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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

BILLS (7y: INTRODUCTION AND
FIRST READING

I. Western Australian Marine Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Rushton

(Minister for Transport), and read a
first time.

2. Metropolitan Water Authority Bill.
3. Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage,

and Drainage Amendment Bill.
4. Western Australian Water Resources

Council Bill.
Bills introduced, on motions by Mr

Mensaros (Minister for Water
Resources), and read a first time.

5. Western Australian Meat Industry
Authority Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Old
(Minister for Agriculture), and read a
first time.

6. Health Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Young

(Minister for Health), and read a first
time.

7. Liquor Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Leader of the Opposition), and
read a first time.

GOVERNMENT RAILWAYS
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 8 April.
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balcatta-Leader of the

Opposition) [2.23 p.m.]: I rise briefly, prior to the
contribution to be made by the shadow Minister
for Transport, to say that the Opposition opposes
this measure. People in this State, particularly
those in country areas, will rue the day that this
Government took the action it is now intent upon
forcing through this Parliament. it has become
very clear that the measure that is being proposed
by the Government-the popularly termed "joint
venture"-is something which is not wanted in
country areas. Indeed, it is something which is

feared in country areas and something which will
do a gross disservice to people-

Mr Nanovich: That is not true.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: --on whom this

Government pretends to have some special
emphasis in representation in this place.

At the meetings which have been held
throughout country areas, railway officials have
attempted to explain the benefits of the joint
venture to country people and this invariably has
resulted in the further disenchantment of those
people who realise that this joint venture will do
nothing but harm to the services they are enjoying
now.

Amongst the reasons the Opposition has for
opposinig this measure is the reason, firstly, that it
will increase costs to consumers with special
reference to the costs borne by country people.*

If any evidence is required in support of that
proposition, I ask members to refer to the
Minister's own words, because he has said
consistently that the Government will save $7
million as a result of the joint venture. If the
Government intends to save $7 million, it can do
so in only one of two ways: Either services will be
reduced drastically or costs to the consumer will
be increased.

Mr Rush ton: You don't understand what you
are talking about.'

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is exactly what the
score is and, I repeat, it has become clear that the
Government's measure will be a burdens'ome
combination of both those matters.' Costs to the
consumer will increase and services will be cut
drastically in particular areas.

Already, from what the Minister has had to say
previously about this matter, it has become clear
that, in the Pi ngel ly- Brookton- Beverley area, for
example, services will be cut by half. This
Government, which pretends to have a special
commitment to the care of country folk, is being
seen in this measure for what it really is; that is, a
Government prepared to take political advantage
of country people, but not prepared to pay tribute
to the support received by attempting in any way
to lessen the burdens country folk have to bear as
a result of their living in areas removed from the
major centres of this State.

Let the Minister deny that the joint venture
will result in cutbacks in services, because, if he
does so, he will be denying statements in the Press
and announcements which have been published
already in this regard.

Mr Rushton: People will get the service they
want.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me put the question
squarely to the Minister, because he is intent on
evading it. Are services to be restricted or reduced
as a result of the joint venture?

Mr Rushton: Transport services, in which the
joint venture will play a part, will improve.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Minister will not
answer the question and I suggest that he cannot
answer it honestly without incurring the political
wrath or. the electorate, because services will be
restricted and costs will rise as a result of the joint
venture.

Already the announcements have been made
and I referred to one previously-the Minister did
riot contradict it-to the effect that services in the
Pingelly-Brookton-Beverley area will be reduced
by half.

Mr Rushton: Where did you get that from?
Are you talking about the joint venture or
transport generally?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Minister is unaware
of statements which have been circulated in his
own name and he is unaware or unwilling to
acknowledge that, as a result of this joint venture,
not only will costs rise, but also services will be
restricted. As well as that, plant and
equipment-capital investments owned and made
in the name of the people of this State-will be
sold off at bargain basement prices, as occurred
under this Government in relation to Hawker
Siddeley some years ago and, more recently, in
relation to Wundowie Iron & Steel. We are
Seeing that trend repeated in this case, but this
time I suggest it is a repetition which will not go
unrewarded by the lack of political consequences
to be suffered by the Government, because
members opposite must know the disquiet in
country areas about the plans of the Government
to establish this joint venture.

Mr Grewar: That is not right.
-Mr BRIAN BURKE: Perhaps the newly

departing member for Roe is privy to public
statements made by local authorities which have
supported the joint venture. I have not yet seen a
public acknowledgment by any local authority
that the joint venture is a desirable development
and I have seen three statements by local
authorities who fear what is going to happen.

Mr MacKinnon: Three out of 138-wow!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Apart from the increased

cost to the consumer and apart from the
restriction of services to Country areas, I ask
members: What about the effect of the joint
venture on individual country towns? For how
many years has the presence of the railway in a

particular country town added to the prosperity of
that town, not only as a result of the additional
people who live there because of the railway
services provided, but also as a result of the
investment in the town from the railway services,
the associated investments made privately, and
the purchasing power of the families who work for
the railways and live in the town? Who on the
Government side cares about the economic ill-
effect of the Government's plan?

Mr Coyne: The Murchison is booming since the
railway went.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am pleased to
acknowledge that interjection.

Mr Mclver: Have you read the letter from the
Shire of Cue?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am pleased to
acknowledge that the member for Murchison-
Eyre is happy to place on record his true position.
I suggest to him that it is a position and a public
statement that will come back to haunt him, in the
months leading up to the next election should he
decide to renominate.

Mr Clarko: Another one of your threats.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether

the member for Karrinyup sees it as a threat, but
1 will repeat it for his benefit. The member for
Mu rch ison- Eyre's statement that the closure of
the Meekatharra railway line has been the cause
of booming prosperity in that area will come back
to haunt him in the months leading up to the next
election. If the member for Karrinyup wants it, 1
am prepared to acknowledge that I will do what I
can to publicise the member for Murchison-Eyre's
view.

Mr Clarko: You have twisted it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: If that is a threat, yes,

certainly I am making it, and I will do my best to
make sure that every elector in Murchison-Eyre
knows that his member believes that the economy
of the area has boomed since the closure of the
railway.

Mr Coyne: Thai is good publicity; I will enjoy
that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not believe any
member in this place would honestly say that the
removal of railway services or any other services
from a country town adds to the prosperity of that
town.

Mr Coyne: And cheapens all the prices and
costs.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I cannot understand how
any member pretending to represent his
constituency appropriately could say that the
exclusion of people from a country town in his
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constituency, the deletion of services to that town,
does anything but add to the economic difficulties
the town races.

Mr Clarko: What happens if all the goods are
cheaper and the taxpayer doesn't have to pay for
the railway?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not only are the goods
not cheaper, but also it is a fact that a cause for
constant complaint-

Mr Clarko: Where is the evidence?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -to members of both

sides of the House is the fact that the goods
delivered are not in a condition that equals the
condition of the goods that were delivered under
the previous service. We have had complaints
time and time again.

I could comment on prices in Denmark, for
example; but before we talk about that let us talk
about the complaints about the inferior service,
because members opposite also have voiced these
complaints in this House.

Mr Rushton: What about your alternative
policy?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will be happy to deal
with the alternative proposal, but at the moment
we are dealing with the Deputy Premier's Bill; let
us deal with that and then we will deal with the
Deputy Premier's request for discussion on our
alternative proposal.

I know that members opposite have been
confronted with the complaints which they, too,
have received about the inferior condition in
which goods .arrive under the present
circumstances when compared with the condition
of goods delivered previously. However, they have
gone strangely quiet.

From the point of view of cost, it has not been
demonstrated in any way that thie joint venture
will do anything to assist country people. In fact,
the Minister's unsubstantiated claims that the
Government will save $7 million is no evidence
that costs will not rise.

Secondly, it is demonstrably true, from the
Minister's own words and Press statements, that
there will be a restriction and a reduction in
services to country areas.

Mr Rushton; That is not true.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Thirdly, it is clear that

as the services are reduced or restricted, the
withdrawal of the services and of the personnel
necessary to maintain the services can do nothing
to assist the prosperity of country towns now
already complaining about the drift of residents in
country towns to the metropolitan area.

The last point I want to make prior to the
detailed case for the Opposition being put by the
shadow Minister is one to which the Minister has
paid little tribute at any time. It is a fact that
following the increased road traffic that results
from the present Government's very thorough and
positive policy of the closure of railways, as the
closures of the services continue the Minister
never explains about the hidden costs of road
transport; about the cost of the main 'tenance of
roads; about the cost socially and financially of
the increasing number of traffic
result from the increasing traffic
about the problems that will
example, with Albany Highway
disgraceful condition.

accidents that
on roads; and
be faced, for
in its present

Mr Watt: Absolute rubbish!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am pleased to hear the

member for Albany say that he thinks Albany
Highway is in excellent condition.

Mr Watt: It is in good condition.
Mr-Clarko: He did not say that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me accommodate the
member for Albany precisely. He said that
Albany Highway is in good condition.

Mr Watt: That is correct.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In that case we would be
pleased to write back to those people from Albany
who in the past week have written to us about
Albany Highway and explain that it will be
difficult to achieve any improvements in that
highway as their member of Parliament thinks it
is in good condition.

The truth is that Albany Highway. for a major
freeway, is in an absolutely shocking condition.

Mr Watt: Rubbish!.

Mr Rushton: When were you last on it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I drove on it twice in the
past 10 days. As far as I am concerned, Albany
Highway requires major attention if it is to be
restored to the status of a passingly major
highway.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: As the member for

Albany seems now to be interjecting to the effect
that Albany Highway does need attention, does
he mean to say it is getting attention? How much
mare attention will it need as a result of the joint
venture, which will thrust onto that highway and
other roads far more traffic than is presently on
them? We never hear any assessment from the
Government about the hidden costs of an increase
of traffic on our roads. We never hear anything
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about the apportionment of costs to road
transport to maintain and improve highways.

We are told continually about the cost of
maintaining railways. We are told continually
that it is much less efficient to use rail than it is to
use road.

Mr Rushton: That is a lot of rubbish.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: [f it is more efficient to
use rail than road, why is the Governemrni
introducing the joint venture? What a lot of
nonsense the Minister goes on with. The Minister
for Transport is rapidly earning the place of pride
in this House as someone who never does his
homework.

Mr Clarko: Speak up, they cannot hear you in
Sydney!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We remember the
Minister's answers to questions about the joint
venture, contradicting himself in the space of 10
seconds. We accept that from him. But when
introducing major legislation the Minister has an
obligation at least to know what he is talking
about. It is clear that on this occasion he does not
know what he is talking about.

I repeat: The Government does little to allay
fears about the hidden costs of an increase of
traffic on our roads and the fact that the joint
venture will do nothing to increase efficiency in
that respect.

Let me conclude by saying that the Opposition
opposes the joint venture. It says that costs to
consumers will rise as a result of the passage of
this legislation. It says there will be a reduction
and a restriction in country services as a result of
the passage of this legislation. It says that the
reduction and restriction of services will do
nothing but hurt the economic well-being of
country towns presently benefiting from the
presence of railways. It says that the joint venture
will add to the hidden costs that the Government
failed to account for in its explanations as a result
of the increase of traffic on roads that in many
parts of the State already require urgent and
expensive attention at a time when the
Commonwealth Government is providing far less
money than ever before for transport. At the same
time, this Government is not paying tribute to this
problem by explaining in any way the costs of an
increase of road transport that will result from the
passage of this joint venture legislation.

I simply add that upon the election of a Labor
Government in this State everything possible will
be done as soon as possible to reverse the results
of this joint venture legislation.

Mr Rushton: You want to crucify Westrail.
Why crucify Westrail?

Mr Hassell: Your changes will give it plenty of
years of operation! It will go for years under that
promise!

Mr Rushton: Why kill Westrail?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am happy to pause for

the interjections and repeat my point.
Mr Pearce: There have been a lot of boundary

changes which the Minister seeks because of his
attitude to Westrail.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I repeat that upon the
election of a Labor Government in this State
everything possible will be done as soon as
possible to reverse the joint venture legislation
and agreement. That action will take place soon
after a Labor Government takes office.

MR MeIVER (Avon) (2.42 p.m.]: I have had
the impression since this joint venture was mooted
that Government members have not really
understood what was intended to be introduced.
After listening to the interjections by Government
members I am sincerely convinced that they
certainly do not know what %will take place, and
none of them has bothered to find out. I am
disgusted by the fact that a Government Bill of
this magnitude-a Bill which will have the
greatest effect on the economic situations of
country people and their life styles generally-has
been introduced to this Parliament.

Members will recall the amendments to section
54$ of the Police Act, and the great furore that
those amendments created. Objections were heard
from all parts of the commnunity-from everybody
irrespective of political allegiances. The
legislation before us goes very much further than
the amendments to sect ion 54B.

Mr Rushton: It is freedom of choice.
Mr Brian Burke: Don't be stupid, bumrbler!
Mr MeIVER: I am amazed that country

members of Parliament have not made themselves
conversant with this legislation. One exception
has been the member for Roe. He asked questions
of the Government following a speech I made in
this House, when I appealed to country members
to make themselves conversant with this
legislation because they would regret the
implementation of the legislation when the full
thrust of that implementation was felt by country
people in terms of freight rates. Junior over there
interjected and said, "We only received
submissions from X number of shires."I
categorically state that the Government has not
heard from many shires because the shires did not
know what questions to answer-not that this
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Government supplied questions-or what
questions to ask because they did not understand
the complexities of this legislation.

Mr Rushton: Most of them have discussed it
with the Commissioner for Railways or me
already.

Mr MeIVER: The Government has spent a
considerable amount of money on literature and
travelling the State.to try to sell this project.

Mr Rushton: You just said they weren't
informed.

Mr McI VER: At every place the Government's
representatives visited, the people the
representatives spoke to went away less informed
than when they arrived despite the literature that
had been circulated and the information they had
been given.

Mr Tuckey, the Federal member for O'Connor,
tried to get on the bandwagon. He advertised
extensively that a public meeting would be held at
Maylands, and he-this person who made himself
out to be knowledgeable on transport matters
without regard to the fact that he was involving
himself in a State situation-

Mr Blaikie: Please, don't be too loud in your
praise.

Mr McI VER: -said that he would advise the
State of what would hapypen. He said that the
present Minister for-Transport and the Director
General of Transport would be the guest speakers,
but to the credit of those gentlemen they did not
attend the meeting. Shire councillors and farmers
from all over the State, people who had to travel
hundreds of miles to get there, had come to listen
to loud mouth, but heard nothing, because he did
not even know the contents of the legislation. How
could that Federal member know such things? I
am sure the State Cabinet would not have taken
Mr Tuckey into its confidence to relate what the
joint venture intended to achieve.

If there has been any political grandstanding, it
certainly has not been by members of the
Opposition. The Minister continually carps that
the joint railway unions have been mischievous in
putting out the various Press releases they have
issued, but they have been no more mischievous
than has this person who should do more to look
after Western Australia in terms of the policies he
pursues which affect our State so greatly.

I am disgusted that Government members have
not asked even one question or tried to make
themselves conversant with this legislation and
what is happening.

Mr Blaikie: We are helping to make the policy.

Mr Mel VER: There is little wonder that there
hag been silence from the member for Mt.
Marshall even though he represents an area of the
State which will be greatly affected by this
legislation. I am disappointed that he is not in the
House at present, but he will read my remarks in
Hansard. From information received from
country people I understand that the member for
Mt. Marshall will join the Liberal Party and that
at the next election he will not be opposed by
anybody from the other side of the House.
Evidently that is the payola for that member; no
wonder we have heard not a bleep from him. It
seems that he does not care about the people he
represents-the people who will pay thousands of
dollars extra per annum for freight cartage.

As a legislator I am disgusted by the fact that,
by virtue of the Government's numbers, this Bill
will go through this Parliament; its members will
vote for a piece of legislation about which they
know nothing. They do not know the levels of
freight rates from small items to large items in
the respective areas of this State.

Mr Rushton: I ask you this question-
Mr McIVER: They do not know what cartage

between country centres will cost, but I will
inform the House, and in doing so perhaps jog the
consciences of Government members before the
debate is concluded. I will do so in the hope that
Government members will understand the
realities of the situation, and that they should not
merely pledge their allegiance to the Liberal
Party or the Country Party, but should accept
that they are here to represent the people of
Western Australia. That is why the people of
Western Australia have put them here.

Mr Rushton: Can I just ask you a question?
Why would you as an Opposition member oppose
this move when it is in the belief of Westrail the
best thing that can happen?

Mr McIVER: As I develop my theme, the
message will be loud and clear.

Mr Rushton: The Leader of the Opposition said
he would be putting to the Labor Party the
alternative to what we are putting forward.

Mr McIVER: I am not in a position to know
that. I may not even be here then. I cannot state
what will happen. That would have to be a
Cabinet decision.

Mr Rushton: He has not got a Cabinet, but he
was telling us about it.

Mr Carr: We are talking about your Bill.
Mr MeIVER: I am fully conscious of the fact

that I have limited time.
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Mr Rushton: That is your Leader of the
Opposition's fault.

Mr Mc! VER: The matter is very important. 1
ask the Minister to give me the courtesy of not
interjecting until I have completed my speech. He
will then have time to reply to me.

Mr Brian Burke: The biggest bungler in the
Parliament!

Mr McIVER: The Bill does three things: It
makes provision for the Railways Commission to
participate in a joint freight- forwarding company;,
it allows Westrail to give credit to customers or
suppliers in the course of the railways normal
business; and it authorises the commission to
construct and maintain sidings both within and
outside the limits of the railways.

I want to change a pattern that I have always
adopted in this Parliament. I will be referring
mostly to the Minister's second reading speech
notes because there is very little in the Bill, and it
tells us nothing about the joint venture.

Mr Evans: The speech notes don't tell you
much more, either.

Mr McIVER: I will go into it in detail because
it will give the Parliament an opportunity to see
the falseness of the Government in relation to this
legislation. Members opposite have been told two
things about the economics and the advantages
this Bill will give Westrail and, consequently, the
people of Western Australia. It will have the
reverse effect. I am only a layman. I would be the
first to concede that point.

