  It is
getting harder to negotiate those roads and more frightening for drivers.  We want to see a much greater proportion of
heavy freight go onto the rail system.  This legislation does not assure that will happen; it may or may not happen.  We do
not see any will by the Government to ensure that this important infrastructure is upgraded and that the Government plays
a part to ensure that a greater amount of heavy traffic and freight goes onto the rail system.  We are allowing critical
decisions about upgrading the railway track and other infrastructure and how much traffic goes onto the rail system to be
placed in the hands of other people - third party operators.  They do not necessarily have the interests of this State at heart. 
They have, and are obliged to have, the interests of only one set of people at heart; that is, their shareholders.  If, as is
likely, American companies acquire these assets, the operator and the effective owner of the track will be beholden not to
the people and the Government of this State and to the interests of this State, but to the interests of a group of people who
live elsewhere - probably  in the United States.

Mr Cowan:  You know that the State will still own the track.

Mr GRILL:  Yes, I know that.  However, that is only in the technical sense.  If the Government leases an asset for 50 years,
effectively it is saying that the operator who leases for that period owns it.

Mr Cowan:  We are not saying that at all.

Mr GRILL:  That is the case.  The operator will have practical possession of the asset.  We know that all of the decisions
that will be made on the upgrading of that track in future will be made by that private operator.  That is the important point. 
We already see in the wheatbelt of this State a number of lines which have fallen into disrepair and for which there does
not appear to be any bright future.  If the Government were really concerned about the infrastructure of this State and about
the efficient carriage of freight and bulk commodities, it would ensure that it had a major say in which parts of this
important infrastructure were upgraded and kept in place.  The Government is abdicating that responsibility.

Mr Cowan:  No, we are not.

Mr GRILL:  If that is the not case, the Deputy Premier can inform me by way of interjection how it will keep control over
that process.  No mechanisms exist in this legislation or are proposed within the regulations to ensure that happens.  The
Deputy Premier can correct me, but I do not think he can, because they are not there.  Will the Deputy Premier do that by
way of interjection or later on?

Mr Cowan:  I will do it later on, and give the member the clause he needs to look at. 

Mr GRILL:  Only one factor has motivated the Government in this matter, and that is maximising the profit from the sale
of these assets.  That is why the track has been sold off and Westrail has been sold off to the highest bidder without regard
for the best interests of the State.  This process took place with the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  When that
proposal came forward the Opposition expressed grave concerns about the way it was sold.  The Opposition did not oppose
the sale, because it was happy to see that asset sold off and we were the first to put that proposal forward.  The Opposition
opposed the Government's initial model to sell 49 per cent of the pipeline and not 100 per cent.  The Government came
to the conclusion that its initial model was not workable.  However, the Opposition had always said that if the Government
sold the pipeline, it had to sell 100 per cent.  The Opposition was absolutely opposed to the way it was sold.  It was sold
off simply to maximise returns.  We said at the time it was a double-edged sword and the higher the return the State got
from the sale of that very important asset, the greater the risk that tariffs for transportation of gas down that pipeline would
remain high.  The tariffs were already too high.  We pointed that out ad nauseam.  We indicated that in selling that asset
to maximise the price the Government would ensure those tariffs remained at a high level.

In only the past few weeks in this House the Minister for Energy conceded that Epic Energy made a major mistake in
paying $2.4b for that piece of infrastructure; the price was too high.  Worse than that is the indication that in selling off
that asset the State Government colluded with Epic Energy on tariffs.  Epic stated in writing, and verbally, to the Opposition
that there was collusion between the State and Epic. AlintaGas and Epic colluded over tariffs.  Epic says it paid $2.4b only
on the basis that its proposals on future tariffs would be accepted by the State.  There is a real risk that will all be blown
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over by the independent gas regulator.  Members should remember that when the Government started down this road to
sell off that asset there was not a proposal from government ranks for an independent gas regulator.  That proposal was
first put forward by the ALP, and publicly by my colleague the member for Cockburn.  We always saw a necessity for an
independent gas regulator; the Government did not.  The cosy relationship that Epic says was put in place for the sale of
that asset and its connection to the price of transporting gas down that line is now in jeopardy, and Epic is squealing.  Epic
will squeal long and hard into the future.  The Government has jeopardised, as a result of the sale of that asset in that way,
the future of gas tariffs in this State.  That has massive implications.  The same thing is happening in the sale of Westrail. 
We have a model that will maximise the price but jeopardise the long-term interests of the State. 

Hon Mark Nevill in the other place endeavoured to prevent some of the folly of the legislation as originally proposed by
the Government.  He came up with a number of proposals which in the end were accepted by the Government by way of
amendment to the legislation, and we are debating those today.  The first of those proposals was the ring fencing of the
track operator company for the standard gauge line.  That proposal was put forward by Hon Mark Nevill.  It was not
initially favourably received by the Government, which wanted to carry on with the vertically integrated model.  However,
in the final analysis the Government accepted the situation in which the proposed operator of the standard gauge line would
be ring fenced from the operator on the track - that is, the purchaser of Westrail.  As the previous speaker pointed out, that
ring fencing is the second-best option, and it may not work.  We have all seen instances of ring fencing in the past that are
more apparent than real.  I applaud Hon Mark Nevill for endeavouring to improve the legislation in that respect.  We have
yet to see whether the ring fencing will work; however, experience indicates that it will probably not work and the same
old collusion will occur across the ring fencing as seen with other agencies and operators in the past.  We would have been
far better off with a different model.  Given that the Labor Party opposed privatisation, and continues to do so, opposition
members have stated without exception in this debate that if we were to go down the path of privatisation, we should at
least set up a competitive model.  An anti-competitive model is to be used. 

This may have been ameliorated by the amendments moved by Hon Mark Nevill in the upper House.  However, the
amendments will unfortunately not work, as ring fencing will not work.  It does not have a good history.  It is an anti-
competitive model, and the State needs a competitive model and process.  We would have had a competitive model if the
State accepted the Opposition's second-best proposal - the first-best proposal was not to sell it in the first place - and at least
sell it on the basis of a competitive model; that is, either retain the track in government hands and sell off the rest of
Westrail, or sell it as two separate components.  However, the Government, in this instance and other like instances, has
decided in its wisdom to maximise its returns, but that is not in the best interests of Western Australia in the longer term. 

The second amendment forced on the Government by Hon Mark Nevill was the proposal by which the Australian Rail
Track Corporation should be allowed to bid as part of a consortium for the standard gauge line.  The previous speaker
touched on the fact that ARTC made substantial offers to the State Government to pick up that track.  It was always
understood at ministerial council meetings that ARTC would pick up the major standard gauge lines around Australia.  That
was agreed to by this Government.  Nevertheless, this legislation is a backtrack on that proposal.  Again, Hon Mark Nevill
has endeavoured to ameliorate the situation as the amendments would allow ARTC to bid as part of a consortium for the
standard gauge line.  Under the original legislation, ARTC would have been precluded; that is, it could bid for all the track,
or for none of it.  Pursuant to these amendments, ARTC can at least bid for the standard gauge line, which is in conformity
with the agreements into which the State entered some time ago.  The amendment is an improvement, but we do not know
whether it will ultimately have an effect as we do not know how the bidding process will go. 

The third area of amendment the House is considering today centres on the track and its condition and the capital needed
to be spent on the track.  One of the major motivators in Hon Mark Nevill's mind when he agreed to the legislation was
the future of the Kalgoorlie-Esperance line.  

Mr Cowan:  His motivation is different from that of people on this side of the House only in that he is focussing on that
line, and we focus on the total network. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Rubbish!  What are you doing with the narrow gauge? 

Mr Cowan:  I will tell you when I speak. 

Mr GRILL:  The Deputy Premier might say that.  Let me give a few facts:  I do not want to name the officer, but a
commissioner of Westrail came to me and said, "We don't believe the line between Kalgoorlie and Esperance is viable."

Mr Cowan:  I can give you his name - but I won't. 

Mr GRILL:  I do not want to give his name and embarrass him.  He said, "We want to close down that track as it is not
carrying enough traffic and is not viable.  We will not make a profit on that line in the foreseeable future." 

Mr Cowan:  I think you made the right decision. 

Mr GRILL:  We made the right decision.  It was made not only by me, as it was carried on by the present Government. 
We made the right decision not to close that line.  People do not have a magic wand and cannot see the future.  Under
privatisation, an important line is threatened because the major users of the line can use another route; that is, the major
east-west line, whether coming through Kalgoorlie from Leonora or from Koolyanobbing.  The truth is that the line between
Kalgoorlie and Esperance can be avoided.  The Labor Party believes that under the privatisation model first put forward,
the probability was high that the private operator which owned the track would put money into upgrading the east-west line,
rather than the Kalgoorlie-Esperance line.  I know that that was a motivating factor in Hon Mark Nevill's mind in deciding
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to support the Bill, conditional upon the amendments we are considering today.  I was also very worried about that aspect
of the matter.

The Government has agreed, after some arm twisting, that some upgrade of the Kalgoorlie-Esperance track will occur to
23-tonne axle loadings with a maximum speed of 80 kilometres an hour and an average speed of 60 kilometres an hour. 
That will allow acceptable turnaround time for that traffic which commences in Koolyanobing, goes through Kalgoorlie
and then down to Esperance for shipping to the world.

Ms MacTiernan:  It is not likely to be enforceable. 

Mr GRILL:  I would be disappointed if it were not enforceable.  It would be a major betrayal by the Government if that
upgrade did not proceed.  Hon Mark Nevill endeavoured to ensure that the Koolyanobing-Esperance line was upgraded,
and the Government was quick to react in that case.  After some pressure from Hon Mark Nevill, the upgrade of that line
has commenced.  Is that correct? 

Mr Cowan:  There has been some work.  Maintenance was scheduled for that line anyway.  That has commenced.  I cannot
give a comment on anything that might be part of the agreement.  I know that some scheduled maintenance work has
commenced. 

Mr GRILL:  My understanding of the concession obtained by Hon Mark Nevill was that the Koolyanobing-Esperance line
would be upgraded to 21-tonne axle loading at 115 kilometres an hour, and 25-tonne loading at 80 kilometres an hour. 
That is the undertaking, which we expect to be carried out, whether it is enforceable or not. 

Mr Cowan:  So do we.  There is a third party, don't forget, with the east-west line and ARTC. 

Mr GRILL:  Exactly.  We have problems with our rail system, which is very important for the future of our State.  The debt
structure is a cause for concern:  When this Government came to power seven years ago, the debt loading on Westrail was
about $350m.  The debt loading today is around the $700m and climbing.  That indicates that the announced Westrail
profits are more accounting than real profits.  On a positive side, the Government has been prepared to put money into the
upgrade of the track.  The Government has ultimately realised that it must put more money into the system, and that burden
will be transferred across to the private sector.  However, there is no guarantee that the private sector will carry through
on the commitments which need to be met.

Mr KOBELKE:  My contribution to the debate will in large part pick up on the comments made by the member for Eyre
in his closing remarks.  My grave concern is that the Government is simply not telling the truth about its move to sell off
the Westrail freight division.  The second reading speech tried to indicate the reason.  It reads - 

We will introduce to the State an efficient, innovative specialist private rail operator committed to the
sustainability of rail transport in a competitive market and willing to make the necessary investments to improve
rail's market share.  

Those are certainly high sounding ideals and would lead one to believe the Government is trying to improve things.  My
concern is that the Government is merely trying to hide the mess it has created and that the whole process it is outlining
will not improve efficiency and lower the costs of rail freight to users in Western Australia, which must be the objective;
it must be to provide an efficient, cost-effective rail freight system in order to benefit the many industries in rural and
mining parts of Western Australia which currently use Westrail's freight services.  Without that as an objective, we will
certainly do this State a great disservice by selling off the freight division of Westrail.  

The Government has failed to manage Westrail in a way which has maintained the asset base and provided the best quality
service to its customers.  If the Government really was about providing the best, most competitive service, why has it
excluded other Australian Governments from being involved in the tendering process and why is the Government not
willing to allow rail operators in Australia who have an excellent record in innovation and improving rail services across
Australia, to become involved in the process and stack up against international companies?  The Government has explicitly
excluded them.  On that basis we can see that the Government is not serious about improving the Westrail freight service. 
What we really have is a privatisation because it is the Government's policy.  It is privatisation because the Government
does not want to administer Westrail freight.  It does not know how to properly run Westrail freight and it is admitting that
it has failed.  Further to that, it has adopted the process of selling off Westrail freight in order to cover up the mess it has
made, which I believe is quite substantial and which will be the legacy of this Government.

Mr Wiese interjected.

Mr KOBELKE:  I will refer the member to the annual report of Westrail, and he will start to see there are some pretty
shonky practices in the accounting of Westrail.  The annual report does not give a transparent picture of the real state of
Westrail's finances.  The annual report is for the year finishing 30 June 1999, which is the last year for which there are full
financial statements.  In that year the revenue was just over $398m and the expenditure was $377m, which leaves a profit
of $20.8m.  The Government heralded that profit as being quite an achievement.  However, that profit is of no substance
at all.  The annual report is different from those of most other trading enterprises in that it declares that profit before tax
and abnormals.  The report contains $48.2m for abnormals, of which just under $40m is a contribution to assets from the
construction of the Subiaco tunnel.  That rightly must go to book, but Westrail did not contribute to the construction of the
tunnel; it was part of the Subiaco redevelopment.  That has been lobbed in as $40m of extra assets to come up as part of
the after-tax profit of $56m.  It certainly does not paint an accurate picture of the situation.
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I will look to what Westrail paid to the Government as revenue.  I am happy to be corrected on this because the figures are
complex and sometimes other factors are not taken into account.  I am taking the annual report at face value.  It states that
there are two areas where, under government policy, Westrail must pay to government tax equivalent amounts and a
dividend.  Notes 10 and 11 show that there was a tax equivalent payment of $12.4m and a dividend payment of $38.5m. 
Another $6m is shown but that is paid in the next financial year, so I will stick to the 1998-99 year.  On face value the
annual report shows a return of $51m was paid to the Government.  If I have that wrong, I would like it clarified, but that
is what the annual report shows.  Sometimes in annual reports there are differences because payments are made in different
years and amounts get shifted around.  I did not find those figures in the budget papers, so something else may have
happened.  The $51m was paid to the Government to help it with its major deficit in its overall budget.  It looks like
Westrail has been used as a bit of a milking cow at a time when the profit looks like merely a paper one. 

For the end of the previous financial year at 30 June 1998, the total borrowings were $896m.  At the end of June 1999 the
borrowings were $967m.  Therefore in that year the borrowings of Westrail blew out by $71m.  It is great to claim a $21m
profit on the basis that $71m more has been borrowed.  That may meet certain accounting standards but it is certainly
misleading to the people of this State to herald that Westrail is being run at such an excellent level that the Government
can chalk up a $21m profit when it has simply increased Westrail's debt by borrowing $71m.  That says nothing about
general liabilities and leasing agreements, which can be another way of camouflaging debt.  The situation is that Westrail
has a debt approaching $1b and an illusory profit.  Whole sections of its rail network have been degraded to a very
substantial extent.  The running schedules that set speed limits on the rail network show that a very large area of the rail
network has not been maintained.  Maintaining the rail network is a major problem and a huge amount of money needs to
be put into it.  This Government has simply dressed up the accounts to try to create a quite misleading effect.  It has run
down Westrail and not provided the management and commitment to ensure that Westrail freight was going forward.  If
I have not done so, I must make clear that those figures were for the whole of Westrail, because they are not subdivided,
and we are here talking about Westrail freight.  The sell-off is a reflection of the mismanagement of the Government.  My
real concern is that the customers who rely on Westrail, whether they be mining companies or farmers in the wheatbelt,
will find that they will pay the cost of this Government's mismanagement, which is likely to be quite substantial.

I will quickly give two examples of what I fear will unfold if the Westrail freight division is sold off.  The selling of the
Government's light vehicle fleet to the Matrix Finance Group realised $200m or more  for the Government.  That looked
great, but how did it work?  In simple terms the Government in selling off its light vehicle fleet and taking $200m-plus
locked Western Australian government agencies into paying exorbitant amounts for the lease of vehicles for the next 10
years because it is a 10-year rolling contract.  The police cannot now put their vehicles on the road and other government
agencies cannot do the work required of them because the cost of maintaining vehicles under that arrangement has escalated
beyond their control.  A good up-front move driven by the ideology of privatisation has simply meant money in the kitty
now to make the debt go down but locking the Government into higher price arrangements for years to the detriment of
services which the Government must offer.  The Government no longer offers the needed services because they have been
reduced or cut out altogether.  

Another example is the sale of the Pilbara to Bunbury gas pipeline, which achieved a record $2.4b return for the
Government.  We know from what is now on the Internet about the matters before the regulator that the purchaser of the
pipeline offered two options to the Government:  First, it could give the Government a price for the pipeline that would
enable the operator to be competitive and to charge a lower gas transport price; or, secondly, it could pay a top-of-the-range
price that would lead to a much higher gas transport charge for many years.  That is a dilemma for the Government.  It
would like the $2.4b to show what a good job it is doing.  However, if it wants to look after the interests of the State, it
should pursue the option that results in lower gas prices for the next five to 20 years to encourage the development of
industry and the creation of jobs.  That is much preferable to having the $2.4b now and paying very high prices for years. 

Gas prices will not fall as they would have if this Government had looked to the future of the State, the development of
industry and the creation of jobs.  It has pursued a solution that will maximise its immediate return for its own benefit, not
for the benefit of the State.  The Westrail sell off is about looking after the Government's political future with an election
looming and selling out the wheat growers, farmers and miners who need help.  Members should be in no doubt:  This
process is a sellout of those who rely on rail transport.  The Government has totally failed to manage Westrail freight and
this sell off is a way to get it off its hands.  To do that and to look good in the process, the Government will have to exclude
open competition - other Australian rail operators are not allowed to participate; the Government does not want real
competition from an operator that is performing well somewhere else in Australia.  The sale is being set up so that the
Government gets the maximum return and the operator will be able to maximise the cost of rail freight for many years. 
That will be to the detriment of many important industries in this State.  It will be disastrous for our important rural
industries that are suffering a cost squeeze already because of international commodity prices.  They will now have the
added burden of freight costs that will either increase or remain unacceptably high when competition would have forced
them down. 

This Government is trying to fix up its bungling by selling out the interests of the State.  The member for Armadale and
others have already pointed out that if we were to separate the freight service from the rail ownership and so on, we could
have a more competitive model.  However, the Government does not need or want a competitive model.  The issue being
addressed with the sale is not how we can achieve an efficient system in the future.  The statement in the second reading
speech is humbug; it does not stand up.  This Government has mismanaged Westrail.  It is a huge problem and the
Government wants it off the books.  It wants to take political advantage by raising money to do other things.  Those other
plans might be right and proper.  However, if that is the objective, the Government will sell out the miners and farmers who
need a competitive rail freight system. 
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We have seen the amount the Government is already taking out of Westrail.  It is a cash cow.  That was the ploy used by
former Queensland Premier Joh Bjelke-Petersen.  The state-owned rail system was a great contributor to the Queensland
Government's coffers for many years.  The Premier forced mining companies to use the system at an inflated price and then
poured the money back into consolidated revenue.  A Government can take such a position on principle, and it might be
the right decision.  If the Government owns certain utilities and maximises the return on them, and industry still survives
and prospers, that can be good.  If it is up front about what it is doing, I do not have a problem.  People will be able to
judge whether the negatives outweigh the positives in that situation.  However, that is not the point of this debate. 

The issue is that that is this Government's unstated policy.  This Government is using Westrail to try to reduce its budget
deficit.  However, that will not continue because it has made such a mess of the management of Westrail.  In trying to
address that issue and trying to find some extra money, it is selling off Westrail, but not in a way that guarantees an efficient
service for users into the future.  It is doing it in a way that simply addresses the Government's up-front political problems. 
The same is true of the Matrix Group Ltd's leasing deal and the Dampier to Bunbury pipeline.  The taxpayers of the State -
users of the utility - will pay a premium for years to cover the decision the Government is now making.  That will be a great
cost to this State. 

The amendments in the message from the other place do not address the fundamental issue of structuring a sale to achieve
the Government's supposed objectives.  Government members know that if they set up the sale process with the clear
objective of providing the most efficient rail network through the wheatbelt and related mining areas, it will not get a good
return on the sale.  Such an approach would lock the successful tenderer into a range of conditions that would require it
to be competitive and to provide the lowest possible rates.  That being the case, the sale price would be reduced
considerably.  That would demonstrate that the Government has run down Westrail and not provided the required
management resources.  That being the case, the Government would be on a political loser.  The Government has no
choice:  To save its political neck, it will sell out the State of Western Australia when it sells Westrail freight.  That will
be a sad day for Western Australia.  I look forward to making some comments at the consideration in detail stage. 

Mr RIPPER:  In dealing with this message, the House is dealing with a most unsavoury political process.  We are dealing
with the outcome of the Government's beads and trinkets offer to the Independent, Hon Mark Nevill, in the upper House
to obtain his support for this legislation.  Public policy in this State has been perverted by the opportunism displayed by
Hon Mark Nevill and by this Government in an attempt to obtain his support.  He is an Independent, elected on a party
vote, betraying the views of the people who elected him and demanding and obtaining concessions from the Government. 
If those concessions come to fruition, they will be a perversion of public policy.  The Government cannot be proud of the
process by which it has achieved support for this legislation in the upper House.  If Hon Mark Nevill is proud of this
process, he should not be.  It is perversion of public policy and similar to that which has happened with Senator Harradine
in the Senate.  It is the Government's offering beads and trinkets to a member of Parliament to secure the balance of power
in the upper House and to achieve support for its legislation. 

The Australian Labor Party opposes the privatisation of strategic public utilities.  In particular, it opposes the privatisation
of natural monopolies.  The party has the support of the Western Australian community in those two policy stances.

Mr Ainsworth:  Can you explain to me how the monopoly can still exist when the open access regime comes into play and
other competitors can go on that line?

Mr RIPPER:  The track network is a natural monopoly which is to be privatised as a vertically-integrated utility.  In other
words, the freight business which is, in principle, open to competition, will be sold in conjunction with the natural
monopoly, which is not, in principle, open to competition.  There will not be two sets of railway lines running between
Perth and Kalgoorlie.  We oppose the privatisation of natural monopolies and we oppose, in particular, the privatisation
of public utilities when they are vertically-integrated.  The Government places a lot of emphasis on privatisation as an
efficiency measure.  In our view, that emphasis is totally misplaced.  The driver of efficiency is competition, not
privatisation.  The real problem with the Government's privatisation of Westrail freight is the same as the real problem with
the Government's privatisation of AlintaGas - the Government is privatising in a way which will allow private interests to
maintain vertical integration of a competitive function and a natural monopoly.  That vertical integration of a natural
monopoly and a competitive function will inhibit competition in the function that is technically open to that competition. 
The Government's answer to this is the answer which the member for Roe gave me in his interjection.  The Government's
answer is that there will be an access code to allow third-party access to the natural monopoly and which will allow third-
party competition with the freight operator, which also has control of the track.  There are significant problems with those
access arrangements.  When the vertically-integrated utility is owned by the State, public policy considerations which support
competition can be applied to the monopoly ownership.  The whole entity is not just driven by commercial considerations. 
There are parliamentary opportunities and there are executive government opportunities to moderate any effort by the owner
of the monopoly to use that monopoly ownership to inhibit competition in those parts of the business which should be subject
to that competition.  I suppose that I am arguing that public ownership of a vertically-integrated utility is not necessarily as
inhibiting to competition as private ownership.  Nevertheless, vertical integration between competitive functions and natural
monopoly functions, whether they are in public ownership or in private ownership, inhibits competition.  The problem is that
there are too many advantages to vertical integration for an access code to be the answer.  There are too many ways in which
the owner of the joint functions can benefit from vertical integration.  The owner of a monopoly can manipulate technical
specifications for access to the monopoly to the advantage of the trading operation which it also owns.  It can also use
transfer pricing mechanisms and  manipulate maintenance and timetabling arrangements to favour the trading operation
or the freight operation which it also owns.  There is a lot of scepticism in the commercial world about the viability of
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access arrangements in promoting competition when there is vertical-integration.  The business community's position is
that vertically-integrated utilities should not be privatised.  Its position is that utilities should be disaggregated before they
are privatised, because it understands that there are all kinds of ways that people can get around access codes to inhibit
competition if they have ownership of a vertically-integrated utility which includes a natural monopoly.

Mr Court:  What is your view?  Should it be disaggregated?

Mr RIPPER:  Our view is that Westrail freight should not be privatised.  However, if it were to be privatised, it should not
be privatised as a vertically-integrated utility.  The ownership of the track should be separated from the ownership of the
freight operation.  If one were to undertake any degree of privatisation at all, one would maintain ownership of the track
in public hands and simply privatise the freight operation.  Our position is that strategic public utilities should not be
privatised and I am confident that that is also the view of the community.

Mr Court:  What?  No strategic public utility?

Mr RIPPER:  No.  Western Power, the Water Corporation, AlintaGas and Westrail freight should not be privatised.

Mr Court:  What would you privatise?

Mr RIPPER:  We have reached the end of the viability of privatisation as a policy option in this country.  The public does
not support any more privatisation than has already occurred.  The Australian Labor Party certainly does not support any
more privatisation than has already occurred.  Now that we have reached, in the privatisation agenda, the privatisation of
strategic public utilities, the public is saying, "Let us call a halt to this; let us draw a line in the sand."  The Australian Labor
Party agrees with the public.  

Mr Court:  That is not right.  Labor Governments in other States are selling off things as quickly as they can.