The Austr4lian Railways Union naturally is
most concerned with this legislation as it affects
Westrail and its members. It engaged an
economist-not Mr W. W. Mitchell-from
Victoria, as an independent authority to examine
this concept. I will not just read from this
document because that would weaken my case. I
will just quote from the introductory summary.
Bear in mind that everything was forwarded to
these people and it cost quite an amount of
money. This is not the member for Avon saying
this; it is the views of experienced people. In the
first paragraph it says-

This report finds that the operation of
Westrail's general freight under a joint
venture private company will lead to a net
economic loss to the community whereas if it
was retained by Westrail and reorganised it
could lead to a net economic gain.

It could lead to a net economic gain, but members
have been brainwashed into believing that by
entering into this joint venture Westrail will save
millions of dollars with a consequent saving to the

consumer. Nothing is further from the truth. It is
shocking that these pieces of legislation are going
through when Government members do not
understand them and do not know what costs will
flow on to the people. This will be total
deregulation and will mean that everybody will be
a carrier. Even as I stand speaking here, the local
baker in Northam-

Mr Evans: What a shamble!
Mr MOIVER: -carts the mail to Grass Valley,

Meckering, Cunderdin, and Tammin. There is a
choice. We either have a jubilee twist or the water
bilil! I do not know how that meets with health
regulations, but I give my assurance that I will be
checking on that.

A few members rudely interjected on the
Leader of the Opposition in an endeavour to
belittle him-

Mr Rushton: He didn't know what he was
talking about.

Mr McI VER: -when he stated there would be
an increased cost to country people. Westrail
carts mail for approximately 74c a bag. The
minimum cost that will now be charged to deliver
mail is $3 a bag.

Mr Rushton: How can it cost more with half
the resources involved? How can you have
increases with half the resources used to do the
job?

Mr MeIVER: Westrail charges 74c to do the
job. Does the Minister deny the figure of S3?

Mr Rushton: I am just saying: How can you
have increased costs in a situation where half the
resources are being used?

Mr McIVER: What do you mean by "half the
resources"?

Mr Rushton: Four hundred men as against 800,
for a start.

Mr McIVER: I will cover that point also. It
will increase from 74c to $3 a mailbag. Bear in
mind that Westrail services 156 country post
offices and this will put an extra $1.15 million on
Australia Post's bill.

Mr Rushton:,Do you think it should be handed
on to the taxpayer?

Mr McI VER: There will be an additional cost.
Who will meet it? Will the Minister for Transport
or the Director General of Transport meet it?

Mr Rush ton: Are the taxpayers of Western
Australia paying for it?

Mr MOIVER: Who else will meet these extra
costs? Mail is just one item.
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Mr Rushton: That is what you are saying. You
are saying the taxpayers of Western Australia will
have to.

Mr McIVER: The Minister says this joint
venture will reduce freight rates to country
people. I will deal with other aspects as we go into
the Bill. This is only one item which not one
Government member has bothered to inquire into.

The joint venture was to be implemented on I
July. I have no query with that. However, the
lease is running out with Mayne Nickless Ltd. for
Robb Jetty and Subiaco. In the Boyup Brook
region the line will be closed on I June,' and this
joint venture will kick off from there. If the
Mayne Nickless Ltd. lease is reinstated and
renegotiated now, it will be put to tremendous
added cost, which adds a little bit more to the
sellout.

Mr Rushton: Is that accurate?
Mr McIVER: I will challenge that. The

Minister will have his chance to reply later. He
will find I am pretty accurate.

They want to bitumenise over the existing
railway lines and to lease out sections or that area
to other road hauliers. Am I right on that, or am I
wrong?

Mr Rushton: Are you referring to Boyup
Brook?

Mr Mel VER: I am referring to the area at
Robb Jetty where they wish to tar over the
railway lines and bitumenise the area and hire out
particular areas to road hauliers.

Mr Rushton: Westrail?
Mr MOIVER: I am not talking about Westrail.

The Minister said I was misrepresenting when I
spoke about the lease. I do not wish to embarrass
the Government about this situation, but its
members know, as I know, that when I asked
questions in this House about the matter and said
that I hoped an unfair advantage would not be
given to other people, I was told it would not
occur. However, these road hauliers will have a
monopoly. Not only will they receive the benefits
of an increase in freight rates from the joint
venturers, but also they will receive a little on the
side.

Mr Rushton: You are getting confused now.
Mr McIVER: Let us consider the term

"smalls". Members have been brainwashed with
those words. Many have thought that smalls
means small parcels, but it means millions of
tonnes of general freight. One would have thought
that it meant a package of cotton wool being
carted, when listening to the Minister, but it is
millions of tonnes.

Mr Herzfeld: Over what period?

Mr McOVER: I am pleased the member for
Mundaring mentioned that. The figure of 375 000
tonnes was mentioned in the second reading
speech notes. The interjection of the member for
Mundaring is typical of the attitude of
Government members and I will have the greatest
pleasure, when I am on the next election trail, in
telling the people in the Mundaring area of the
attitude of Mr Herzfeld on this legislation. I am
sure Mundaring will be a good seat for us.

Mr Rushton: You will not be saying much
about this at election time.

Mr Carr: You have to be joking, Mr Minister.
Mr JIamieson: I think the Minister mentioned

325 000 tonnes.
Mr Rushton: That is a little better.

Mr Mel VER: On the subject of productivity I
would like to quote from a weekly sales meeting
minute of 14 September 1981 which has been
supplied by Mr Rob Robertson who is the sales
manager. Therefore, it is authentic. It reads-

The productivity at Kewdale has increased
from I 1 000 tonnes weekly in 1974 to 18 000
tonnes in 1981, desj~ite the reduction in staff
numbers. This reflects very well on the
efforts of the management and staff at that
depot.

So in essence we are looking at 936 000 tonnes
per annum. Does the Minister wish to challenge
those figures?

Mr Rushton: Only to say that you did not
mention that the Government has done a pretty
good job also, and we can do much better.

Mr McIVER: I will concede that point. The
Minister, in his comments on the Bill, referred to
325 000 tonnes. Who will cart the other general
cargo.

Mr Rushton: Westrail will cart most of it.
Mr Mel VER: Westrail will cart what?

Mr Rushton: The full carload which amounts
to containers and those sorts of things.

Mr Jamieson: They are not smalls.

Mr McIVER: In every address the Minister has
made in the country and to his colleagues he has
said that Westrail will be passing over the small
traffic, but it will be passing over everything.
From July this year there will be a deregulation of
WOOL

Mr Rushton: To the farmer.
Mr McIVER: We are taking away from

Westrail an income of between $3 and $4 million
per annum.
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Mr Rushton: You oppose the farmer having a
choice in that regard?

Mr Mel VER: It is the Minister's decision.
Mr Rushton: Do you oppose it?
Mr MeIVER: Yes, and I have always been

consistent in that opposition. I have written to the
PIA because I reel we cannot lose $3 million a
year just to pleae a small section of the
community.

Mr Herzfeld interjected.
Mr Mel VER: I have written to various farming

organisations in my electorate stating my reasons
for opposing this. The people in Mt. Marshall who
want to cart their wool are not considered by
those in other areas who want to cart their own
wool,

Mr Rushton: Do you oppose the deregulation
for road onto rail?

Mr Brian Burke: Where it causes the
destruction of Westrail, and that is what you are
about,

Mr McIVER: The Minister will have ample
opportunity to speak later.

Mr Brian Burke: You have sold Wundowie.
Several members interjected.
Mr Brian Burke: You are supposed to be a

Minister for Transport, not destruction.
Mr MclVER: This legislation was brought

forward after the SWATS report. I opposed that
report-it is no secret. Three points arose from it;
namely, that there would be deregulation within a
150-mile radius of the GPO-

Mr Rushton: Do you oppose that?
Mr MeIVER: The Minister should not get

testy; he will have his say in a moment. The
second point was that it was to go to 250
kilometres-

Mr Rushton: It had not been decided.
Mr MeIVER: -and the third point was for

total deregulation. This legislation throws the
business open to everyone. Everyone will become
a carrier. It means the local school bus will he
asked to pick up parcels from the local store and
deliver them. Yet, people say it will be a door-to-
door service. I will tell members about this
service.

One haulier had to send goods to Margaret
River;, they were transported as far as Busselton
and then placed on rail for the rest of the journey,
at a cost of 80c. That is the door-to-door service!

Nowhere in the second reading speech of the
Bill has reference been made to agents in country
areas. The salary bill will probably be in excess of
(29)

what has been allowed because the joint venturers
will have agents in country areas, and the
Minister has made no allowance for commission
or wages.

The Minister said local carriers would benefit
from this move, but one has to be special. In my
electorate, one carrier has been appointed already
to handle the joint venturers' situation, but other
carriers were not allowed to tender. They did not
even know about- it until the tender was let;
therefore, they will be out of a job.

Mr Rushton: Why can't they work for the other
people?

Mr McIVER: What other people?
Mr Rushton: The other people who will be

carrying goods.
Mr Brian Burke: You are a shocker.
Several members interjected.
Mr Mel VER: Let us look at the economics of

this matter. I would be interested to know who
will handle the wagon loads. What agents will
handle them? Will the wagons sit at a siding or
station in such areas as Narembeen and Bruce
Rock? There will be no-one there. Who handles
the wagon loads? Does the Minister think the
joint venturers will load a wagon? How long will
the wagons sit at the siding before the farmer
receives the goods? The same applies to agents in
the various centres where these goods are sent.
Does the Minister think that Mayne Nickless Ltd.
will send a prime mover or a truck to deliver
them? It will take a fortnight for the goods to be
delivered and this already has occurred under the
150-mile regulation.

Mr Rushton. What about the local carrier?
Mr McIVER: A farmer wanted a refrigerator

sent to Lake Grace and after a fortnight's wait he
inquired as to where his refrigerator was. He was
told that when a full load was available for his
area they would deliver his refrigerator. He told
them to put the refrigerator on rail and he
received it the next day. This is typical of what
will happen when the joint venture concept is
implemented, and yet members opposite, who
represent various shires, have not even bothered to
find this out.

Mr Rushton: They are very well informed.
Mr Mc! VER: They must be the only ones who

are because many people have not been informed.
This would be a good time for me to quote from
some letters that I have to hand regarding this
matter. I quote from a letter written by the
Wyalkatchem Development Committee, which
reads as follows-
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Our committee is extremely worried about
the results a joint venture between Westrail
and Main Nickless Ltd. would have on
country towns.

From the little positive information given
out to date by the Government on this issue,
we can not help but feel very concerned at
the possible ill effects such a venture would
bring about.

In areas of low population and greater
distances between towns there has been no
guarantee that deliveries of "smalls" will be
on a regular basis and every indication that
the cost of freight on these goods will rise.

Of course they will rise. To continue-
This would cause a further increase to the

already higher cost of living in country areas.
To give a further example, I indicate a $1 .40
motor part which was sent to Brookton by Comet
Overnight Transport-

Mr Rushton: You have trapped yourself now!
Mr McIVER: I know what the Minister is

going to say: "it cost five times the average 'ot.

He cannot tell me that this is not~a rip-off.
Mr Rushton: It is there to protect the railways.
Mr McIV ER: It cost SI18 to send a $IAO.4 motor

part and if it had been sent by Westrail it would
have cost $2.

Mr Rushton: It is there to protect the railways.
Mr MOIVER: My colleague, the Opposition

spokesman for agriculture, will touch on what will
happen to the fruit industry with regard to the
joint venture. Free citrus fruit is transported to
welfare organisations, orphanages, etc. Will the
joint venture carry this fruit free of charge?

Mr Rushton: Who should carry it-Westrail or
the taxpayers?

Mr Brian Burke: They have been doing it for
20 or 3O years.

Mr McIV ER: Railways throughout the world
were built to service the needs of people. That
policy shows compassion. The Liberal
Government has no compassion for the people. It
is' interested only in looking after the multi-
nationals which run the Liberal Party, and which
pour thousands of dollars into the coffers to
enable it to remain in Government. People in
isolated areas depend on freight to survive and
every increase in the price of freight will increase
their cost of living.

As a result of the joint venture the Government
will take away from country areas Westrail staff
who will be retrenched or transferred. The
economies of the small centres will decline be-

cause one family in every five in those areas are
employees of Westrail. These people are often
involved in local organisations such as the St.
John Ambulance Association, the local football
club, the Rotary club and other service
organisations. As a result of the Government's
action the lifestyle in country areas will change
completely.

I am disgusted with the Commissioner for
Railway's statements that Westrail does not have
the expertise to handle smalls traffic. These are
degrading statements which have the effect of
reducing the morale of Westrail employees.
Westrail has seen fit to establish a management
services branch at an annual cost of S1.8 million,
yet all it has done since it has been established is
to cut and cancel services. It has cancelled
country railI services. No doubt, in some way it
was the architect of this obnoxious piece of
legislation.

Mr Davies: Morale is at an all-time low.
Mr Rushton: Do you support the regulation of

freight?
Mr McIVER: I have no time to answer the

Minister because I wish to read a letter that
would be of interest to the member for Bunbury.
Unfortunately, he is not present in the Chamber.
However, I wish to quote a resolution which was
carried unanimously at a public meeting held in
Bunbury recently. The letter outlining this
resolution was forwarded to me by the Secretary
of the Trades and Labor Council of Western
Australia. The resolution reads as follows-

This representative body of concerned
citizens of Bunbury condemn the
Commissioner of Westrail for planning to
form a joint venture company with private
enterprise and then handing over
transporting of goods other than bulk freight
to that company. We believe the SWATS
report recommendation should have been
followed and "West Freight" established as a
public company to perform this service.

I fully agree with that statement, as did the
former Commissioner for Railways (Mr Jim
Pascoe) together with the Director General of
Transport, when they made recommendations to
the effect that we should have a freight service
known as "Westfreight". They believed Westrail
could do what the Government is proposing at a
colossal cost to the people of this State. If private
enterprise can undertake a freight service of this
nature, why cannot Westrail? The Government
could have carried out a feasibility study into
Westrail in a similar manner to that which
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occurred with Mayne Nickless Ltd. at the
taxpayers' expense.

Mr Rushton: Do you know why it cannot?
Because they will not let it happen. The unions
will not let it happen.
*Mr MeIVER: The Germans said the allies

could not land at Normandy and that it was an
impossible task. Thank goodness they did,
otherwise we would not be here today. There is no
such word as "can't", Mr Minister. I would like
to quote the words of Mr Pascoe as follows-

That Joint Venture plans will chip away at
Westrail operations, already sagging under
competition from road transport.

Mr Pascoe is a key figure in a Westrail
Co-Directors report which urged the
Government to direct more traffic to the
Railways. Re says the Railway System was
an almost ideal transport operation, but the
State Government ignored the report's
findings and allowed Westrail to lose the
fight against road transport.

Since this Government came into power it has
been intent on crucifying this instrumentality by
closing railway lines, reducing the number of
staff, and building a white elephant such as the
management services branch. Some people
employed by this branch are receiving annual
salaries of between $29 000 and $32 000.

Mr Rushton: This is what Westrail wants.
Mr McIVER: To increase freight rates! The

people of Western Australia believe that if the
administration had done its homework this would
not have happened. I know this Bill will be passed
despite the effect it will have on country people.

I firmly believe that Mayne Nickless Ltd. does
not realise what it is taking on. It does not realise
how much traffic is involved and I think there
may be a good chance that Mayne Nickless Ltd.
will withdraw from the concept-I only hope it
does. After the scheme has been implemented
Mayne Nickless Ltd. will realise that it is not a
golden dream and it will not be receiving the
amount of money that it thought it would receive.
This is the only way-that the people of this State
will be saved.

I now refer to the economic situation of the
Subiaco and Kewdale depots which are being
leased at a cost of $743 000 per annum. Goods
sheds at the regional centres will bring in $10 000
per annum. Let us look at this in the cold light of
day. Take, for example, the large goods sheds at
Bunbury. Do members think that if these sheds
were privately owned a person could lease them
for $ 10 000 per annum?

Mr 1. F. Taylor: Never!

Mr McOVER: How much does the member
think they will charge for that? Yet this
Government sees fit to just hand over these and
every other asset.

Mr Herzfeld: Leasing them is not handing
them over. What are you talking about?

Mr McIVER: Yes, but let us obtain something
for them-S746 000 for that complex is nonsense!

Mr Rushton: It is better than nothing which is
what you are getting now.

Mr McIVER: Members will see why I am so
insistent on this point. As I mentioned, the return
from the regional centres will be $10 000 per
annum. Interest and depreciation on those
facilities costs the taxpayers of Western Australia
in excess of $1 million per kLnnum. Yet these most
important items will be leased for $746 000. 1
would need some pretty strong convincing before
I could believe that it is not a sellout. I am talking
about the assets of Westrail because it is the only
part of the Bill worth referring to. I will now turn
to Clause 2.

Mr Rushton: You have only six minutes
left-tell us your alternative. Tell us about
deregulating.

Mr McI VER: Clause 2 was added to this Bill
to camouflage its real intent and to deceive. It is
for this reason that I intend to move an
amendment during the Committee stage of the
debate. This clause provides that the Ministlr and
the commissioner can dispose of any Westrail
assets, including the workshops, any properties, or
any buildings.

Mr Rushton: [ think you are going a bit far.
Mr McIVER: If other assets are disposed of in

the same way that these leasing arrangements
have been drawn up. the assets will be given
away.

Mr Rush ton: We are not leasing the workshops.
Mr McI VER: It is all nonsense for the Minister

to say that the provision will allow the
Commissioner for Railways to enter into a trade
situation. The commissioner does that now. Many
large freight companies have monthly accounts
with Westrail so why should we be deceived with
such nonsense as that appearing in the Minister's
notes?

Any Government member who wishes to
challenge my interpretation of clause 2 should
approach a member Of the legal Profession for
advice. If assets of such value must be disposed of,
surely this action should be taken at the direction
of Parliament. We are the legislators of the State,
the guardians and custodians of the money of the
people of Western Australia, and it is our right to
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say whether or not such assets should be disposed
of.

I sought the co-operation of the Parliamentary
Draftsman in drawing up my amendment the
purpose of which is to give the Parliament the
right to decide in such cases.

Mr Rushton: Would you answer a quick
question?

Mr McI VER: No, my time is running out. In
the remaining minutes left to me I would like to
say that I have only scratched the surface of this
agreement with the joint venture. I have only
backed the truck out, but I will take the
opportunity during the Committee debate and the
third reading debate to substantiate my comments
and to further highlight the inherent problems in
the Bill.

Members who represent rural areas have a
responsibility to consider this matter deeply. They
should pay heed to the farming organisations in
their districts. If the member for Greenough
believes that this is good legislation and that it
will not affect his constituents, I would like him to
give me his comments in 12 months' time. I will
be the first to apologise if I am wrong.

Mr Rushton: Jolly good!

Mr Brian Burke: They will not come.
Mr McOVER: We will be at the mercy of the

people involved. Residents in country areas will b
paying an enormous price for such items as a
packet of envelopes. It is useless my trying to
appeal to Government members. Obviously not
one of them questioned the Minister about the
Bill when it was discussed in the party room.

Mr Young: It hardly rated a mention!

Mr McI VER: The Minister must have put up a
very poor argument.

Mr Brian Burke: You did not even see the Bill
until it was brought in here-that is what happens
normally.

Mr McIVER: I am surprised that the coalition
parties did not send for me. I could have told their
members a little more about the matter!

In a more serious vein, this is a most obnoxious
piece of legislation. In the area I represent, at
every opportunity available, I will do my utmost
to try to explain to the people what the
Government is doing in regard to this policy, and
the way in which it is changing the lifestyle of
country people. It is no wonder that there is a
great exodus of country people from our regional
centres. I think I have made it quite plain that I
oppose the Bill in its entirety.

MR HERZFELD (Mundaring) [3.27 p.m.]:
Unquestionably this is watershed-type legislation.
Any of us who are still here in 10 years' time will
be able to look back on this measure as the
hallmark of the transport policy of this
Government. It is the turning point in reducing
the debt burden, the liability under which
Western Australians have had to suffer since the
first railways were built in this State. Western
Australians have been shackled to a railway
system which was-and quite correctly
so-heavily supported by the taxpayers in WA's
pioneering days. That period has long since
passed, and it is high time that changes were
made so that competition is reintroduced into
public transport in this State.

Mr Brian Burke: Well let TAA fly intrastate
then.

Mr HERZFELD: I know this is only a start
and this is the reason I say it is watershed
legislation. This is the most obvious area in which
to make a start. Over a long period of time
Westrail has conducted the smalls area of
transport.

Mr Mclver: Smalls! Four million tonnes is not
small.

Mr HERZFELD: The smalls area is the least
cost effective of all of Westrail's activities.
Certainly Westrail carries many commodities that
do create profits for the system. However, if
Westrail's deficit is to be reduced, action such as
that proposed in the legislation should be taken. It
is not only the Government that has recognised
this fact-the professional officers of Westrail
from the commissioner down see the merit in the
proposal before us.

It extends even further than that, to the
Australian Railway Research and Development
Organisation-the top organisation in Australia
as far as expertise in the management of this
country's railway system is concerned. I will refer
briefly to some of the comments and
recommendations made by the board of directors
of ARRDO as the basis on which I determine
that the Government's proposal before the House
is the proper one for Western Australia and for
Western Australians.

Let me turn first to a brief reference to the
guidelines under which ARRDO works. In the
introduction to a recent booklet put out by that
organisation-as recent as 3 December 1981-the
following words appear-

The purpose of the 1981 Report on Rail is
to identify the future role of government
railways in meeting the real needs of the
Australian community-
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I emphasise the word "real"-the real needs of
the Australian community, The quote continues-

-and to determine what is required if they
are to perform this role.

It then goes on to point toward the task for the
future. It indicates the way the rail transport
system in Australia should be looking (or the next
decade.

The booklet deals with some interesting facts
that are relevant to this debate. It refers to the
various sectors of rail transport as follows-

The principal commodities for rail are
expected to be minerals, especially coal, and
grain, especially wheat.

Anyone who takes any sort of interest in public
transport will realise that rail is. economically
efficient and viable only if it directs its activities
towards bulk transport. Even the most innocent
person in the community would recognise that to
be so. One only has to compare the efficiency with
which a train carries a load of iron ore, or some
other bulk commodity such as wheat, with the
prospect of trying to do the same type of thing by
road transport, to realise the statement is true. It
is quite obvious that rail must be far more
efficient than road transport for bulk
commodities.

Mr Young: For the record, to show the
importance of this Bill and the attitude of the
Opposition, I wonder whether you could
enumerate who is in the Chamber, accepting the
fact that the member for Avon is in the Chamber
and otherwise engaged.

Mr MacKinnon: The Leader of the Opposition
is vitally interested!

MrT Young: There are the member for
Oeraldton, the member for Warren, and the
member for Canning.

Mr HERZFELD. I should also draw attention
to the fact that most of the seats on this side of
the House are occupied.

It is a fact that smalls may be carried much
more efficiently by road transport.
Fundamentally, that is what this Bill is about. It
is to ensure that the most cost effective method is
used to transport all the commodities that have to
be transported in Western Australia. If we
continue with the present system we simply will
affect not only the pockets of those who benefit
from the transport system in this State, but also
the pockets of the taxpayers of this State.

Mr Evans: Tell us about the viability of the
leasing arrangement.

Mr HERZFELD: The reason I say that is that
the State rail system, and indeed the whole of the

public transport system in this State, is subsidised
heavily. If my memory serves me correctly, the
subsidy to Westrail in the Budget for this year
was of the order of $40 million. That is money
simply thrown down the drain as far as the
taxpayers are concerned. It is money that could
be spent in many other areas of Government
responsibility.

Surely it is the responsibility of the
Government to ensure that, at least, that deficit is
contained and not allowed to blow out. I know for
a fact that it is due to the careful management of
the Government and, in particular, the present
Minister for Transport, that we have a more
satisfactory situation this year in terms of the
expected deficit. If we pursued the policies
promoted by members opposite, the situation
would be far worse.

Let Me return to the 1981 ARRDO report. On
page 11, a section refers to prospects for the
principal rail markets. I will not deal with the
section relating to passenger services, but I will
refer to the ARRDO comments on the prospects
for the general freight sector of the market, as
follows-

Total deficits could be reduced by $50
million in 1989/90 ($1979/SO), compared
with the 'base case', if rail systems can
achieve 'target' rates of growth in labour
productivity in general freight (3.5 percent
per year). Accelerated labour' productivity
growth would require a more rapid
withdrawal from carrying unconsolidated
general merchandise (LCL).

That refers to the smalls, about which we have
been talking. With this legislation, the
Government is proposing to increase productivity,
not by making people run around the work circle
faster and faster, but by removing those who are
not producing, not necessarily through their own
fault. The whole exercise is aimed at increasing
productivity; and by increasing productivity, the
price will come down. The price to the consumer
will come down; and the price to the taxpayer will
come down, because the deficit will come down.

Mr Carr; Cows might fly!
Mr HERZFELD- The other aspect is greater

competition; and through competition, one
achieves efficiency which results in more
competitive prices. The members of the ALP
cannot accept this fundamental fact. It is foreign
to their philosophy.

It was interesting today to hear both the Leader
of the Opposition and the Opposition spokesman
on transport criticising this legislation, and
criticising what the Government intends to do, but
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at the same time not having a policy of their
own-

Mr Mclver: Come on!
Mr HERZFELD: Despite the interjections of

the Deputy Premier on a number of occasions
asking for its alternative policy, the Opposition
was not able to produce one.

Mr Blaikie: Give them the opportunity right
now.

Mr Mclver: You should be the last one to talk
about policies.

Mr HERZFELD: The Leader of the
Opposition has been running around Western
Australia trying to persuade the public that he is
a creditable alternative economic manager of this
State. What is happening here this afternoon will
be used again and again, because it will tell the
people of Western Australia-

Mr Mclver: I'll say it will.
Mr Carr: You can be sure of that!
Mr HIERZFELD. -that the Leader of the

Opposition is just a humbug. He is not a
creditable alternative manager of this State.

Mr Mclver: Why did your Liberal colleagues in
Victoria throw it out?

Mr Rushton: They have deregulated
Mr HERZFELD: Let me make this point quite

clear: This afternoon the ALP has said it is
prepared to continue to saddle every Western
Australian with a deficit; in other words, it will
saddle the people of Western Australia with an
inefficient system and make them pay the price of
it, because that is the alternative the people of this
State will face when they vote at the next election.
The stance of members opposite should be seen
clearly.

Mr Mclver: Rubbish!
Mr HERZFELD: Members opposite have

opposed a proposal which will save the taxpayer
of this State large sums of money.

Mr Mclver: But you will increase the costs.
You can't see that. You are just using words.

Mr Bateman: What about the deficit of the
MTT?

Mr HERZFELD: I mentioned earlier that the
ALP cannot accept that competition creates
efficiency and that efficiency results in lower
costs.

Mr Carr: It can also be done by cutting out
services and that is what will happen.

Mr HERZFELD: The ALP can never accept
that alternative and the public of Western
Australia should understand the position.

Mr Mclver: Give all your colleagues jobs worth
S40 000 a year! What about telling that to the
people of this State?

Mr Bateman: There is no competition.
Mr HERZFELD: I say again that the stand

taken by the Leader of the Opposition-
Mr Dateman: There is no competition.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Trethowan):

Order! The member has almost exclusively
addressed his remarks to the Chair. I believe he
should be allowed to continue his speech with
fewer interjections than he is experiencing
currently.

Mr Evans: He is bringing them on himself.
Mr Mclver: He should remember that.
Mr Bateman: There is no competition.
Mr HERZFELD: The fundamental difference

between members opposite and Government
members is that the Opposition does not accept
that efficiency reduces prices. Members opposite
are committed to propping up inefficiency in
State undertakings.

Mr Bateman: You only have yourself to blame.
Mr HER&ZFELD: I do not want that to be

taken as a criticism of officers 'of the Public
Service sector.

Mr Mclver: Who is inefficient9

Mr HERZFELD: Those officers are bound by
regulation. We should not allow them-

Mr Mclver: You should see what you have
done! You are a disaster!

Mr Old: We'll see about that.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Trethowan):

Order! The level of interiections is unreasonable
considering the nature of the points being made.
If interjections are to be made, I ask that they be
relevant to the statements of the member on his
feet and not addressed to other members across
the Chamber.

Mr Evans: That applies to both sides.
Mr HERZFELD: Events today have

demonstrated clearly the fundamental difference
between the Government parties and the
Opposition in the philosophical approaches they
adopt to the management of the State's economy.
That is a difference about which I shall remind
the public of Western Australia whenever I have
the opportunity, and what has been said this
afternoon has provided a classic example of the
attitude of members opposite.

Mr Mclver: You are always in the dark!
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Mr HERZFELD: The Leader of the
Opposition and the Opposition spokesman on
transport have participated in the debate and a
further factor has emerged clearly from what has
been said. I refer to the fundamental difference in
the approaches adopted by Opposition and
Government members to policy as it relates to
public transport. On the one hand, the
Government is prepared to initiate new, bright,
innovative ideas and, on the other hand, members
opposite want to continue with the old, worn out
ideas that have long outlived their usefulness.

Mr Blaikie: They are back in the dark ages.
Mr HERZFELD: In support of what I am

saying, members have only to cast back their
minds to the attitude adopted by the Opposition
in relation to urban transport. Members opposite
wanted to invest $100 million of taxpayers' money
in electrification of the urban rail system which
had absolutely no chance of doing anything other
than increasing the public burden by pushing up
the deficit. 1 recall the memorable occasion when
the member for Avon tried to justify and sell his
party's policy in that area, while not for one
moment believing what he was saying. He became
terribly flustered because of interjections-

Mr Mclver: It must have been a hot day!
Mr HERZFELD: -and became all tangled up

when he quoted figures. I do not intend to
denigrate the member for Avon, because I
sympathised with him on that occasion when he
was given the proverbial sow's ear to sell as a silk
purse.

Therefore, I emphasise my second point which
is that members opposite do not have a public
transport policy for this State. That was shown
previously in relation to urban transport and it is
being shown again this evening-I mean this
afternoon.

Mr Bateman: You are still in the dark!
Mr HERZFELD: We work under artificial

light all day and it is easy to get lost.
Mr Mclver: You are lost all right!
Mr HERZFELD: Let those who read the

speeches made by the member for Avon and me
compare them and decide as to their veracity.

In introducing ths Bill, the Government has
shown great initiative. Indeed, this Government is
leading the way in Australia, because, if members
read the document prepared by ARRDO, from
which I quoted 'earlier, they will see that the
policies we are pursuing are those recommended
by that organisation for adoption in the next
decade by all State railways in Australia. Western
Australia is leading the way.

Mr Evans: Heaven help the others!
Mr HERZFELD: I wonder why the ALP

cannot accept the advice of these technical
experts who are far more competent to pass
judgment on this matter than is any member of
this House. I wonder why it is. Let me tell
members.

Mr Bateman: This will be interesting.
Mr HERZFELD: Members opposite have some

friends out there who tell them what to do.
Mr Bateman: You are a goose.
Mr O'Connor: He is correct, though.
Mr HERZFELD: I do not mind the fact that

members opposite take on themselves the task of
representing the views of the railway unions or
any of the other unions involved in the State's
railway system. I think the unions are a bit
misguided, because if they accepted the policies
the Government is pursuing they would find it
would be in their ultimate and long-term
interests. But they chose, as is their right, to
support the Opposition. Members opposite know
they must make loud noises and protestations
against anything the Government does if they
want to retain the vote of those unions: not only
their votes, but also the funding that comes to
them from the unions, collected from union
members irrespective of whether they support the
Labor Party or the Liberal Party. It is about time
members opposite gave us our share of the money.

Mr Bateman: What a big shock you would get
if you really knew. I wish I could get some of it.

Mr HERZFELD: It is simply because
members opposite want to grandstand on behalf
of those people that they have adopted the stance
they have taken this afternoon. It will be their
undoing, because the attitude they have taken is
not sustainable. It has been clearly indicated by
the Minister, the commissioner, and others, that
the joint venture arrangement will not put out of
work a single person who is working in the system
now.

Mr Evans: What?
Mr H-ERZFELD: Many of them will be

redeployed because they are not achieving
sufficient productivity in the areas in which they
presently work.

Mr Mclver: Come on!
Mr Brian Burke: What an insult!
Mr HERZFELD: They will be directed to

more productive areas. Once the joint venture
operation gets going-and I am not the oracle on
this matter; I am simply quoting the Minister who
has been advised by his experts-there will be a
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reduction of people employed in the smalls
section.

Mr I. F. Taylor: There will be 500 or 600 jobs
lost.

Mr Mclver: Where did you get him from?
Mr HERZFELD: There will be no sackings. If

members opposite were able to give the facts to
the railway unions instead of misleading them, the
unions would find they would be perfectly happy
to support this legislation.

I think I have made my points loudly and
clearly. It is evident the legislation should have
the full support of every member in this House.

Mr Mclver: God help us!
Mr HERZFELD: Members are supposed to be

here to represent the people of this State. In the
ultimate, if they oppose this legislation, it will be
the people of Western Australia who will suffer
through their pockets because they will have to
continue to fund the level of deficits that
unfortunately we have today. The way to get rid
of those deficits is to create competition.

This legislation is an innovative way to improve
efficiency in one area of public transport-in the
smalls area-and it deserves the full support of
every member of this House.

MR EVANS (Warren) [4.55 p.m.]: There are
several points which the previous speaker made
and I will reply to them during the course of my
remarks. I make the observation by way of
prefacing my comments that his reference to
competition achieving a reduced freight rate in
railways is just so much eyewash. There will be as
little competition in the field of road transport as
there is with stock firms and banks, and on the
question of interest and commission as there will
be on road freight. It will become a form of
monopoly once again. The cry will be, "Oh yes,
we will compete with other services", but there
will be no diminution in the rate charged. So
much for the economist who has just left the
Chamber. I might comment further when he
returns.

The mnember for Avon said that shires were
unaware of what has transpired with this Bill. Not
only are the shires unaware, but also country
people in general are unaware of what the
Government railways policy is to be or the effect
it will have on their freight rates.

Government members who have not taken the
trouble to ascertain the interests of their
electorates should be horsewhipped, to say the
least. Country people cannot know what these
effects are because they have never been told the
truth; the facts have never been revealed and

unfolded to them. Statements from the
Government have been evasive and misleading. I
refer now to those made not only by the Minister,
but also by his officers who have attended
conferences around country areas. They have
never come down with a clear-cut answer or
definition of policy. That has been the pattern
right throughout the presentation of this
legislation. There has been an effort to play it in
very low key and completely to evade the central
issues, which will bring undying odium on this
Government.

The member for Mundaring referred to the Sill
as being watershed legislation. It is a complete
and utter watershed, one from which there will be
very great difficulty to extricate the finances of
this State.

The Minister said in his second reading speech
that the Government's aim was to provide users
with the benefits of competition and the freedom
of choice. What benefits? That is complete and
utter rubbish. I will illustrate what country people
can expect from this legislation.

This morning I made inquiries to determine
just what the comparative level of charges is
likely to be. I will cite the case of a box of apples,
and there are many thousands of these
transported each year by individuals from country
areas all over the State. The cost at the present
time is $2 a box, and a person can send it to
wherever he wishes. it is a very reasonable
service.

The first company I inquired of indicated that
the cost of a box of apples transported from
Manjimup to Perth at this time costs in the order
of $23. A 'person can buy a box of apples for
around $2.50 at the most. I asked if the company
representative could explain the schedule by
which he arrived at this price. He said the
company had a basic charge of $9.20 on the
parcel and a charge of 76c a kilogram. The
average box of apples would weigh about 28
kilograms. With some quick computation I
arrived at a total of $30.48.