Mr RIPPER:  I am stating the position of the Australian Labor Party on Western Australian matters and I am saying that
we do not agree with the privatisation of strategic public utilities.  We have said openly and clearly that we will not support
the privatisation of AlintaGas, Westrail freight, Western Power or the Water Corporation.  We hope that the Government
will make the same policy commitments before the next election.  However, we are concerned that even if it did that, that
would not reflect its intentions in practice.  This Government told the electorate before the last election that it had no plans
to privatise AlintaGas.  If the Government has its way, AlintaGas will be privatised before the next election, although, I
note that the privatisation of AlintaGas has been delayed by a month.  I read that in an article in The West Australian last
Saturday.  The AlintaGas sales steering committee chairman Mr Kelly was quoted in the article as follows -

Steering committee chairman Des Kelly said the extension was the most reasonable action to take after bidders
raised concerns about uncertainty on tariffs and other issues that would be affected by the regulator's final
determination on access prices.

Mr Thomas:  Hasn't the determination been delayed until September?

Mr RIPPER:  That is certainly the question for the tariffs on the pipeline.  There might be an earlier decision on the access
arrangements for AlintaGas' distribution network.  The bidders are very concerned about this matter.  The article further
states -

It is understood most of the AlintaGas bidders were relieved about the extension and it would give more time
between the regulator's outcome and when bids were due.

The Office of Gas Access Regulation is working on the final access arrangements for AlintaGas' retail distribution
network.

The reason for quoting that is simple:  It is very clear that access arrangements for third parties have a significant impact
on the sale value of a natural monopoly.  In other words, access arrangements do have a relationship with the profits which
the owner of a vertically-integrated utility can extract from the operation.  Therefore, I do not think that access
arrangements are the answer to the problems caused by vertical integration.  Clearly, the bidders do not assume that access
arrangements will have a neutral impact on the value of the asset which they are proposing to purchase.

I will now turn to some details of the message that is before us.  The message contains some mechanisms which purport
to deal with the problem of vertical integration and its inhibiting effects on competition.  There are some general conditions
for disposal proposals for the standard gauge line.  These general conditions appear to be aimed at preventing the evils of
vertical integration inhibiting competition on the standard gauge line.  I do not think that these conditions will do the job. 
The clause itself does not prevent one of the most likely options for achieving vertical integration between the natural
monopoly of the standard gauge line and the freight operation to be run on it.  It would be possible, even given this
amendment, for one holding company to have two subsidiaries, one of which owned the track and the other of which ran
a freight operation.  The amendment does contain some confidentiality provisions.  It says that any entity to which it is
proposed to dispose of the standard gauge corridor should have provisions in its constitution to prevent the disclosure of
confidential information obtained in the course of its business to (i) a person providing train services or (ii) a person
controlling, or controlled by, a person providing train services, except if the disclosure is required by law.  However, those
confidentiality provisions cannot prevent people from acting in what they perceive to be their common interest.  An
employee, a manager or a senior executive of one subsidiary will know and understand, simply by his commercial
experience, what is in the commercial interest of the other subsidiary.  Those confidentiality provisions cannot prevent
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people acting in the common interests of the holding company.  Secondly, those confidentiality provisions cannot deal with
people being transferred from one related company to another and taking with them, in their heads, the information that
they have gained from the other operation.

How are those confidentiality provisions to deal with the position when the manager of freight services in one subsidiary
is transferred to the other subsidiary and becomes the manager of track maintenance in the company which owns the track,
taking with him all the information about how track maintenance can advantage the operations of the freight services?  I
do not think the confidentiality provisions will do the job.  In addition, what is to prevent the company changing the
provisions of its constitution once it has ownership of the rail line?  How are these things to be enforced?  Will the
Government take back ownership of the rail service?  I do not think that would happen.  The provisions are inadequate in
their scope to deal with the likely ownership and operational arrangements.  Also, the conditions will be, in the end,
unenforceable.

These proposals also contain special conditions for improvements to railway lines between Koolyanobbing and Esperance
and Kwinana and Parkeston.  Those special conditions are an outrageous aspect of the parliamentary process.  They are
the beads and trinkets which Hon Mark Nevill has obtained.  It would appear that Hon Mark Nevill has been able to
incorporate his capital works aspirations for his own electorate into the clauses of this Bill.  The process is a sordid one. 
I also suspect that Hon Mark Nevill may very well be disappointed.  Perhaps he has been sold a pup, because I do not see
how these conditions can be enforced.  In short, the conditions in these proposed amendments do not prohibit a likely
option for vertical integration of a natural monopoly and a trading operation, which will inhibit competition.  The special
conditions do not prevent vertical integration being an advantage to the owner of the track.  The special conditions also
lack enforcement mechanisms.

In my last couple of minutes I will deal with a further issue.  All of this sale process may be compromised in any case by
allegations of a regulatory compact between the Government and the purchaser of Westrail freight.  That is what has
happened with the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  In dealing with the regulator's decision on tariffs
on that pipeline, the owner of the pipeline has alleged that the Government chose a price and tariff path for the privatisation
which should be respected by the regulator.  The owner of the pipeline is arguing that the Government accepted a price
$1b higher than would otherwise have applied in return for a higher tariff path being followed in the future on that pipeline. 
The owner is arguing that the regulator must respect that regulatory compact.  The only way that we can be sure that there
is no regulatory compact is for all of the documents and contracts relating to this privatisation to be made public.  I seek
the Government's commitment that it will make public every document relating to this privatisation, just as it should do
with the privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.

Mr COWAN:  I know that I do not have any right of reply, but I will use my 20 minutes to respond to some of the
comments that have been made by the various members.  There is very little new in what has been debated.  I listened with
great interest to the member for Armadale when she said that this message from the Legislative Council contains
amendments which are outside those areas that were debated during the course of the second reading debate, and even the
third reading debate, on this Bill when it went through this place in the first instance; yet after 20 minutes I was aware of
only one new feature in the comments of the member for Armadale; that is, her feelings towards the Independent member
in another place.  I suppose that can best be described by the old adage that hell hath no fury like a political party that has
been scorned.  I will not delve into that.  I will let the Opposition carry on with that vendetta against one of its former
members and the Government will try to deal with some of the issues that have been raised during this debate,
notwithstanding that they have already at some time or another been dealt with.

At the outset, I make it clear that we are talking about a lease of the track, yet every member who rose in his or her place
today is still making the same mistake in claiming that track ownership will revert to someone in the private sector.  It will
be a lease and rigorous conditions will be applied on that lease.

Ms MacTiernan:  I challenge you to find anything in Hansard that indicates I said sale.

Mr COWAN:  The general principle that the Opposition puts forward is that it is opposed to privatisation.  It has made that
clear from the outset.  This Government cannot be seen as a great advocate of privatisation.  In its time the Government
sold BankWest, the Dampier to Perth natural gas pipeline, the Hospital Laundry and Linen Service and State Print.  There
has been a lot of contract management, and some outsourcing through contracted systems of operations.  However, in the
main, the Government has not followed the practice of wholesale privatisation, and most rational commentators would
accept that.  Although I expect politics to be played in this Chamber, the Opposition knows it is losing credibility by
continuing down this path.  It is one thing for members opposite to oppose privatisation - we acknowledge that - but to draw
another analogy is a waste of their time, because nobody will believe them.

The member for Nollamara made a comment about the debt level of Westrail.  To give him his due, he acknowledged there
was no separation between the freight operation and the suburban operation.   A rough approximation of the freight to
urban separation ratio is 7:4.  The suburban operation recovers only 32 per cent of its operating costs, and it must find the
balance.  The debt level of the freight operation is around $700m.  The point that needs to be made, and the point that is
not lost on the users of Westrail services who are constituents of mine and the member for Roe and the member for Wagin,
is that this Government has spent a considerable amount of money to improve the quality and standard of service within
Westrail's freight business.

Mr Ainsworth:  And reduced the price.



[Thursday, 25 May 2000] 7285

Mr COWAN:  Yes.  The investment by the Government in Westrail's freight operations was $180m.  People in regional
Western Australia who use the service are conscious that the Government is committed to a major upgrade to the narrow
gauge track of $125m.  It is a five-year program that started about three or four years ago.  The Government is committed
to the purchase of new locomotives and rolling stock.  Notwithstanding all of that investment, Westrail has not had
sufficient investment capital or working capital to pursue alternative bulk freight products that it can transport in
competition with road.  

A number of branch lines have closed as a consequence of the shifting demands of industry, particularly of the grain
industry, in which it is more economical to have fast load-out facilities in strategic areas.  That recommendation was made
to the Government by the grain industry and accepted by the Government.  That has put pressure on some of those branch
lines.  I am pointing out that the State has invested considerable amounts of capital in Westrail freight.  That did not prevent
the closure of some branch lines because of the changing needs of industry. 

Ms MacTiernan:  You have not closed them, because you would have to bring that into the Parliament; you have decided
not to use them.

Mr COWAN:  I will accept that variation.  The member for Armadale is right.  They are not closed; they are not being used.

Ms MacTiernan:  That is important, because Hon Eric Charlton would never admit that they were closed.

Mr COWAN:  They are not being used.  The point that needs to be made is that a significant investment has been made. 
Branch lines are not being used - if the member for Armadale prefers that terminology - and additional freight items are
not going onto Westrail's traffic, unless there is a new mineral deposit and Westrail can win a contract to transport that
mineral to either a process point or port.  People in the regions are not silly.  They know there has been considerable
investment in Westrail and freight rates have come down so it can remain competitive.  However, they also know that
notwithstanding that investment there has been a clear rationalisation in some areas, and they do not want that to go beyond
a certain point.  They know there has been no return to the transportation, for argument's sake, of fertiliser on rail.  That
is because it is still not competitive for rail to do that and they know that would require considerably greater investment. 
When it comes to competition for investment dollars the people in regional Western Australia know that Westrail will not
have a priority above the core areas of government business of health, education, law and order.  I would expect the
Opposition to acknowledge that fact.  However, the Opposition wants to play politics with this, and we are prepared to take
up that challenge.  The majority of people who are users of Westrail understand the Government's predicament:  It cannot
grow that business using the current system, and it must be opened up.  There must be an opportunity for greater investment
dollars and operating capital so that the business can be grown by looking for new areas of industry and new products to
transport.  It needs capital investment to allow that to take place. 

I will run briefly through one or two issues that were raised by members.  A claim was made that the rail network would
be diminished by the process of the sale of the freight business.  The member for Armadale commented that the
Government could not close a line without bringing an Act before the Parliament.  The same applies to the operator.  The
operator can only make a recommendation to the State that it will surrender a line that was uneconomic and hand it back
to the Government.  What the Government does with that line is entirely the Government's responsibility.  That will not
be a decision of the operator.  The operator will make the initial decision that a line is uneconomic and to surrender that
line to the State.  It will not make the final decision.

When commenting on the sale price, the members for Armadale, Eyre, Nollamara and I think the member for Belmont said
that the Government was pursuing the maximum value.  Yes, the Government is.  However, it is not a cash value.  The
maximum value that the Government is pursuing is the value that it will get for the rail network for the State, which will
remain the owner, and for the users of the rail service.

Ms MacTiernan:  What will it remain the owner of?

Mr COWAN:  The rail network.  

The Government is pursuing the maximum value for the users, who are the people who put product onto rail and those
people who we hope can be induced to use rail to a greater extent and, finally, for those people who are employed within
Westrail now.  The Government has a number of commitments.  It is not the Government's intention that the sale be based
only on a cash value.  Our task is to ensure that the State maximises the value of the freight service.  To do that, we need
an operator prepared to commit to that part of the service which the State will continue to own to the level we expect.  That
includes the Esperance-Leonora line, the Koolyanobbing-Kalgoorlie line, all the branch lines, and all the main lines with
the narrow gauge from Perth to Bunbury and Perth to Geraldton.  Those lines will very much be under state ownership. 
We want the operator to put money into those assets so the state asset can be maintained to ensure we receive value for
money and the transporter can transport a greater volume and mix of freight efficiently. 

Mr Ripper:  Does a farmer with a 99-year lease own his farm? 

Mr COWAN:  No, he leases it.  Walk into a bank with a 99-year lease.  To give an example:  Ask any pastoralist who has
a pastoral lease. 

Mr Ripper:  They are different from a farm lease.

Mr COWAN:  Look at the lease.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will find that a pastoralist can obtain special permits
to do a range of things, including agriculture and horticulture.   Bear in mind that all leases expire in 2015.  However, 80
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or 90 years ago, operators had more than a little curtailment imposed on them in using the lease as collateral for raising
funds.  Ask them and they will tell the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  The answer is that it is different.  A 99-year lease
is more secure than a 21-year or a five-year lease - I acknowledge that.  A 99-year lease would be regarded as secure by
a bank, but it will always be regarded as a lease, not ownership. 

The member for Eyre raised the upgrade of the Koolyanobbing-Kalgoorlie line.  I said that I thought it was planned, and
this has been confirmed.  The upgrade of the line was agreed to in 1997 as part of the intergovernmental agreement. 
Tenders are being called for the concrete re-sleepering of the line between Jaurdy and Bonnie Vale.  Also, some loop lines
will be extended in Avon and Kalgoorlie itself.  I indicated that a third party is involved; namely, the Commonwealth.  This
involves a $45m upgrade, for which the Commonwealth is carrying $18m of the cost. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Were these announced by the Minister for Transport in late February? 

Mr COWAN:  I am sorry; I cannot tell the member.  It is a $45m contract to upgrade the line, and the Commonwealth is
contributing $18m.  There is little else to be dealt with.  I am convinced that I will hear all this again during the
consideration in detail of the amendments.  The sooner we reach that stage the better. 

Mr Ripper:  I raised the question of public release of all documents associated with these arrangements.  Will you commit
the Government - 

Mr COWAN:  I thank the member for reminding me, as I intended to raise the matter.  Some advisers will come to the
Table in a moment.  I gave a commitment in the original passage of this Bill through the Chamber about what will and will
not become public information.  I will seek advice and ensure that I am consistent with what I said in the past.  The member
should ask me again during the next stage.

Mr Ripper:  I certainly will. 

Mr COWAN:  I reiterate:  The Government has never undertaken the sale of Westrail's freight business on the basis that
it will maximise cash value, but that it will deliver the best rail transport product for Western Australia.  Therefore,
conditions will be applied to ensure that the State's asset, the rail, will be protected by the lease and a range of other
matters.  I hope the spirit of cooperation will allow members, including the member for Armadale, to speak on the budget
before we rise some time today.  

Council's Amendments

Amendments made by the Council now considered

Consideration in Detail

The amendments made by the Council were as follows -

No 1.

Clause 9, page 5, after line 23 - To insert the following new subclauses -

(2) Nothing in this Act affects - 

(a) a right conferred under section 34 of the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997
before the commencement of this Part, whether or not the right has been assigned or
the period for which it is to apply has been extended;

(b) the provisions of the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997 in so far as they relate
to a right described in paragraph (a); or

(c) a right conferred under the Energy Coordination Act 1994, before the commencement
of this Part, on the holder of a licence referred to in section 11D(1)(a) of that Act.

(3) A reference in subsection (2) to a right conferred before the commencement of this Part
includes a reference to a right subsequently conferred to the extent that it is in continuation of,
and the same as, the former right.

No 2.

Clause 12, page 6, after line 28 - To insert the following new subclauses -

(3) A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land to a person can be approved only if the
person is a company that -

(a) as its main business, provides and maintains or is to provide and maintain facilities
for the operation of railways;

(b) is not involved in providing train services; and

(c) has provisions in its constitution to prevent the disclosure of confidential information
obtained in the course of its business to -
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(i) a person providing train services; or

(ii) a person controlling, or controlled by, a person providing train services,

except if the disclosure is required by law.

(4) For the purpose of subsection (3), a company is involved in providing train services if -

(a) it provides the train services itself;

(b) it controls a body that provides train services;

(c) it is controlled by a body that provides train services on standard gauge corridor land;

(d) it delegates any control over the management of any of its business to a person
providing train services; or

(e) any of its directors is also a director of a company that provides train services.

(5) A body that, under the Corporations Law, is a subsidiary of another body is, for the purposes
of subsections (3) or (4), controlled by that other body.

(6) A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land between Koolyanobbing and Esperance
is to ensure that, if the holder of the land has a contract under which more than 3 million tonnes
of freight per year are to be carried on the track between Kalgoorlie and Esperance -

(a) the railway track on the land is, within 2 years after the disposal or the making of the
contract (whichever is later), improved over the whole length of the track between
Koolyanobbing and Esperance to a standard suitable to allow rolling stock of a 23
tonne axle load to travel along it at a maximum speed of 80 kilometres per hour for
an average speed of 60 kilometres per hour; and

(b) the track is maintained to at least that standard over that length of track during the
term of the disposal.

(7) A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land between Kwinana and Parkeston is to
ensure that -

(a) the railway track on the land is improved over the whole length of the track between
those places to a standard suitable to allow -

(i) trains that are each 1 800 metres long to cross at all crossing loops existing
at the time of the disposal;

(ii) rolling stock of a 21 tonne axle load to travel along it at a maximum speed
of 115 kilometres per hour; and

(iii) rolling stock of a 25 tonne axle load to travel along it at a maximum speed
of 80 kilometres per hour,

and those improvements are carried out in accordance with any program developed
by the holder of the land in co-operation with the Australian Rail Track Corporation
Limited (CAN 081 455 754); and

(b) the track is maintained to at least that standard over that length of track during the
term of the disposal.

(8) A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land on which there is railway track between
Kalgoorlie and Leonora is to ensure that, over that length of track and during the term of the
disposal, the track is maintained to at least the same standards as to train length, axle load, and
speed, as existed at the time of disposal.

(9) If a subsection of this section requires a particular standard and another subsection requires a
different standard in relation to the same matter, the proposal is to provide for the more
stringent standard.

(10) In this section -

"company" has the same meaning as it has in the Corporations Law;

"confidential information" means information that, if not disclosed by the company, would
not be otherwise publicly available;

"director" has the meaning given by section 60 of the Corporations Law;

"involved in providing train services", in subsection (3), has the meaning given by
subsection (4);
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"standard gauge corridor land" means land that is, or is to be, corridor land on which there
is railway track of a nominal gauge of 1 435 mm for rail transit between Kwinana,
Fremantle, Leonora, Esperance, Kalgoorlie, Parkeston, and all intermediate locations;

"to control" includes the meaning given by subsection (5);

"train services" means the business and operations involved in the carriage of freight or
passengers by rail, and does not include the business and operations involved in the
provision and maintenance of facilities for the operation of railways.

No 3.

Clause 13, page 7, after line 4 - To insert the following new subclause -

(2) If the agreement is for the disposal to a person of standard gauge corridor land as defined in
section 12, it is to contain provisions to ensure that -

(a) while holding the land the person continues to be a person in respect of whom
approval could be given under section 12(3) (in this subsection called "an eligible
company"); and

(b) any person holding the land as the person’s successor or assignee is, and while
holding the land continues to be, an eligible company.

No 4.

Clause 28, page 15, lines 4 to 7 - To delete the subclause.

No 5.

Clause 42, page 22, line 18 - To insert after the word "Minister" the following words -

but before exercising powers in respect of land that is in the DBNGP corridor (as defined in Part 4 of
the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997), or anything on that land, the Rail Corridor Minister is
required to consult with the DBNGP Land Access Minister (as defined in that Part)

No 6.

Clause 47, page 24, line 17 - To insert after the word "writing" the following words -

or the regulations state that the agreement of the Rail Corridor Minister to the construction is not
required

No 7.

Clause 48, page 25, line 7 - To insert after the word "first" the following words -

or the regulations state that the approval of the Rail Corridor Minister under this paragraph is not
required

No 8.

Clause 49, page 25, after line 30 - To insert the following new subclause -

(2) A power or duty in respect of land cannot be delegated under subsection (1) if the land is in the
DBNGP corridor (as defined in Part 4 of the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997).

No 9.

Clause 50, page 26, after line 17 - To insert the following new subclause -

(3) Regulations may make provision as to operational and technical matters arising from corridor
land being land that is in the DBNGP corridor (as defined in Part 4 of the Dampier to Bunbury
Pipeline Act 1997).

No 10.

Clause 64, page 34, line 26 to page 35, line 2 - To delete the lines and substitute the following lines - 

infrastructure (whether for default or any other reason) - 

(a) any right of access given by the railway owner continues as if it had been given by the person
for the time being having the right to manage and control the use of the railway infrastructure
("the current railway owner"); and

(b) an agreement under which the right of access arises has effect, with any necessary
modifications, as if the current railway owner were the person who had entered into the
agreement as the railway owner,



[Thursday, 25 May 2000] 7289

unless within 3 months after the premature termination the current railway owner or any other party to
the agreement gives to each other party notice in writing that the right of access and agreement are to
terminate prematurely, in which case the right of access and agreement terminate at the time specified
in the notice (being a time that is at least one month after the time when the notice was given), or the
earliest time specified if more than one party gives notice under this subsection.

No 11.

Clause 65, page 35, after line 10 - To insert the following new subclauses -

(3) After section 4(2)(b), "and" is deleted.

(4) Section 4(2)(c) is amended -

(a) by deleting "and" after subparagraph (i);

(b) by deleting the fullstop at the end of subparagraph (ii) and inserting instead "; and";

(c) after subparagraph (ii), by inserting the following - 

(iii) duties and requirements in relation to the provision of access that are to be
complied with by the railway owner; and

(5) After section 4(2)(c), the following paragraph is inserted -

"(d) for the Regulator to have supervisory and other functions for the purposes of the
Code, including a function of determining certain requirements in relation to access
that are to be binding on the railway owner, a person making a proposal for access
under the Code, and an arbitrator."

No 12.

Clause 66, page 35, after line 20 - To insert the following new subclause -

(2) After section 6(1)(c), the following paragraph is inserted - 

"(ca) the functions of the Regulator;"

No 13.

Clause 72, page 37, line 19 - To delete the figure "$20 000" and substitute the figure "$100 000".

No 14.

Clause 72, page 37, line 20 - To delete the figure "$2 000" and substitute the figure "$20 000".

No 15.

Clause 73, page 38, line 5 - To delete the figure "$20 000" and substitute the figure "$100 000".

No 16.

Clause 73, page 38, line 9 - To delete the figure "$20 000" and substitute the figure "$100 000".

No 17.

Clause 73, page 38, line 13 - To delete the figure "$20 000" and substitute the figure "$100 000".

No 18.

Clause 74, page 39, line 18 - To delete the figure "$20 000" and substitute the figure "$100 000".

No 19

Clause 79, page 41, line 9 - To delete the figure "$20 000" and substitute the figure "$100 000".

No 20.

Clause 89, page 43, line 27 to page 44, line 3 - To delete the lines and substitute the following lines - 

The Commission may, for the purpose of performing any of its functions under this Act, use any land
that is corridor land under the Rail Freight System Act 1999 or any facility on corridor land by
agreement with the person having the management and control of the use of the land or facility.

No 21.

New clause 63, page 31, after line 22 - To insert the following new clause 63 - 

63. Section 2A inserted

After section 2, the following section is inserted - 
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“ 2A. Object of the Act

The main object of this Act is to establish a rail access regime that
encourages the efficient use of, and investment in, railway facilities by
facilitating a contestable market for rail operations. ”.

No 22.

New clause 85, page 42, after line 17 - To insert the following new clause 85 -

85. Section 34A inserted

Before section 35, in Part 5, the following section is inserted - 

“ 34A. Prohibitions on hindering or preventing access

(1) The railway owner in relation to a part of the railways network to
which the Code applies must not engage in conduct aimed at
hindering or preventing -

(a) access by any person to that part of the railways network
for the purpose of carrying on rail operations to which the
Code applies;

(b) the making of access agreements or any particular
agreement in respect of that part of the railways network;
or

(c) the access to which a person is entitled under an access
agreement or a determination made by way of arbitration.

(2) A person who has access under an access agreement must not engage in
conduct aimed at hindering or preventing access by another person to any
part of the railways network to which the Code applies.

(3) Subsections (1) and (2) do not apply to conduct that the railway owner, or
a person referred to in subsection (2), is entitled to engage in under this Act,
the Code or some other written law or under an access agreement.

Penalty: $100 000.
Daily penalty: $20 000.

”.

No 23.

New clause 87, page 42, after line 23 - To insert the following new clause 87 - 

87. Public comment on certain Code changes not required

Sections 10 and 11A(1) of the Railways (Access) Act 1998 do not apply to any amendment that
the Minister may make to the Code provided for by that Act, whether directly or by repealing
and replacing the Code, to the extent that in the Minister's opinion the amendment is necessary
or expedient to make the Code consistent with, or appropriate to give effect to, that Act as
amended by this Part.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 1 made by the Council be agreed to.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  We need some explanation of this amendment as it was not canvassed during previous debate.

Mr Ripper: You cannot sell the same right twice - that is the answer.

Mr COWAN:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is close to the mark.  This amendment to clause 9 clarifies that the
rights of the operators of the Dampier-Bunbury pipeline and the gas distribution pipeline are not capable of being
diminished by this legislation in locations where the gas pipeline corridor and the rail corridor intersect. 

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 2 made by the Council be agreed to.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I seek clarification of an issue the Deputy Premier raised in response to opposition comments.  The
Deputy Premier made great play of the fact that it is not possible to sell the rail network under this arrangement.  I presume
he is relying on clause 12(2) to support that intention.  My reading is that although it prevents the Government from selling,
but not leasing, the land in the rail corridor, nothing stops the Government from selling the tracks and infrastructure on that
land.
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Mr COWAN:  We are not amending the operating clause in the original amendment, which is clause 42.  The clause quite
specifically states and makes clear that the best one could ever do is to issue a lease.  Clause 42(1)(a) makes it clear that
the Rail Corridor Minister may dispose of an interest in rail corridor land that is no greater than a leasehold interest.

Ms MacTiernan:  I understand that. 

Mr COWAN:  I think that explains it.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It does not explain it.  As we have said, we accept that the minister cannot dispose of the land other
than by way of leasehold.  That is the maximum interest relating to land that the minister can dispose of, although we still
believe that a 49-year lease is tantamount to a sale.  The question I am putting, in light of the minister's comments, is where
does it say in this legislation that the minister cannot dispose of the track and rail infrastructure that sits on top of the land?

Mr RIPPER:  Clause 42(1)(a) deals with corridor land and contains the leasehold restriction, but clause 42(1)(b) deals with
things that are on the corridor land and does not contain the leasehold restriction.  I deduce from that that the member for
Armadale is right.  