I do not know whether a sliding scale will
apply, but it seems that the cost of transporting a
box or apples from Manjimup to Perth will be
between $23 and $30. 1 asked also whether there
was any likelihood of the present price changing
after 1 July, the date from which the joint venture
will become operative. The response I received
was, "Certainly not; no way."

If anyone is trying to perpetuate the falsehood
that we can expect cheaper freight rates, I explain
to any such person that the difference that will
apply after I July is $23 to $30 compared with
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she present $2. It is remarkable how silent
members are on the other side of the House, and
it is regrettable that the Minister for Transport is
not present to explain, even with his glibness and
vagueness, what will be the position after I July. I
think he would be hard pressed to do so.

I did not make inquiries of just the one firm; I
pursued the matter with several others. The
second firm with which I spoke said that the cost
would be $45, but that Firm specialises in the
transport of furniture and I suspect its charges are
based on the cubic metre size of the freight. After
being horrified by the figure of $45 1 pressed on
and made a further inquiry of another firm. This
third firm informed me that the charge between
Perth and Albany would be $7.50 regardless of
the weight or size, and that the further standard
charge of 65c a kilogram would apply. This
particular firm does not operate between
Manjimup and Perth.

I am delighted that the Minister is now present
in the House, and I repeat that the cost of sending
a box of apples from Perth to Albany by one
particular transport firm is $7.50 as the initial
charge plus 65c a kilogram thereafter. For a 28
kilogram box of fruit the cost would be $25.70.
That is staggering.

Mr Brian Burke: Well, let the Minister explain
that.

Mr EVANS: I ask the Minister to tell us
something about this matter.

Mr Rushton: Will you answer me a question?

Mr EVANS: Yes.

Mr Rushton: Do you support the deregulation
of freight?

Mr EVANS: Will the Minister answer my
question?

A Government member: Got you!

Mr EVANS: I make it clear that the Leader of
the Opposition gave the complete and unequivocal
statement of what a Labor Government would do.

Mr Brian Burke: I said that when in
Government we will move to renege on this joint
venture agreement as quickly as possible. I have
told you that.

Mr Rushton: Will you regulate or deregulate?

Mr Brian Burke interjected.

Mr EVANS: Mr Speaker, this happens to be
my speech.

Mr Rushton interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Hlouse will come
to order! Interjections will cease.

Mr EVANS: I appreciate that, Mr Speaker.
Government members are frivolous with other
people's time, but they do not like coming out
with factual details.

Mr Brian Burke: Put it to the Minister again.
He said costs won't rise. He said that today.

Mr EVANS: I again refer to the options that
should be regarded more closely than they have
been by this Government. A box of apples
transported from Manjimup to Perth at present
incurs a transport charge of $2, arid my inquiries
made this morning Of road transport firms
indicate that the cost by that mode of transport at
present is between $23 and $32.

Mr Mclver: It will double under the joint
venture.

Mr EVANS: I have been told that there will be
a rate reduction as from 1 July with the operation
of the joint venture. The Government has told the
people of the State chat they will receive a more
effective and cheaper service of transport in
Western Australia generally, but that is complete
and utter hogwash.

Mr Brian Burke: Let the Minister answer how
it will be cheaper. It is funny how quiet he is. Let
the Minister answer and explain how it will be
cheaper.

Mr Rushton: 1 was adhering to the Speaker's
request.

Mr Brian Burke: Isn't it strange? Yes, Yes, you
are an old woman, aren't you?

The SPEAKER: Order! I did ask that
interjections cease, and I now restate my intention
to allow the member for Warren to make his
speech without interjection.

Mr EVANS: I will make reference to other
factors which indicate to people in country areas
what is in store for them. At present the cost of
transporting a quantity of plumbing equipment to
Avon ex Kewdale is $18 by rail and $80 by road
to the door, and the cost of total transport to
Boyup Brook by road is $60 for one
tonne-reduced to 556.40-and by rail it is
$43.20 for one tonne at the first-class rate. The
cost of transporting a 10-kilogram parcel from
Goomnalling to Perth is $14 by Comet, $9 by 00
Transport, and $3 by Westrail.

That is the order of difference which applies
and that which we can expect to apply with the
joint venture. If that increase is multiplied to
determine the extent to which it will affect
country dwellers one can start to appreciate what
this Government is doing. Its members are mad to
support such a venture. The joint venture proposal
seeks to establish between Westrail and Mayne
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Nickless a joint venture company with the
specified aim to save $7 million per annum in
transporting parcels less than car load quantity,
the parcels which are plaguing Westrail. at
present.

The joint venturers will employ half the
number of staff presently employed to transport
those parcels, which means 780 fewer jobs
available. The justification for the change is that
the company will be subject to competition, but it
will operate at a profit because that is why it
exists. If the joint ventureship had not been taken
up by the company concerned, a number of other
companies were queued up to get into the act
because there is money in it. That is why these
companies exist, and if there was not a profit to
be obtained they would not have bothered with
the venture.

Mr-Watt: The member for Avon reckoned they
would make no profit and would pull out, didn't
he?

Mr EVANS:. Any loss will be passed on to
consumers.

Mr Watt: Didn't he?
Mr EVANS: Certainly the member for Avon

can express his own views, but I am informing the
House that the company involved in this joint
venture is involved only to make a profit. As far
as we know, the company intends to erase the $7
million debt, and will do so in addition to its profit
margin, but the people who will pay are the
users-country people in the main.

Mr Rushton: It will be with efficiency.
Mr EVANS: The users will pay; that is what it

is all about.
As I have already pointed out in passing

reference, not only will the deficit of Westrail be
removed, but also will the company involved have
a profit margin. The independent inquiry of the
Railway Officers Union recommended that
Westrail be reorganised so that it can be a
profitable organisation. That proper option should
be followed up.

That is the course we should be following, not
this nonsense about a joint venture. I fail to see
how the profit and the erasure of the deficit will
result in anything less than higher charges and
reduced services. We will have one or the other or
both. Country people will pay. It will not be the
users who pay, but will be only the operators and
the people right at the end.

Mr Blaikie: On that point, do you believe
Westrail should have the opportunity to
deregulate?

Mr EVANS: The options that have been
indicated have been stated by the railways unions
and mentioned in this House by the Opposition.

Mr Blaikie: You are a very understanding
fellow, usually.

Mr EVANS: The policy has been unequivocally
indicated by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Rushton: When? Not today.

Mr EVANS: I am sorry. Through you, Mr
Speaker, can I prevail on the Leader of the
Opposition to repeat the assurance that he has
given to the thicker members on the Government
side?

Mr Blaikie: Hear, hear!

Mr Brian Burke: As was previously said and
repeated on three occasions now, the Opposition
will move as soon as is possible to abandon the
joint venture that is adapted by this Parliament
today and in succeeding days.

Several Government members interjected.

Mr Blaikie: That is not a policy.

Mr Brian Burke: It is a policy on the joint
venture.

Mr EVANS: Would members mind not using
my time? I have given the Government the
opportunity to have that statement repeated.

Several members interjected.

Mr Brian Burke: What do you mean about
deregulation, you old woman!

Mr Watt: Don't be so irritable and rude!

Mr Brian Burke: I am not irritable, and the
rudeness is evoked by the thickness of members
opposite.

Mr Watt: You know a lot about thickness, but
nothing about thinness, fatty!

Mr EVANS: Mr Speaker, members will try the
patience of a saint, yours and mine too! The
statement was made by the Minister that
competition will keep prices down. Now that he
has returned, I will reiterate my comments.

Mr Stephens: Why do we have two airlines
then?

Mr EVANS: Now one can send a box of apples
for $2. If Westrail is taken out, competition will
be gone and there will be no ceiling. It will be an
arrangement between the operating companies.
Remember the sort of competition we saw in the
trade for Gascoyne some years ago when the
subbies we going broke at a great rate of knots.
This prompted the introduction of legislation and
all sorts of action by the present Premier to
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rectify the situation. It can pertain for a little
lime until the smallest subcontractors are out.
That will happen. Then the large operators will
set their own prices and charges and will not
compete in freight costs.

Banks do not compete in regard to interest.
Stock firms do not compete by lowering their
commissions. These are set. There seems to be an
extraordinary understanding between these firms
and it will be the same when it comes to the
larger operating companies which have taken over
Westrail-it will be a juicy monopoly. That will
happen.

In addition to the myth of competition and
good economy. I reiterate the point made by the
member for Avon about free transport of fruit to
charitable organisations such as orphanages,
which has been a tradition in recent years. Many
organisations, such as Rotary, pack surplus fruit.
I know of growers who have done the same. It has
been an extraordinarily appealing gesture as
much as anything else and has certainly done a
power of good for the recipients.

If the Western Australian people have to pay
the cost of freight to ensure that that fruit gets to
its original destination, why should they not? It is
a good investment at a very small contribution on
the part of this State or its people to continue this.
The growing and the provision of that fruit is by
far a greater degree of contribution. When we
have the stupidities such as we heard opposite, the
querying and carping about the subject of freight
in relation to such a worthwhile proposition, it
makes one wonder about the quality of
Government that we have sunk to in this great
State of ours.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!

Mr EVANS: Government members have gone
a bit silent. Services to remote areas also will
suffer. There will be no compunction on the part
of a private oriented firm not to slice away any
service it does not consider profitable. The
services by way of perishables-the freezer
traffic-is not a bad indication of that. in a
country town such Northcliffe in my own
electorate, which is served fairly admirably
presently as it has road, bus, and a twice weekly
train service, that would give it almost a daily
service, if need be.

What will happen when the joint venture comes
in is quite clear. Nobody has endeavoured to
explain it. I ask the Minister when he replies to
indicate what will happen in relation to the

various country centres and how they will be
sewved. It is possible that the larger centres such
as Bunbury, Albany-

Mr Watt: And Manjimup!
Mr EVANS: I am worried about Manjimup,

but I suspect towns out from Bunbury will be
served from Bunbury. They could have even a
direct Bunbury to the door of destination
operation. That is quite possible. It means the
smaller towns will lose their local carriers. The
local carriers will not be in on the act. In many
towns the local carriers will not even rate a
mention because those towns will be served from
the larger centres.

Once again, the Government is following its
well-known and well-practised policy of
developing the larger regional centres at the
expense of the smaller towns. We must bear in
mind what that means socially and economically.
In the case of Boyup Brook, Westrail staff is to be
reduced by nine-from I I to two. If nine
jobs are taken from a small country town, we are
talking not only about the economic capacity that
those jobs represent and a stimulation in the
economy by their wages, but also the numbers
that are available to participate in the various
sporting, leisure, and cultural facilities, amid other
activities that are about. When we do that, we
undermine the quality of life of a country town.
The reason is not one of economics. It is one of no
effort by large monopolistic road transport firms.

Mr Blailcie: The line to Katanning-
Mr EVANS: The Government had the temerity

to suggest that the Opposition was under the
direction of an outside body.

Mr Blaikie: Hear, hear!
Mr EVANS: If any party in this House is

under such control it is that of the Government
opposite.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Mr EVANS: It is prepared to sell Western

Australia. It is as cold-blooded as that. It would
be interesting to see the receipts that go in by way
of party contributions. The sooner that becomes
different in relation to Western Australian
politicians, the better. That is what it is all about.

It is as cold-blooded and cynical as that when it
is separated from all its finery. For the benefit of
country members opposite-not only the
Minister-I indicate that, judging by the way in
which the increase to farm inputs is going, it must
increase. The major requirements for farms are
fcrtiliser, oil, and items of that kind. They will not
be affected too much.
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If we look at the full range of items bearing in
mind the prices I have quoted, we note there will
be quite a few unhappy farmers in country areas,
when the penny finally drops. To be more precise.
I should say, "when it is allowed to be dropped";
that is, if the veil of secrecy is drawn aside by the
Government on the Treasury benches.

The previous Government speaker said that
employment was no problem, that there would be
no redunancies or loss of jobs, and that everyone
would be looked after. Government members
thought they could expect a round of applause.
However, after a closer look at the situation, and
after considering the staff in those areas who are
in their fifties we ask: Will there be a guarantee
of a job for them? Will they go to the
maintenance track? That is another facet of the
secrecy of the Government. The question of the
employment of those who have been made
redundant is of paramount importance, but we
have received no satisfaction in this regard from
the Government.

One shire council is perturbed about the effects
of transport on its roads when the joint venturers
become functional. There will be no finance
provided to assist those shires to Upgrade their
roads. The main arterial highways will not be
involved, but the secondary roads for which the
shires are responsible will have to be upgraded.

Mr Rushton: Could you tell me whether the
Opposition supports deregulation?

Mr EVANS: Will the Minister assist the
country shires with funding?

Mr Rushton: They will be given every
consideration.

Mr EVANS: They will be given consideration,
but no money. They want money.

The matter of mail carrying has been raised
and the figures indicate that Westrail carries for
74c a bag, but now the minimum rate will be $3 a
bag. The suggested cost for the 156 post offices is

1.15S million.
The fact that people will have to pay an

increase for postage stamps can be attributed in
part to the actions of this Government.

Mr Blaikie: And improved postal services.
Mr EVANS: There is no assurance that there

will be any improvement in the services at all.
Mr Rushton. Yes there is.
Mr EVANS: There is no assurance that the

system will function more satisfactorily in country
areas at all because we do not know how the
system will work. We do not know what it is. We
have no understanding of what each country
centre can expect by way of service.

it is time the Government came clean and
suggested to the country towns in Western
Australia what service they could expect. It
should say whether they will have three, four,
five, or I5 services a week. This should be made
clear. There has been silence on that matter.

Mr Rushton: Do you want me to indicate how
low it will go?

Mr EVANS: Let us hear it.

Mr Rushton: How low will it go under a
competitive system of choice?

Mr I. F. Taylor: Indicate how low it will go
then.

Mr Rushton: You are unreal.
Mr 1. F. Taylor: You are unreal.
Mr EVANS: In a telephone conversation with

a company representative I asked whether the
charge for a case of apples which is now $25
would apply after I July. The answer was, "No
way". That is the Minister's competition. That is
what the Minister, and the member for
Munda ring with his pious garbling, seemed to
highlight as being the benefit of free enterprise.
There is no competition where it matters.

How many times have you, Mr Speaker,
approached stock agents and asked whether they
would drop one per cent on their commission?
Any farmer who has tried that would know the
answer. There is no competition in that regard.

The member for Vasse used to raise beef cattle
with such perfection, but he never received one
iota of a decrease in percentage on the
commission charged to him. There will be no
decrease. The subcontractors and some of those
who are involved as carriers in the towns at the
moment may become involved and they will find
they will be screwed down. That is the sort of
competition that may eventuate once the
Government takes out Westra il.

Mr Rushton: Westrail will not be out; that is
what you should learn.

Mr EVANS: Why is the Government putting
in joint venturers? It should be done with
Westrail.

Mr Rushton: They get more competition, lower
prices, and lower freight rate.

Mr EVANS: What utter rubbish!
Opposition members: Hear, hear!
Mr EVANS: The Minister is still attempting to

mislead the people in this State. He has no
intestinal fortitute to state to people in country
areas, "This is our policy, and this is what it will
do."
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The Minister knows that an election is far too
close to do anything like that. He is not prepared
to solve this matter.

If the members who represent country
electorates are allowing this legislation to go
through, it is one of the most shameful events in
the history of this Parliament.

Mr Grewar: You will eat your words.
Leave to Continue Speech

Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: 1 move-

That I be given leave to continue my
speech at a later stage of the sitting.

Motion put and passed.
Debate thus adjourned.

FUEL AND ENERGY: PETROL

Price-Cantrol. Grievance
MR TONKIN (Morley) (4.28 p.m.]: I wish to

deal with the question of petrol retailing in this
State, which is in a state of crisis.

Members of the Government have said that
they are not in favour of price control. This
Government, which has been in power since 1974,
has done nothing to bring some order out of the
chaos in which the petrol retailing industry has
slipped.

Because of this Government's irresponsibility
and for ideological reasons, it says it does. not
believe in price control. However, we do have
price control for petrol retailing in Western
Australia, but it is not exerted by the elected
representatives of the people, it is exerted by oil
companies the only loyalty of which is to foreign
shareholders. The oil companies seem to have this
Government in their grip well and truly and as a
result of that price control, Western Australian
motorists are subsidising the motorists in other
States.

In order to be able to sell their fuel, service
station proprietors obtain a rebate. They cannot
survive without rebates. But they get the rebate
only if they sell at the price determined by the oil
company. As soon as they raise the price by O.1c
per litre, the rebate goes. It is hypocritical of the
Government to say it does not believe in price
control. It has been saying that for eight years
and now it is getting concerned because an
election is in the offing. The Government says it
does not believe in price control, but it is all right
for the oil companies to impose it.

Mr Evans: Is there competition among the oil
companies?

Mr TONKIN: There is certainly not genuine
competition. I will be dealing with that in a
moment; it is appropriate to refer to that in the
light of the debate which has just been adjourned.

The oil companies know that as a result of their
rebate policies they are in breach of the Federal
Petroleum Retail Marketing Franchise Act, and
in particular section 20. That is why they will
never put the matter of rebates in writing. I will
give as an example the experience of a service
station proprietor who asked for a rebate on 3
December. The oil company refused but did not
put it in writing. On IlI December the proprietor
asked for the refusal to be put in writing. The oil
company ignored him. On lB December the
proprietor again asked for a written refusal. His
letter was acknowledged verbally, but again
nothing was put in writing. That was because the
oil company realised it would be in breach of
section 20 of the Act. These rebates can be cut off
at any time without notice and that is done.

If, in order to increase his ridiculously small
margin, a proprietor in receipt of a rebate
increases the retail price-which is what free
enterprise is supposed to be about and what this
Government professes to espouse-the rebate
disappears. The proprietor will ind he is buying
fuel at half a cent a litre cheaper than the
company-operated station down the road is selling
it. Obviously he cannot work on a half-cent
margin, so he is forced to toe the line in order to
get back the rebate. The wholesale price of petrol
at the time this information was given to me was
37.71c a litre. Two company-owned service
stations in the vicinity were selling petrol at 37.9c
a litre. If the proprietor had sold at the same price
he would have been getting a margin of 0.19c a
litre above the wholesale price.

That is an impossible situation. The station
down the road is able to charge that price because
there is blatant discrimination and manipulation
of prices by the oil companies, which are laws
unto themselves.

I shall give another example in which the
buying price was 38.O1c a litre. The oil company
refused to give a rebate. The average sale price
from service stations in the vicinity was 38.5c a
litre. In order to compete, that service station
proprietor would have had to sell at a margin of
0.49c a litre. Obviously he cannot compete in that
situation. It gives the lie to the rubbish spouted by
this Government about its belief in free
enterprise. The Government is quite happy for
practices which are in restraint of free trade to
flourish in this State and they are flourishing to
the detriment of the small business person.
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A service station proprietor does not receive a
rebate until halfway through the following month.
So the proprietor who must pay cash on delivery
has to carry this huge amount of debt and does
not receive his rebate until the middle of the next
month. How can a businessman carry on in that
situation? Mark-ups today are as low as five per
cent. Who can operate a business on a mark-
up-not a profit-of five per cent? That is the
desperate situation to which some service station
proprietors are being reduced. The mark-ups are
lower than they were three or four years ago in
spite of the fact that costs are higher. Of course
the mark-up as a percentage of the wholesale
price is much lower, so people are going to the
will. Three years ago the South Australian prices
commission said that a 4c a litre mark-up was not
excessive. Yet today costs are greater and the
mark-up on which most service station proprietors
operate is 2c a litre.

They are permitted by legislation to buy 50 per
cent of their fuel from other sources, but they
cannot dispense it through the bowsers because
the bowsers are excluded from the terms of their
lease. One would think that a proprietor who
leased a bowser should be able to do what he liked
with it, in much the same way as one rents a
house. But the proprietor cannot because
although the service station is leased the bowsers
are excluded from the terms of that lease. They
are in a special agreement to prevent the
proprietor from dispensing such fuel through the
bowser. In any case, the Petroleum Retail
Marketing Franchise Act, at section 16 (2) (f),
states that retailing through franchise bowsers is
not permitted. So there is a legal impediment
under a Commonwealth Act and there is another
because of'the type of leasing arrangement.

The Opposition believes there should be
wholesale price control of fuel and that most of
the savings which come from that should be
passed on to the consumer. We do not say all the
savings should flow on because service station
proprietors are in a desperate position and some
of the benefit should go to them.

Oil companies should be completely divorced
from. retailing. The evil of vertical integration,
which is only one of the many aspects of practices
in restraint of trade in this way, leads to
monopoly, and, increasingly, the Liberal Party
has allowed this vertical integration to occur.

As these retailers are forced to the wall, a
monopoly will be created and the consumer will
be at the mercy of the giant oil companies which
will do as they like because they control the
market. This is what this so-called free enterprise
Government is allowing to happen. Retailers must

be permitted to buy products from other sources
in the same way that other retailers are allowed to
buy. We believe action should be taken quickly
for the sake of the consumer and of the small
business person. It is not good enough for the
Minister to talk about it. That is all he has done
so far. I suppose it might be said that he has not
been a Minister for very long. But his predecessor
did nothing either. Before the last election the
Government made a number of promises and the
service station proprietors were mollified. They
were told something would be done soon, but
nothing has been done.

MR SHALDERS (Murray-Honorary
Minister Assisting the Minister for Consumer
Affairs) [4.39 p.m.]: I want to take up the first
point the member for Morley made; I quote his
words, "The Opposition believes there should be
control of the wholesale price of fuel." That
situation already exists. The petroleum products
pricing authority sets a wholesale price for fuel.

Mr Tonkin: Why are rebates allowed? Has the
authority looked at the base price or just the
increase? It has not looked at the whole base
price. You know that.

Mr SHALDERS: It appears the member for
Morley wants to make my speech as well as his
own. What he is calling for already exists.

Mr Tonkin: You are ducking, and you know it.
Mr SHALDERS: The member said he wanted

control of the wholesale price of fuel. If he made
a blunder and a mistake in his speech, that is not
my fault.

Mr Davies: He admitted later that there was
control.

Mr SHALDERS; We have control of the
wholesale price of fuel throughout Australia.

Mr Tonkin: There is not. It
stamping, and you know it. That
Liberal colleagues in Victoria
Australia had to do something about

is a rubber
is why your
and South

it.

Mr SHALDERS: As the Honorary Minister
for Consumer Affairs in this State, I am not
satisfied that all of the components used and
taken into account by the pricing authority are
necessarily legitimate. I raised that factor with
the then Federal Minister for Consumer Affairs
(Mr Moore) at the time of the conference.

Mr Tonkin: Mr who?
Mr Davies: The late Mr Moore.
Mr Carr: Is he still a Minister?
Mr SHALDERS: I made the point it was my

opinion that there should be a disclosure of each
of the components taken into account.
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Mr Tonkin: Talk again; only words; and you
are in Government.

Mr SHALDERS: As a result of that, the
Federal Minister gave an undertaking that the
head of the pricing authority will come to Perth to
discuss the matter with me. I have already written
to the Minister asking him how quickly
arrangements can be made for the head of the
petroleum products pricing authority to visit
Western Australia and to discuss that matter with
Me.

Mr Tonkin: Words, words, words!
Mr Young: What did you expect him to do?

Shoot the bloke?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!

The member for Morley and the Minister for
Health will keep order! The member for Morley
made his address in comparative silence. I believe
the Honorary Minister is entitled to the same
consideration in making his reply. I remind both
sides of the House that I intend to ensure that he
is allowed to do so.

Mr SHALDERS: As I say, the member for
Morley already has found the PPPA guilty. It is
possible that components have been taken into
account that legitimately should not be taken into
account. The only way I can satisfy myself of
that is to discuss the matter with the head of the
pricing authority; and I have made arrangements
to do just that. In a very short time I will be in a
position to know whether what the member for
Morley says is correct, and whether, in fact, the
current wholesale price is being set on legitimate
factors. It is possible that some are not legitimate.
I do not think I could have done anything more
than that, or more quickly.

Mr Tonkin: You could act like they did in
Victoria.

Mr SHALDERS: Let me deal with the other
point the member made. He believed that we
should have full divorcement of oil compani.es
from the retailing of petrol. He did not give any
reason to back up his statement. He said he
believed that should be the case.

Mr Davies: Of course he did.
Mr SHALDERS: It is fine for him to have that

opinion. However, we have absolutely no evidence
to suggest that that will be any more beneficial
than the current provision under the
Commonwealth legislation, which calls for 50 per
cent divorcement by September.

I made a request to the Federal Minister to
provide evidence at the next meeting of Ministers
for Consumer Affairs as to what share of the

retail market is still in the hands of the oil
companies after they have divested themnselves of
50 per cent of the sites that they owned. I am sure
the member for Morley would agree that it is
highly unlikely that, having divested themselves of
50 per cent of the sites they owned formerly, they
have divested themselves of 50 per cent of the
market that they formerly had. However, we have
asked the Federal Minister to provide us with
evidence to show what percentage of the retail
market is still in the hands of the oil companies
after September, by which time they are required
to divorce themselves from 50 per cent of their
retail sites.

Mr Tonkin: When is that meeting?
Mr SHALDERS: At that time, Ministers in all

States of Australia will be in a position to
determine whether the oil companies' share of the
retail market has been reduced to what could be
considered a satisfactory level. I do not believe
that it is certain the interests of motorists are best
served by making the oil companies divest
themselves of control of all their retail outlets.
The oil companies represent one group only that
would be in competition with other retailers; and
this could ensure a fair price for fuel.

Mr Tonkin: Manipulating the wholesale price
all the time.

Mr SHALDERS: If there was any reason that
the oil companies should retain a certain
percentage of the retail sites, that could well be a
factor in keeping retailers honest and dinkum
about the price at which they sell petrol.

Mr Tonkin: Is that their history? Is that what
history suggests?

Mr SHALDERS: .The Commonwealth
Government has gone as far as insisting on their
divesting 50 per cent. It may be that the best
percentage would be 60 per cent, 70 per cent, or
80 per cent; but I am sure the Commonwealth
Government will make that decision, based on the
facts which come to light in the future.

A further point that the member made was in
respect of the difficulties that retailers have in
taking advantage of the provision which currently
exists for them to purchase 50 per cent of their
supplies from a company other than the one from
which they have leased their stations. I agree that
difficulties exist; and the member outlined the
reasons for them. I am taking steps to obtain and
consider the legislation which has been introduced
in another State. It is hoped that the legislation in
that State will make the provision effective.

I agree that the retailer should have the right to
purchase at least 50 per cent of his petrol from
wherever he can get the petrol at the most
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reasonable price; and, as I said, I am examining
the legislation which has been introduced in
another State to see whether it would be effective.
It would be best for the Commonwealth
Government-

Mr Tonkin: Which other State?
Mr SHALDERS: The Victorian Liberal

Government.
Mr Carr: It was then, anyway.
Mr SIJALDERS: I will examine that

legislation; but I believe it would be implemented
better by the Commonwealth on a national basis
so that it would be the same in all States.
However, the Commonwealth seems to be
reluctant to act. I asked the Commonwealth to do
so, but I have not received a firm indication that
it will.

If the Commonwealth will not act on this
-matter, and if I believe that we could do it
effectively on a State basis, I will recommend
legislation to the Cabinet.

Let me conclude by pointing out to the member
for Morley that in Sydney, where price control
exists and the wholesale price was reduced below
that set by the petroleum products pricing
authority by 2c a litre, the most commonly
attended BP service station is selling petrol at
38.6c a litre. I might add that no State tax is
taken into account in making that comparison. In
Brisbane, where there is no price control, the most
commonly attended BP service station was selling
petrol at 32.9c a litre. So much for the artificial
wholesale control imposed by the New South
Wales Government. In other words, it is simply
not effective.

HOUSING
Home Ownership: Grievance

MR SIBSON (Bunbury) [4.49 p.m.]: I will
address the next 10 minutes to the Minister for
Housing in relation to home ownership. In recent
months, quite a lot has been done in regard to
homne ownership and the problems evolving from
it. Because of the importance of home ownership
in Australia and, more particularly, in Western
Australia, the home building industry, which is a
vital industry and an important part of our State,
has to be watched continually so that an
atmosphere can be developed in which home
ownership is encouraged. Young people wish to
enter into marriage, and to raise a family when
they have their own home.

From the other side of it we have those people
who are interested in the industry, what we have
come to know as the home-building industry.

In recent times we have seen a rapid increase in
interest rates with an accompanying rapid
increase in the cost of land. We also have had a
corresponding increase in the cost of homes.

Mr Brian Burke: You mean building costs.
Mr SIBSON: Yes. When we put these facts

together we find that things are difficult for home
owners, especially young people buying their first
home. I have reached the conclusion that we need
to look at this problem in a much broader way
than we have before. I will ask the Minister to
look at a few innovations that may help.

One of the problems that has crept in is the
rather low deposits that have been accepted to
allow home ownership. In the past, money has
been available at reasonable rates, so it was
opportune to accept low deposits provided the
young couple were able to meet the repayments.
That has been the strict formula attached to low
deposits. It has been possible to obtain a loan on
an individual or combined income by meeting
perhaps 27.5 per cent of the overall salary as
payment. What this has done is make the
repayments high and the terms very long. It is not
uncommonl for repayments to range over 30 years.
This has added to the problems faced by young
home owners.

I propose that we consider an education
programme in the community which would
encourage young people, with the first pay packet
they receive, to save money to purchase a home.
This scheme could be used in their homes as it is
probable that many parents would interest
themselves in it because this is a way we can
encourage young people, an the day they receive
their first pay packet, to accept the responsibility
of planning for the purchase of their first home.

Today it is not uncommon for young people to
be earning in the vicinity of $200 a week. If we
imagine that two such young people ultimately
could come together in marriage and desire a
home in which to raise a family, we realise they
would be earning between them in the vicinity of
$400 a week.

Mr Brian Burke: If they started doing that
before they are sure they will get married, would
you not have terrible social problems?

Mr SIBSON: The Leader of the Opposition
has picked up a significant point, but I am
assuming that each individual will do this and
should two individuals eventually team together,
their separate savings could then be combined. it
is not uncommon for two young people of 16 years
of age to meet and stay together. However, I am
not suggesting that they automatically should join
together.
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My idea is that, rather than young people
deciding to put a large percentage of their initial
income into the purchase of a motorcar, they
should be encouraged to buy a more basic vehicle
with the thought in mind of putting up to 30 per
cent of their salary into a home savings account.
Some people might say that is done already, but
this has not occurred anywhere near enough. I do
not think many young people have been
encouraged sufficiently to do this, either through
education in the home or through the upper
echelons of the education system.

It would not be a bad idea to have a scheme
introduced into high schools and technical
colleges which would put an emphasis on this part
of young people's lives, It well could be extended
into their apprenticeship days and a programme
could be instituted in firms that employ young
people who, in this way, could be encouraged to
open a home savings account. These work well for
all sorts of reasons in the working pay packet of
industry.

The various branches of the Community Youth
Support Scheme could introduce such an
education programme. Here we have an ideal
opportunity to introduce this scheme, because the
people running these CYSS establishments are
trying to encourage young people to get into the
work force. We could have radio, Press, and
television programmes of the nature of "Life. Be
in it."

We cannot blame young people if they do not
understand that they should accept this
responsibility from an early age. Parents,
educators, and members of Parliament should
encourage young people to save for their first
home. An awful lot of benefit could be derived
from a scheme such as the one I have outlined.
For the benefit of the Leader of the Opposition, I
indicate that a young couple may have got
together and at the time of their marriage have in
the vicinity of 130 000 invested in a block of land
or in a home savings account.

Mr Brian Burke: One of the other problems is
that there is a lot of youth unemployment.

Mr SIBSON: I accept that, but let us consider
those young people who are emptoyed. Some
young people are unemployed, but we should not
assume that we should do nothing for the others.
We must hone in on those who are employed.
Some of these young people are earning good
money at a young age.

I put it to the Minister for I-ousing-and he
has done an awful lot of work in this field and
shown himself to be terribly responsible in
attempting to meet these problems during the

lime he has had his portfolio-zhat we should put
together a package of the sort I have outlined. I
would be quite prepared to help in this regard as
would many other Government members. We
could put together a package of this nature based
on an education programme.

Mr Brian Burke: The Minister is notable for
the times he goes missing at question time every
day.

Mr SIBSON: If the Leader of the Opposition
wants to help these young people he should allow
me to continue and not make such facetious
interjections; they do not help the young people of
this State.

Mr Brian Burke: Neither do you.
Mr SIBSON: When the Leader of the

Opposition has had his own youngsters facing this
problem he will realise how important it is- I look
forward to discussing the idea of an education
programme with the Minister.

MR SIIALIJERS (Murray-H4onorary
Minister Assisting the Minister for Housing)
[4.58 p.m.]:. At the outset t want to congratulate
the member for Bunbury for the positive
suggestions he made during his contribution this
afternoon. Hei positively identified the major
problem facing young home buyers today; that is,
the repayment of their loan.

Mr Carr: Marvellous!
Mr Davies: Has no-one ever noticed it before?
Mr SHALDERS: Young people today save

until they have the minimum deposit necessary to
qualify for a loan, whether from a building
society, a bank, or some other financial
institution. The fact that they have only a low
deposit means they must borrow the greater
percentage of their money to purchase their home,
and as a consequence their repayments are
extremely high.

It would be a great thing to try to educate
young couples to wait a little longer and to try to
accumulate a large deposit so that the amount of
loan they require is smaller, and as a consequence
their loan repayments arc less of a burden.
Hopefuly, it will be a low enough burden to allow
the wife to stop work and commence a family.
Today many young couples cannot afford to do
that. The Commonwealth Government recently
brought in two excellent provisions which will
help first home buyers; that is, the tax rebate
scheme and the revamping of the former homes
savings grant scheme. I am surprised that the
Opposition has been castigating the Federal
Government for bringing in these measures. If
they do not want to help first home buyers, for
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goodness sake, let them go out into the hustings
and say so. Instead of criticising the
Commonwealth Government, they should go out
and be fair dinkum and say to first home buyers,
"We do not believe you should be getting this
assistance."

Mr Davies: Are you well?
Mr SHALDERS: What the Commonwealth

Government has done in this respect is first class.
Mr Brian Burke: Do you agree with the

increase in bank rates, too?
Mr SHALDERS: I do not agree with the

increase, as the Leader of the Opposition knows.
Mr Brian Burke: You are praising the Federal

Government on the one hand, but are you
prepared to criticise it, on the other?

Mr SHALDERS: Yes. Our Premier's home
bond scheme should have been given a trial. I am
on public record as having said that before. If the
Leader of the Opposition wants to make a funny
face, as is his wont, he does not have to try
terribly hard.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be such a fool!

Mr SH-ALDERS: If he wants to pull faces and
ridicule that scheme put forward by the Premier
of this State, let me inform him it has the support
of the Premier of New South Wales (Mr Wran).

Mr Brian Burke: Thbkt is not true.
Mr SHALDERS: It is.
Mr Brian Burke: Have you read the transcript

of the Premiers' Conference?

Mr SHALDERS: It had the support of all
Australian State Premiers.

Mr Brian Burke: Have you read the transcript
of the Premiers' Conference?

Several members interjected.
Mr Brian Burke: If you had, you would have

seen that the Premier of this State was unable to
answer questions.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will desist from interjecting.

Mr SHALDERS: It is the Commonwealth
Government's responsibility and the ball is in its
court to take action across the board to help home
buyers throughout Australia. It has done so in an
excellent fashion for first home buyers.

However, as I have said before, the tax rebate
scheme should have been extended to all home
buyers in the low to middle income group. Quite
apart from what the Commonwealth Government
has done, as I am certain the member for
Bunbury would acknowledge, this State leads

Australia with the assistance it has given to home
buyers.