Mr COWAN:  We are now canvassing an issue that was dealt with in great detail during the time the Bill originally found
its way through this place.  On the argument as to whether it can be sold or only leased, I argue strongly that under this
legislation it can only be leased.

Ms MacTiernan:  We know that the land can only be leased.  Given your statement, can you now tell us whether - 

Mr COWAN:  Will the member let me finish?  We are getting to the stage where we are almost at question time, which
should no longer be called question time but called interjection time.  Someone stands up and asks a question and then there
is a barrage of interjections, and the question and answer are quite incidental.  We are getting to the stage in debate where
the debate is quite irrelevant because all the member is interested in is the interjection.

Ms MacTiernan:  I want an answer.  

Mr COWAN:  The member should let me give an answer before she starts interjecting.  There is no intention on the part
of the Government to sell the track or any other asset above the line.  The member is now asking a question beyond
government intention, about whether there is in the legislation some capacity to prohibit that.  My understanding is that
there is.  We can debate this for quite some time.  The member may say that there is no capacity for the State to be inhibited
in any way, but my view is that the State is inhibited and that it cannot sell the track.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  We are not here in this Parliament debating what may or may not be the Government's intention; we
are debating a piece of legislation.  We do not care particularly what is the Government's stated intention because we know
that it is not terribly honest when it comes to statements of intention on privatisation.  We are asking where in this
legislation is the protection that the minister claims exists, that the track and the track infrastructure cannot be sold.  We
accept that what is there is a limitation on the sale of land and that an interest is limited to a long-term lease, but the Deputy
Premier has been unable to point to anything in this legislation that will protect the tracks from being sold to a private
operator.

Mr COWAN:  I will not repeat myself.  That is not the intention.  

Ms MacTiernan:  It is in the legislation.

Mr COWAN:  I do not think there is anything in the legislation one way or another.  It has never been done, and we have
no intention of doing it.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  That is small comfort for the people of this State who use and rely on the Westrail system.  What this
legislation does under clause 42 - 

Mr Cowan:  We are not debating that at the moment.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is important because we are talking about a provision that relates to the disposal.  Part of what the
minister is entitled to dispose of under the legislation is, as has been pointed out, an interest in anything belonging to the
State that is on corridor land.  That, of course, means the entire track network.  This is another example of the fraud that
has been perpetrated on the people of this State; this pretence that the Government has not empowered itself to sell off the
track network.  If the minister was not intending to give himself that power, why not treat the track in the same way as the
land underneath it?  This has been quite intentional; there is no error here.  As I have said, this is another scam.  I believe
that it is possible the Deputy Premier has been hoodwinked, like many other people in the community, and does not
understand what the legislation means.

Mr Bloffwitch:  You are saying that if you have a 50-year lease, during that 50 years you can sell off all the infrastructure. 
That is absolute rubbish.  You are bound by the lease.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Someone can lease the land and buy the track infrastructure, so the track infrastructure is his to rip
up, as is happening in New Zealand where the American freight operator has also become the country's largest road
operator.  When it decided that it was easier for it to service a route by road, it ripped up the railway line.  That is what we
are allowing.  Nothing in this legislation provides any protection against that.

Mr BROWN:  It is important in this debate to deal with what is in the legislation rather than the present intention of the
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Government.  The legislation will enable the Government to make a range of decisions.  The Parliament must determine
whether it wishes to give the Government that power.  It is not simply a matter of determining the intention but what power
the legislation will give to the Government.  That was the point raised by the member for Armadale when she said that the
legislation seems to give the Government the power to sell the track on the land.  The Deputy Premier has not been able
to point to any provision of the Bill that prevents that from occurring.  The Deputy Premier is not the Minister for Transport
but one would have thought that with the assistance of his advisers he would be able to point to provisions in the Bill that
do not allow the Government that discretion.  The fact that he is unable to do so is contrary to his second reading speech
in which he said - 

The Government's decision not to sell the rail corridor and track will ensure that these strategic state assets remain
in public ownership and allow the State to maintain ultimate control over track standard and capacity and service
continuity . . . 

If the Bill allows other Westrail assets to be sold, which it does, that asset can be sold.  If the discretion is in the Bill, it is
entirely opposite to what was said in the second reading speech.  The Parliament is entitled to an answer on this matter. 
There is nothing more infuriating when looking back through Hansard than to see questions having been asked and
ministers simply refusing to answer them.  I know that some Ministers have great difficulty grasping the meaning of
legislation, even with the assistance of advisers.  That is not the case with the Deputy Premier.  He is one of the few
ministers who can answer questions.  I look forward to the answer.  The Deputy Premier now has an hour and three quarters
to consider it, and I look forward to hearing it at 2.30 pm.

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.

[Continued on page 7294.]

CANNING COLLEGE, FUTURE

Statement by Leader of the Opposition

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [12.51 pm]:  I refer to Canning College and its future given that
Curtin University has indicated an interest in buying the land on which it is located.  Canning College is an outstanding
institution.  Both Labor and coalition Governments have supported it with $5m of capital investment over the past 10 years. 
It has provided thousands of students with a second chance at obtaining an education, it has been a leading provider of pre-
university education for international students, earning $5m each year for our State, and it has developed new programs
such as the Diploma of Business in partnership with Curtin University.  Its adult environment, flexible timetabling, child-
care facilities and support for the disadvantaged and students from a non-English-speaking background have made it a
leader in the field. 

One need only meet those who have graduated, many of whom left school early and made a decision to return to education,
to observe the success the college has enjoyed.  It is not simply an educational institution; it also provides a genuinely life-
changing experience.  The Government may very well be receiving advice that such functions can be transplanted to
another site or institution.  My experience of the application of such thinking in government is that we never finish up with
what we had.  In the case of Canning College, that would be a tragedy for the State.  I therefore call on the Government
to reaffirm its support for and commitment to Canning College.

"SEEDS OF HOPE" DRUG FORUM

Statement by Member for Ballajura

MRS PARKER (Ballajura) [12.52 pm]:  A drug forum entitled "Seeds of hope" was held on 10 May at the Mary McKillop
Community Hall in Ballajura in my electorate.  Approximately 350 people attended the forum, including a large number
of young people.  The forum was designed to provide a positive avenue for local people to ask questions, to have their say
and to be informed.  Importantly, in responding to the challenge that drug abuse presents, the forum sought to encourage
the people who attended by providing information and raising awareness that help is available and that there are things we
can all do. 

I record my sincere thanks to those who helped on the night, including members of the local Lion's and Rotary Clubs, the
police rangers from Joondalup, vocalist Mel for her song, Coppelia Tingley for her moving account of her daughter's
struggle with and victory over heroin addiction, Sister Margaret and members of the Mary McKillop Catholic parish and
youth members of the Latter Day Saints congregation who acted as ushers.  I make special mention of Wildcats' star Ricky
Grace for his invaluable contribution to the forum.  Finally, I record my thanks to local drug action group convener, Peter
Dunn and local community members Tania Dudley and Lyn Jordan for the fine work they undertook to plan and put
together the evening.  This type of community response is an indication of people in a community who are serious about
taking action and making a difference in the lives of their own families, among their friends and in their neighbourhood. 

COMMUNITY BANKING

Statement by Member for Perth

MS WARNOCK (Perth) [12.54 pm]:  It is no secret that these days banks would not win any popularity contests in this
country.  The community has been angered by the fact that technology and economic rationalism have caused the closure
of small bank branches everywhere, causing inconvenience and difficulty - particularly for older people - in suburbs and
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country towns alike.  This has happened in spite of huge bank profits.  These closures have led to the phenomenon of
community banking.  

Offshoots of Bendigo Bank Limited are popping up everywhere.  According to Business News, about $4.2m worth of
finance has been raised by small Western Australian towns to establish their own banking facilities.  Five country banks
have been established and a further 12 sites are under consideration.  On Saturday morning, a meeting will be held in North
Perth with the aim of establishing a community bank.  Local businesses and the Town of Vincent have pledged their
support and local people will be invited to invest in their own bank to provide them with the kind of old-fashioned,
personalised service they have been sadly missing.  The North Perth community bank steering committee and Bendigo
Bank hope that enough pledges will be made on Saturday morning to enable a feasibility study.  Like any other bank,
community banks offer a full range of products and services and will be governed by the Reserve Bank of Australia.  The
people of North Perth may soon own their very own bank!  This would provide them with the kind of face-to-face personal
service they have been missing.  I certainly hope so.

PRISONERS WORK CAMP SCHEME, TIDY WA IN MAY PROJECT

Statement by Member for Joondalup

MR BAKER (Joondalup) [12.55 pm]:  I wish to use this brief opportunity to commend the Ministry of Justice's prisoner
work camp scheme.  It is one of the most innovative and rewarding projects undertaken by the Ministry of Justice and
greatly assists prisoners with their rehabilitation.  One such camp, comprising 10 prisoners and two officers from the
Wooroloo Prison Farm, worked with me and other local residents last Sunday in Heathridge, Beldon and Joondalup as part
of the Keep Australia Beautiful Council's Tidy WA in May project.  We worked from 10.00 am to 5.00 pm and cleaned
up several sites, including the rear of the Heathridge and Beldon shopping centres and the road verge areas on Eddystone
Avenue in Heathridge and Shenton Avenue in Joondalup.  Our group collected over 200 bags of refuse and filled five large
industrial bins with the refuse from these sites.  

The benefits of prisoner work camps include compelling offenders to make a contribution to local communities as part of
their rehabilitation while providing a constructive alternative to in-house prison activities, and normalisation.  I thank the
members of the work camp, including the two supervising prison officers, Martin and Laverick, and the members of the
local community who participated in this worthwhile community project.  Work camps can be used to maintain and develop
infrastructure in national parks and nature reserves, for tree planting, for activities designed to assist with the Government's
salinity control program in agricultural areas and for smaller local community projects, such as Tidy WA in May, Tidy
Town and Clean Up Australia Day.  Work camps in Western Australia have an excellent track record and have received
positive community feedback.

BUS ROUTES, TRANSPERTH CHANGES

Statement by Member for Rockingham

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham) [12.57 pm]:  My electorate office has been inundated with concerns about the changes
in bus routes that have been imposed by Transperth in consort with its local operator, Southern Coast Transit.  A range of
bus routes that run through areas such as Shoalwater and Rockingham Beach have been unilaterally changed by Transperth. 
There was very little consultation with the local community.  Many people who were appreciative that a bus route went
through their streets have lost that while other people who never expected it have now gained one.  I do not deny the need
to maximise the use of public transport; however, I do not support the authoritarian manner in which this was done, or the
lack of consultation with the local community.  I contacted the Minister for Transport about this issue and received a letter
from him.  The Minister for Transport always replies to members' concerns, unlike some other ministers.  The minister
indicated that consultation had consisted of a stall placed in a local shopping centre.  Not everybody uses the shopping
centre, nor do they stop at the occasional stall that has been set up in it.  I am disappointed that there was not sufficient
consultation with residents and that their concerns were not taken into account.  It is a divisive local community issue, and
I expect the Department of Transport to do better.

DRAG RACING, SOUTH WEST MOTORSPORTS COMPLEX

Statement by Member for Collie

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [12.58 pm]:  The south west motorsports complex is located in Collie on the site of the former
central services area of the Western Colleries Ltd coal mine.  This complex has developed rapidly since we received the
first seed grant from the South West Development Commission and the Minister for Regional Development two years ago. 
The development now has a 1.3 kilometre sprint circuit.  Many car enthusiast groups come to Collie on the weekends to
conduct sprint-racing events for the benefit of club members.  The most important advancement has been the introduction
of drag racing.  A successful drag race was held about three weeks ago, which was attended by 4 000 people.  We are now
looking at further developing the complex.  I am preparing a deputation of the five-year program for the development of
this circuit for the Premier, the Minister for Sport and Recreation and Tourism and the Minister for Regional Development. 
We are considering purchasing the equipment from the Ravenswood International Raceway so that many more drag races
can be conducted in Collie over the next few months.

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm
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ESTIMATES COMMITTEES, TELEVISING

Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland):  Members, before we proceed with question time, I have a statement about the televising
of estimates committees.  Next week, both of the estimates committees will be televised on the internal closed circuit
system, although they will not be generally broadcast in the way that the Assembly now is.  Estimates Committee A will
be on channel 0, using the Chamber facilities, and Estimates Committee B will be on channel 4, using the fixed camera
in the Assembly committee room.

[Questions without notice taken.]

RAIL FREIGHT SYSTEM BILL 1999

Council's Amendments - Consideration in Detail

Resumed from an earlier stage.  Debate was adjourned after amendment No 2 made by the Council had been partly
considered. 

Mr BROWN:  Before the suspension we asked whether the proposals set out in the proposed subclause will enable the
Government to sell the rail lines on top of the land.  The Deputy Premier indicated that it was not the Government's
intention to sell the rail lines on the land.  However, the Government's intention is not the point.  The issue is that this Bill
will enable the sale of goods and infrastructure belonging to Westrail.  

The question is:  What will this Bill allow the sale of?  It seems that it will allow the sale of the tracks on the rail corridor
or on the land.  The mere attempt to answer that by saying that it is not the Government's intention to take that course does
not answer whether the legislation will allow that.

I hope that at lunchtime the Deputy Premier sought advice so that he can point out to the House the provisions that preclude
the sale of the track as opposed to the sale of the land under the track.

Mr COWAN:  It is time we returned to clause 12 in amendment No 2 in the message from the Council.  Amendments were
introduced by a member in another place to seek some adequate safeguards for track between Esperance and Leonora. 
When the member decides he will address the issue before the Chair, I will give him an answer.  I cannot keep repeating
the fact that the Government has no intention of selling the track.  I have said it on any number of occasions, but it appears
that the listening skills of members opposite are not all that good.  Although it is not necessary for me to say it again, we
have no intention of selling the railway track.

The SPEAKER:  I understand that standing orders were suspended to allow people to make general comments and I take
the point raised.  However, this is a complex matter and a very large proposed clause, so I ask members to speak to the
amendment with which we are dealing.

Mr BROWN:  We are dealing with amendments to clause 12 of which proposed subclause (3) reads in part -

A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land to a person can be approved only if the person is a company
that -

It sets out a series of provisos.  This clause will restrict the sale of the land corridor to certain companies that have
hallmarks as described in the amendment.  It is not referring to the track.  There is a distinction between the land corridor
referred to in this clause and the track.  The track sits on top of the land.  I am trying to ascertain, without any success, the
Government's position on this matter.  Is it proposed that the land corridor can be sold -

Dr Turnbull:  It can only be leased.

Mr BROWN:  The word "disposed" is used in the clause.  Could the track be sold to another set of companies not having
the same hallmarks as this amendment requires?  This is a government supported Bill.  It is not too much to ask what it
means.  Perhaps we should pretend to know what it means or perhaps we should not take an interest in what it means.  We
are not asking the minister what he intends to eat for breakfast or for dinner tomorrow or whether he intends to go to the
movies.  That may be very interesting but, frankly, for the purpose of this debate it is irrelevant.

This minister may not be here in 100 years.  I have given the minister credit; he has much more intelligence than some of
his ministerial colleagues.

Mr Marlborough:  I wouldn't go that far.

Mr BROWN:  He does.  I am sure that he can understand the distinction between a government policy and a government
Bill.  They are two different things.  If we must keep labouring this point to get an answer, the only conclusion to be drawn
is that the question is appropriate and the Government does not want to go on the record as acknowledging its intention. 
Time and again when questions are asked that seek to elucidate from ministers facts that ministers do not wish to have
recorded in the Hansard, they avoid answering them.  That is not usually the style of the Deputy Premier.  I am
disappointed because the one minister from whom we usually get an answer to questions on notice is the Deputy Premier,
when most of his colleagues seek to duck and dive and refer us to never-never land. 

Mr Cowan:  I cannot make any change to what I have said.  We have no intention of selling the track.
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is a bit unfortunate that we are not making progress in elucidating the operation of the amendments
before us.  On the basis of our analysis of this legislation, these amendments would allow the Government to dispose of
the corridor land by way of lease to entity A.  Entity B could, by virtue of a sale, obtain ownership over the tracks, the
rolling stock and the freight business.  Is that correct, or is it possible that there be a three-part arrangement in which one
company has the corridor land by virtue of a lease, another entity purchases the rail track and a third company takes the
rolling stock and the freight business?

Mr Cowan:  The first model was more accurate.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  One company could take a lease of the land and another company could take the ownership of the
track.

Mr Cowan:  One idea is to have a train service company which operates trains and a track management organisation which
manages the track.  There is no intention other than to deal with issues associated with ring fencing.  There is no intention
to sell, and we have been dealing with this for a long time on the basis of a sale.  You should get that presumption out of
your mind and start dealing with the issues with which we are concerned - the management of the services and the
management of the track.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Deputy Premier is effectively asking us to adopt what is called the RAC defence - it will never
happen.  The Deputy Premier might be familiar with those insurance advertisements.  We are trying to point out to the
Deputy Premier today that it is possible that the rail track infrastructure may be sold.  Is he telling us that it is not the
Government's intention to do so?  It might be true and it might be its present intention.   However, we as legislators have
an obligation to make a decision not on the basis of what might be the Government's best intentions, but on the basis of
this legislation.  We are saying that although the land can only be leased, the tracks can be sold.  That then brings us back
to the question of the particular corporate structures which are being permitted under the scenario in the Nevill
amendments.  There is an attempt to provide some measure of vertical separation but we will argue that that level of vertical
separation is quite illusory.

Mr BROWN:  I have a number of detailed questions which I will pose to the Deputy Premier.  Proposed new subclause
(3) in the amendment states - 

A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land to a person can be approved only if the person is a company
that -

(a) as its main business, provides and maintains or is to provide and maintain facilities for the operation of
railways; 

Given that the Government, through its legal counsel, will have to determine whether the character of the person satisfies
the clause, what criteria will be applied to determine its main business?  Is main business 50 per cent of a business?  Is it
80 per cent of a business?  Is it exclusively that business?  Is it the capacity of a company to do other things which it is not
doing at the time but which it could do?  Is it established only for that purpose if it is a new company?  How will it
determine what is the main business of the entity to which it is to dispose of the corridor land? 

Paragraph (c) which contains the criteria that must be satisfied, states -

(c) has provisions in its constitution to prevent the disclosure of confidential information obtained in the
course of its business to - 

(i) a person providing train services . . . 

Is that reference meant to include the articles of a company?  Is the constitution referred to in this paragraph the articles
of the company?  To what does the constitution refer? 

Mr COWAN:  In response to the first question by the member, it will be the business, and it says primarily, of the company
which is established - end of story.  The way in which it is established might mean that it is a company established
specifically by another for that purpose.  We are not saying that it will have to be brand new and have no experience.  There
can be some history of association in which a company has had experience in track management.  When that company is
established, its role will be to manage the track.  With respect to the other question, modern technology tells me that articles
of association has now been replaced and the constitution of the company is used.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I can see that the Deputy Premier will not answer the question I asked before, so I will move on to
the discussion of these corporate structures.  Does the Deputy Premier concede that the regime which has been proposed
will allow for company A, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of Rail Company Pty Ltd and which will be the track
manager, and company B, which is also a wholly owned subsidiary of Rail Company Pty Ltd?  Does the Deputy Premier
concede that what will be permitted is that the two supposedly separate companies are both wholly owned subsidiaries of
one holding company?

Mr Cowan:  That is possible, but they must have different directors.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The two wholly owned subsidiaries must have different directors, but the holding company which fully
owns companies A and B has one set of directors.

Mr Cowan:  You cannot have common directors there either.
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  Can the Deputy Premier point out where that is?

Mr Cowan:  You have two companies - companies A and B.  One is the track manager, a wholly owned subsidiary of the
track owning company.  Company B is the train services company.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Nevertheless, is it not the case - I presume the minister's knowledge of company law extends this far
and he should not be in this job if it does not - that the directors of company A, being a wholly owned subsidiary of Rail
Company Pty Ltd, will be appointed at the behest of Rail Company Pty Ltd, because it is the sole shareholder?  Although
the directors are not the same, the set of directors for the holding company actually determines who are the sets of directors
for both of the companies. 

Mr Cowan:  The shareholders will.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The shareholder is the same for both companies.  We have a notion that there will be a separation by
having two companies.  However, the minister has acknowledged that both companies will be controlled by the same
shareholder, and that same shareholder will determine the directors of that company.  At the end of the day, the
shareholders call the shots.  Does the minister concede that, at the end of the day, the shareholders have the ultimate
authority?

Mr Cowan:  As it is with the Commonwealth and New South Wales Governments.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  What does the minister mean?

Mr Cowan:  This proposal is almost the same as the other organisations in New South Wales and the Commonwealth.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  What we are talking about here is two private companies.  The point we are seeking to make is that
Mr Nevill thought that what he was getting was some sort of vertical separation, and that although the Government had
extolled the virtues of vertical integration, the Productivity Commission and everyone else in the field had been arguing
the necessity for vertical separation.  Presumably with the Government's assistance, Mr Nevill has put up this provision
in order to achieve - I think Mr Nevill says it himself - a vertical separation of the line.  The point I am trying to make is
that both of these companies will be controlled by the one entity.  There is no way I could argue that that was any sort of
separation.

Mr COWAN:  There will be a final arbiter in all of those scenarios that the member has painted - the national competition
group or the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission or whoever makes the judgment about whether this will
impact on some of its competition rules.  If we are told to change it, obviously we will have to change it.  We can keep
painting scenarios.

Ms MacTiernan:  This is not fanciful; it will happen.

Mr COWAN:  I have confirmed what will happen and the member has said that it may or may not occur.  I am telling the
member that we accept the situation as it is.  This is the way it has been put to us and we accept it.  However, the final
arbiter will be those people associated with the ACCC or its equivalent.  If they decide that this does not give the powers
of separation to the extent that it satisfies them, we will have to do something about it.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I am not sure whether the ACCC has to determine whether this is a proper competitive model.  I am
not sure that it has an obligation or duty to do that.

Mr Cowan:  The thing is that we accept it and we are not going to change it unless we are told to do so.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  We know that members opposite will not change it.  We know the Government has the numbers.  The
minister said that it would not be changed last time it was debated, and it went to the upper House and the Government was
prepared to change it when Mr Nevill said that he would come on board if he were given a set of steak knives.  We are not
trying to engage in incredibly elaborate hypotheticals.  We know that this structure has been determined because the
Government did not actually want vertical separation.  The Government wants to make it look like there is vertical
separation without actually producing vertical separation.  The Government does not want vertical separation because those
companies that it is dealing with on a regular basis are telling the Government that they will pay the Government a lot less
money if there is real vertical separation.  The companies are saying that they are only interested in the deal if they can be
the rail track manager and also be an above-line rail operator.  The American companies are happy.  They will have a
holding company and they will have two subsidiaries - one will do the track management and one will do the above-line
operation.  That will not change a thing; that will not produce a single, positive result.

I have been flicking through some books on stripping back the corporate veil and the role of groups and the legal status
of these entities.  What is becoming increasingly clear is that over the past 10 years, the charade of independence between
a company and its subsidiary are being stripped back by the law and the reality of the arrangements is being recognised. 
We are going back to the 1960s and 1970s with this legislation and we are presuming that people can hide behind the
corporate veil or the Chinese wall, as it might be called, and pretend that there is a real and practical commercial distinction
between a holding company and its wholly owned subsidiary.  We all know that that is nonsense.  We all know that,
ultimately, these companies are controlled by the same people and the corporate interest of those cannot be separated by
some phoney and amateurish provision that has been set up in this legislation that says, and it is as simple as this -

. . . has provisions in its constitution to prevent the disclosure of confidential information obtained in the course
of business.
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Can I also put to the minister another glaring error - I have never seen a more amateurish set of provisions purporting to
provide some sort of corporate separation than those that we have before us.  One of the most glaring errors - I guess it is
not an error because you blokes are only trying to pull the wool over Hon Mark Nevill's eyes - is that whilst one cannot
sell to a company that has that sort of constitution, there is nothing whatsoever, once the sale has been concluded, to
prevent that company from changing its constitution so that these mickey mouse provisions relating to confidential
information are rendered null and void.  There is absolutely nothing in here that provides any requirements on the part of
the State to insist that that remain a continuing state of affairs.  We all know that the Government wants to sell this as a
vertically-integrated operation.  Hon Mark Nevill has gone to it and said that he is not happy with it and that he wants it
changed.  The Government has pulled the wool over his eyes by putting up a set of provisions that one could drive a freight
train through without the slightest problem.

Mr COWAN:  There is only one response:  The member should look at clause 13 - the next amendment that is to be agreed
to.  That answers the member's question.

Mr BROWN:  Proposed subclause (3) seeks to impose certain conditions in the event of a proposal to dispose of standard
gauge corridor land.  The Deputy Premier said earlier that disposal within the context of this Bill does not mean sale, but
rather means lease.  That being the case, is it intended that the conditions set down in this subclause will be written into
the lease and that, in the event of the lessee breaching any conditions, the lease will be cancelled and therefore made
available?

Mr Cowan:  To the extent that the legislation does not cover it, it will be written into the lease.  To the extent that someone
is in breach, there will be clear courses of action that can be taken by the track owner - the Government - that deal with
that breach.  Whether that means revocation or cancellation of the lease will depend upon the seriousness of the breach. 
Those issues will certainly be written into the lease.  There will be a capacity to take the ultimate action, which is
cancellation.  Whether that will be taken is another story, but certainly there is that capacity.  

Mr BROWN:  I will be more specific.  Proposed subclause (3) has a set of conditions that are to apply at the point of
disposal, presumably because it is the Government's view that these are the appropriate conditions that should apply to the
relationships set up by the disposal.  If it were a disposal to a private company as a sale, after that sale, subject to any
legislative provisions, the land is gone.  However, these provisions apply at the point of disposal.  At the point of entering
the lease, the company or person must have these characteristics.  However, there is no obligation for the provisions to
remain in the ongoing relationship.  If that is the case, is it intended that these relationships, which are so important, are
to continue?  If so, will they be written into the lease agreement?