Mr Brian Burke: Rubbish!
Mr SHALDERS: The major credit of course

goes to my predecessor and the Leader of the
Government at that time (Sir Charles Court).

However, let us look at three further
developments that have occurred during the time
that the Hon. Ray O'Connor has been Premier of
this State. Firstly, we have introduced what is
commonly called a granny flat scheme to assist
elderly people.

Mr Brian Burke: How many have taken
advantage of that?

Mr SHALDERS: I could not tell the Leader of
the Opposition that offhand.

Mr Wilson: You never tell us anything!
Mr SHALDERS: That is not the point.
Mr Brian Burke: What do you mean, "That is

not the point"? It is so restrictive that it does not
Work.

Mr Blaikie: Neither do you!
Mr SHALDERS: What does it matter? We

have brought out an alternative scheme.
Mr Brian Burke: No-one has used it because it

does not work.
Mr O'Connor: Is what you are saying true?
Mr Brian Burke: It is too restrictive and is

typical of things you have said.
Mr SHALDERS: I am on record as having

said there will be a trial period, and there may be
some need for adjustment.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't boast about it until it
works!

Mr SHALDERS: What we are saying is that it
is a positive initiative.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: For whom?
Mr Tonkin: It is cosmetic government!

Mr SHALDERS: We also have announced the
Aboriginal housing purchase scheme to enable the
Aboriginal people of this State to borrow money
at low interest for the purchase of their own
homes. If the Leader of the Opposition is opposed
to that, let him say so. If members of the
Opposition are not opposed to that, let them come
out with a statement congratulating the
Government for that initiative.

Mr Brian Burke: We support the scheme.

Mr SHALDERS: As the Premier announced
the other day, this State also has added a further
$I million to the mortgage relief scheme which
was instituted by my predecessor.
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Mr Brian Burke: Because the committee had
run out of money!

Mr SHALDERS: l am very disappointed that
the Press did not really make much of that
announcement.

Mr Brian Burke: The committee had run out of
money. It had to have money to carry on.

Mr SHALDERS: Of course it did. The
Government has provided it.

Mr Brian Burke: There is nothing new about
financing a continuing operation.

Mr O'Connor: Except that you are paying out
new money for it.

Mr Brian Burke: If it did not have the money it
would have collapsed.

Mr 511ALDERS: It was SI million.
Mr Brian Burke: Is that a new initiative?
Mr SHALDERS: It was an initiative to add a

further 50 per cent. The Leader of the Opposition
just made that reference as though SI million is
nothing.

Mr Brian Burke: The whole scheme would have
collapsed.

Mr SHALDERS: We can understand the
Leader of the Opposition's philosophy if $I
million means nothing to him; pity the poor old
plight the taxpayers of this State will have to face
if ever, perchance, Labor gets into Government. It
will say, "We are putting up country water rates
by only $5 million or $6 million this year." As far
as we are concerned, $1 milliob is a significant
amount of money. It is there to assist all home
buyers who qualify for assistance.

Mr Brian Burke: Look at the hardship that
remains.

Mr SHALDERS: I do not deny that there is
still some hardship.

Mr Brian Burke: Then do something about it!
Mr SHALDERS: We certainly will not be

capitalising on family allowance payments as the
Leader of the Opposition would do. That is the
craziest and most nonsensical scheme anyone
could ever devise. If he has not kicked in the
backside the adviser who gave him that
suggestion, he is as silly as a wet week.

I conclude my remarks by saying again to the
member for Bunbury that his idea to try to
encourage young people to save for the future is a
good one. The goal of housing to be Firmly
established in their minds as one of the principal
reasons for saving when they are young so that
when they reach the stage of wanting to marry
and to purchase a home they hopefully will have
a larger deposit, is an excellent idea.

Mr Davies: If they ever have a job!
Mr SHALDERS: I mean this in relation to*

both the young man and his financee. Ideally,
they both should see that as their objective in the
future.

I have ascertained from my colleague, the
Minister for Education, that the banking scheme
still operates in Government schools.

Mr Brian Burke: I have never heard any
Minister boast about the hardship in housing as
you do today.

Mr SHALDERS: If students at school,
particularly those in secondary schools, are
encouraged to save, it can be only beneficial.
There is also CYSS and the "Life. Be in it"
programme. In conclusion, I want to say that both
avenues can be made equally as important. I take
cognisance of what the member for Bunbury has
said and I congratulate him for giving to this
House a number of positive suggestions tonight.

HEALTH AND HOSPITALS

Speech Pat hologists: Grievance

MR DAVI[ES (Victoria Park) 15.O8 p.m.]: As
Hansard might have noticed during the current
session, many questions have been asked relating
to speech pathologists. Those questions have come
both from the member for Dianella and from me
and, on one occasion, the subject was mentioned
during the Address-in-Reply. I expressed concern
at the shortage of these professional people in the
community. I hope the Government will do
something now about training a few extra
pathologists so we do not continue to have this
shortage.

It certainly was not an intentional campaign to
see these improvements. It just grew like Topsy.
The first shot was fired on 24 March when the
member for Dianella tabled in this House a
petition containing 2 445 signatures from people
throughout the metropolitan area. The petition is
here for those members wanting to have a look at
it. I doubt whether anyone has even bothered to
pick it up since it was tabled. The Clerks of the
House, of course, who properly recorded it, would
have done so.

This petition asks for three things to be done
and it forms the basis of my request and my
grievance which I express on this occasion, in the
hope that something will be done. The three
things that the petitioners request are, firstly, an
increase in the number of positions for speech
pathologists; secondly, the provision of more
decentralised speech therapy services; and,
thirdly, the introduction of speech therapy
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services within the Education Department. Each
of those three requests is simple. The petitioners
should be applauded for bringing the matter to
the notice or the Government in this way.

I do not say that the Government is not aware
of the shortage of speech pathologists, but I note
from the questions the member for Dianella and I
have asked and the answers we have been given,
that although it is aware of it, there has been no
indication that it will take any positive action to
improve the situation. Indeed, there has been a
demonstrated lack of interest in the matter.

In some respects speech pathologists have got
themselves to blame for not doing a better PR job
as far as the community goes. Many people look
on them as qualified elocution teachers when they
are far from that. They have a very positive and
valuable job to do in the community.

Earlier I mentioned that speech pathologists
previously were called speech therapists. They
have now taken unto themselves the name
"pathologists", and I discovered there was a
reason for this. As therapists, they were expected
to carry out the presciptions. of doctors. Doctors
would tell them what exercises were needed and
the therapists would see that the job was done.
The member for Subiaco, I am certain, will
correct me if I am astray on this; doctors know
very little about the practices of speech pathology.
That is not to be wondered about or sneered at in
any way. The speech pathologist's course extends
over four years and much of it takes place within
the teaching hospital environment. These speech
pathologists, as they are now properly called, are
able to examine, diagnose, prescribe, and treat.
Indeed, they do not require a medical facility-a
hospital or similar-for their pathology work.
They do, of course, require medical assistance if
there is a matter requiring surgery or other
medical attention because of disease or the like,
but generally they can function without the
assistance of doctors.

It is time the Government realised that these
people should not be operating entirely in a
medical atmosphere; i ndeed, they should be put
into the community and should be part of the
Education Department as well. That department
should have its own speech pathologists. It is quite
wrong that children should need to be taken away
from their class and have to go to a hospital, a
private practitioner, or a clinic and have their
school routine disrupted. The speech pathologist
should he able to attend at the school.

We only have to look at the work that is done
in regard to dental therapy to realise that there is
great value in there being dental clinics

established at certain schools. Certainly, some
students do have to move around, but usually only
on limited occasions. That is not presently the
case in regard to speech pathologists.

The present quota of pathologists at WAIT is a
school of 20 or 22 and I understand that
number possibly could be increased using the
existing facilities available.

I want to make the point most strongly that
now is the time we should be training these people
because there is a shortage of speech pathologists
in Western Australia. It is very difficult indeed,
because of the size of our State, to get a proper
coverage of the State from one -end of it to the
other. Despite the fact that the Government does
try to make the services available as widely as
possible, the state is covered very thinly indeed.

from questions I asked the other day, I
understand there is only one speech pathologist at
Albany, and a likelihood of another being
appointed. There are two speech pathologists at
Bunbury. and I think another was appointed at
Murray. They have to service almost the whole of
the south-west. When we consider the number of
people living within that region and the
availability of speech pathologists, we realise that
we do need more. We need them now.

The member for Dianella asked a question
about the number of people waiting for attention.
The estimate was that 628 people are waiting for
an appointment, and 878 for actual speech
therapy treatment. That does not include the
children who are in the intellectually handicapped
category and about whom I spoke the other night.
Some schools are absolutely denied the services of
a speech pathologist because the numbers simply
are not there to cope with them. In any case, no
intellectually handicapped child over the age of
12 years has access to a speech pathologist in
these schools. I suppose they can attend a speech
pathologist privately, if they want to; there
certainly is a great need.

These children have a severe handicap. It is bad
enough that they are unable to communicate;, it is
intolerable that they are not able to obtain access
to people who may be able to help them to
communicate. This problem needs attention right
now. Surely as politicians we know the value of
communication. More than anything, we find
communication our greatest asset. Yet, we have
people we are prepared to put into a home
situation-whether they be intellectually
handicapped people or the people about whom I
spoke earlier who are going to have their whole
future affected because they cannot get a simple
thing like a lisp attended to-and then deny them
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the services or a speech pathologist. I say the
speech pathologists need to be available in the
education system. There might have been a time
when they bad to work within the health system,
but, at present, surely they must also work within
the education system.

Now is the time to do something about it and to
ensure we train more pathologists. We must
acknowledge that the immediate need is to recruit
additional pathologists. One needs to look only at
the number of questions which have been asked
and replies received to realist a problem exists. I
believe the I Government-perhaps
u nconsciously-acknow ledges the existing need.
We must arrange to train more speech
pathologists. If the Government does not arrange
for the intake at WAIT to be increased above the
present level of 20-1 repeat that WAIT can take
additional numbers, using existing facilities-we
Most Certainly will when we take Government
next year.

MRt YOUNG (Scarborough-Minister for
Health) [5.17 p.mn.]: The member for Victoria
Park has raised a very important matter. The
Government's recognition of the need for better
facilities in respect of speech therapists is not an
unconscious one; it is quite serious. During the
course of my reply-which, obviously, must be
brief-I will endeavour to explain to the House
what steps are being taken in respect of this
matter. In fact, I welcome the opportunity the
member for Victoria Park has given me because I
intended to make a statement on this matter in
the not-too-distant future.

One of the most important handicaps to a
person's optimum development must be the lack
of ability to co-ordinate and communicate
effectively with his fellow man. This problem can
arise as a result of a person's being brain
damaged either by accident, or as a naturally
occurring phenomenon whereby he is born
intellectually handicapped, or by having some
form of speech defect. I am sure the member for
Victoria Park would realise the matter is not as
simple as he implies when he says, "It is an
education problem."

Mr Davies: There is a need for therapists in
both the education and medical fields.

Mr YOUNG: When one starts examining the
whole problem, one sees the difficulty or working
out exactly how to deploy the available speech
therapists. Currently, we are examining the need
for review on three fronts. First, we must examine
exactly what we are going to do in regard to the
organisation of speech therapy services. The point
the member for Victoria Park and I were just

discussing is an important part of that. The
question is: Do we employ the speech therapist in
an educational setting, in the intellectually
handicapped field, in the hospital field, or in the
social work field? Perhaps we should provide the
service by some other method. In other words, if a
person, is say, in hospital as a result of an
accident, and requires speech therapy, is the
speech therapist employed by the hospital? When
that person leaves the hospital and perhaps is
brain damaged or is permanently affected in some
other way, does the speech therapist become
employed by the institution to which that person
moves, or by some other body such as the Public
Health Department, the Education Department,
or the like?

In other words, the matter is open to some
degree of translation as to the best method of
organising the employment of speech therapists. I
have given some thought to the proposition that
we should employ a chief speech therapist, a
superintendent, or a co-ordinator of speech
therapy in Western Australia, who could co-
ordinate all the services which may need to be
delivered; that is a proposal which is being
seriously considered.

The next question is the need to review the
method of delivering the services of speech
therapy; this is a matter which has not been open
to much public attention. It has been put to me
that, given the fact chat we cannot always have
the ideal situation-a one-to-one speech therapist-
patient ratio-if the speech therapists organise
themselves properly it may be possible to
eliminate waiting lists by educating people
needing the speech therapy. This can be done in a
number of different ways. For example, we could
have the one-to-one situation, where the therapist
embarks on an intensive programme, dealing with
only one patient. Another method is to have the
speech therapist respnsible for five or six
patients. The speech therapist can deal with a
group of patients and get them to work together
so that they achieve certain skills at certain times.
Of course, that is a slower process than the one-
to-one method, but at least it keeps the patients
occupied, and learning something. One speech
therapist may be able to handle up to 10 such
people in a group.

Another method is for the therapist to train a
group of parents or teachers who have
responsibility for a number of people requiring
speech therapy so that they, in turn, can pass on
their knowledge to the people for whom they have
responsibility. Once again, that is a less effective
method than the other two suggestions, but at
least it represents a distribution of speech therapy
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skills over a wider area. It would eliminate
waiting lists and enable people at least to get on
with the job.

Mr Wilson: That would be more appropriate in
some areas than in others, would it not?

Mr YOUNG:, Yes. It would depend on the
capacity of the parents and the degree of
intellectual capacity of the people requiring
therapy. That is another aspect of this whole
question which has not been aired, but which
must be given serious consideration in the overall
planning of these services. Then, and only then,
can we start training more therapists. We must
know how we are to deploy the available
manpower and how effectively we can deliver
speech therapy services to the people who need
them. It is only when all these matters are
resolved that we will know how many speech
therapists we need.

To take a hypothetical example, it could be
suggested that, if we are to deliver speech therapy
on a one-to-one basis, we need, say, 150, 250,' or
even 600 more therapists; if we are to employ the
second method, let us say 100 more therapists are
required; by using the third method, perhaps we
would require only 20 more therapists. I stress
that they are hypothetical figures which are not to
be'quoted; I am simply plucking figures out of the
air as an example of the point I am trying to
make. I am endeavouring to explain how the
estimates people make are affected by the method
of treatment we employ.

It is only when we have sorted out all aspects of
this problem that we can establish exactly how
many more therapists we need to train. The
Government is not unaware of the problem:
however, it is not as simple as our saying, "It is an
education problem, a health problem, or a brain
damage problem." The problem occurs in many
areas, and it cannot be overcome by a person
simply saying, "We need X number more speech
therapists." We need to know the criteria on
which the person making the statement bases his
claim.

Mr Davies: We should look at the possibility of
our training a few more immediately, because it
will be four years before they are qualified in this
field.

Mr YOUNG: The member for Victoria Park
would realise that is something I would like to do.
However, I am not prepared to start training a
few more therapists until I know how many more
we need to train and exactly where they are
headed, after their training has been completed. It
is a very complicated matter to organise a
paramedical training programme. It is no good

our training a Few if we need a tremendous
number, and it is no good our training a
tremendous number if we can deploy the existing
services in a better way.

I recognise the importance and the urgency of
the matter. 1 thank the member for Victoria Park
and the member for Dianella for raising the
matter, and I assure them their representations
have not been overlooked.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: WANNEROO
SHIRE CO UNCIL

Unauthorised Land Sales: Grievance

MR NANOVICH (Whitford) [5.27 p.m.]: My
grievance relates to allegations made over the past
six or seven months that the Shire of Wanneroo
has been engaged in iIlegal land sales. It is a great
pity these statements have continued to be made.
The Wanneroo Shire Council sought a legal
opinion on land sales; it wished to know whether
[and could be sold by private treaty.
Unfortunately, the shire's legal advisers were
given an outdated document on which to base
their opinion. I do not say the solicitors gave an
incorrect opinion on the document provided to
them; their opinion probably was correct.
However, what should have accompanied town
planning scheme I was amendment 89.

1 raise the matter this afternoon because I
believe the issue must be settled one way or
another.

Mr Pearce: Before the Wanneroo Shire Council
elections in May, you mean.

Mr NANOVICl-: I am not asking the member
for Gosnells for his opinion; he has only just
entered the Chamber. He should give someone
else the opportunity to make a few remarks in this
place.

Mr Pearce: It is a political stunt.
Mr NANOVICH: It is not. It was only when

the member for Gosnells stuck his nose into the
shire that the trouble started. The matter should
be cleared up once and for all. The Wannerco
Shire Council was given a legal opinion that it
could not sell land by private treaty within the
area known as location 1586, Wangara. I agree
that the sale of certain land within the shire
required the Governor's approval under section
266 of the Local Government Act. However, I
believe very few lots were to be sold which
required such approval. Those lots were contained
in the area known as Flynn Drive and in the area
known as the Onangara industrial estate, which is
covered by town planning scheme 5.
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Mr Pearce: So you think you have better legal
knowledge than the shire council's own solicitors?

Mr NANOVICH: I do not profess to be a legal
eagle.

Mr Pearce: The only legal knowledge you have
is the document you got from the Crown Law
Department and made available to the dissident
ratepayers.We have discussed that.

Mr NANOVICH: That opinion from the
Crown Law Department is a correct opinion
because an opinion was sought from private legal
advisers who supported the Crown Law
Department's opinion.

Mr Pearce: It is not what the shire says
anyway.

Mr NANOVICH: I am not worried about what
the member for Gosnells is trying to say now. He
is attempting to confuse the issue because he
knows what I say is correct.

Mr Pearce: Like fun it is correct. It is a
political stunt for the council elections.

Mr NANOVICH: The member for Gosnells is
only making an ass of himself.

The SPEAKER: Order! Could I prevail upon
the member for Whitford to address his remarks
to the Chair and to ignore the interjections and
could I prevail also upon the member for Gosnells
to desist from interjecting.

Mr NANOVICH: Thank you. Mr Speaker.
When the council sought this legal opinion on the
alleged illegal land sales, the legal advisers gave
an opinion on land in Flynn Drive, land which was
not the subject of a town planning scheme, and
also in relation to town planning scheme 5 where
some land did not conform with the requirements
of the town planning scheme. I believe that once
the town planning scheme has been implemented
it is law and it gives the council the right to
operate within the text of that scheme.

Mr Pearce: You can't override State law
though.

Mr NANOVICH; It all comes under the
control of the Town Planning and Development
Act. So when council originally had the area of
location 1586 rezoned, it then amended its town
planning scheme 1. That amendment was No. 89,
and it quite clearly sets out that the council can
dispose of lots created within location 1586 upon
such terms and conditions it may think fit. So it is
the law, and if it is not the law, every town
planning scheme is illegal.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: I rise on a point of order, Mr

Speaker. Previously during grievance time we

have discussed whether or not grievances fall
within the province of a particular Minister. You
will remember that the member for Morley had a
grievance ruled out on the grounds that he was
attempting to grieve on a matter within the
jurisdiction of a Federal Minister. Unless the
member for Whitford is able to demonstrate that
his grievance comes within the purview or a
Minister here and not just within the purview of a
local authority, it appears that his grievance is out
of order.

The SPEAKER: It appears to me that the
member for Whitford is in order in that local
authorities act under a Statute of this Parliament
which is administered by the Minister for Local
Government. I therefore rule it is in order.

Grievance Resumed
Mr NANOVICHI: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I

mentioned earlier that the matter has to be
cleared up one way or another. Why cannot the
Town Planning Department and the Department
or Local Government get together to work out
whether or not the Town Planning and
Development Act overrides the requirements of
section 266 or the Local Government Act?

As I mentioned earlier, a town planning scheme
is law, and a town planning scheme, as amended,
is also law. Therefore, I believe the council has
acted correctly in the past by selling land by
private treaty in location 1586 known as
Wangara. The opinion of the Crown Law
Department was on the opinion given by the
council's legal advisers, Keall Brinsden & Co, and
the Crown Law Department clearly spelt out that
the council had full rights to dispose of land
within that location because of the amendment to
the town planning scheme which gave it that
power.

The council quoted at a public meeting that
other land which came within town planning
schemes also had been sold illegally. It does not
make sense. A town planning scheme is the law,
the council has erred, and I believe the council's
legal advisers have erred.

I mentioned earlier that the opinion given to
council in relation to the original town planning
scheme is probably correct, but the legal advisers
did not receive a copy or that amendment, and
therefore could not give an opinion on the full
facts. Of course they will continue to say that the
opinion they gave is correct. They are leading
the Wanneroo, Shire Council into more problems.
It is a great pity that is happening because that
legal opinion is all the council has on which to
hang its hat. Until the matter is corrected, the
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council will continue in the same direction. I am
certain that the council's legal advisers have
blundered, and they could be accused-

Mr Pearce: You say they have blundered. You
are no lawyer-you would not have a clue.

Mr NANOVICH: -of professional negligence.
That is what I am trying to tell members.

Mr Brian Burke: Settle down!
Mr NANOVICH: I hope that some

satisfaction can be achieved. I will continue to
take the matter up until the whole issue has been
resolved. In my opinion the past council acted
correctly.

Mr Pearce: Were you present at the time?
Mr NANOVICH: The guidelines of the town

planning scheme were followed.
Mr Pearce: State your interests. They are

trying to cover illegal actions.
MRS CRAIG (Wellington-Minister for Local

Government) [5.36 p.m.]: I regret that I must
commence my remarks this evening by indicating
to the member for Whitford that I do not think I
will be able in any way to clear the legal situation
that he alluded to today. However, perhaps I can
clarify the overall situation a little.

I understand the clause of the town planning
scheme to which he referred is a clause under
which previous councils of the Shire of Wanneroo
sold land within certain areas of the shire. At a
later time, and after many of those sales had been
effected, a new council believed that perhaps that
procedure was not strictly in accord with the law,
and so sought a legal opinion to determine
whether or not it was right. The legal opinion
indicated, as I recall it, that it was the belief of
that particular solicitor that application ought to
be made under section 266 of the Local
Government Act-I think that is the correct
section-for the Governor's approval if land is to
be sold by private treaty. That opinion and only
that opinion was referred to the Crown Law
Department for comment, and that is the basis of
the difficult situation in which we find ourselves.

The Crown Law Department indicated, in its
judgment of that comment only, that it did not
think anything illegal had occurred. As you know,
Mr Speaker, it is not competent for me to make a
legal judgment, and I do not believe the situation
will be clarified completely until it is resolved by
litigation. However, I would say that it is wrong
to assert, as has been asserted unfortunately, that
when the council made application for the
Governor's approval of a sale by private treaty,
and when I considered that application and gave
that approval, inherent in my action was an

indication that because the approval had not been
sought previously there was a misdemeanour.
That would he a quite false assertion. All that I
did was to examine the application from the shire
which sought the approval of the Governor for a
sale by private treaty. It was considered in that
light alone, and that approval by the Governor
was sought.

Mr Pearce: So you did not actually consider
whether or not you had to give approval?

Mrs CRAIG: That is exactly right. If I recall
correctly this matter was referred to me by the
council under the provisions of section 266 of the
Local Government Act. Members will be aware
that I did not know this matter was to be raised
this afternoon, so I hope that I am referring to the
correct section. That section indicates that sale by
private treaty requires the Governor's approval. I
will not enter into a debate as to the legal
question of whether or not a clause in a scheme
text overrides or does not override the provisions
of the Local Government Act. When the council
requested my approval, I treated the matter in the
light of the Local Government Act alone.

I hope that my explanation has in some way
clarified the position, and not muddied the waters
even further.

The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

Sittring suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

MINING ACTf 1978: DISALLOWANCE
OF REGULATIONS

Notice of Motion No. 8

MRO'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Premier) [7.30
pi.m.]: I move-

That Notice of Motion No. 8 be now
considered.

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: On a point of order, Sir, I would

like some direction from you as to what action I
should follow, or apply to the Standing Orders to
have Notice of Motion No. 9 brought forward?

The SPEAKER: The action open to the House,
if it wishes to deal with some other item, would be
to defeat this motion.
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Debate Resumed
Question put and

following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Rlaikie
Mr Carr
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Davie
Mr Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Grill
Mr Hassell
Mr Kerzfeld
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Laurance

Mr Cowan

a division taken with the

Ayes 39
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaras
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Rushton
Mr Shalders
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
M r Spriggs
Mr L. F. Taylor
Mr Trethowan
M r Tubby
Mr Watt
MrT Witliams
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman (Teller)
Mr Nanovich

(Teller)
Noes 2

Mr Stephens

Question thus passed.

MINING ACT 1978
Disallowance of Regulations.- Motion

MR GRILL (Yilgarn-Dundas) 17.38 p.m.]: In
the absence of the Leader of the Opposition, i
would like to move the motion concerning the
Mining Act which stands in his name on the
notice paper. I move-

That regulations made under the Mining
Act 1978, published in the Government
Gazette on 13 November 1981 and laid on
the table of the House on 17 November 1981
be and are hereby disallowed.

The Opposition is well aware that the
Government has foreshadowed that it intends to
bring to this House, at a later date, some fairly
substantial amendments to the Mining Act, and
subsequently to the regulations under that
Act.

We on this side of the House are not privy to
those proposed amendments but from what we
know of them, they do not appear to go far
enough in solving the objections made against the
regulations by prospectors and those related to the
mining industry.

However, the Opposition does not intend to
prejudge those amendments. It intends to look at
them when they come before the House. The
Minister for Mines has indicated tonight that it
may be some considerable time before they do
come to this House. Nonetheless, we feel that we
must be responsible with respect to those
amendments, and to the Act and the regulations

as well as to the industry. With regard to that
responsibility, it is my intention tonight, as
representative of the Opposition, to speak to this
motion and allow the matter to be adjourned so
that the amendments to the Act may be
considered.

Hopefully, those amendments will come
forward quicker than has been foreshadowed by
the Minister because the Government's record in
respect of the Mining Act is not good.

The Act was introduced and passed in
1978. It took an inordinate period for
regulations under chat Act to be drafted and
brought before the House and it has taken even
longer for this Government to finally realise that
further very substantial amendments to the Act
are needed.

The question must be asked: Why is it that at
this time the Government is foreshadowing
amendments to the new Mining Act when only
last year-in November-very substantial
amendments to the Act were brought before this
House? I do not think the public and members in
this House really appreciate how substantive
those amendments to this Act were.

Mr P. V, Jones: You are referring to the private
landholder and the provisions for oil, shale and
transitions?

Mr GRILL: The Minister would be well aware
of those provisions; in fact they relate to the iron
ore industry and temporary reserves, but they had
not been catered for in the initial Act.

Mr P. V. Jones: That is in the transitional
provisions.

Mr GRILL: Yes, they were substantive
amendments.

The amendments foreshadowed by, the
Government are not only substantive, but also
amendments against which the Government set its
face at a very early stage. The amendments that
the Government now foreshadows were in
submissions placed before the Government some
three to four years ago. We must ask the reason
that the Government is moving, at this stage, to
implement those recommendations when very
similar amendments were put before the
Government by numerous bodies some years ago.
The Government stubbornly said at that time that
it was not prepared to amend the Act along the
lines which are now foreshadowed.

People in this House-and I can see one or two
such people on the other side of the House-have
already argued for those amendments, but the
then Minister said they were not necessary or
desirable.

1 do not wish to labour this point; however, the
only conclusion that reasonably can be drawn is
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that the amendments are being made for political
expediency. We have one of the most important
pieces of legislation which regulates our most
important single industry-the mining
industry-but the provisions it contains are being
dictated by political expediency alone. That is the
conclusion to which we must all come with respect
to the foreshadowed amendments to the Mining
Act.

The Minister admitted here tonight that he was
unable to give a timetable for the introduction of
these amendments. I think it behaves him to act
much more expeditiously in regard to them.

Mr P. V. Jones: I said we had given an
undertaking, as we did previously with all the
amendments that have been made, to talk with
industry when the drafting is complete. What I
am signalling is that they cannot be introduced in
this autumn session because the discussions will
not be completed. Therefore, they must be
introduced in the second part of this session.

Mr GRILL: The Minister has indicated that it
will not be possible to introduce the amendments
in this part of the session.

Mr P. V. Jones: That is correct; it would not be
fair to the industry.

Mr GRILL: if I were to use the common
vernacular, I could put it in a fairly succinct way.
However, all I will say is that the Government
needs to be a great deal more expeditious about
bringing forward these amendments than it has
been in the past about implementing the new Act
and bringing forward the regulations under the
Act. If this Act is as important as I think it is,'
and as important as the Government has told us
in the past that it is, that is the way it needs to be
looked at. The Government has not dealt with and
is not dealing with it expeditiously at all.

When the Act was introduced in 1978, we were
told that its objectives were to streamline the
exploration activities of mining companies, to
bring the mining laws of the State up to date, and
to justify exploration and facilitate the ease of
operation of the Act.

Of course all these objectives are very
laudatory and no-one would argue with them.
However, it is an overwhelming belief of the
people associated with the industry that the Act
we presently have-and let me also refer to the
regulations that support the Act.-has not been
operating well. The only object really being served
by this new Act and by the regulations is the least
of those objectives I have mentioned; namely, the
ease of operation of the mining laws of this State

by the Mines Department, basically a
bureaucracy.

We have heard members on the Government
side, and especially the former Premier (Sir
Charles Court) talk long and loud about
bureaucracy. However, if one examines the record
of the Court Government in respect of
bureaucracy, one finds it is not a very pretty
picture, and I have mentioned this before in the
House. If anything the former Premier was the
"prince of bureauckats"-he created more
Government and statutory bodies and at a raster
rate than did any other Premier before him. In
fact, he created such bodies at about twice the
rate at which they were created by the Tonkin
Government which he labelled as socialistic and
bureaucratic. Consequently, it would appear that
of the three major objectives set out by the
Government only one is really being served by the
legislation it has espoused.

I have indicated we are well aware that the
Government is bringing forward amendments to
the Act, and certainly we do not want to prejudge
those amendments. However, we do not intend to
abdicate our right and responsibility-and I really
believe it is a responsibiity-to put forward this
motion tonight and to put forward what we
believe to be the general case for the disallowance
of these regulations. Even on the basis that
substantivc amendments will be made to the Act,
one would have to appreciate that the Act under
which we are to allow our mining laws to be
governed for at least seven or eight months, is an
Act which the Government, by its very actions,
has now conceded is inadequate. It has conceded
that the Act is inadequate by virtue of the fact
that it has indicated it will bring forward some
very substantive amendments.

Just let me say again: By its own actions the
Government has admitted to the House and to the
people of this State that this Act is inadequate in
its present form, and as a result, the regulations
under it-and I come back to the regulations
because they are 'what we are debating-are
inadequate also.

On behalf of a very large section of the mining
industry, we submit to members that the
new Mining Act and the regulations under it in
part have the object of killing off the prospector,
the small mining company, and the entrepreneur.
All those groups of people have a very proud
history in our State, going back to the days of
Paddy Hannan and even earlier. No matter how
we label these people-and I realise that the word
"entrepreneur" is a rather dirty word in society at
this time-prospectors are entrepreneurs; they are
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people out working on their own digs and they are
taking the luck of the game as it comes.

On numerous occasions 1 have heard it stated
that the object of this Act is to get rid of the
entrepreneurs and that means getting rid of the
prospectors, and by and large, the small mining
companies which do act on an entrepreneurial
basis. Even the major mining companies have now
come around to a position of opposition to this
Act and its regulations. They now realise that
they cannot climb up on to the ivory towers in
which they have lived in the mining industry by
virtue of the fact that the prospectors out in the
field are the cheapest and easiest way of exploring
this country. We must have people out in the
field, and the best way to get people out in the
field is to support the prospectors. Even the lay
members of the Liberal Party are well aware of'
that fact and they attack this Mining Act, and
they have done so at their conferences, if the
Press reports are correct, on the basis that the
philosophy of the Act is wrong. It seems to me
that a great deal of the support for this Act and
its regulations comes from the people who espouse
a completely different philosophy from that set
out under this Act and regulations, and much of
what has been said by the Minister flies in the
face of stated and long-held beliefs within the
Liberal Party itself.

Mr Coyne: This is your Act you know; you
introduced it. You are hypocrites.

Mr Davies: That was 1972.
*Mr Coyne: It is the same philosophy.
Mr Davies: You have had three shots at it since

then.
Mr GRILL: Even now some back-bench

members of the Liberal Party realise just what
terrible damage the Act will do to the mining
industry of this State. Some of them have not
been fobbed off or duped by the cosmetic
amendments to the Act, and I say:. Strength to
their arm. They are people of some integrity and
they are determined to stick to their guns. The
-member for Murchison-Eyrc should know better,
but he was prepared to accept, and was and is
content with amendments which by any definition
at all, were purely cosmetic. I make no criticism
of the member for Roe. His contribution was a
good one, and he has been responsible for some of
the amendments foreshadowed by the
Government. However, they do not go far enough.

The member for Murchison-Eyre was fobbed
off with minor amendments right at the
beginning. He must examine his position.

Mr Pearce: His position is very shaky.

Mr GRILL: He knows more than does the
member for Roe, and he well knows he was
fobbed off.

Mr Coyne: You should examine your own
position. You are a part-time member, a part-
time solicitor, and a part-time entrepreneur.

Mr Young: Fair comment!
Mr GRILL: That is quite correct.
Mr Pearce: The contribution made by the

member for Murchison-Eyre exceeds that of
almost any back-bencher on the Government side!

Mr Young: He can support himself,-you know.
Mr Pearce: He is rubbished in his own

electorate.
Mr Young: He can look after himself.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Tubby): Order!
Mr GRILL: Some members in this House from

time to time resort to petty and mean comments
about other members. I do not want to number
myself amongst those members, but I will say
quite openly that, yes, I am a company director.

Mr Coyne: You are a part-time member of this
House.

Mr GRILL: Yes, and a part-time lawyer.
Mr Coyne: And you are a part-time

entrepreneur.
Mr Pearce: You have a part-time

electorate-2 000 people.
Mr Coyne: You have more tenements than

other prospectors.
Mr GRILL: The member for Murchison-Eyre

has made those accusations, and I am saying to
him and to you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Tubby),
that there is some truth in the member's
statement.

Mr Coyne: You should declare an interest in it.
Mr Davies: What has this to do with the Act?

Are you ashamed of your stand on it?
Mr Coyne: I am not. I have gone around my

electorate and faced every one of my constituents
and told them where I stand.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Tubby):
Order!

Mr Mclver; They burnt you in Meekatharra,
didn't they?

Mr GRILL: Let there be no vagueness about
my position. I am a company director and a
prospector. I do not mind being called those
things.

Mr Coyne: You do mind it;, you know you are
trembling at the knees right now.
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Mr Pearce: Prospecting is an honourable
profession.

Mr GRILL: Let us get one thing clear: The
Opposition is moving to disallow the regulations
on the basis that the Act and its regulations will
be detrimental indeed to the mining industry
of this State. We moved this motion with the
object of-

Mr Sibson: Nationalising the industry!

Mr GRILL: -letting us return to the old
Mining Act and its regulations.

Mr Sibson: You want to nationalise the
industry.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: You are a standing joke in this
House.

Mr GRILL: By its inactivity since 1978, the
Government has conceded that the 1904 Act was
a very effective one both in terms of the past and
in modern times.

Mr Coyne: Yes, one bloke in Meekatharra has
14 000 acres within 14 kilometres of Meekatharra
and he has held it under the present Act for live
years and has not put a pick in the ground. You
are talking about the new Act!

A Government member: I wonder who his
solicitor is?

Mr GRILL: The old Act has served this State
very well indeed. We do not say it is perfect, but
by and large it has benefited the State. The
Government has not been quick to implement the
new Act, knowing that the old Act is still working
very well. The old Act is a better basis for new
legislation than is the 1978 Act. What we need is
an Act that will make the mining laws of this
State clearer, more flexible, and more certain.