Mr Cowan:  Again, it is the same answer I gave your colleague.  Look at the next clause.

Mr BROWN:  I raise another matter in relation to proposed subclause (6) which states that -

A proposal to dispose of standard gauge corridor land between Koolyanobbing and Esperance is to ensure that,
if the holder of the land has a contract under which more than 3 million tonnes of freight per year are to be carried
on the track between Kalgoorlie and Esperance - 

It then goes on to specify what must occur.  We have already established that the holder of the land may not necessarily
be the holder of the track.  That was the question we asked, and the Deputy Premier said in this debate that although the
Government has this intention, it is not reflected in the legislation.  

Mr Cowan:  Your colleague said that we should not pursue hypotheticals.

Mr BROWN:  I am not pursuing a hypothetical; I am pursuing the proposed provisions.  Given that distinction, what does
the clause mean within that context?  It seems not to mean anything if there is a separate owner of the track.  

Mr COWAN:  All it means is that we are committed to carrying out improvements on the track.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I am interested in exploring the supposed ring-fencing provisions contained in the legislation, bearing
in mind that we are likely to be dealing with a holding company with two wholly owned subsidiaries.  Company A must
have a provision within its constitution that prevents it from disclosing confidential information obtained in the course of
its business to a person providing train services or a person controlling a person providing train services.  That could mean
company A would be prevented from disclosing information to the holding company.  However, the proposed paragraph
goes on to say "except if the disclosure is required by law".  The holding company is the sole shareholder of company A,
and as such it has a plethora of rights under the Corporations Law to have information disclosed to it.  How on earth, as
a practical matter, will this work?  Bearing in mind that these provisions will not apply if the disclosure is required by law,
and taking into account the rights under the Corporations Law, that renders the attempt at ring fencing completely nugatory. 
It does not work.  It says that company A cannot give information to the holding company because it controls a train
company, except when it is required by law.  The law is that a shareholder has a right to access information in relation to
that company; therefore, this whole provision is a complete and utter sham.  How will the Government get around that
problem of the Corporations Law?

Mr COWAN:  It is not my intention to be party to a discussion about how people can get around the law.  If the law exists,
the law exists.  The Government has made a genuine attempt to provide the degree of separation that satisfies members
in another place.  I cannot debate the Corporations Law and I have no intention of doing so.  We can speculate and go on
for a long period, but I will not be involved in that speculation.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  This is absolutely disgraceful.  The Deputy Premier has come into this place with legislation under
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which an asset worth $1b will be sold, and he has told us that he has put in place this little structure, system, ring-fencing
operation that is supposed to provide the protection required to ensure competition on the rail line.  We ask a basic question
about how it will work, when considering the legislative framework in which it will operate, and he says he will not engage
in debate.  This is a joke.  The minister is asking members in this House to sign off on a document that allows him to sell
a $1b asset and he does not want to engage in debate.  This is not debate on hypotheticals; it is about the structure that is
99.9 per cent likely to be adopted by the Government.  This is a disgrace.  The minister must do better than that.  If he
cannot be informed, he should not be here as a minister.  We have a right to know how he would answer these questions. 
We have a right to know how he will get around the problem of the Corporations Law and the obligation of a company to
disclose to its shareholders its confidential information.  

Mr BROWN:  This is a critical issue as it relates to the ultimate ownership in a real sense of the rail freight system.  The
member for Armadale has articulated the way in which a parent company could control the track and trains with a holding
company and two junior companies.  We have all seen what occurs if there is no genuine separation in areas of influence. 
The US Government has introduced antitrust laws to try to break up major companies because of their dominance in the
marketplace there.  US agencies believe that if an entity has a dominant position in the marketplace, it operates to the
disadvantage of consumers.  We do not have those laws in this country, although some people say we should have them. 
However, when dealing with a government asset that has a primary responsibility to serve the public - that is, the ordinary
consumer and corporate members of the public - the public agency is required to serve that interest.  A corporate entity,
as we all know, is required to serve different interests.  There is nothing wrong with that; however, a private corporate
entity is required to serve the interests of its shareholders and to maximise the return for its shareholders.  That is the system
in which we live and we all understand it.  It means that we must be very careful when dealing with matters of common
infrastructure that impact on the future development of this State.  The Deputy Premier would know these things can
happen and how this infrastructure affects the State.  The Deputy Premier would know, by analogy, that proposals are now
coming from the private sector to run offshoots of the Damper to Bunbury natural gas pipeline through central Western
Australia and down to Kalgoorlie because the transmission price of the Kalgoorlie gas pipeline is so expensive that many
companies refuse to use it.  Those companies want to construct a parallel pipeline at great expense to push down costs as
the pipeline does not go there now.

These things are occurring.  Price minimisation is occurring.  Single, private-sector companies are controlling infrastructure
upon which they can effectively exercise price control.  The Government, despite any legislation it might have, is in
considerable difficulty when attempting to influence those prices.  An argument is currently taking place between the owners
of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline and the Government over pricing policy and we know what that is about.  If
the infrastructure belonged to the private sector we would see it handled differently.  However, it is a separate issue when
common infrastructure of this nature belongs to the public sector; that is, to all ordinary citizens and corporations.  The
obligation of the Government of the day is to ensure that all those interests are served, not just the interests of shareholders
or owners of a particular system.  There are limited numbers of shareholders in a privately-operated system and it is the
interest of shareholders, not the public interest, that must be served.  The public interest may not necessarily be served by
serving shareholders' interests.  That conflict exists and we all live with it.  However, to ensure that people are not
disadvantaged, we must be careful about transferring an asset intended to serve the public interest to an owner that serves a
narrow private interest.  The member for Armadale is suggesting a way in which this would not occur.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move - 

That amendment No 3 made by the Council be agreed to.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Would the Deputy Premier be prepared to recommit clause 13 so that we can ask some questions
about the rail line part of it?  We have dealt with the corporate structure but we have had no discussion about that.

Mr Cowan:  Nothing in these amendments has prevented you from asking any questions.  I do not see how you can ask me
to go backwards.  We have made no progress forwards.  You have had an opportunity to speak for 20 minutes and it has
had no impact at all.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It had no impact on what?

Mr Cowan:  On your ability to get on with this legislation.  I will not go backwards.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Can the Deputy Premier describe to us the purpose of clause 13?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Holmes):  Before you start, we are dealing with amendment No 3 which deals with
amendments to clause 13.

Mr COWAN:  I thank you for that explanation, Madam Acting Speaker.  The purpose of this amendment is to ensure that
the lessee of the standard gauge track cannot restructure or engage in any activities that would mean it no longer met the
criteria set out in clause 12(3) about which the member for Armadale was asking questions.  Subclause (2)(b) provides that
any company that acquires the lease of the standard gauge track or to which the lessee assigns its interests must meet the
criteria set out in clause 12(3).

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move - 
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That amendment No 4 made by the Council be agreed to.

The purpose of this amendment is to delete the subclause.  The deletion of this subclause removes the ability of the assignee
to make a statement to a third party that an interest in land has been assigned to it in the absence of a statement to that effect
in the transfer order.  The Department of Land Administration has advised that this provision is unnecessary and that is
the reason for the deletion of the subclause.

Mr BROWN:  Could I have some guidance?  The Notice Paper indicates that the amendment relates to clause 28, page
15, lines 4 to 7.  I have Bill 89-2.  Is it subclause (3) that will be deleted?

Mr Cowan:  Yes.

Mr BROWN:  What was the point of including that in the first place?

Mr COWAN:  It is a practice that is followed in clauses of this nature until someone tells us that we no longer need to
follow that practice. 

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 5 made by the Council be agreed to.

The purpose of this amendment to clause 42 is to insert additional words to provide for the Rail Corridor Minister to
consult with the Dampier to Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline Land Access Minister before exercising powers over corridor
land that is also DBNGP corridor land; that is, where the rail and gas pipeline corridors intersect.  This will ensure
coordination of land use.  This is the issue that the member for Armadale picked up earlier.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 6 made by the Council be agreed to.

The purpose of this amendment to clause 47 is to insert additional words to allow for regulations that will provide that in
certain circumstances, construction may occur on corridor land without the minister's written permission.  This is intended
to streamline the approval processes and allow them to be managed at an administrative level when the impact of the use
of the land or the exercise of the statutory powers is minor.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I have a concern about that provision.  It basically provides for regulations that will allow the
minister's approval to be done away with.  We were told initially that the Rail Corridor Minister would control the network
and what was done on the rail corridor land.  This provision is a substantial departure from that, because it will allow things
to be done without the consent of the Rail Corridor Minister.  This is particularly important, because we now know that
the private operator will own the track outright and have a lease over the land.  If this regulatory power goes ahead, the
private operator may conceivably pull up the track and build something else on that rail line - for example, a set of units -
and the minister can say, "I had nothing to do with it.  It was not my responsibility.  It did not need to get my approval
under the legislation.  It was entitled to do it."  This is an attempt by the minister to distance himself from the decision
making that will be required in the long run when a private operator is in control of our rail network.  We have the same
scenario with the Minister for Transport and the privatisation of the bus system.  The taxpayers are now spending more
on the bus system than they did previously and the minister is saying, "That is not my problem.  It is a private operator." 
This seemingly innocent amendment is an attempt by the minister to avoid having to take responsibility for the things that
may be done by the private operator on the rail corridor land.  What I am saying is not at all fanciful. 

Mr COWAN:  I am sure a person as vigilant as the member for Armadale would see any regulation that indicated that the
track was to be torn up and would be the first to seek to disallow that regulation in this or the other place.  Members can
move for the disallowance of regulations, and that provides some safeguards.  We have been debating this issue for a long
time.  The lease will ensure that no-one will tear up the track. 

Ms MacTiernan:  We do not know that.  We have not seen the lease.

Mr COWAN:  I have told the member so many times it does not matter.  The member should demonstrate to me that she
is either not prepared to listen or cannot hear.  In this case, that will not occur.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 7 made by the Council be agreed to.

The purpose of this amendment to clause 48 to insert additional words is to allow for regulations to provide that in certain
circumstances, corridor land may be used, or statutory powers exercised over that land, without the minister's written
permission; or, alternatively, that the minister may give permission in advance for a certain category of use or exercise of
statutory powers so that each individual incident does not require separate permission.  This is again intended to streamline
approval processes and allow them to be managed at an administrative level where the impact of the use of the land or the
exercise of the statutory powers is minor. 
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  I suspect that prospective private operators have identified certain areas in this legislation that might
be a bit of a pain for them and made submissions to the Government.  When this Bill was first introduced the Government
made a great play about the degree to which the minister would effectively retain control of the rail corridor land.  That
was supposed to provide us all with considerable comfort.  We were told the owners would not be able to do this or that
without the minister's approval.  Having got Mark Nevill on side, the Government is watering down the requirement for
ministerial control in a series of minor amendments.  Of course it would be more convenient and simpler for the owner not
to seek ministerial approval for the way in which it might deal with corridor land.  However, it would not be in the interests
of the State and would run counter to the undertakings given by the Government when it introduced the legislation.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendments agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendments Nos 8 and 9 made by the Council be agreed to.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendments agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 10 made by the Council be agreed to.

This amends clause 64 of the Bill to ensure that proposed section 3(b) of the Government Railways (Access) Act will not
only protect the rail operator's right to access in the event of a premature termination of the lease of the railway, but also
that the actual terms and conditions of that access will be similarly protected.  

This protection will continue for the life of the relevant access agreement unless notice is given by the current railway
owner or any other party to the agreement within three months of the lease termination that the access agreement will also
terminate.  The agreement termination provision in the last paragraph will protect the parties to the agreement from
obligations that may be written into the access agreement but which may no longer be appropriate in the absence of the
railway owner with whom the agreement was originally negotiated.

One example might be a commitment to provide specific capital investment, the terms of which may not be acceptable to
or achievable by the current railway owner in terms of timing, size of investment or period over which the investment can
be amortised, etc.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Does this mean that any company that might have a rail access agreement with Westrail now will no
longer be guaranteed that rail access arrangement will continue once the rail has been sold?  I refer to the minister's
explanation that one example might be a commitment to provide specific capital investment, the provisions of which might
not be acceptable to or achievable by the current railway owner.  Some commitments might be made by the Government,
for example, to Portland Mining Pty Ltd that the new owner will not have to honour and might give notice that those
arrangements are terminated.

Mr COWAN:  The advice to me is that it will work the other way around.  If, for example, a lease is terminated and it
reverts back to the Government, the Government will have no obligation to take on some of the commitments that might
have been given by the lessee.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 11 made by the Council be agreed to.

This is to insert additional provisions in clause 65 to amend the access Act to better facilitate the operation of the access
code by providing that the code will require a railway owner to comply with certain duties and requirements in the
provision of access and that the regulator will have supervisory and other functions under the code that will include
determining access requirements that will bind railway owners, access seekers and arbitrators.

Ms MacTiernan:  How many of these provisions - this one in particular - have been inserted due to discussions with the
National Competition Council?  

Mr COWAN:  I cannot give the precise number but some have.  These are general housekeeping issues that have been
picked up by the task force or other parties that have an interest in this legislation.  

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 12 made by the Council be agreed to.

This amends clause 66 so that section 6 of the access Act is amended to provide that the regulator's functions will be further
defined under the access code.  It will allow for the strengthening of the role of the regulator.  

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -
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That amendments Nos 13 to 19 made by the Council be agreed to.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Why are we changing the figure?

Mr COWAN:  Each of these amendments says the same thing.  After discussions with stakeholders, it was agreed to
increase penalties for a railway owner's non-compliance with the access regime from $20 000 to $100 000.

Ms MacTiernan:  Did those stakeholders include the National Competition Council?

Mr COWAN:  Yes.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  When this legislation was first debated, we commented that these penalties were far too weak.  I am
pleased that there has been an agreement now to increase them.  It looks like the National Competition Council was able
to get through to the Government when the Opposition failed. 

Question put and passed; the Council's amendments agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 20 made by the Council be agreed to.

Again, this will delete some lines and substitute others in clause 89.  The purpose behind this amendment is to substitute
a new form of proposed new section 19 into the Government Railways Act 1904.  The reference to the Rail Corridor
Minister is replaced with a reference to the person who will be given control and management of the corridor land by the
Rail Corridor Minister, so that the commission can agree with this person to have access to and use of the corridor land
and the railway track that is located on that land.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I am concerned about that.  Which clause is this?

Mr Cowan:  This is designed to ensure that the minister is not party to access negotiations.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Again, ministerial control is being removed.  Will the minister now delegate to someone else?

Mr COWAN:  The commission, rather than the minister, will now be involved in the negotiations of track access. 

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 21 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This will insert section 2A into the Government Railways (Access) Act, which is the object of the Act.  The main object
of the Act is to establish a rail access regime that encourages the efficient use of, and investment in, railway facilities by
facilitating a contestable market for rail operations.  An explicitly stated objective of the access regime will assist in the
interpretation of both the Act and the code.  It is a matter for improving or assisting interpretation.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is a worthy object and we support that object.  However, I am sure that the legislation we are dealing
with today will achieve the converse of that; it will achieve a decline in investment in the track infrastructure and will not
facilitate contestable markets, and, indeed, be a dampener on competition. 

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to. 

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 22 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This amendment will insert a new clause.  The prohibition on hindering or preventing access was previously in the access
code.  Legal advice now suggests that this provision should be placed in the access Act.  The amendment provides for
substantial penalties for either a railway owner or a train services operator hindering or preventing access by another train
services operator.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I have no problem with the substance, but can the Deputy Premier explain why it has been taken out
of the access regime?  It says that it was thought that was better.  Why is that the case?  I would have thought that this
would be part of an access regime.  Will a similar provision remain in the access legislation as well?

Mr COWAN:  My advice is that it was previously in the code and no penalty was attached to it in the code.  The advice
was that it should be in the access Act and that there should be a penalty.

Ms MacTiernan:  Why should it be in the Act?

Mr COWAN:  The advice was that the penalty should be incorporated in the Act rather than in the code.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That amendment No 23 made by the Council be agreed to. 
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This will insert new clause 87 which will exempt the minister from the requirements to undertake a public process for
amendments to the access code which are required to make the access Act consistent with or appropriate to give effect to
the amendments made to the access Act by this Bill.  This will be necessary if the access code comes into operation before
the amendments to the access Act made by this Bill come into operation. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The difficulty I have with this is that the minister can avoid the obligation to seek public comment
on changes to the code if, in his opinion, the changes to the Act make it necessary, or even if it is expedient to make the
code consistent with the Act.  It gives the minister enormous leeway to make amendments.  We cannot change the
Government's mind on this.

Mr Wiese:  You do not understand it.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I do understand it.  It is saying that the minister can change the code without public consultation,
which he would otherwise be required to undertake, if the minister deems it expedient to do so to bring the two into
conformity.

Mr Wiese:  It has already been changed in the Act.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  No.  I am not entirely convinced that I should trust the Minister for Transport's judgment on what is
necessary or prudent to bring both the code and the Act into conformity.  Nevertheless, it is a minor point compared with
the others that we have had to make here today.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendment agreed to.

Mr COWAN:  I move -

That the Legislative Council be acquainted accordingly.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Opposition disagrees with the motion.  It does not believe that the amendments that have been
put forward in a number of significant areas have been justified.  Many of the amendments of Hon Mark Nevill are a sham,
designed to try to make acceptable what is essentially an unpalatable and very imprudent piece of legislation that will sell
off the State's important track infrastructure.  For that reason, the Opposition is not prepared to support this message to the
Legislative Council.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (24)

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Baker
Mr Barron-Sullivan
Mr Bloffwitch
Mr Board
Dr Constable

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Dr Hames
Mrs Holmes
Mr Johnson

Mr Kierath
Mr MacLean
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mrs Parker
Mr Prince

Mr Shave
Mr Trenorden
Dr Turnbull
Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Tubby (Teller)

Noes (14)

Mr Brown
Mr Carpenter
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop

Mr Kobelke
Ms MacTiernan
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty

Mr McGowan
Ms McHale
Mr Ripper

Mrs Roberts
Ms Warnock
Mr Cunningham (Teller)

Pairs

Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Riebeling
Mr Barnett Mr Thomas
Mr House Ms Anwyl
Mr Omodei Mr Grill
Mr Marshall Mr Bridge
Mr Nicholls Mr Graham

Question thus passed.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (No. 1) 2000

Second Reading - Cognate Debate

Resumed from 24 May.

MS McHALE (Thornlie) [4.05 pm]:  I wish to devote my budget contribution to a particularly disturbing issue that falls
within the mental health budget; that is, the proposed closure of the Whitby Falls Hostel.  We have heard much about the
Government's commitment to mental health and the apparent increase in funding that is going into mental health.  However,
it is difficult for those working in the mental health field to see where that money is going.  Of particular concern to the
non-government agencies working in mental health is the availability of community housing to house those with a mental
illness.  It is important to recognise that the rate of mental illness in our community is increasing and that by early in this
century more than one in five people will suffer some form of mental illness.
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Those with a mental illness are not necessarily those who need to be hospitalised - that is a very small proportion - or
housed in special accommodation.  The issue is that the cost to our health system of mental illness will burgeon, and we
must prepare for that.  We are not yet in a position to say that we are meeting the needs of those in our community with
mental illnesses.  The provision of community services by this Government is lacking, particularly in the area of community
housing.

Against that background, we need to look at Whitby Falls Hostel and what is currently happening there, and perhaps to
traverse some of the statements that have been made by this Government about whether Whitby Falls Hostel will or will
not close, may or may not have a future, and is or is not out of date and inappropriate to our mental health services.  There
are very strong arguments, which members on this side of the House support, that with some vision and will Whitby Falls
Hostel has a role to play in the provision of services for those in our community with mental illness and should remain as
a facility.  We are not saying that it is not in need of repair.  Those who have seen Whitby Falls Hostel accept that it is in
need of upgrading, and there have been plans over the years to do that.

I will give some background to Whitby Falls Hostel.  Most of us know that it is a centre that has been around for over 100
years.  At the end of the nineteenth century, it was designed to take some of the overload from the Fremantle asylum.  It
had the stigma of being a lunatic asylum at the end of the nineteenth century-early twentieth century, and has now evolved
into a fairly rural residential therapeutic centre.  The facility can accommodate 60 people but only men, which has been
noted as an area of concern.  It offers accommodation and an opportunity for basic farm work and some vocational training. 
It is very much a rural environment with agricultural and horticultural activities.  It is recognised that the accommodation
does not meet modern standards, and although over the past few years, particularly under the Labor Government, the
facility has been modernised to some extent, it is generally accepted that it needs some upgrading.  The service provides
a semirural environment on 1 200 acres for people with a mental disability.  The residents are characterised by the fact that
they have severe persistent mental illness.  For many it is a centre of respite and, perhaps, last resort.  Many have tried
alternative services and have not been able to cope in the community.  It also has provided permanent accommodation for
older, long-term residents with an intellectual disability.  It is an unusual mix by today's standards of the intellectually
disabled and those with a mental illness.  Although it can accommodate 60 or so residents, currently it has only 21.  I gather
that at the end of 1999 it had 31 residents, so in five months 11 people have moved from that centre.  Of the 21 residents,
I understand eight have an intellectual disability and 13 have some psychiatric illness.  Of those, 12 are long-stay residents
and two are short stay.  The two short-stay residents have been at the centre for a couple of years, so it is not just a question
of short periods of respite care.

The issue is that those residents and their families want Whitby Falls to remain open as a therapeutic centre that provides
a continuum of care for those with a mental illness.  It is also true to say that the long-term future of Whitby Falls has been
under review for more than a decade.  When I was doing some research, I found that in 1980 a question was asked,
obviously by a Labor opposition spokesperson, about whether Whitby Falls would close.  The answer was no, but even
20 years ago there was some question about the viability and future of Whitby Falls.  

The recent history of Whitby Falls spans the past five years from 1995 when a major review was carried out.  Throughout
that time reviews have been carried out and recommendations made about Whitby Falls, right up to this year when
questions have been asked about its future and the Government has indicated it has made no decision to close it.  That is
clearly not the position of the Government; and the thesis I am developing is that there has been much misinformation about
Whitby Falls, and confusion among those who live there and those who look after the residents, either as paid carers or
family members.  There has been a great deal of concern about what will happen to those residents.  This situation has also
been overshadowed by the possibility of mining in that area and an exploration lease over the land.  It has become more
than merely an issue of services for the mentally ill.  It has been clouded by the possibility of sand mining, and that issue
has been raised in the House.

I will trace a number of recommendations that have been made on Whitby Falls to further reinforce the view that this
Government has set an agenda to close Whitby Falls, and that agenda has been around for the past five or six years.  In fact,
the statements and utterances made in this House have not been entirely accurate and they have misled those who are
concerned about the future of Whitby Falls.  It is also overshadowed by the possibility of mining.  

I will refer to documentation which goes back to 1995, and then trace the more recent discussions that have taken place. 
In 1995 the state health purchasing authority had a mental health committee which considered a report on Whitby Falls. 
It was submitted that Whitby Falls should be redeveloped and reconfigured, but remain open.  In fact, the recommendation
from the South Metropolitan Health Authority at the time was an interesting statement about the future of Whitby Falls -

The report confirmed the need for such a service to be provided in a safe, non-Metropolitan area as an alternative
to inner city, high density living.  A farming alternative is cost effective whilst enhancing a sense of freedom for
the residents in a community which has readily accepted the role of the hostel and the residents in general
community activities.

That is a very clear statement of intent that Whitby Falls has a future, is a viable service and is recognised as an alternative
to metropolitan living.  It also makes two points:  First, the community around Whitby Falls has long accepted the existence
of Whitby Falls and sees it as very much part of the community.  The second point I draw from that recommendation is
that, although the Government says Whitby Falls is a terrible place for these men to live in and they should be reoriented
into the community, it misses the point that Whitby Falls is very much part of the community.  It is a community in itself,
although it needs revamping, and it is very much part of the non-metropolitan community.  
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In 1995 it was resolved that a number of things would happen.  It was resolved that part of the land would be sold, reducing
the farm area from 1 200 acres to 400 acres.  At that time the land was valued at $2.25m.  It was also recommended that
the profits from the sale be used to upgrade the facilities at the farm, as recommended in the review report, and to develop
additional places in the community.  This would have increased the total number of places available for people with
enduring disability from 50 to 104.  The proposal was to double the capacity, not as institutional care but as independent
living in the setting of Whitby Falls.  It was also recommended that tenders be called for redevelopment and ongoing
management of Whitby Falls hostel and the proposed community based accommodation.  In 1995 the Government,
although accepting that Whitby Falls was viable and had a future, showed the sting in the tail when it wanted to privatise
it or at least contract out the management.

However, that is not the point I wish to make today.  In 1995 the Government saw the need for and importance of Whitby
Falls Hostel, for which I give it credit.  In 1999-2000 it says that the hostel is totally unacceptable and outdated and that
the residents will be moved into the community.  There must be some justification for such a radical change of heart.  There
is no justification from a health point of view, so there must be another reason.  Some people have called it a conspiracy. 
It may be an erroneous term, but the belief is that the Government wants to sell the land for mining purposes.

The value of the land was well known in 1995.  A letter from Helen Morton, who was then director of the South
Metropolitan Health Authority, to the state health purchasing authority states -

. . . Landcorp has for some time known the potential profit to Government of selling part of the Whitby Falls. 
This has been heightened recently by the Department of Planning's interest in the development of the South East
Corridor. . . .  As well, Mr Mike Freeman from the Department of Minerals & Energy has briefed me on the
minerals sands reserves on part of the land.

The letter goes on to say that discussions about the future of the land will take place between the Department of Minerals
and Energy and the Ministry for Planning.  In 1995, Helen Morton believed it was imperative that action be taken to
progress the recommendations.  She felt there was a future for Whitby Falls Hostel, but now believes there is none.  It was
also recognised that sources other than those related to mental health services had interests in the land.  In June 1995 Helen
Morton wrote to the mental health task force saying that consideration was being given to opportunities not related to
mental health to capitalise on the sale of part of the Whitby Falls farm.  It is completely erroneous for this Government to
say it has no intention of selling the Whitby Falls land and that there is no relation between the land and its mining
potential.  Documentation from 1995 shows that this Government wanted to sell the land and upgrade Whitby Falls Hostel,
which I commend.  However, it also wanted to tender out the management of the upgrade and hostel.  There is an
inextricable link between the hostel's future and the mining potential of the area, despite the protestations of the then
Minister for Health, who is now the Minister for Police.  The former opposition spokesperson for Health, the member for
Fremantle, questioned the minister about the connection between the Government's decision to close Whitby Falls Hostel
and the mining leases it granted in March 1998, who rejected it as an "utterly scurrilous suggestion".  Yet, that "utterly
scurrilous suggestion" has been proven by the 1995 meetings between the Health Department and the Department of
Minerals and Energy.  That relationship has a history that cannot be dismissed.  

I remind members that the residents at Whitby Falls Hostel are described as long-term residents with a persistent mental
illness.  The residents suffer a range of illnesses, but schizophrenia predominates.  As this is Schizophrenia Awareness
Week, it is particularly appropriate that I raise the concerns of the residents at Whitby Falls Hostel.  The Government gave
the residents a guarantee, expressed in a letter dated 14 September 1999 from the Whitby Falls Hostel project officer to
residents and family members.  It has told them that -

. . . there is no pressure for any resident to move unless improved accommodation, lifestyle support and ongoing
access to rehabilitation is identified and made available.  No resident will be moved until proper provisions are
in place for each resident's ongoing treatment and rehabilitation . . . 

In September 1999, the Government said there would be no pressure on residents to move and that it would take two years
to remove them from the hostel; that is, until September 2001.  Yet in the past five months, 11 residents have been removed
and several residents are feeling pressure from the administration to leave.  In March 1999, Helen Morton made a statement
in the Whitby Falls Newsletter- 

I am completely open minded about the outcomes which may see some or all of the people stay at Whitby in new
facilities to enjoy the rest of their lives.

The residents cannot be blamed for being confused when, on the one hand, they are told there is no pressure to move and
that they will be able to stay there for the rest of their lives and, on the other hand, they are confronted with statements that
they are now ready to leave Whitby Falls Hostel.  In one instance, an assessment carried out just a couple of weeks before
one resident was told he was ready to leave had concluded he would not be able to cope in an independent living
environment and that he should remain at Whitby Falls Hostel.  There has been a complete turnaround.  A report dated
February 2000 - preparatory to the final report - on the residents of Whitby Falls Hostel said the facility would be closed
by December 2000.  The report stated that one farmhand and the gardener would be transferred by the end of March and
that by the time of leasing - July 2000 - the leading farmhand would also no longer be required.  The removal of residents
from Whitby Falls Hostel has been accelerated, contrary to the Government's 1995 position in which the centre was to be
upgraded and independent living established.  The centre was to be restructured because it was recognised it provided a
valuable service.  Now, the Whitby Falls administration has explicitly stated that the process has been accelerated, to the
point where everybody will be moved out and the centre closed by December 2000.
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So much for the government guarantee of no pressure and that the closure will take at least two years.  This has been done
under a semblance of cooperation and agreement with those who were on the steering committee and the residents of
Whitby Falls.  That is incorrect.  A view has been perpetrated by the administration that the carers' representatives on the
steering committee were supportive of the closure and had signed off on all the recommendations.  That, again, is
erroneous.  At least two of the carers' representatives had not signed off on the recommendations and have publicly stated
their opposition to those recommendations.

I am alleging that something is terribly wrong when on one hand there are public utterances that everybody is happy with
the closure of Whitby Falls and statements are made that it is not going to close yet, on the other hand, the residents say
they are being completely misrepresented and in their view Whitby Falls should remain open and they have not supported
those recommendations.

I commenced by saying that my remarks about Whitby Falls were in the context of the lack of community housing for those
people with a mental illness.  I will refer to that in detail, but before I do I will give an example of one of the concerns
about the closure of Whitby Falls and the impact on other services that exist for mental illness.  In June 1998 the consultant
at Graylands Selby-Lemnos and Special Care Health Services wrote to Helen Morton expressing his concern about the
closure of Whitby Falls and the impact of that closure on the services at Graylands Hospital.  His major concern was that
the closure of the facility would result in a flood of referrals to his unit, the Blackmore team at Graylands, particularly of
patients who may be unplaceable within the current system.  I am not talking about people with moderate mental illness
but, rather, people with severe, persistent mental illness.  This psychiatrist suggested that some of them may be unplaceable
within the current system.  He said in his letter -

Our unit is also subject to the pressure to reduce beds and re-locate resources and has a limited capacity to
accommodate such patients.

In that correspondence the consultant psychiatrist is asking that the decision to close Whitby Falls be reassessed.  We know
that similar concerns were expressed, again in June 1998, by the Community Housing Coalition of WA.  There must have
been some activity in June as one letter is dated 22 June and the other 23 June; obviously, there was concern among
non-government organisations that Whitby Falls would close.

I will quote from a letter from the Community Housing Coalition of WA which refers to a number of community concerns
about the proposed closure of Whitby Falls.  The concerns which have been expressed to Sally Kingdon are as follows -

. . .  there needs to be a range of accommodation models available which are suited to the various levels of
accommodation and support needs required by individuals.

. . .  the loss of any further accommodation and support facilities is of grave concern and I trust that the review
process will examine how Whitby Falls could be managed by a community based not for profit organisation.

The letter goes on to refer to one of the issues facing the closure of Whitby Falls -

Another matter for consideration is this year -

We are talking about 1998-99 -

- the number of allocations to the Community Disability Housing Program/ Independent Living Program was
reduced to a total of 63 across the State.

Therefore only 63 properties became available right across the State for people with a mental illness.  When that letter was
written 35 people were living at Whitby Falls.  The author continues -

The Whitby Falls current population of 35 comprises of over half of this allocation.

On one hand there is a reduction in the number of houses available for people with mental illness yet, on the other hand,
there is a proposal to throw on to the market another 35 residents who need to be placed.  We must bear in mind that these
are residents with very severe mental illnesses who are not easily placed in hostels as they require ongoing, intensive
support which they would not receive in accommodation.

How then will these vulnerable people have their accommodation needs met when Homeswest says it has limited supplies
of housing stock?  One of the most concerning elements of this whole debacle over Whitby Falls is that this Government
is completely unwilling to consider Whitby Falls as viable yet, at the same time, it has been unwilling under the community
disability housing program to provide anywhere near the number of units required for accommodation.

It is interesting to note that, again, back in 1995 an assessment was made that 600 additional units of accommodation were
needed for people with mental illness.  In that context at the time the health people were saying they could upgrade Whitby
Falls and be able to offer accommodation for some people who were in desperate need.  We have been able to trace the
fact that there was some support for Whitby Falls remaining as a viable institution or centre for people with mental illness. 
I corrected myself because one of the accusations about Whitby Falls is that it is an institution and that the staff and
residents have become institutionalised.  However, at that time it was recognised that with restructuring it could provide
more independent living, but within that semirural, non-metropolitan environment, by selling off some of the land.

Mr Day:  You would have to agree that people who live there are removed from the community; and it is a pretty shoddy
facility.
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Ms McHALE:  I said earlier that they are part of the Jarrahdale-Serpentine community.  In all honesty, the people who live
there have tried living in hostels or tried independent living and have not been able to manage that.  My argument is that
with some restructuring, Whitby Falls could be part of a continuum of care for the mentally ill; I agree not if it remains as
it is.  However, over the past number of years, we have seen a running down of the institution and that is what I am most
concerned about when we start looking at the matter.  The minister should not get me on to the issue of King Edward
Memorial Hospital as there is a parallel there, but this is not the time for a debate about KEMH; I want to remain focused
on Whitby Falls.  The approach of this Government appears to be that if there is a problem with an institution it should be
closed.  It closed the Hillview hospital.

Mr Day:  Yes, because we are able to offer better facilities at Bentley, for example.  We built better facilities for people
such as the residents of Whitby Falls and you must acknowledge that.

Ms McHALE:  There are inadequate numbers of accommodation for the people in Whitby Falls and elsewhere.

Mr Day:  There might be a need for more - there always will be, I suspect - but the reality is that we have provided a lot
more community-based accommodation, including supported accommodation, in community centres.

Ms McHALE:  It appears that with regard to Whitby Falls Hostel, we are throwing out the baby with the bath water.  There
was a degree of support in 1995 for the upgrade and reconfiguration of Whitby Falls.  I am arguing that there has been a
complete reversal of intention by this Government and that the profitability of the land at Whitby Falls has become part
of the agenda.  The minister was not here when I quoted from correspondence in 1995 which said the Government
recognised the potential profit that could be derived from the sale of Whitby Falls.

Mr Day:  We have not made any decision to sell it.  The future of Whitby Falls as a health facility has nothing to do with
the prospect of sandmining.  The real agenda of many of the people in that area is to try to stop sandmining in that area. 
The two issues are quite separate. 

Ms McHALE:  That is an argument the minister will not win.  The coincidence of the timing and the recognition of the
mining interest in 1995 are all there for such a link to be made. 

Mr Day:  I am not saying there should be sandmining in that area, but that issue is quite separate from the future of Whitby
Falls.

Ms McHALE:  That community is also hoping the Minister for Mines will say there should not be sandmining, so those
ministers may well be speaking with one voice, but that is an issue that will need to be assessed when the minister finally
makes up his mind about the recommendations from the mining warden.

It is a shame that Whitby Falls Hostel has been neglected.  There are problems with its physical state, but it is misguided
to believe that there is no place in our community for such a facility that is in a semirural or farming environment.  We wish
that facility to remain open, but this Government is intent upon closing it. 

MRS ROBERTS (Midland) [4.44 pm]:  The first matter I will raise is the state of our Police Service and its under-
resourcing.  Yesterday I highlighted a fairly shocking secret report by the Police Service which indicated that about 30 000
calls to a police assistance number which is supposed to connect people to their local police station had gone unanswered
in a 12-month period.  That is a disturbing memorandum.  It is interesting that I have received enormous and very positive
feedback from both the community and police officers on this issue.  It is clear that our Police Service is under-resourced. 
Our police officers do not like to be in a situation of not providing the level of service that they would like to provide to
our community.  However, the cuts to police operational budgets over the past few years have made their job very difficult. 

What was particularly disturbing was the fact that in some districts - I highlighted Joondalup, Fremantle and Cannington -
the number of unanswered calls was in the order of 25 per cent.  It has been pointed out that not all calls to the police are
made on the 131 4444 number.  Many calls are made on the 000 line, about which I have also received some complaints,
and other calls are made on the 9222 1111 police communications number, and I have also received reports of people
having difficulty getting through on that number.  Calls are also made - which the minister has not highlighted - directly
to district offices and police stations, where people ring the local number rather than go through the generic 131 444
number.  It is my guess that while the document says it is difficult to estimate how many of those other calls are missed,
it is around the same ratio.  If a district office is missing one in four of its 131 444 calls, it is probably also missing one
in four of all its calls, because a police officer at a desk in a district office does not know whether the telephone call has
come through on the 131 444 number or on the district office or station number.  I believe that, in reality, if we had the
capacity to find out those figures, many more thousands of calls would be involved. 

The memorandum states - so there was no opportunity for the minister to deny it - that this report arose out of a ministerial
complaint.  The minister confirmed today that he had had a chat with Mr Brennan in July or August of last year about his
concerns about unanswered calls.  No doubt the minister had received, like every other member in this place, complaints
from people who have not able to get through to their local police station.  The minister raised the issue with Mr Brennan,
who then got Mr Standing, Mr Hay and other people involved in putting together a report.  The report was instigated in
that manner.  The damning indictment of our Police Minister is that he did not follow up the report in any shape or form. 
Over the past six months or so, the minister has made no further inquiry about the level of unanswered calls.  The minister
was absolutely oblivious to that matter yesterday.  The minister had made no check on what progress had been made to
turn around this damning situation.  

The figures released by the Police Service to the media today indicate that in the time subsequent to that 12-month period
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at the end of August last year, an even greater percentage of calls went unanswered.  The report states that almost 30 000
calls to local police stations went unanswered in the 12 months to 31 August last year, which we have calculated, according
to the table in the leaked document, to represent about 20.4 per cent of all phone calls to local police services on the 131
444 line.  The figures provided to the media by the police today indicate that 15 000 out of 67 000 calls went answered
in the past six months.  That represents 22.4 per cent of all phone calls, an increase of about 2 per cent on the previous 12
months.  Mr Prince was embarrassed by yesterday's revelation.  Today he should hang his head in shame.  It is bad enough
that 30 000 calls to local police stations went answered last year, but it is even worse that nothing appears to have been
done to remedy this unacceptable situation.  It is little wonder that the minister is now refusing to table the latest figures
in State Parliament, even though that data has been compiled by the Police Service.  The minister has said that the monthly
figures district by district are being examined at meetings of superintendents so that they can reflect on those figures and
improve on them.  However, today, when asked to produce those figures, the minister has said they are unavailable.  This
is a simple matter:  Either the figures have been compiled on a district by district basis, as indicated in this report, and as
has been indicated by the minister, or they have not; and if they have been compiled district by district and month by
month, the minister has an obligation to table those statistics on the phone calls.  One can only assume the worst when the
minister refuses to table those statistics.

Given the amount of community concern and alarm that has arisen because of the confirmation that this number of calls
is unanswered, as an accountability measure the Police Minister should table each month from now on the number of
unanswered phone calls in those six metropolitan districts and also in country and regional areas.  It is my understanding
that in the order of 5 000 of the calls that were unanswered were made in country areas.  It seems as though the minister
is clutching at straws to defend his management of the Police portfolio.  Today he clutched at an Australian Bureau of
Statistics 23-page report on crime and safety in Western Australia.  The only problem was that he attempted to claim that
the figures showed a great turnaround in crime statistics in this State.  I too would like to think that was the case, but
unfortunately it was not.  Either the minister deliberately set out to mislead the House or he has not read the whole
document.  If he had, he would have read the clear disclaimers in it.

Page 1 is a title and contents page, and on page 2 are explanatory notes, some of which read -

For household crimes and sexual assault, victimisation rates from the 1995 survey are provided for comparison. 
Caution should be used when comparing 1995 and 1999 victimisation rates.  (see Explanatory Notes, paragraphs
12 to 15).  

It seems that the minister did not see that explanatory note or look up points 12 to 15 headed "Caution when comparing
1995 and 1999 victimisation rates" or he deliberately chose to mislead people.

The document explains that this is a survey undertaken, not on the basis of reported offences but on all offences, including
unreported offences.  The ABS sends out either postal surveys or representatives to make door-to-door calls to get the
surveys filled out.  Part of the bureau's aim is to get a better picture of the total amount of crime being committed.  I will
make some comments on unreported crime shortly.  However, I will first focus on the caution by the ABS.

At page 14 of the document in paragraphs 12 to 15 the ABS cautions the reader when making a comparison.  Interestingly
enough, it specifically refers to caution needing to be taken when comparing the break-in rates.  In a properly conducted
survey, provision is always made for an error rate.  The ABS says that where such comparisons have been published,
standard errors should be taken into consideration before any conclusions are drawn about the significance of apparent
changes in victimisation rates.  Item 15 reads  -

Based on the victimisation rates for break-in, it would be easy to assume that the rate has fallen between 1995
and 1999.  However, we can only be 95 percent confident that the true figure would lie within a range of 2
standard errors plus or minus the survey estimate.  From the above example, we are 95 percent confident that the
true victimisation rate for 1995 lies between 8.3% and 9.5% and for 1999 between 7.1% and 9.0%.

The important part reads  -

Because there is an overlap in these ranges, the estimates show that the victimisation rate could have either risen
or fallen between 1995 and 1999 and therefore, it would be statistically invalid to draw any inference about the
movement in break-in rates during that period.

The whole argument from the minister today based on this ABS crime statistics report is invalid.  The report is more
notable for the fact that it surveys people and tries to get some kind of picture of the total amount of crime, both reported
and unreported.  It would be easy to assume that most crime is reported.  This report points out that a lot of crime is not
reported.  Under the heading "Reporting to the police" on page 4 of the document it reads -

Analysis of the most recent incident shows that the nature of the crime heavily influenced whether victims report
the occurrence to police.  For household crimes, 96.4% of motor vehicle thefts were reported to police while
21.7% of attempted break-ins were reported.  Among victims of personal crime, 24.7% of assaults were reported
to police while 46.9% of robberies were reported.

In a nutshell, it is suggested that in Western Australia fewer than a quarter of attempted break-ins are reported, fewer than
a quarter of victims of assault reported the offence to the police and fewer than half of all robberies were reported to the
police.  I find that to be a surprising figure; yet the ABS has clearly interviewed people in the community who have
affirmed that they have been assaulted or robbed, but they have not reported it to the police.
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After seeing how difficult it is to get through to the local police station, I suggest that is another reason offences are not
reported.  Based on the number of telephone calls that ring out, people may not be bothered reporting the offence to the
police, especially if they believe no interest will be taken in their report or that they have no chance of proper redress
through offenders being caught or their goods being returned to them.

About half of all robberies are unreported.  I suspect that people without home or contents insurance are more likely not
to bother reporting the robbery.  No doubt there are other explanations for why such a large percentage of assaults are
unreported.  Interestingly enough more than 95 per cent of motor vehicle thefts are reported, the reasons for which are also
obvious. 

The most damning aspect of this crime survey released today is on page 3 under the heading "Household crime" and reads -

During the twelve months to October 1999, 96,500 households (13.3% of all households in WA) were victims
of at least one household crime, which includes break-in, attempted break-in or motor vehicle theft.  The
victimisation rate was higher for Perth (14.6%) than for the rest of Western Australia (9.7%).

That says plainly that on the basis of this survey, the ABS has concluded that the rate for household crime in Perth is about
14.6 per cent.  In other words, one in every seven homes in Perth has been a victim of at least one household crime which
includes, over 12 months, break-in, attempted break-in or motor vehicle theft.  That is a fairly damning indictment on the
state of crime in Western Australia.  Clearly, much more must be done to reduce these crime rates.  The victimisation rate
is far too high.

When the minister tabled the corporate quarterly statistics report for March 2000 for the Western Australia Police Service,
he chose not to highlight the areas in which burglary has been occurring in recent times.  Under the heading "Comparison
of January to March 1999 with January to March 2000 property offences burglary (dwellings)" an increase of 19.3 per cent
occurred in the first quarter of 2000 compared with the first quarter of 1999.  Given that the Australian Bureau of Statistic's
survey and other surveys indicate that home burglaries are one of the areas of greatest concern in the community, I do not
think this Government can claim much credit for turning around crime statistics in this State when a nearly 20 per cent
increase in the number of home burglaries has occurred in the first quarter of this year compared with the first quarter of
last year, especially when the ABS works off an incredibly high base, because those figures have been going up for a long
time. 

Another matter that I raised partly in question time today was the downgrading of the Safer WA committee in Carnarvon. 
I received copies of a couple of letters from people involved in that committee in Carnarvon.  I note that these letters have
been circulated to other members of Parliament, including the Premier.  The first letter I received is dated 20 May and is
a copy of a letter to the Executive Officer of the Safer WA Executive Committee.  It is from the chairman of the Safer WA
committee in Carnarvon, John Doubikin.  I will read some highlights from the letter so members get the gist of the
complaint.  In his letter he says -

Carnarvon Safer WA Committee is not in the least impressed to receive the news despite our repeated objections
to the change of our status from a district committee to a local committee, this has occurred regardless. 

In the third paragraph he continues -

This committee reiterates it at no stage supported any change to our district status and this has been pointed out
on numerous occasions through telephone conversations and written correspondence, as you are well aware.  The
objection has been raised with you by telephone by the Secretary/Treasurer, the Chairperson and the Community
Policing Officer (of his own volition due to concerns about the Committee's strong reaction to this proposal).  The
submission faxed to you for the April "Workshop" clearly outlined this, as did the written letter from the
Committee prior to this "Workshop" asking for an explanation as to several points raised.  Given that you
responded to this letter it is clear you understood we were not then or ever in agreeance with this move. 

The fourth paragraph states -

We understood our support to this change would be necessary before it could be voted on at any other level and
with this in mind we would like you to show to the Carnarvon Safer WA Committee where this support was given
and by whom. 

Part of what I raised during question time was the concern that this may be a cost-cutting measure.  On the second page
of the letter, Mr Doubikin says-

In addition to this our grant allocation for administration expenses from your office was for $750.00 which is in
line with a "local" committee.  Can you please explain this given we were entitled to $3000.00 in line with a
"district" committee?  

It then came to our attention through minutes from the Executive Council that Midwest District Committee
proposed incorporating Carnarvon.  This is the first we knew that the formation of this committee would affect
our status and position.  This is unacceptable. 

It is quite a detailed letter, but I think members have the gist of it.  The Minister for Police has said that he will seek some
explanation about why the Carnarvon Safer WA committee seems to have been so autocratically downgraded. 
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I also received a letter from Ms Karen Patterson of Carnarvon.  Her letter raised that issue plus some other issues.  Her
letter is addressed to Mr Barry Matthews and a copy has also been sent to the Premier.  She writes -

I am the Secretary/Treasurer of the Carnarvon Safer WA committee.  I would also like to point out this letter is
being written outside the committee due to time constraints and is my own personal observation and belief.  In
brief I am acting of my own accord as a member of Safer WA.  

It is of extreme concern to me the Constitution of Safer WA has now been altered to include voting rights for the
Police Department.  This was done at the April Workshop of Safer WA held at Joondalup.  

It has been my understanding and belief the WA Police officers were not to show allegiance to political decision
making processes or to hold membership to groups with political agendas.  It is very obvious Safer WA is
politically generated and motivated.  For the WA Police officers to now have voting rights within this institution
can only show allegiance to political agendas and issues.  I wish to draw to your attention the WAPS oath of office
and this current situation.  I believe this change to the Safer WA constitutional needs reversing forthwith before
any Police officer places him/herself in a position that would be less than desirable but acting with only
honourable intentions. 

She goes on to say  -

I have further concerns the WA Police officers involved in Safer WA as Community Policing Officers are being
asked to submit and acquit grants.  The community as the meeting approves the grant but then, I have been
informed, the participation by the community ends and the Community Policing Officer takes on the
responsibility.  This places the Community Policing Officer in a precarious position should any problems occur
with the acquittal of the grant and has the probability of leading to official complaint against the Officer.  I do not
believe any member of WAPS should be placed in this position.  Our Officers do a wonderful job and are often
open to public criticism due to the very nature of their position within the community, and I do not think this
position should be made any more difficult than it already is.  The final point here is Police officers are not trained
bookkeepers or accountants yet they are being asked to perform those functions, whereby the treasurer would be
better placed to perform these duties.  This would then involve the community committee in the entire process
of the grant procedure.  I do not believe Police officers should be involved in Safer WA at this level due to the
potentiality of criticism being levelled at the Officer if things do not go the way the applicant wishes them to.  

I have discussed this situation with the Labor candidate for Ningaloo -

Who is Samantha Ogden -

- and feel it is only right and just that I take time out to now bring to your notice my objections to the Safer WA
constitutional changes.  

I hope you take on board my comments and look forward to your response. 

The contents of this letter have been read telephonically to the Chairperson, Mr John Doubikin, who has endorsed
and approved the submission of this letter to you. 

It is important to put those concerns on the record.  I think Ms Patterson's concerns are very real ones.  She is not the first
person to raise with me concerns about the composition and running of the Safer WA committees.  I wanted to highlight
that point and, more particularly, that somehow, autocratically, the Carnarvon Safer WA committee has been downgraded
from a district to a local committee level. 

One of the final matters I will raise which is of enormous concern pertains to the City of Mandurah.  It is quite an involved
story.  One might have thought that it would be a simple matter, and it should have been a very simple matter.  However,
it has turned out to be very complicated for the people involved.  The person who has contacted me with regard to his
difficulties with the City of Mandurah has tried lots of other avenues.  He has written to the Minister for Local Government
and the Premier.  He has contacted the Ombudsman and his local member, the member for Avon.  The person who has
contacted me, Mr Eddie Saulys, is a constituent of the member for Avon.  I am sure the member for Avon is well aware
of his complaint because I know that the member has written letters to the Ombudsman and others on Mr Saulys' behalf. 
Unfortunately, despite that intervention by the member for Avon, it seems that Mr Saulys' situation still has not been
resolved. 

To give members some background, the issue relates to the clearing of a block of land in the City of Mandurah.  It started
with the City of Mandurah sending an infringement notice to Mr Saulys' daughter, who is a single mother with two children
living in the Northam area.  After her marriage breakup she retained the asset of the block of vacant land in Mandurah. 
Perhaps the clearest way to place this on the record is to refer to the earlier letter from Ms Leanne Saulys to the Premier
on this matter, in which she set out the problem in some detail.  She wrote to Mr Court on 25 November 1998 stating -

On 23 October 1997, I was prosecuted successfully under the Bush Fire Act by the City of Mandurah.  I accept
the courts technical decision that by the act I was wrong.  What I cannot accept are the many inconsistencies that
exist with the council of the City of Mandurah and its Ranger Services.

My parents sent in a photograph of a similar vacant block to the City of Mandurah Ranger Services, whom replied
in writing and stated that the vacant block did not constitute a fire hazard due to lack of vegetation.  This was
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clearly misrepresented to me.  (In comparison to my property which had minimal vegetation, as photos and court
transcripts show - see attached).  On this basis and as there was neither physical nor documentary proof of my
property ever being cleared, I allowed the matter to proceed to the courts.  In order to gain a conviction Ranger
Services had to manipulate the angle of the photographs across my property, taking in more of the adjoining
property to capture the small portion of grass covering both properties.  The C.E.O. of the City of Mandurah had
also acknowledged that my property was more than 50% sand, leading my to believe that it posed no threat to
surrounding properties.

The court transcripts show the Judge thought that there was very little grass on the property, and the leaves under
the tree were more of a fire hazard than the grass!  However, it doesn't matter how much grass there is or whether
or not it posed a threat to surrounding properties, the fact remains I was convicted on 'ANY FLAMMABLE
MATERIAL ' as stated in the Bush Fires Act.

In comparison to the property declared by Ranger Services as not being a fire hazard, but clearly was by the Bush
Fires Act, I feel I was totally mislead as photographs of my property in the councils possession clearly show.  I
believe I have been intimidated and discriminated against by the City of Mandurah's Ranger Services.  I have not
been treated fairly and equally with other landowners in the surrounding area of my vacant block, as evidence in
my possession shows.

The C.E.O. of the City of Mandurah has supplied the Minister for Local Government with incorrect, false and
misleading information in relation to my case.  I have written on two occasions to all twelve councillors trying
to point out the inconsistencies that exist within the City of Mandurah.  I also supplied photographs of the
property misrepresented to me and asked them to compare them with photographs of my infringed property held
by Ranger Services.  I was not given a response by any of the twelve City of Mandurah councillors.

My father also wrote on my behalf to the C.E.O. of the City of Mandurah, Supplying the photo of the acceptable
standard apparently set by Ranger Services, the C.E.O. was asked to comment on these photographs and my
infringed property, again no response was received.  My father attempted to hold a telephone conversation with
the Mayor of the City of Mandurah on two occasions concerning the infringed property . . . 

The letter also states -

On advice from Mr Max Trenorden, M.L.A. for Avon, I contacted both the Minister for Local Government and
the Ombudsman on two occasions.  Both were supplied with photographs of the property misrepresented to me
and shown the evidence and inconsistencies.  Both were advised that the information supplied by the C.E.O. was
incorrect, false and misleading, both were also asked to compare the photograph accepted by Rangers Services
as not a fire hazard with those of my infringed property held by the City of Mandurah.  Both refused!  Both
departments have accepted the C.E.O. of the City of Mandurah's reports, ignoring my evidence completely.

The letter continues -

I find it extremely disturbing that when asked for an explanation, spokespersons for both departments indicated
that the Ranger Services and the City of Mandurah have the power to play God.  Their actions, regardless of
evidence in my possession were acceptable and they don't appear to have to answer to anyone for them.  The Bush
Fires Act as laid down by legislation is for all parties to follow and adhere to.  How is that?

Ms Saulys listed the following dot points -

C The CEO of the City of Mandurah can present the Ministers Office with incorrect, false and misleading
information.  And both the Ministers Office and the Ombudsman find this to be acceptable.

C The Ranger Services and C.E.O. were fully aware of what constitutes a fire hazard.  As by the 'prosecute
at all cost attitude' they successfully achieved this, yet they turned a blind eye to the standard set and
accepted by Ranger Services concerning the property they misrepresented to me.

C The adjoining property to mine contained, as the act reads 'flammable material'.  Namely dead and dry
timber leaves and was clearly a fire hazard.  The council chose to remove all the debris on this property
at the expense of the ratepayers in the City of Mandurah.  A letter received by my father from Ranger
Services dated 6th December 97 clearly states that it is the owner's responsibility to ensure their property
complied with council requirements.

C Evidence suggests Clearing Contractors are being paid for work not performed.

C It appears that the City of Mandurah has a selective process when infringing properties.

C Questions asked of the City of Mandurah have resulted in differing answers from different departments. 
Apparently normal procedures are followed, however written evidence suggests that procedures laid
down by legislation are not being followed.

C Requests from both Mr Trenorden and myself for the City of Mandurah to provide colour copies of the
photographs taken by them of my infringed property held by the City of Mandurah have been ignored. 
I believe for good reason.
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C The coloured photographs clearly show the very small portion of grass on my property touching the
boundary of the adjoining property with the debris. . . . 

The letter also states -

I believe these inconsistencies may have or will effect thousands of landholders in the City of Mandurah, these
land holders being from both Australia and Overseas.  It is also very unfortunate that my prosecution has most
likely set a precedent, which would make it very difficult for others should they wish to resolve similar issues with
the City of Mandurah in the courts.

I am a sole parent working to support my two small children, it is extremely unpleasant to be pursued and
persecuted by a council who in the main, appears to continuously get it wrong at the expense of the landholder. 
Unlike the City of Mandurah, I have not the finance or the legal representation to pursue this matter.  The C.E.O.
of the City of Mandurah in a letter dated 10th June 97, offered to withdraw the infringement if I paid the $68.00
clearing costs of the appointed Contractor.  However, the C.E.O. could not and would not supply proof that the
clearing work had in fact been performed.  As a result, these errors and inconsistencies by the City of Mandurah
have cost me in excess of $2500.00.  Not to mention the anxiety that my parents and myself have experienced.

I ask for no favours or special treatment, all I ask for is a 'fair go'.  I plead for my evidence to be investigated and
for an inquiry/investigation into the operations of the City of Mandurah, so that others don't have to endure the
mental torment and financial hardship of a council's rule by fear attitude - prosecute regardless of the facts.

It appears easier for all concerned to ignore me.  Unlike the City of Mandurah, my evidence is honest and accurate
and should not be ignored.

To many people it may seem a one-off dispute between a particular landholder in the City of Mandurah, but it raises a
whole range of concerns.  I have a wad of documentation provided by Mr Saulys, Leanne's father, and he has a file five
times as thick.  Nobody goes to that much effort over a $68 fine unless they fervently believe they are in the right.

Mr Trenorden:  I have absolutely no doubt that she was prosecuted for action that never occurred.  In my opinion there is
no doubt that the block was never cleared by the City of Mandurah.  I have great sympathy for her and her father who has
fought this long and hard.  I have spent many hours on the matter, as you have already recognised.  

Mrs ROBERTS:  I have acknowledged that.

Mr Trenorden:  I have absolutely no doubt they were prosecuted, the contractor was paid and the work was never done.

Mrs ROBERTS:  Although this is a great shame for Ms Saulys and her family, it warrants an investigation by the
Department of Local Government or some other body because it could well set a precedent in other situations, as she
pointed out in her letter.  I am assured by her father that one of the reasons he continues to take up the case so hard is his
genuine concern for other ratepayers in the City of Mandurah and potentially within other local authorities.

I am told the system works as follows:  If a block is not cleared by the owner and the City of Mandurah clears it, that
attracts a contract clearing fee of $68; $38 of that fee goes to the contractor and the other $30 goes to the City of Mandurah
administration.  There is also an additional $80 infringement fee by the City of Mandurah.  Therefore, the City of Mandurah
receives $110 from every block owner that it prosecutes.  It is interesting to note that Miss Saulys is an absentee landlord. 
It may be that in the City of Mandurah non-resident land holders do not inspect their blocks as often as residents would. 
Although the City of Mandurah may believe that to be the case, that was not the case in this instance as Ms Saulys' father
had inspected the block on a number of occasions and had spoken to a variety of people who can attest to the state of the
block and the fact that it was not cleared.  One of the councillors at the City of Mandurah is prepared to swear that it is his
belief that the block was never cleared and he inspected the block on a couple of occasions and was aware of the
circumstances.

There is also a requirement under the Bush Fires Act that either the chief executive officer, the mayor or president, of the
council must sign off on these clearance infringements to state that the block was cleared.  I gather that did not occur in
this instance and I wonder in what other instances it has not occurred.  It is unfair to charge ratepayers for clearing blocks
if the clearing does not occur.  It appears that a mistake may have been made - the kindest light one can put on it - and the
City of Mandurah has become firmly entrenched in its position.  There is no doubt in my mind that no-one who was not
completely innocent would take up this case with such fervour, as it would have been much easier to accept paying $68
rather than $148.  The City of Mandurah made an offer to the Saulys to pay the contractor's fee of $68 and to forget about
the $80 infringement fee.  The Saulys stood on a matter of principle and it has cost them dearly.

Mr Saulys has asked in his letter for some points to be raised.  His daughter is a supporting parent with two small children;
hand-dated Polaroid photographs of his daughter's cleared block were used in court by the rangers while giving evidence
under oath; he has evidence that the property was never cleared; he has proof of clearing that was never produced in the
court nor challenged for reasons best known to others; all government departments including the Ombudsman and the
Premier's office have been provided with material indicating suspected serious improper conduct and corruption; all have
refused to take up the challenge; the chief executive officer of Mandurah was made aware that properties in the area were
not cleared as stated; hundreds of local, national and international land owners may be affected; and clearing contractors
were paid for work definitely not carried out.

I am not saying this is a scam but it could be a very good scam for a local government authority if it has several thousand
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vacant blocks in its area, many of them owned by people who live interstate or overseas.  How would those people know
if their blocks were ever cleared?  It just happens in this instance that, despite the fact that the Saulys are from Northam,
they know their block was not cleared.  They have not received justice.  There appears to be a cover-up and it has certainly
cost these people dearly.  Their main reason for taking up this cause now is that they do not want other people to go through
the same situation.  It is very poor that no government agency or department has been prepared to take up this case, and
I call upon the Minister for Local Government, to whom I will send a copy of this speech, together with other
documentation, to conduct an inquiry into this matter.  If for some reason that is not appropriate - I cannot imagine why
it would not be appropriate - someone in government must take responsibility for this matter and a government agency must
take up this cause, investigate it properly and examine the evidence of the Saulys with an objective mind.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) [5.27 pm]:  I thank members for their contribution to this debate.  Next week we will
have the Estimates Committees which will provide an opportunity to get into more detail in the individual areas.  However,
I appreciate the contributions that have been made.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time and pursuant to the sessional order referred to the Estimates Committees.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (No. 2) 2000

Second Reading

Resumed from 11 May.  

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time and pursuant to the sessional order referred to the Estimates Committees.

HORTICULTURAL PRODUCE COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 1999

Returned

Bill returned from the Council with amendments.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [5.28 pm]:  I move - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 13 June at 2.00 pm.

The SPEAKER:  Don't forget the Estimates Committees!

Mr COWAN:  Thank you for reminding us all of that, Mr Speaker.  I was going to say that there are still Estimates
Committees before 13 June.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 5.28 pm
__________
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Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

BUSINESS CLOSURES, GOVERNMENT-FUNDED SCHEME FOR WORKERS' ENTITLEMENTS

1756. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) Has the Federal Government approached the State Government about -

(a) participating in; and/or
(b) providing part funding for-

a Government funded safety net for workers who are not paid their entitlements when businesses close down or
go bankrupt;?

(2) What is the nature of the request that has been made by the Federal Government?

(3) Has the State Government agreed to the request?

(4) What response has the Government provided to the Federal Government?

(5) Does the State Government intend to-

(a) support; and
(b) part-fund,

this scheme?

(6) If so, when?

(7) If not, why not?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1)-(7) See answer to Question 1925.

STAMP DUTY ON GST INCLUSIVE PRICE OF PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS

1757. Mr BROWN to the Treasurer:

(1) When the Goods and Services Tax (GST) is introduced on 1 July 2000, does the Government intend to apply
stamp duty on the GST inclusive price of property transactions?

(2) If so, why?

(3) What is the anticipated revenue increase that will be achieved by applying stamp duty on the GST inclusive price
of property transactions?

(4) On a property sale of $200,000, what would be the additional stamp duty cost if it is applied to the GST inclusive
price of the property?

Mr COURT replied:

(1) Yes.  However, in the majority of cases, we expect that property transactions that are subject to stamp duty will
not be subject to GST.  In particular, I understand that GST will generally not apply to sales of established homes,
small businesses, farms or commercial property classed as a “going concern”.

(2) The general policy is that stamp duties will apply to GST-inclusive prices, where applicable, because stamp duties
have always applied to wholesale sales tax-inclusive prices and the GST is replacing wholesale sales tax.  To do
otherwise would seriously erode the State’s revenue base.

(3) An estimate has not been made.  For the reasons stated in (1) it is likely to be quite small. However, Treasury has
estimated that in the medium term conveyance duty revenue may increase by around $16 million per annum,
mainly as a result of higher building costs flowing through to the value of established homes.  Stamp duty on
motor vehicles is expected to fall as a result of the GST replacing the higher wholesale sales tax.

(4) Not applicable, if the property sale is of a type stated in (1).

WORKERS COMPENSATION, APPLICATIONS FOR ELECTION TO COMMON LAW

1837. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) How many applications have been lodged with WorkCover for “election to common law” under the Workers’
Compensation system?
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(2) How have the applications been categorised and what are the numbers in each category?

(3) What is the number of these election applications that have been considered and determined?

(4) Of those applications to elect for common law that have been determined, how many have been assessed as
meeting the degree of medical disability required to take common law action?

(5) How many of the applications for election to go to common law have been rejected as not meeting the degree of
medical disability required?

(6) How many applications for election to take common law action are waiting to be processed by WorkCover?

(7) How many applications to take election to common law are being contested because there is a dispute as to the
degree of medical disability of the applicant?

(8) What is the current rate of processing for each of the above categories?

(9) As of what date are the answers to the above figures applicable?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1)-(2) The number of applications lodged regarding common law actions is:

Referral of Question of Degree of Disability (Form 22) = 1749
Degree of Disability Agreement (Form 24) = 278
Election to Retain Right to Seek Damages (Form 25)(post 13 December 1999) = 906
Form 25 (pre 14 December 1999) = 293
Application for Extension of Time to Make Election (Form 26 & 27) = 115

(3) The following is the status of the above:

Form 22 referred to review = 1349
Form 22 determined at review = 4
Form 24 recorded by Director = 278
Form 25 registered (lodged post 13 December 1999) = 154
Form 25 registered (lodged pre 14 December 1999) = 63
Form 26 & 27 finalised = 114

(4) The following have been assessed as meeting the relevant degree of disability:

Form 22 determined at review at relevant level = 3
Form 24 recorded (as above) = 278

(5) The following applications have been rejected as not meeting the relevant degree of disability:

Form 22 rejected by Director = 270
Form 22 determined at review not at relevant level = 1

(6) All transitional matters have been administratively processed through the initial stages.

Of new matters the number where Form 23 is not yet returned by the employer = 9

(7) Form 22 applications are those matters where there is a dispute as to the degree
of disability.  The number of applications are therefore:

P Form 22 lodged 1749
-   Less those rejected by the Director    270

1479

P Form 25 lodged pre 14 December 1999 not yet registered    230

Disputes as to degree of disability 1709
====

(8) All transitional matters have been processed to review stage.  At review there have been 212 preliminary reviews
conducted and 4 reviews heard.

Review officers are presently listing around 70 preliminary reviews and 6 reviews per week.  (As matters progress
the number of preliminary reviews will decrease and the number of reviews will increase).

(9) These figures are provided as at 24 March 2000.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, REGIONAL BUYING COMPACT

1902. Mr BROWN to the Minister for the Environment; Labour Relations:

(1) Is the Minister committed to ensuring all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control implement the
Regional Buying Compact?

(2) Have chief executive officers of all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control been instructed to apply
the Regional Buying Compact?
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(3) What processes does each department and agency under the Minister’s control implement to ensure that work to
be put out to tender in regional Western Australia is packaged in tenders capable of allowing local business to
compete for such contracts?

(4) Does each department and agency under the Minister’s ensure, when preparing tenders for work in regional
Western Australia, that such tenders are not of a size that preclude regional business from tendering for the
contract?

(5) In preparing and allocating tenders for work in regional Western Australia, does each department and agency,
wherever possible and within the financial constraints imposed by the Regional Buying Compact, ensure that -

(a) tenders for work in regional Western Australia are allocated to local business in the region; or
(b) where tenders are not allocated to a local business, the successful tenderer uses local business to fulfil

the contract to the maximum extent possible?

(6) What procedures does each department and agency use to ensure -

(a) all tenders are prepared in such a way as to give local regional businesses a fair opportunity to compete;
and

(b) contracts allocated to non-regional businesses are properly monitored to ensure maximum regional local
content?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1) The Regional Buying Compact is applicable to all public authorities, including all government departments,
agencies and trading concerns.

(2) Chief Executive Officers are to ensure that Government policies are complied with and that they fully support
local industries and regional economic development.

(3)-(4) The structure of contracts is a decision for each Government department. However, in designing contracts, the
Regional Buying Compact encourages departments to package the purchase of goods and services in appropriately
sized contracts to enable regional suppliers to participate. 

(5) (a) Chief Executive Officers are accountable for the conduct of the buying function in their agency and are
expected to focus on structuring tenders on a regional basis, where possible, to encourage regional
suppliers to participate in government buying.

(b) A preference is provided to encourage non-regional tenderers to maximize the regional content within
their bid.

(6) (a) It is the responsibility of Chief Executive Officers to ensure that  buying practices, procedures and
specifications do not disadvantage local suppliers.

(b) Procedures for monitoring contract requirements are undertaken as part of the relevant Public Authorities
Contracts Management process.  Guidelines for the establishment of contract management processes are
available to agencies in the State Supply Commission’s Policies and Guidelines Manual.  Public
authorities, as part of the ongoing contract management process, should ensure that commitments such
as regional content in the delivery of the service, are fulfilled throughout the contract term.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, REGIONAL BUYING COMPACT

1904. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Police; Emergency Services:

(1) Is the Minister committed to ensuring all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control implement the
Regional Buying Compact?

(2) Have chief executive officers of all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control been instructed to apply
the Regional Buying Compact?

(3) What processes does each department and agency under the Minister’s control implement to ensure that work to
be put out to tender in regional Western Australia is packaged in tenders capable of allowing local business to
compete for such contracts?

(4) Does each department and agency under the Minister’s ensure, when preparing tenders for work in regional
Western Australia, that such tenders are not of a size that preclude regional business from tendering for the
contract?

(5) In preparing and allocating tenders for work in regional Western Australia, does each department and agency,
wherever possible and within the financial constraints imposed by the Regional Buying Compact, ensure that -

(a) tenders for work in regional Western Australia are allocated to local business in the region; or
(b) where tenders are not allocated to a local business, the successful tenderer uses local business to fulfil

the contract to the maximum extent possible?
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(6) What procedures does each department and agency use to ensure -

(a) all tenders are prepared in such a way as to give local regional businesses a fair opportunity to compete;
and

(b) contracts allocated to non-regional businesses are properly monitored to ensure maximum regional local
content?

Mr PRINCE replied:

(1) The Regional Buying Compact is applicable to all public authorities, including all government departments,
agencies and trading concerns.

(2) Chief Executive Officers are to ensure that Government policies are complied with and that they fully support
local industries and regional economic development.

(3)-(4) The structure of contracts is a decision for each Government department. However, in designing contracts, the
Regional Buying Compact encourages departments to package the purchase of goods and services in appropriately
sized contracts to enable regional suppliers to participate. 

(5) (a) Chief Executive Officers are accountable for the conduct of the buying function in their agency and are
expected to focus on structuring tenders on a regional basis, where possible, to encourage regional
suppliers to participate in government buying.

(b) A preference is provided to encourage non-regional tenderers to maximize the regional content within
their bid.

(6) (a) It is the responsibility of Chief Executive Officers to ensure that  buying practices, procedures and
specifications do not disadvantage local suppliers.

(b) Procedures for monitoring contract requirements are undertaken as part of the relevant Public Authorities
Contracts Management process.  Guidelines for the establishment of contract management processes are
available to agencies in the State Supply Commission’s Policies and Guidelines Manual.  Public
authorities, as part of the ongoing contract management process, should ensure that commitments such
as regional content in the delivery of the service, are fulfilled throughout the contract term.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, REGIONAL BUYING COMPACT

1911. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Works; Services; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests:

(1) Is the Minister committed to ensuring all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control implement the
Regional Buying Compact?

(2) Have chief executive officers of all departments and agencies under the Minister’s control been instructed to apply
the Regional Buying Compact?

(3) What processes does each department and agency under the Minister’s control implement to ensure that work to
be put out to tender in regional Western Australia is packaged in tenders capable of allowing local business to
compete for such contracts?

(4) Does each department and agency under the Minister’s ensure, when preparing tenders for work in regional
Western Australia, that such tenders are not of a size that preclude regional business from tendering for the
contract?

(5) In preparing and allocating tenders for work in regional Western Australia, does each department and agency,
wherever possible and within the financial constraints imposed by the Regional Buying Compact, ensure that -

(a) tenders for work in regional Western Australia are allocated to local business in the region; or
(b) where tenders are not allocated to a local business, the successful tenderer uses local business to fulfil

the contract to the maximum extent possible?

(6) What procedures does each department and agency use to ensure -

(a) all tenders are prepared in such a way as to give local regional businesses a fair opportunity to compete;
and

(b) contracts allocated to non-regional businesses are properly monitored to ensure maximum regional local
content?

Mr JOHNSON replied:  

(1) The Regional Buying Compact is applicable to all public authorities, including all government departments,
agencies and trading concerns.

(2) Chief Executive Officers are to ensure that Government policies are complied with and that they fully support
local industries and regional economic development.

(3)-(4) The structure of contracts is a decision for each Government department. However, in designing contracts, the
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Regional Buying Compact encourages departments to package the purchase of goods and services in appropriately
sized contracts to enable regional suppliers to participate. 

(5) (a) Chief Executive Officers are accountable for the conduct of the buying function in their agency and are
expected to focus on structuring tenders on a regional basis, where possible, to encourage regional
suppliers to participate in government buying.

(b) A preference is provided to encourage non-regional tenderers to maximize the regional content within
their bid.

(6) (a) It is the responsibility of Chief Executive Officers to ensure that  buying practices, procedures and
specifications do not disadvantage local suppliers.

(b) Procedures for monitoring contract requirements are undertaken as part of the relevant Public Authorities
Contracts Management process.  Guidelines for the establishment of contract management processes are
available to agencies in the State Supply Commission’s Policies and Guidelines Manual.  Public
authorities, as part of the ongoing contract management process, should ensure that commitments such
as regional content in the delivery of the service, are fulfilled throughout the contract term.

TOURISM, PARTNERSHIP 21 DOCUMENT

1973. Mr McGOWAN to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Tourism:

I refer to the Partnership 21 Document and work done by Market Equity and ask-

(a) what was the original contract figure for the work;

(b) what has actually been paid until now, and what is the likely total figure by the end of the project; 

(c) was the project put out to tender;

(d) were any other research companies or consultants (apart from Market Equity) invited to submit for the work; and

(e) if not, why not?

Mr BRADSHAW replied:

(a) $50,000.00

(b) Actually paid to date - $138,442.20. Total at end of project - $156,075.20. The increase on the original contract
figure resulted from industry requests for greater consultation.  Endorsement to proceed was received from the
Department of Contract and Management Services (CAMS).

(c) Competitive tenders were called, consistent with the CAMS policies and procedures for Panel Contract 110697.

(d) Five companies from the CAMS panel were invited to submit for the work.

(e) Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, LEVEL 7 POSITIONS

2061. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Public Sector Management:

(1) How many public service officers are ranked at Level 7 within the Western Australian Public Service?

(2) What are the minimum educational requirements for appointees to Level 7 positions within the Western Australian
Public Service?

(3) How many public services officers referred to in the answer to (1) above, hold tertiary qualifications?

Mr COURT replied:

(1) The information is not centrally available.  Information about the number of staff classified at Level 7 is available
from each agency.  Information about salary levels for the public sector is collected and published annually in the
Profile of the Western Australian State Government Workforce.

(2) There are no minimum educational requirements for appointment to Level 7.  Each agency determines the
educational requirements according to the nature of the work involved.

(3) This information is not centrally available.

SMOKEBUSH PLANTATION

2062. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) What is the status of the 1993 contract signed between AMRAD Corporation Ltd, the former Executive Director
of CALM, Dr Syd Shea and the former Minister for the Environment, the Hon. Kevin Minson, for the commercial
growing of Smokebush in order to derive and develop the pharmaceutical known as conocurvone?
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(2) Has a Smokebush plantation for that project been developed and, if so, where has it been developed?

(3) Are there any technical reports in existence on the progress of the CALM research consortium which was formed
to support this business venture and if not, why not?

(4) How many provisional patents in relation to this project have been consolidated?

(5) How much revenue was generated by this joint venture for the benefit of Western Australia conservation
objectives?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1) The 1993 contract signed between AMRAD Operations Pty Ltd, AMRAD Corporation Ltd, Dr Syd Shea and the
Hon Kevin Minson was a collaborative research and development licence agreement, not a contract for the
commercial growing of smokebush. The 1993 agreement was terminated in 1995 when AMRAD, Dr Shea and
the Hon Peter Foss signed a new licence and commercialisation agreement, to reflect the change in focus to
investigate synthetic versions of the active compound in smokebush.

(2) No.

(3) The paper Constituents of Conospermum brachyphyllum. Improved methods for the isolation and synthesis of
(+)-conocurvone and the structure of (+)-brachyphyllone was published in the Australian Journal of Chemistry
in 1999.

(4) None.

(5) $1.15 million. AMRAD has paid a further $500,000 for research projects commissioned from the Department
of Conservation and Land Management and the Chemistry Centre (Western Australia).

MINING PROFITS

2073. Mr BROWN to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of an article that appeared in The West Australian on 23 February 2000 which reported that
mining company profits surged by over 3% in the December 1999 quarter to a level of 18.3% higher than a year
ago?

(2) Is the Premier also aware the same article reported that mining profits had risen to $3.7b in the December quarter
from less than $2.2b a year earlier?

(3) Can the Premier explain how these profits came about when the Government claims the mining industry has lost
profits and jobs because of Native Title?

(4) Can the Premier also explain why, with higher profit margins, considerably less is being spent on exploration?

Mr COURT replied:

(1)-(3) These profits have been generated by the existing mines most of which would have been established before the
commencement of the Native Title Act and therefore would not have been affected by the complex processes
under the Act.  The major losses in jobs have occurred where the NTA procedures hampered access to new land
for extension of existing projects or for exploration purposes.

(4) Because companies are not prepared to commit large amounts of money for new exploration projects if they are
not guaranteed access to land and the grant of a production title under the NTA regime.  The member may have
seen the article in the West Australian of 17 April titled “AMEC hits at native title” quoting the outgoing AMEC
President Bill Ryan as saying that “there is absolutely no doubt that the current native title legislation has been
the number one culprit which has destroyed exploration spending”.  The same article also refers to Herald
Resources which has announced downgrading its exploration efforts in Australia because of concerns with native
title while remaining committed to exploration projects in Indonesia and Thailand.  These comments, coming
directly from the industry are the best illustration that the current native title legislation simply does not work. 
Additionally, any residual doubt as to the unworkability of the Act has been dispelled by the Labor Premier of
Queensland Mr Peter Beattie who recently described the Native Title Act as an “unworkable quagmire” and who
further said if the Queensland native title regime was not supported by the Federal Labor Party “it would force
mining offshore and it would destroy jobs”.

RAILWAYS, SHOWGROUNDS TRAIN STATION

2083. Ms MacTIERNAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What was the total cost of refurbishing the Showgrounds train station?

(2) What did this refurbishment involve?

(3) What were the start and completion dates?
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Mr COWAN replied:

The Hon Minister for Transport has provided the following response:

(1) $2 612 779.

(2) A new station with three sheltered platforms linked to a pedestrian underpass was constructed, along with
pathways and a bus turnaround facility.  A new siding was also constructed to allow special showgrounds and
football trains to wait until required for use.

(3) Work commenced in March 1995 and was completed in September 1995.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION, COMMISSIONER PARKES' DECISIONS

2139. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) When did the Minister for Labour Relations first become aware that there were complaints over the tardiness of
Commissioner Parkes in handing down his determinations on matters he had heard as a Commissioner of the
Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission?

(2) What action did the Minister take on receiving complaints due to Commissioner Parke’s inability to give his
decisions in a timely manner?

(3) What action, if any, did the Minister take prior to these problems being raised in the Parliamentary Estimates
Committee in April 1999?

(4) At what stage did the Minister come to realise the extent of the problems created by Commissioner Parkes’s
inordinate delays in determining his decisions?

(5) Why has the Minister failed to take any action on the recommendation provided to the Government in the 1995
Fielding Report that the principle act be amended to require Western Australian Industrial Relations
Commissioners to make timely judgements?

(6) What was the date of Commissioners Parkes’s first letter of resignation and from what date, according to that
letter, was his resignation to take effect?

(7) What action was taken in response to this first letter of resignation and did these actions in effect amount to
Commissioner Parkes’s formal resignation from the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission?

(8) As at 30 January 2000, how many decisions remained to be finalised by Commissioner Parkes?

(9) Did Commissioner Parkes continue as a Commissioner of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission
beyond the appointed date of his first letter of resignation?

(10) If so, then how was his term as a Commissioner extended?

(11) As of what date was Commissioner Parkes actually no longer a Commissioner of the Western Australian Industrial
Relations Commission?

(12) What was the actual work load by number of cases and registration of enterprise bargaining agreements allocated
to Commissioner Parkes from April 1999 up until the time of his retirement?

(13) What role did the Minister play with respect to the retirement or the postponement of the retirement of
Commissioner Parkes in or about December 1999?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1)-(13)
See answer to question number 2078 of 30 March 2000.  

PARABURDOO LICENSING SERVICE, CLOSURE

2151. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

In regard to the closure of the Paraburdoo Licensing Service -

(a) is it true that the residents of Paraburdoo will have to travel some 80 km to Tom Price to access licensing services;
and

(b) is this how the Government demonstrates its commitment to retaining services in regional towns in Western
Australia?

Mr COWAN replied:

The Hon Minister for Transport has provided the following response:

(a)-(b) Most licensing transactions will continue to be processed at Paraburdoo through the local Post Office agency and
the Paraburdoo Police Station. Approximately 2 900 transactions were conducted annually at these offices and
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under the new arrangements approximately 80 per cent of these can continue to be processed at Paraburdoo. 
Paraburdoo residents who receive their vehicle and driver licence renewal notices, vehicle transfer invoices and
Infringement penalties will be able to pay those accounts at the Paraburdoo Post Office.  The Post Office is also
equipped with photo facilities for driver licences.  Temporary Third Party Insurance permits and driving tests for
additional classes of driver licence will continue to be undertaken at the Paraburdoo Police Station.  Licensing
Accounts, which have been mailed to residents, can also be paid by mail, or by phone and the Internet utilising
credit card payment facilities. General enquiries can also be made by phone utilising Transport’s 13 11 56 number
at the cost of a local call. A small number of transactions including applications for new vehicle and driver
licences will necessitate attendance at an alternative licensing office that provides a full licensing service, such
as the Tom Price Police Station.  New vehicles would normally be purchased from dealerships in larger towns
and the vehicles could be registered at the full licensing facility located at that town.

NATIVE TITLE, POLLING OR MARKET RESEARCH

2197. Mr RIPPER to the Premier:

(1) When was the last occasion that the State Government conducted any polling or market research on native title
or related indigenous issues?

(2) What was the cost of this polling or research?

(3) Will the Premier table the findings?

Mr COURT replied:

(1) The last polling was conducted in March 1998 in conjunction with Queensland and Northern Territory.

(2) The cost to the West Australian Government was $49,373.35.

(3) The report was tabled in the Legislative Assembly in late March/early April 1998.

TUART FOREST, PROTECTION

2232. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) What studies have been undertaken by the Department of Conservation and Land Management in the past ten
years regarding tuart forests?

(2) What other work has been done to protect tuart forests?

(3) What area of tuart forest remains in Western Australia?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1) (a) Control of introduced grasses using herbicide in the Ludlow tuart forest.
(b) Fire history in Yalgorup National Park, using balgas.
(c) Floristic communities (part of a broader study of the Swan Coastal Plain).
(d) Vegetation and weeds.
(e) Mapping of damage to tuart crowns in and near Yalgorup National Park, caused by insect borers.
(f) Ground assessment of stems of tuart saplings and trees for presence of borers and fungi.
(g) Regeneration of tuart trees.

(2) (a) Additions to conservation reserves of areas containing tuart forest.
(b) Management plans prepared for conservation reserves containing tuart forest including Yanchep

National Park, Yalgorup National Park and Leschenault Peninsula.
(c) Rehabilitation of sites back to tuart forest, previously planted to exotic species, in the Tuart Forest

National Park.
(d) Input to land use planning processes that will protect more tuart forest in various conservation reserves. 

For example the structure plan for the development of land north of Yanchep National Park proposes
to include a large area of tuart forest into an extension of the National Park.

(e) Recent investigation into pests, such as the tuart borer, and the implementation of remedial action.

(3) See answer to question No 352 of 11 August 1999.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION, SUBMISSIONS ON MINIMUM RATE OF PAY

2234. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Labour Relations:

What are all the dates on which the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission has made submissions to the
Minister on the minimum rate of pay in accordance with Section 14 of the Minimum Conditions of the Employment Act?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

31.5.1994  (published 74 WAIG 2081)
31.5.1995  (published 75 WAIG 2695)
30.5.1996  (published 76 WAIG 4473)
30.5.1997  (published 78 WAIG 318)
28.5.1998  (published 78 WAIG 4860)
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31.5.1999  (not yet published)
15.2.2000  (not yet published)

WESTERN MINING CORPORATION, INCREASED PROFIT

2275. Mr BROWN to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of an article that appeared in The Australian Financial Review on or about 20 April 2000
edition which reported Western Mining Corporation had a first quarter profit of $200m and was confident of
smashing its previous highest record profit of $422m in 1999?

(2) Can the Premier explain how this massive increase in profits has occurred given the Premier’s dire predictions
about the applications of Native Title?

Mr COURT replied:

(1)-(2) The member keeps asking the same question about mining profits and native title. This time it is about Western
Mining Corporation Ltd (WMC), last time it was about mining profits generally, as reported in The West
Australian on 23 February.  The article in The Australian Financial Review, 20-25 April, the member refers to
now, says that the WMC's record results have been driven by booming nickel and aluminium prices and strong
cash flow.  As I have previously explained, strong cash flows and mining profits come from existing productive
mines many of which were established before the Native Title Act (NTA) was enacted by the Federal Labor Party.
Unless these mines need to expand onto new land they are not affected by native title.  However, as soon as they
need to do that, or they need to explore new ground, they are faced with the unworkable provisions of the NTA. 
If the member cannot get access to the land to explore today he will not have many new mines in this State in the
years to come when the existing ones will have used up their reserves.  It is not too difficult to see that it is the
future of the mining industry, which is the backbone of this State's economy, which is threatened by the
unworkable native title legislation. 

FOREST BLOCKS, AREA OF OLD-GROWTH FOREST

2282. Dr EDWARDS to theMinister for the Environment:

I refer to the following forest blocks -

(a) Babbington;
(b) Muirillup;
(c) Northcliffe;
(d) Jane;
(e) Westcliffe;
(f) Lane;
(g) Poole;
(h) Nairn;
(i) Sutton;
(j) Dordagup;
(k) Warren;
(l) Crowea;
(m) Dombakup;
(n) Charley;
(o) Flybrook;
(p) Hawke;
(q) Brockman;
(r) Collins;
(s) Diamond 2;
(t) Carey;
(u) Cleave;
(v) Beavis;
(w) Giblett;
(x) Court;
(y) Gray;
(z) Iffley;
(aa) Graphite;
(bb) Easter; and
(cc) Wheatley,

and ask -

(i) what is the area (in hectares) of the block;
(ii) what is the area of forest and woodland in the block;
(iii) what is the area of old-growth forest and woodland in the block;
(iv) what area of the block is on the interim list of the Register of the National Estate;

(v) what is the area of old-growth forest and woodland which is on the interim list of the Register of the National
Estate;

(vi) what area of the block is reserved in the comprehensive, adequate, representative (CAR) reserve system;
(vii) what area of forest and woodland is reserved in the CAR reserve system;
(viii) what area of old-growth forest and woodland is reserved in the CAR reserve system; and
(ix) what area of old-growth forest and woodland which is on the interim list of the Register of the National Estate

is reserved in the CAR reserve system?
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Mrs EDWARDES replied:

In keeping with the Regional Forest Agreement, a process of detailed mapping is underway to finalise the CAR reserve
boundaries.  The generation of the requested statistics will involve considerable staff resources, but the information will
be made available when the detailed mapping is completed.  It is anticipated that this should be by August 2000.

FOREST BLOCKS, AREA OF OLD-GROWTH FOREST

2283. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

I refer to the following forest blocks -

(a) Chitelup;
(b) Poorginup;
(c) Spring;
(d) Rocky;
(e) Long;
(f) Thomson;
(g) Lochart;
(h) Peak;
(i) Mattaband;
(j) Challar;
(k) Boydaminup;
(l) Gobblecannup;
(m) Talling;
(n) Frankland;
(o) Trent;
(p) Collis;
(q) Swarbrick;
(r) Dawson;
(s) Ordnance;
(t) Keystone;
(u) Wye;
(v) Burnett;
(w) Mossop;
(x) Weld;
(y) Gardner; and
(z) Boorara,

and ask -

(i) what is the area (in hectares) of the block;
(ii) what is the area of forest and woodland in the block;
(iii) what is the area of old-growth forest and woodland in the block;
(iv) what area of the block is on the interim list of the Register of the National Estate;
(v) what is the area of old-growth forest and woodland which is on the interim list of the Register of the

National Estate;
(vi) what area of the block is reserved in the comprehensive, adequate, representative (CAR) reserve system;
(vii) what area of forest and woodland is reserved in the CAR reserve system;
(viii) what area of old-growth forest and woodland is reserved in the CAR reserve system; and
(ix) what area of old-growth forest and woodland which is on the interim list of the Register of the National

Estate is reserved in the CAR reserve system?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

In keeping with the Regional Forest Agreement, a process of detailed mapping is underway to finalise the CAR reserve
boundaries.  The generation of the requested statistics will involve considerable staff resources, but the information will
be made available when the detailed mapping is completed.  It is anticipated that this should be by August 2000. 

MOWEN ROAD, NANNUP

2290. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) When will work commence at the Nannup end of Mowen Road?

(2) What is the estimated completion date for the Nannup end of Mowen Road to -

(a) gravel stage; and
(b) primersealed?

Mr COWAN replied:

The Hon Minister for Transport has provided the following response:

(1) The current program indicates commencement of work in the Nannup Shire as:-

Survey and minor formation work to commence 2000/2001.
Design is scheduled to commence 2001/2002.
Main construction to commence 2002/2003.

(2) The Nannup Shire section will be complete to:
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(a) full gravel stage by 2005/2006.
(b) seal stage by 2007/2008.

COMMISSIONER FOR PUBLIC SECTOR STANDARDS, INQUIRIES OUTSTANDING

2295. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Public Sector Management:

(1) As at 1 April 2000, how many formal inquiries by the Commissioner for Public Sector Management or one of his
officers or inquirers were outstanding?

(2) What was the date that each formal inquiry commenced?

(3) What department or agency is involved in each inquiry?

(4) What was the cost of each inquiry as at 1 April 2000?

(5) How many formal inquiries have been completed in the 1999/2000 financial year?

(6) On what date did each of the completed inquiries commence?

(7) What was the cost of each of the completed inquiries?

(8) What is the average time between the receipt of the complaint and the conclusion of a formal inquiry?

(9) What was the total cost of each inquiry completed in the 1999/2000 financial year?

(10) Has the Commissioner commissioned individuals, other than employees and officers of the Commissioner to carry
out such inquiries?

(11) How much has been paid to each person in the 1999/2000 financial year?

Mr COURT replied:

(1)-(4) No. Commencement Date       Agency Total Cost 
             (dollars)
1 2.9.99 Health Department of Western Australia      500
2 11.11.99 Agriculture Western Australia   1 000
3 20.8.99 Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet   3 216
4 14.9.99 Minerals and Energy      500
5 8.4.99 Ministry of Justice   5 300
6 1.7.99 Commerce and Trade 25 100
7 30.3.99 Transport – Metrobus   4 100
8 8.11.99 National Trust (WA)   3 000
9 3.3.00 East Pilbara College of TAFE   1 500
10 21.2.00 Ministry of Housing   1 000
11 6.1.00 Ministry of Justice      500
12 3.3.00 Ministry of Justice      500

(5)-(7) During the 1999-2000 financial year, the Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner has managed 142
complaints, of which 18 have resulted in a formal inquiry.

No. Commencement Date Total Cost
1 1.11.99 $500
2 1.2.99 $7,000
3 1.11.98 $21,536
4 1.6.99 $2 866
5 1.1.99 $2 866
6 13.1.99 $3,500
7 14.1.99 $200
8 14.1.99 $2,060
9 14.1.99 $200
10 14.1.99 $983
11 14.1.99 $800
12 14.1.99 $983
13 10.10.98 $4,000
14 16.12.99 $300
15 31.1.00 $300
16 24.11.98 $1,500
17 19.9.99 $500
18 20.10.99 $500

(8) Eight months.

(9) Refer to answer to questions (5)-(7).

(10) Yes.

(11) In accordance with s.24 of the Public Sector Management Act 1994, the Commissioner for Public Sector
Standards has authorised the following people to conduct inquiries on his behalf -
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Name Amount Paid 
Smith, Maureen $4,638
Flack, Ian $22,100
Critchley, Ron $3,278
MacGregor, Phil $4,488
Evans, Malcolm $216

TELSTRA, SOLUTIONS 6

2303. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Services:

(1) Further to question on notice No. 2008 of 2000, is the Minister aware if Alpha West has now been taken over by
Solutions 6?

(2) If so, is the Minister aware if Solutions 6 is a Telstra subsidiary?

(3) Has the Minister been able to ascertain if Alpha West, now Solutions 6 is a Telstra subsidiary?

(4) If so, to what extent is Telstra now in effective control of providing the infrastructure/services envisaged by the
Statewide Telecommunications Enhancement Program (STEP)?

Mr JOHNSON replied:  

(1) AlphaWest was the subject of a buy-out offer from Solution 6.  AlphaWest will continue to operate as previously,
with the same Board of Directors and Management, and still headquartered in Perth.  

(2) Telstra has a minority (24%) shareholding in Solution 6.

(3) Yes.  See response to part (2) of this Question.

(4) Telstra is due to sign the STEP contract mid-May.  Agencies will have the choice of purchasing STEP services
from two contractors:  Telstra and Optus.  AlphaWest is subcontracted by Optus to provide a Perth-based
customer network monitoring and helpdesk facility.  Telstra and Optus each have total control of the services they
provide under the STEP contract.

KENWICK RAILWAY STATION, VIDEO CAMERAS AND SECURITY

2312. Ms McHALE to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

I refer to the Kenwick Railway Station and ask -

(a) have video cameras been installed at the station;

(b) if so, when;

(c) if not, were there plans to do so;

(d) if the answer to (c) is yes, why did these plans not eventuate;

(e) is the car park fenced, secured and locked between 9.00am and 3.30pm;

(f) if no, were there plans to do so;

(g) if the answer to (f) is yes, why did these plans not eventuate; and

(h) are there any proposals to improve the security of vehicles?

Mr COWAN replied:

The Hon Minister for Transport has provided the following response:

(a) Yes.

(b) May 1999.

(c)-(d) Not applicable.

(e) No.

(f) Yes.

(g) Realignment of Albany Highway in connection with the Kenwick tunnel for the South West metropolitan railway
has resulted in the car park on the corner of Albany Highway and Wanaping Road being inaccessible.  Westrail
will be unable to implement its plans to fence the car park until completion of these works.

(h) It is proposed to fence a section of the car park mentioned in (g) above when access to the area is possible.  When
fenced the area will be locked between 9.00 am and 3.00 pm Monday to Friday.  The fencing work is scheduled
to commence in July 2000.
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, FACILITIES MANAGERS

2354. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Works; Services; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests:

(1) What departments and agencies under the Minister’s control -

(a) have appointed; or
(b) have under consideration for appointment,

a Facilities Manager or Managers?

(2) What are the names of the Facilities Managers so appointed?

(3) What is the scope of work undertaken by each Facilities Manager?

(4) To what extent do Facilities Managers ensure that purchases/contracts are let in regional areas for regional work?

(5) Do Facilities Managers ensure that the Regional Buying Contract is adhered to in relation to any purchases or
contracts they manage?

(6) Will the Minister name the departments and agencies under the Minister’s control that have under consideration
the appointment of one or more Facilities Managers?

(7) What is the nature of the work proposed to be carried out by that Facilities Manager or Managers?

Mr JOHNSON replied:  

Contract and Management Services
(1) There are many definitions of a “Facilities Manager”.  In the case of the Department of Contract and Management

Services (CAMS), the term is widely used to refer to the contractors who manage many of the Government owned
buildings.  The term “facilities management” may also be used to refer to the management of other assets, such
as roads, water systems and even information technology systems.  I will assume that the member for Bassendean
is referring to the ‘building’ facilities management contracts.  Hence the answer to this question is:

(a) CAMS.
(b) Not applicable.

(2) Haden FM Pty Ltd (trading as Chiefton Management Pty Ltd)
Otis Building Technologies Pty (trading as CJJP Pty Ltd)
Serco Australia Pty Ltd
Spotless Services Pty Ltd (trading as P&O Facilities Management Pty Ltd)
Transfield Maintenance WA

(3) The facilities managers are responsible for the management of the provision of building maintenance services,
incorporating repairs, planned maintenance and property services such as cleaning, grounds maintenance and
security.  The facilities managers arrange more than 80% of this works program (about $45 million per annum)
through contracting to local suppliers.  The remaining works program (about $10 million per annum) is
undertaken by their inhouse  workforces.

(4) The CAMS facilities managers have a portfolio of about 1000 buildings located in Perth.  For Government
agencies in regional WA that use CAMS services the facilities management role is retained within Government,
and is managed by the network of 14 CAMS regional offices.  The CAMS regional offices contract out 100% of
their works program to local suppliers (about $40 million per annum).  A minor exception to this is for the repairs
and maintenance of security systems at the State’s regional prisons, which are incorporated into one of the CAMS
facilities management contracts, due to the highly specialised nature of the work.

(5) I assume that the member for Bassendean is referring to the Regional Buying Compact in this Question in which
case the answer is Yes.

(6) There are no additional building facilities management contracts under consideration.

(7) Not applicable.

State Supply Commission
(1) (a) The State Supply Commission has not appointed a Facilities Manager.

(b) No.

(2)-(7) Not applicable.

Office of Citizenship & Multicultural Interests
(1) (a) The Office of Citizenship and Multicultural Interests has not appointed a Facilities Manager.

(b) No.

(2)-(7) Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, FACILITIES MANAGERS

2356. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

(1) What departments and agencies under the Minister’s control -



7326 [ASSEMBLY]

(a) have appointed; or
(b) have under consideration for appointment,

a Facilities Manager or Managers?

(2) What are the names of the Facilities Managers so appointed?

(3) What is the scope of work undertaken by each Facilities Manager?

(4) To what extent do Facilities Managers ensure that purchases/contracts are let in regional areas for regional work?

(5) Do Facilities Managers ensure that the Regional Buying Contract is adhered to in relation to any purchases or
contracts they manage?

(6) Will the Minister name the departments and agencies under the Minister’s control that have under consideration
the appointment of one or more Facilities Managers?

(7) What is the nature of the work proposed to be carried out by that Facilities Manager or Managers?

Mr COWAN replied:

RACING AND GAMING
LOTTERIES COMMISSION
(1) (a)-(b) Nil.

(2)-(7) Not applicable.

OLD-GROWTH FOREST, LOGGING

2371. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

I refer to the 1,510 hectares of old-growth forest logged since the Regional Forest Agreement process began in July 1996
and ask-

(a) how much of this 1,510 hectares was logged in-

(i) 1996;
(ii) 1997;
(iii) 1998; and
(iv) 1999?

(b) how much of this 1,510 hectares was logged in the jarrah forest in-

(i) 1996;
(ii) 1997;
(iii) 1998; and
(iv) 1999?

(c) how much of this 1,510 hectares was logged in the karri forest in-

(i) 1996;
(ii) 1997;
(iii) 1998; and
(iv) 1999?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(a) The estimate of 1 510 hectares is the combined figure for the calendar years 1997 and 1998.
(b) 740 hectares.
(c) 770 hectares.

CHESTERTON INTERNATIONAL, BARRACK SQUARE REDEVELOPMENT AND OLD PERTH PORT
PROJECT

2374. Ms MacTIERNAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport

(1) Has Chesterton International had any involvement in any aspect of the Barrack Square Redevelopment or the Old
Perth Port Project either directly or on a sub-contract basis?

(2) Which company/s has sub-contracted Chesterton International?

(3) What is the nature and value of  Chesterton International’s work? 

Mr COWAN replied:

The Hon Minister for Transport has provided the following response:

(1) Chesterton International has had no involvement on Transport's behalf in either project.  They were responsible
only for administration of Transport's existing leases at Barrack Street Jetty up until 28 March 2000.
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(2)-(3) Not applicable.

WORKSAFE WA, GIACCI BROTHERS, PROHIBITION NOTICE

2375. Ms MacTIERNAN to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) Will the Minister advise if WorkSafe WA issued a prohibition notice against Giacci Brothers for non-compliance
with a request for a fatigue management plan?

(2) When was the prohibition notice issued and when was it lifted?

(3) Have Giacci Brothers now produced an adequate fatigue management plan?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1) A prohibition notice was issued preventing operations in excess of the operating standard set out in the code of
practice Fatigue Management for Commercial Vehicle Drivers.

(2) The prohibition notice was issued on 8 March 2000.  A prohibition notice ceases to have effect when the matter
to which the notice refers has been rectified.

(3) Giacci Brothers have produced a fatigue management plan, however, it requires further development for
acceptance.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, INTERNAL AUDIT PROGRAMS

2404. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Employment and Training; Youth; the Arts:

For all government departments and agencies under the Minister’s control, will the Minister provide the following
information-

(a) does the department or agency maintain an internal audit program, and if not, why not;

(b) is this internal program undertaken by an outside contractor; 

(c) if yes-

(i) who is the outside contractor;
(ii) on what date were they contracted;
(iii) when does the contract expire;
(iv) were tenders called for the contract, and if not why not;
(v) what is the total value of the contract;
(vi) if the contractor charges an hourly rate, what is that rate; and

what was the value of the contract in 1998-99?

Mr BOARD replied:

I have been advised:

Employment and Training

(a) Yes.

(b) Components of the internal audit program are undertaken by outside contractors, pertaining to annual compliance
and Information Technology audit work.

(c) (i) The compliance audit component of the program is undertaken by Arthur Andersen.  The Information
Technology (IT) component is undertaken by an IT Panel comprising four contractors: Andros
Consulting;  Stamfords;  Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu;  Unisys People.

(ii) Arthur Andersen: 25 January 2000.
IT Panel: 30 September 1999.

(iii) Arthur Andersen: Approximately August 2000.
IT Panel: Initial appointment for the period July 1999 to 30 June 2000.  Subject to

satisfactory performance, an extension of the contract for two additional
years (2000-2002 and 2001-2002) will be implemented.

(iv) Arthur Andersen: Yes.
IT Panel: Yes.

(v) Arthur Andersen: $63 000.
IT Panel: 1999-2000 -Up to $50 000.

2000-2001 - $50 000 - $70 000.
2001-2002 - $50 000 - $70 000.

(vi) Arthur Andersen: Not applicable.
IT Panel: Not applicable.

(vii) Arthur Andersen: $62 590.
IT Panel: Not applicable, as no contract was in existence in 1998-1999.

Central TAFE
(a) Yes.
(b) No.
(c) Not applicable.
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West Coast College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) 1 November 1999.
(iii) 31 October 2002 with two further options to extend, each for a twelve month period.
(iv) Yes.
(v) Approximately $63 000 for three years.
(vi) Partner - $185 per hour.

Manager - $100 per hour.
EDP Manager - $100 per hour.
Senior $75 per hour.
Intermediate- $58 per hour.
Junior - $50 per hour.

(vii) Not applicable, contract commenced in 1999-2000.

South East Metropolitan College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) December 1998.
(iii) December 2001.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $39 000.
(vi) Not applicable.
(vii) 1999 - $13 000.

South Metropolitan College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) 20 August 1999.
(iii) 31 December 2001.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $78 750.
(vi) Not applicable.
(vii) There was no contract prior to August 1999 as the College employed an internal auditor.

Midland College of TAFE
(a)-(b) Yes. 
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) January 1999.
(iii) 31 December 2001 with a two year option.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $9 000.
(vi) Not applicable.
(vii) $9 000. 

South West Regional College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) 1 January 1999.
(iii) 31 December 2001.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $25 500.
(vi) Not applicable.
(vii) $8 500.

Great Southern Regional College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) 1 January 1999.
(iii) 31 December 2001, with two year options.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $22 500.
(vi) Not applicable.
(vii) $7 500.

Central West Regional College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Stanton Partners.

(ii) 1 January 1999.
(iii) 31 December 2001.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $39 000.
(vi) Not appropriate. 
(vii) $13 000.

Eastern Pilbara College of TAFE
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Hall Chadwick.

(ii) January 1999.
(iii) December 2001.
(iv) Yes.
(v) Charged on an hourly rate.
(vi) $75.
(vii) $28 000 for 1999.
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Karratha College
(a)-(b) Yes.
(c) (i) Northwest Accountancy Ptd Ltd.

(ii) 1 December 1997.
(iii) 31 December 2000.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $12 000 per annum.
(vi) $84.
(vii) $9 700 in 1998-1999.

C Y O’Connor College
(a) As CY O’Connor College comes under the Department of Training and Employment, the Department’s Internal

Audit Directorate maintains the Internal Audit Program for the College.

(b) Yes.

(c) (i) In 1998-1999 – Stanton Partners.
In 1999-2000 – Arthur Andersen.

(ii) 25 January 2000 (for 1999-2000 financial year).

(iii) The contract expires on the completion of the 1999-2000 audit work, which should be in August 2000
(for 1999-2000 financial year).

(iv) Yes (for 1999-2000 financial year).

(v) Indicative budget is for 200 hours at $75 per hour (for 1999-2000 financial year).

(vi) $75 (for 1999-2000 financial year).

(vii) $29 955.

Kimberley College
(a) Prior to Kimberley College becoming autonomous on 1 July 1999, audit processes were arranged through the

Department of Training and Employment.  Kimberley College of TAFE is presently putting together
specifications for an internal audit program for the year 2000 and onwards.  It is expected that tenders will be
issued in June 2000 with the Audit for 2000 to be conducted in July/August of this year.

(b) Yes. 

(c) (i) One-off contract for Stanton Partners for 1999.
(ii) 9 March 1999.
(iii) 30 June 1999.
(iv) Yes.
(v) $29 990.
(vi) Not applicable.
(vii) $29 990.

Arts

Ministry for Culture & the Arts (including ArtsWA and ScreenWest)
(a) Yes.
(b) No, although specific audits are outsourced to outside contractors.
(c) Not applicable.

Library and Information Service of Western Australia
(a) Yes.
(b) No, although particular audits are sometimes outsourced to outside contractors.
(c) Not applicable.

Western Australian Museum
(a) Yes.
(b) The Museum’s internal audit program is provided by the Ministry for Culture & the Arts.
(c) Not applicable.

Art Gallery of Western Australia
(a) Yes.
(b) The Art Gallery's internal audit program is provided by the Ministry for Culture & the Arts.
(c) Not applicable.

Perth Theatre Trust
(a) Yes.
(b) The Trust’s internal audit program is provided by the Ministry for Culture & the Arts.
(c) Not applicable.

Youth
(a)-(c) The internal audit program for the Office of Youth Affairs is managed by the Department of Training &

Employment as the host agency.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

POLICE, UNANSWERED CALLS

842. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Police:

(1) On what date did the minister first raise concerns with police about the number of 13 1444 calls to local and
district offices which were going unanswered?

(2) Why did the minister not bother to follow up his complaint to determine the extent of the problem and what was
being done to fix it?

(3) What has been done since August 1999 to address the unacceptable number of calls going unanswered?

(4) Will the minister table the monthly statistics of calls received and calls unanswered for each police district since
August 1999; and if not, why not?

Mr PRINCE replied:

I thank the member for the question and for some notice of it.  I am glad she asked it.

(1) The matter was discussed informally between the Acting Commissioner of Police, Bruce Brennan, and me in late
July or early August last year.  I recall that was after Commissioner Falconer had left and before Commissioner
Matthews had been appointed.

(2) I raised the matter with the police.  I was assured it would be attended to.  Of course, what the police subsequently
did proves that it has been attended to.

(3) I have an answer which is far too long to read, so I will attempt to summarise it.  The 13 1444 service is only a
snapshot of all the calling patterns that go to the police, because there are other numbers, including the attendance
number, 9222 1111, the 000 number, Crime Stoppers and many others.  Therefore, to put it in context, the 13
1444 service should not be taken as being the only number.  To give an example, the Mirrabooka police complex,
which is one of the busiest places in the metropolitan area, receives over 9 000 calls a month, but only 598 come
from the 13 1444 service; that is, 6 per cent.  One looks at the number of calls, and that provides a way of
estimating the situation with regard to others.  The communications branch has been using the 13 1444 service
as a guide to provide a better understanding of the total use.  New platforms are being installed at the moment. 
Representatives of the communications branch have visited all the 24-hour stations in the metropolitan area,
looking at current telephone systems, addressing technical issues and talking with the officers in charge, and they
have made alterations, amendments or additions to Rockingham, Midland, Warwick, Fremantle, Cannington,
Mirrabooka, Joondalup, Narrogin, Geraldton - it is brand new and it has the latest, up-to-date system - and
Bunbury - the Bunbury station having relocated to a temporary place while the new station is being built.  That
was a technical exercise, and, as well, some rostering changes have been made to ensure that people are available
to deal with phone calls.  

I stress over and over again that there should be no unanswered calls.  The fact that some calls do not get
answered is a matter of grave concern.  That is why I raised the issue more than six months ago in the middle of
last year and why the police have been dealing with the matter.  

(4) The work to compile the statistics into district level figures is being done now.  Unfortunately, they are not
available right now.  As soon as I have the district statistics I will table them, but I cannot do that right now.

Since the member asked me a question on Tuesday about the Loreto Primary School and a telephone call, I
thought I would take this opportunity to tell her the answer.  At 11.38 am on 30 March, the principal of Loreto
telephoned the Nedlands Police Station complaining about a male person acting suspiciously in the school
playground.  The customer service officer at the Nedlands Police Station received the call and entered it into the
computer despatch system.  A police vehicle went straight away and a grid search was conducted, but nobody
could be found.  The member raised the matter on Tuesday.  Today Inspector Mumme telephoned the principal
about the matter, and she said that she did not speak to a police officer at the time, and that the comments
attributed to her were never made.  

Previously, on 31 March, the principal had reported that her purse had been stolen.  That matter was attended to
by a police officer from Claremont Police Station.  He was allocated to deal with the offence.  He spoke to the
complainant.  She went overseas.  Her purse was found, but without her money.  It was at that stage that the
incident concerning the suspicious person was also related.  The officer from Claremont made the point to the
complainant that she should use certain numbers - he gave her some specific telephone numbers - to contact the
police, either at Claremont or Subiaco, because the police officers are not always in the police station but are
sometimes out in cars on inquiries, and that she could get a quick response by ringing those numbers direct.  

The lady concerned never wanted this matter raised.  Constable Taylor was very courteous, polite and pleasant. 
In fact, the principal said that he represented the Police Service in a very good manner - absolutely brilliantly. 
Inspector Mumme has reconfirmed all of that.  The lady concerned maintains her original comments.  She does
not want to press for any form of parliamentary involvement.  She was very happy with the police actions.  Hon
Tom Stephens got it wrong again.
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POLICE, UNANSWERED CALLS

843. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Police:

Is it not the case that, contrary to the minister's claims, the percentage of unanswered 13 1444 calls has increased from 20.4
per cent in the 12 months to the end of August last year when the review was completed to 22.4 per cent in the six months
since?

Mr PRINCE replied:

The copy of the figures that I had yesterday - I concede that the member's ambush was good - was given to me by a member
of the media.  I looked at that and asked the police for up-to-date figures.  What they gave me showed that there had been
somewhat of a decrease in the number of unanswered calls.  Unanswered calls are calls which divert.  It is the number of
calls that are then not answered which is of grave concern.  That is the number which really worries me and always has. 
That is why I said I wanted some action taken about this, and the police are doing that.  We should have no calls
unanswered; they should all be answered.  That is what the police want as well.  In a moment I will talk about the
Australian Bureau of Statistics' figures and correct some other misapprehensions.

STATE FINANCE, NET WORTH

844. Mr BLOFFWITCH to the Premier:

Yesterday, the Premier explained to this House that net debt as a percentage of gross state product had dropped from 20
per cent at the end of the Labor era to around 8 per cent today.  What has been the growth in the State's net worth?

Mr COURT replied:

I thank the member for Geraldton for this question, because the State's net worth - I outline this in the budget papers - in
1993-94 was $15.5b and today is $32.8b.  On a per capita basis, it has grown from $9 000 to $17 000.  That is a significant
improvement.  However, one might ask what was the situation prior to that.  One cannot provide an answer because there
was no effective balance sheet prior to that as there was not an asset register.  What is interesting is that in the early 1980s,
the then Government established the Western Australian Development Corporation.  One of the first projects that it said
it had carried out was, for the first time in the State's history, to establish a proper property register.  There had not
previously been a property register in place.  When the coalition came to office, it asked to see the property register and
was told there was no property register.  One of the findings of the McCarrey review was that the current reporting of the
State's balance sheet had a significant gap due to the lack of fixed asset data, and the accounting systems developments in
departments had not progressed to the point where accrual-based comprehensive financial reporting could be undertaken. 
This Government established the property register which enabled it to introduce annual valuations that are used in a number
of taxing areas.  The first point I make is that, as opposition members, we were told in this Parliament that a property
register had been developed by the Western Australian Development Corporation, but it had never happened.  

The other issue never properly addressed was the superannuation liabilities.  Under the previous Government
superannuation liabilities continued to grow unfunded.  The current Leader of the Opposition said, as the minister assisting
the Treasurer in 1992, when confronted with an unfunded superannuation liability estimated to be in excess of $4b, that
there was nothing wrong with unfunded schemes.  Fortunately, the Government has now closed schemes and has started
to fund all the current superannuation liabilities.  In our budgets there is a significant component for funding
superannuation.  

I listened to the response by the Leader of the Opposition to the budget speech.  It is interesting that after last year's budget
was announced, members opposite rammed down our throats comments made by economic commentators such as Lyndon
Rowe and Mike Nahan.  We heard it day in and day out.  We have not heard a whisper this time around. 

Dr Gallop:  Perhaps Lyndon has his marching orders.

Mr COURT:  Perhaps the member should tell that to Mike Nahan.  Mike Nahan gave the budget eight marks out of 10,
and the general comment is that the Government has taken a responsible approach.  When commenting on the budget and
the opinions of economic commentators, the Leader of the Opposition said in a radio interview -

. . . and we've got commentators saying that, oh, it's all reasonable.  

The establishment is now ganging up on the Labor Party and are not being responsible in their comments on this
budget.  

Last year the Opposition used the comments of members of the establishment to belt the Government around the head, but
this year it accuses them of ganging up on the Labor Party.  

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER:  Order!  We really cannot have that level of interjection.  I accept that from time to time the point is made. 
Perhaps the Premier will conclude his answer.

Mr COURT:  There is constant negativity from members opposite.  They said last year that this State would not grow at
a rate of 4.5 per cent, but would grow at a rate of 2 per cent.  In fact, it grew by 4 per cent.  

Dr Gallop:  We never said that anywhere.
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Mr COURT:  I cannot give the actual date, but in the next question time I will provide the quote.  The good news is that
although WA had some difficulties with the Asian downturn, Access Economics summed up the situation well when it said
that more than any other region in Australia, the longer term holds excellent promise in the west.  

I have been advised that the Opposition's comments about the growth in this State were made by Hon John Halden in the
Legislative Council in May 1999.

Dr Gallop:  Yet another untruth from the Premier. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition.

Dr Gallop:  He continues to come into this Parliament to speak absolute untruths.

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I formally call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the first time.

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, STAFF CUTS

845. Mr CARPENTER to the Premier:

I refer to the budget papers which show a reduction of 195 full-time equivalent staff in the Education Department in
2000-01, including 67 staff in primary education and 84 in secondary education, despite increasing student numbers in both
categories, and ask -

(1) Will the Premier identify the specific staffing cuts in particular areas of departmental activity and occupational
groups?

(2) What budget saving is the Government expecting from these staff cuts?

Mr COURT replied:

I thank the member for some notice of this question.

(1) On the current enrolment projections, there will be no decrease in the number of teaching staff.  The adjustments
in the budget papers relate to non-teaching positions.  The major component is related to the contracting-out of
cleaning services.  This has resulted in a reduction of 229 FTEs from the Education Department, due to the fact
that the cleaners in many schools are now employed by private contractors.  There has been a reduction in district
and central office administrative and consultancy services.  These reductions have been offset by increases to staff
new schools, the full year impact of increasing support for primary teachers, clerical assistants for schools,
additional relief teachers to meet long service leave requirements, and additional staff for various specific
programs such as those targeting students at risk.  There will be a net increase of 101 FTE teaching positions
across the system in 2000-01.

(2) The saving is $9m.  I repeat what I said yesterday:  The budget of $950m has been increased to almost $1.5b. 
That is a commitment to education. 

CRIME RATE, AUSTRALIAN BUREAU OF STATISTICS SURVEY

846. Mr BAKER to the Minister for Police:

Over recent months the Leader of the Opposition has stated that the crime rate in Western Australia continues to increase. 
According to the latest statistics released today by the Australian Bureau of Statistics, it appears that the member has
misrepresented the true state of affairs.  Will the minister advise the House whether this view is accurate?

Mr PRINCE replied:

Members opposite are so negative in politicising these things that it is absolutely unbelievable.  In a brief ministerial
statement on 29 March I said in this place that in 1999 the number of reported offences fell by 5.5 per cent, while the
clearance rate went up 2.6 per cent.  

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I am interested in the answer and I would like to hear it.  Let us have fewer interjections.

Mr PRINCE:  In the most concerning areas of crime, armed robbery fell by almost 34 per cent, motor vehicle theft by
almost 20 per cent and home burglary by 9 per cent.  The ABS carried out a survey - it has nothing to do with a report. 
In summary, the result is that the victimisation rate in Western Australia decreased from 15.8 per cent of households in
1995 to 13.3 per cent in 1999.  Victimisation rates decreased or remained constant for a number of categories.  For
example, break-ins, including attempts, reduced from 13.6 per cent of households in 1995 to 12.1 per cent in 1999.  Motor
vehicle theft reduced from 3 per cent of households in 1995 to 1.9 per cent in 1999.  However, the rate of reporting motor
vehicle theft increased over the same period.  Victimisation rates for single parent households decreased from 25.5 per cent
to 18 per cent, and for couples with children it decreased from 15.3 per cent to 12.5 per cent.  

Less than 1 per cent - 0.8 per cent - of Western Australians were victims of a robbery in 1999, and 0.7 per cent were victims
of a sexual assault in the same year.  The fact is that crime hits one in seven Western Australian homes.  In 1995 it was one
in 5.7 homes.  It is going in the right direction which is good, but the fact that we have a crime rate at all is bad.  The reason
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that it is going in the right direction is due to a number of initiatives:  The Delta reforms, the revolution in policing in this
State, targeted intelligence-led policing, better laws for the courts to enforce, better sentences, Safer WA and a network
of community committees across this State that are working very well to provide information to the police to prevent crime
in the first place.  We have all of those initiatives, but most importantly we have people wanting to cooperate, saying they
have had enough, putting the acid on the criminals and helping the police and the Government.  The fact is the crime rate
is decreasing slowly; the clearance rate is increasing, which is desirable, and the Opposition has been marketing an untruth.

MT LAWLEY SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL, REBUILDING

847. Mr CARPENTER to the Premier:

(1) Does the 2000-01 state budget include $24m, or any funding, for Mt Lawley Senior High School to be rebuilt on
its present site?

(2) If so, where is the commitment in the budget?

Mr COURT replied:

(1)-(2) There is an allocation in the 2000-01 budget of $2m in the capital works program for the construction of a new
performing arts and gymnasium facility at Mt Lawley Senior High School.  This commitment is given under "New
works - additions and improvements to high schools" on page 415 of the budget papers.  The member for Yokine
and Minister for Housing submitted a proposal to the Minister for Education as to whether that school should be
upgraded or rebuilt.

Mr Ripper:  So, it is only a proposition.  The headline is wrong, is it?

Mr COURT:  No, has the member read the story?

Mr Ripper:  Is the headline right or wrong?

Mr COURT:  If the member reads the story, he will see the minister spells out quite clearly that his preference is for the school
to be rebuilt.  However, next year it will have a new performing arts and gymnasium facility which will be beneficial.

Mr Carpenter:  It does not include the $24m commitment.  The answer is no.

Mr COURT:  No, no-one ever said it did.  However, it does include $2m for a new performing arts and gymnasium facility
which I am sure will be looked forward to.  There is a massive capital works program for educational facilities right across
the State for schools to be properly maintained which is a very different position from that which existed when the
Opposition was in government.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, KYOTO PROTOCOL

848. Mr MASTERS to the Premier:

Is the Premier concerned that the Federal Government's negotiations following the Kyoto protocol could affect future
resource development in Western Australia?

Mr COURT replied:

This is an issue that is causing increasing concern.  As a Government we are very supportive of any measure that helps
control emission levels internationally as well as in this country.  Our strategy has always been to insist on the highest
possible standards in the approval of projects, particularly resource projects, in the area of clean air and clean fuel
initiatives, etc.  However, I will give a little of the history of the Kyoto protocol.  Many meetings of parties to the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change resulted in the signing of the Kyoto protocol.  In simplistic terms, it
committed the parties to stabilising greenhouse gases at 1990 levels by 2010.  Australia has been assigned an emissions
cap of 108 per cent of its 1990 emissions.  There are a number of flexibility mechanisms within that cap which allow some
variation; however, it concerns us that it is unrealistic to expect a region, particularly one such as this State, which is
growing significantly to fit within those targets.  When we heard the Federal Government recently talking about greenhouse
triggers we became very concerned.  We have said, both to the Federal Government and publicly, that it is important to
be open and factual about this situation.  Since that protocol was signed, many new developments have occurred which
have lifted the CO2 emissions well above those targets.  The reason we are concerned about this matter is that we are a State
rich in energy, particularly gas.  Compared with coal, gas is a relatively clean fuel but it still has significant CO2 emissions. 
If we are to sell gas into the new emerging markets in China, Korea, Taiwan, India and the like -

Ms MacTiernan interjected.

The SPEAKER:  The member for Armadale shall come to order.  She has broken out again.

Ms MacTiernan:  The devil made me do it!

The SPEAKER:  In a spirit of cooperation, I will ignore her.

Mr COURT:  In summary, instead of being penalised for selling a relatively clean fuel into those markets, we believe we
should be receiving a benefit for doing that and we call on the Federal Government to implement measuring systems that
will not make it difficult for us to compete internationally.  We are the only liquefied natural gas producer in the world that
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is party to the Kyoto protocol and it would be ludicrous if we could not sell clean fuel into China, for example, because
we cannot meet these emission outcomes.  I am asking the Federal Government to tell people the full story and to put in
place realistic targets so that they do not inhibit the future development of this State.

CARNARVON SAFER WA COMMITTEE, DOWNGRADING

849. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Police:

(1) Why has the Carnarvon Safer WA committee been downgraded from district committee status to local committee
status?

(2) Is the minister aware of the distress the change has caused to the Carnarvon Safer WA committee?

(3) Given that district committees are entitled to funds of $3 000 per annum and local committees to only $750, is
this a cost-cutting measure?

(4) What will the minister do to overturn this matter and return Carnarvon to its proper status?

Mr PRINCE replied:

(1)-(4) I have no knowledge - 

Mrs Roberts:  You and the Premier both have letters about it, as do I and the local member.

Mr PRINCE:  I have no direct personal knowledge of it.

Mrs Roberts:  The chairperson and the members of the committee have written to the Premier.

Mr PRINCE:  I accept that.  The Deputy Premier, who is the joint chair of the Safer WA steering committee, and I will
examine this matter to ascertain the situation and obviously we will respond.  I do not know the reason for that apparent
reduction.  There must be some good reason.  It would not be to do with cost cutting, because the amount of money that
has been made available to Safer WA has been increased. 

Mrs Roberts:  They say in their correspondence that it has been decreased.

Mr PRINCE:  I do not know what the answer to it is.  There must be a good, decent answer.  I will find out what it is and
make sure these people are communicated with, but the first thing I will do is talk to the local member, because I am sure
he is better informed.

EATON HIGH SCHOOL, BUDGET COMMITMENT

850. Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN to the minister representing the Minister for Education:

I refer to the firm budget commitment for a new high school at Eaton, and specifically to the Labor Party's claim that the
Minister for Finance, when he visited Bunbury the day after the budget, supposedly said there is no money in the budget
for this project.  Was the Opposition's claim correct, or is it just a politically-motivated attempt to mislead families in Eaton
and Australind and discredit this exciting new project?

Mr BOARD replied:

I thank the member for Mitchell for this question, and I admire the member for Mitchell for the way he is representing his
community, particularly on the construction of this school.  The Opposition can get involved in all the scaremongering and
politicking it wants; while it is doing that, we are getting on and involving the community in the planning and construction
of a world-class school that will be at the cutting edge of technology.  There is over $150m in this budget for forward works
for education alone.  The people of Eaton have total government support:  A commitment from the Premier, a commitment
from the Minister for Education, and a commitment from me. 

Mr Court:  And the new primary school that will be opening in a few months.

Mr BOARD:  Yes.  The Opposition was complaining about Glen Huon.  A $4.4m primary school will opened by term 3
this year.  In response to the member for Mitchell's question, I refer to the Bunbury Herald of Tuesday, 16 May, which
quotes Dardanup Shire Council chief executive officer Mark Chester, who is heavily involved in this planning process. 
The article states -

Mr Chester said he spoke to Planning Minister Graham Kierath in Bunbury on Friday who told him there would
be a high school in Eaton, it was a matter of going through the LAEP public consultation process.

There it is in the media.  The Opposition is scaremongering.  We are totally committed to the construction of this school,
and I thank the member for Mitchell for his support. 

NORTHBRIDGE TUNNEL, ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

851. Ms MacTIERNAN to the Minister for the Environment:

The minister has been given notice of this question.  I refer to the minister's answer yesterday about the Department of
Environmental Protection's misdescription of documents.
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(1) Did the DEP also "inappropriately abbreviate" the description of the fax from Baulderstone Clough Joint Venture
to DEP dated 22 September 1997, and does this document also refer to plans to change the environmental
management plan for the Northbridge tunnel?

(2) Will the minister now table that document?

(3) Is there any other documentation produced by DEP beyond the one paragraph contained in the letter that the
minister tabled yesterday that deals with plans to make significant changes to the environmental management
plan - changes which include removing the requirement for the contractor to "identify localised water table
variations and to set up monitoring locations to assess long-term impacts"?  If so, will the minister table these
other documents?

(4) Is the minister satisfied that the DEP has adequately dealt with the issues raised by the changes to the
environmental management plan for the tunnel? 

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1) No.  The fax in question deals with the sludge management plan as described.

(2) I table the letter.  [See paper No 929.]

(3) The DEP will review the 13 volumes and 600 folios and the relevant document descriptions to see if any other
inadequacies of description exist, and any appropriate amendments will be notified to the freedom of information
applicant. 

(4) The environmental management plan dealt with many matters, not all of which relate to the DEP.  The DEP, as
indicated in its letter of 16 December 1997, was satisfied that matters relating to its interest were adequately
addressed. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I ask a supplementary question -

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Armadale has made a point, and the answer has been long, and we should be
endeavouring to get more questions up.  I was going to give some more questions, but, boy oh boy, the member is
stretching it!  I will give the member for Armadale her supplementary, and the final question will be from the member for
Vasse. 

NORTHBRIDGE TUNNEL, ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

852. Ms MacTIERNAN to the Minister for the Environment:

Is that one paragraph that was contained in the letter yesterday the only information that the DEP has on its assessments
of changes to the environmental management plan? 

Mrs EDWARDES replied: 

I will go back and ask the DEP that specific question.

Ms MacTiernan:  That is the question that I asked. 

Mrs EDWARDES:  No, it was not.  I will check the question.  The question yesterday was about a particular letter and why
it was not given to the FOI applicant under that description.  It was very clear that it was an innocent mistake by the DEP,
and that letter was tabled yesterday.  The letter that the member inquired about was to do with the sludge management plan,
not the EMP, and that letter has now been tabled.  We will review all of those 600 folios.

OPPOSITION'S FOREST POLICY

853. Mr MASTERS to the Minister for the Environment:

Can the minister inform the House about the veracity of comments made by the South Coast Environment Group about
the Opposition's new forest policy? 

Mrs EDWARDES replied: 

I was fascinated to read the report on ABC News Online of the comments made by the South Coast Environment Group's
secretary, Donna Selby, in defending the Labor Party's new policy by saying that the proposed south coast national park
will be the biggest national park in the world; although she actually referred to Yosemite National Park and not
Yellowstone National Park, as did the Leader of the Opposition.  As I pointed out yesterday, Yellowstone National Park
is almost three times the size of Yosemite National Park.  Even if we were not talking about Yosemite or Yellowstone, all
we would need to do is look at one of the national parks in Western Australia.  In 1997, the Liberal Party established Rudall
River National Park, which is almost 1.3 million hectares and is the biggest national park in this State.  Just so that we can
ensure that the Leader of the Opposition can make a comparison, that is more than two and half times as large as Grand
Canyon National Park in Arizona, so now we have the great partnership of Yellowstone National Park and Yogi Bear and
his adviser Booboo.

__________
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