Mr Coyne: How many prospectors have you
conned in your practice?

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: On a point of order, Sir, I am

sure the honourable member needs no protection,
but I think questions such as, "How many
prospectors have you conned in your practice?"
are really unparliamentary and ought to be
withdrawn.

Mr Nanovich: You can talk!

Mr Coyne: I am asking how many he has
conned.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Tubby): There
is no point of order.

Mr Pearce: What a disgusting ruling that was.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Mr GRILL: It is of extreme irony that the

Government has moved so slowly to implement
the new Act and regulations. The new legislation
simply is not working and I submit that it will not
work and adequate figures are available to prove
that fact. Some of the more germane figures are
those supplied by the Minister for Mines only last
week when he indicated that the number of
applications for tenements in the months of
January and February of this year as compared
with January and February of last year have
fallen by about 2 000 per cent. Some of that can
be explained by depressed metal prices, but only a
fraction of it.

Mr Coyne: Ninety per cent of it can be
explained in the same way.

Mr GRILL: If we compare, for instance, the
figures from other States-and on television
recently the figures for New South Wales were
given-

Mr Sibson: Mainly in coal.
Mr GRILL: Coal is also depressed. The figures

for New South Wales were compared with the
figures for Western Australia. New South Wales
is still a fairly substantial mining State. The
figures there indicated that the number of
applications for tenements in January and
February of this year had improved on the figures
for January and February last year. They had not
gone backwards.

In the long term-and I say this sincerely; at
the bottom of his heart the Minister must realise
it-the Act must fail because, philosophically, it
is based on the wrong premise. The Act was
acceptable at the turn of this century in terms of
the degree of control it gave to bureaucrats, or the
amount of discretion which it gave to the
Minister. However, times have changed.

Just as this House of the Parliament and the
other place have changed in terms of the amount
of absolute control-we are all aware of the
democratic changes that have evolved over the
years-so must the mining laws of this State
change to make them freer, as I said before, more
flexible, and more certain, and to bring to them a
degree of democracy that they did not have
before. That means, in a nutshell, a decrease in
the level of bureaucratic control and a decrease in
the amount of absolute discretion exercised by the
Minister.

We know also that the old Act has embodied
within it a large degree of ministerial discretion.
As I said before, the old Act is not perfect. That
is an area in which we would make substantive
changes if we became the Government next year.
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Mr Davies: When!
Mr Coyne: Is there less ministerial discretion

under this Act than under the old Act?
Mr GRILL: I do not want to become involved

in that argument.
Mr Coyne: You are a qualified solicitor. You

should know.
Mr GRILL: It is a matter of degree. From this

side, we submit that the level of bureaucratic
control is too high in both sets of legislation.

The Government's major argument against the
disallowance of these regulations, or at least the
argument which it has touted the most through
the Press, is the spectre of chaos that would be
created if the regulations were disallowed. As we
all know, if the regulations were disallowed,
the new Mining Act would be very hard to
administer. In fact, it would be impossible.

But the Government cannot rely on that
argument. It is being hypocritical in raising the
spectre of chaos, because it was the Government
which created the conditions precedent for the
spectre of chaos laic last year. The Minister will
remember this well. When the amendments to the
new Mining Act came before the House, he
sought mue out and indicated that he would like
the Opposition to deal with the amendments to
the Act as expeditiously as possible. We co-
operated with him in that regard.

Mr P. V. Jones: You mean the ones that were
done last year?

Mr GR ILL: Yes.
Mr P. V. Jones: That's right.
Mr GRILL: We put them through as quickly

as possible on the basis that the Government
would introduce the regulations quickly and lay
them on the Table of the House so that any
motion for disallowance could be dealt with
exhaustively then, and the outcome would have
been known.

Mr P. V. Jones: That's right.
Mr GRILL: For some reason never

explained-and I hope it will be explained during
the course of this debate-the Government did
not introduce the regulations quickly after the
amendments were dealt with. In fact, it came to
the dying days of the Parliament before the
regulations were tabled. It would have been very
reckless of the Government to go ahead,' as it had
initially hoped, on I January 1982 and
promulgate the new Act, well knowing that any
motion for disallowance would not be dealt with
during the last Parliament and would, of
necessity, have to be dealt with during this session
of the Parliament.

I put out a Press release for public
consumption-

Mr P. V. Jones: That is quite right.
Mr GRILL: -warning the Government that

this situation would arise.
Mr P. V. Jones: You did not move to disallow

straightaway. Do you remember that? You did
not move to disallow when they were tabled.

Mr GRILL: That is correct; but we did it
within 14 days, well within the time period.

Mr P. V. Jones: If you had done that earlier,
there was a private members' day which could
have been used.

Mr GRILL: We moved to disallow well within
the time period. l do not think any argument
could be mounted to indicate a delay on our part;
but a substantive charge could be levelled against
the Government in respect of delays relating to
the legislation.

As I said before-and I do not want to keep on
saying it-the Government is putting forward
again tonight the spectre of further long delays in
respect of the legislation which it now
acknowledges is inadequate.

Mr Coyne: Do you know how many tenements
are unprocessed at the Mines Department now?
Thirty thousand under the present Act, and you
are saying it is not chaotic under the present
Act-the 1904 Act.

Mr Evans: You are the Government. What are
you doing about it?

Mr Coyne: It was 60000 when you were in
power.

Mr Evans: Rubbish!
Mr Pearce: The old Act is working, th~n. Is not

that what you are saying?
Mr Coyne: It is not working.
Mr GRILL: Interjections of that nature are

not helping the debate. They are certainly not
lifting the tone of the debate.

Mr Coyne: Well, is it right or is it not? I am
telling you it is 30 000 unprocessed. Is that right
or wrong?

Mr GRILL: The major opposition to this Act
has been mounted on the basis of the wide and
unfettered discretion allowed to the Minister
under the Act.

Mr Coyne: All orchestrated from Kalgoorlie.
Mr GRILL: We have never argued that the

Government should not paint in the broad brush
strokes of policy in relation to mining in this
State. However, the discretion should not be in
the hands of the Minister. We argue that the
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Government should be involved in exercising the
discretion in every disputed matter which goes
before the court-almost any application of any
substantive nature.

Mr Coyne: Have you ever asked for a discretion
for your constituents?

Mr GRILL: That discretion should not be
exercised by a whole array of bureaucratic
underlings; but that is what the regulations allow.
That is what the Act foreshadows. Under the old
Mining Act, there is not-and certainly there will
not be under this Act-any certainty or efficiency
in respect of the implementation of the mining
law. We have no guidelines as to the exercise of
the Minister's discretion. He is not even required
by Statute to act reasonably in respect of the
exercise of that discretion.

We who are associated with the mining
industry know that the applications which go
before the warden's courts today, and which go on
to the Mines Department for Final decision by the
Minister, are dealt with, by and large, in a very
slow and inefficient way. I thank the member for
Murchison-Eyre for making that point for me in
an interjection just a few moments ago.

Mr Coyne: There were 60 000 unprocessed
applications in 1970.

Mr GRILL: He has made the point well for
me. I thank him. The reason is the inefficiency
within the department. I do not know whether the
figures quoted are correct, but numbers of
applications have been held up for months and
months, waiting for the Minister and his
department to exercise their discretion in one way
or the other.

Mr Coyne: That is not right. It is overpegging
on mineral claims. They have to excise all the
GMLs out of that.

Mr GRILL: What happens when an
application goes before the warden's court? By
and large, the warden makes a recommendation,
and the recommendation goes to the Mines
Department for the Minister to exercise his
discretion. It takes months for the exercise of the
discretion to be made. In the meantime, people
can make submissions to the Mines Department
and to the Minister as to the merits or demerits of
the application.

How are the submissions made? They are made
by individuals, either by letter or by association
with the Minister and his underlings, in private.

Mr Coyne; Rubbish!
Mr GRILL: In private.
Mr Coyne: That's rubbish!

Mr GRILL: The other party also has a right to
make representations in private. Neither side
reAlly knows what representations are made by
the other. In other words, the merits of the case
are not argued openly.

When a decision is handed down finally, it is
handed down without the reasons for the decision
being given. In other words, decisions are made
behind closed doors. No reasons are given, and
therefore we have no guidelines as to the exercise
of the discretion.

Mr Coyne: You are saying they are all crooks
in the Mines Department, are you?

Mr GRILL: I am not making sweeping
statements like that.

Mr Coy ne: You have actually implied that by
what you just said.

Mr GRILL: To conclude that inanity from
what I have j ust said is absol utel y r id icu lous.

These matters are being dealt with by the
Mines Department behind closed doors, and
therefore they provide the inherent danger of
preferential treatment. I am not saying that, of
necessity, preferential treatment exis ts; but there
is an inherent danger-and the Minister would
concede this point-of preferential treatment.

Policy in the Mines Department changes from
Minister to Minister, and from Government to
Government; and that leads to uncertainty. I say
that the preferred system is that, in all cases,
parties making applications to the warden's court
should be assured that the warden will make a
final decision on that application there and then,
in the court. At least, then, the majority of cases
would be dealt with expeditiously. The rest, in our
submission, could be subject to an appeal, within
a specified period of time, to a superior court.

We do not want to be dogmatic as to which
court should be involved. lt might be the District
Court or the Supreme Court; or, after
consideration, the Government might think it
advisable to set up a separate tribunal. If a party
wanted to appeal, it should be allowed to appeal
to an independent body within a specified time.
The case would be argued publicly, and the
decision would be given publicly, and the reasons
for the decision would be handed down, In that
way, the decisions would form precedents which
would add certainty to the application of our
mining laws in time to come. That is something
this State does not have at present. We have no
clear guidelines.

Lessons in respect of legislation of this sort can
be learned within Australia. Some of the Eastern
States have legislation which, in many ways, is
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similar to the new Mining Act. For instance, in
many ways the Victorian legislation mirrors the
provisions of the new Mining Act. What do we
find in Victoria? We find a situation in which the
past Liberal Government-the Thompson
Govern me nt-reaIised that vast areas of the State
were being tied up by large mining companies
predominantly, and that the small
prospectors-of whom, in that State earlier, there
had been so many-and the small mining
companies were almost completely shut out from
effective prospecting within the borders of the
State.

As a result of that, that State's Mining Act,
which I have said in many ways mirrors our own,
is the subject of an inquiry.The legislation is
virtually in limbo and the State is searching for
ways to modify its legislation to ensure that
prospectors and small mining companies can
thrive in that State. We have something to learn
from the Victorian model; certainly Victorians are
learning.

Mr Coyne: They have learned from our Acts.
Mr GRILL: If the Cabinet of this State were

not under the spell of the bureaucrats, this
Government and this Minister-I think he can see
the defects of the Act-would bring down a
completely different Act. However, the Cabinet,
but not necessarily the Minister, is under the spell
of the bureaucrats in this State. The Cabinet
seems to me to be pigheadedly moving towards
the demise of the prospectors, who virtually will
be wiped out in this State within a year or two.

Mr Coyne: Not the prospectors, but the
entrepreneurs, of which you are one. They are
doing the damage. You know it and so do I.

Mr GRILL: I do not deny that fact and I have
nothing against the entrepreneurs.

The prospectors in this State fear, with some
justification, that they will be buried under an
avalanche of paperwork when this legislation
finally becomes effective, as the Government
wants. They know that financially they cannot
carry on under this Act and that the provisions of
it are far too onerous.

Mr Coyne: Under the present Act they cannot
carry on.

Mr GRILL: The present Act is the new Act,
you donkey.

Mr Coyne: The present Act is not the Act until
the regulations are carried.

Mr GRILL: The security conditions, labour
conditions, rents, and other Financial impositions
are just too much for the prospector. The
Government does not seem to learn.

Mr P. V. Jones: Did you say the labour
conditions are too onerous.

Mr GRILL: I meant the expenditure
conditions. The prospectors are not able to pay
rents and so forth an an annual basis. By and
large they spend several years developing a
tenement and they do not get any money from it
during those development years. Therefore, by
and large, they are unable to meet the financial
impositions placed on them by this Act during
those periods. At the end of that time when,
hopefully, the prospect is successful, they are able
to make some money and so are able to meet
some commitments. However, generally speaking,
prospectors are not able to make the financial
commitments that these rigulations demand of
them.

Most prospectors have to work on a part-time
basis; they have to return to wages employment
from time to time to support themselves and their
families. For that reason they are not able fully to
write off all their prospective earnings to the
expenditure conditions. When' members of the
Mines Department blandly say to them, "You will
be able to write off all your prospective earnings
to the expenditure conditions." They forget that
the prospectors have part-time work and simply
cannot do as they suggest.

Mr P. V. Jones: Why should they be able to
write off other income against their work on a
tenement?

Mr GRILL: If they cannot they go out of
business because the Minister taxes them out of
business.

Mr Coyne: They should get another job.
Mr GRILL: The member for Murchison-Eyre

says that they should get out of the business and
get another job. What we are saying is that we
should preserve the position of prospectors
because they have made a very fine contribution
towards the wealth and well-being of this State.

Another factor I shall comment on is a
peri pherali one, but it is just as i mportan t. I t is t he
fact that prospectors, by and large-and I think
everyone would agree with this-do not have
access to Finance from banks or other Financial
institutions. As a result they have to treat their
ore at State Batteries.

This Government has indicated that it is not
prepared to spend the necessary money to
upgrade State Batteries to the point where they
become efficient and economical. By allowing the
State Batteries to run down, the Government is
ensuring the demise of the prospectors. The
prospectors draw the conclusion-and we say the
two matters are linked inextricably-
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Mr Coyne: I would not like you to be
representing me; you are making a bad mess of
this.

Mr GRILL: I do not think those comments do
anyone any good.

Mr Coyne: They are subsidised $25 a tonne for
every tonne of ore they crush. It costs $2 million
to subsidise the State Batteries.

Mr GRILL: The old miner's right carried
certain inviolate rights. Under extreme pressure
this Government has seen fit to introduce a new
miner's right. However, that miner's right does
not carry with it anywhere near the same rights
and privileges as the old one did. That is a fact
with which prospectors, by and large, are most
unhappy. The small and medium sized companies
are desperately afraid of this legislation. To what
extent they will be appeased by the amendments
the Government has foreshadowed, I do not know.
I do know they are just as afraid of the Minister's
unfettered discretion as we are, and I know they
are just as unhappy about the lack of a right of
appeal to an independent body as we are.

Although the Government seems to have taken
some steps along the road to appease that group
of people-unfortunately it seems to be prepared
to do this because that group is seen to have a bit
more power and punch than the prospectors out in
the bush, which is deplorable-

Mr Coyne: Do you know of any instance where
the Minister has made a decision capriciously or
maliciously against a mining company?

Mr GRILL: I would not like to make that
implication against the Minister.

Mr Coyne: Suddenly-
Mr GRILL: Does the member want me to

answer the question or not! There have been
cases-and I know the member for Kalgoorlie
knows of some-where the Mines Department, in
the name of the Minister at least, has acted in a
very unfair way against a small prospector. One
case involved the Butterfly lease at Kookynie. The
Minister is aware that the company concerned
finally backed down and allowed the prospector to
take back the prospect. That is a specific case and
there are others, but I do not want go into them.

Mr Pearce: The member for Murchison-Eyre
has gone very quiet now.

Mr Coyne: I have been in the business for 40
years and have never heard of any such case. I go
around and around the traps.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: If you keep going aroun~d and
around you know where you will end up.

Mr Coyne: Don't you interrupt; you know
nothing about it. You should go back to
university.

Mr GRILL: The opposition to the present Act
is well documented by the Association of Mining
and Exploration Companies. It placed before the
Government a very well presented argument, and
it is pleasing that the Government has taken some
notice of that document. Whether the
Government will go the full way to meet the
recommendations contained therein we do not
know. The announcements in the Press have been
very vague.

In summary, the Opposition has moved for the
disallowance of these regulations because the new
Act and the regulations are not in the interests of
the people of this State or the mining industry.
The legislation will wipe out the small prospectors
and the entrepreneurs in the small and medium
sized companies-

Mr Coyne: And the big companies; you might
as well name the lot.

Mr GRILL: -all of whom have prospered in
this State for decades under liberal mining laws.
They are people of whom the State can be justly
proud. I commend the motion to the House.

Mr Coyne: A very weak effort.

Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: I formally second the
motion.

Adjournment of Debate

MR BATEMAN (Canning): [8.28
move-

That the debate be adjourned.

Motion put and
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
M r Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Gordon Hill

p.m.]:

a division taken with the

Ayes 24
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
M r Stephens
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr 1. F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)
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Noes 27
Mr Blaikie Mr Mensaros
Mr Clarko Mr O'Connor
Mr Court MrOld
Mr Coyne Mr Rushton
Mrs Craig Mr Shalders
Mr Crane M rSibson
Dr Dadour MrSpriggs
Mr Crayden Mr Trethowan
MrGrewar Mr Tubby
Mr Hassell Mr Wall
Mr Herzfeld Mr Williams
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Young
Mr Laurance Mr Nanovich
Mr MacKinnon (Teller)
Motion thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
MR P. V. JONES (Narrogin-Minister for

Mines) [8.30 p.m.]: It is worth taking some time
to reflect on the origins of the legislation being
discussed tonight. The old Mining Act of 1904
was first reviewed and subsequently was the
subject of considerable discussion with industry
over many years. A new Bill was introduced into
this Parliament on three occasions. Members who
are familiar with the industry and the legislation
would be aware that the Government of the day
appointed a committee of inquiry on 15 July 1970
and that committee was given very lengthy and
wide-ranging terms of reference. It was required
to consider the Mining Act, the legislation that
existed in the 1904 Act of the time. It was
required to make recommendations to
Government.

In the course of that inquiry the committee
travelled extensively throughout mining areas and
received considerable submissions. There were
something like 1 700 pages of transcript evidence.
A report was finally brought down in January of
1971. 1 do not intend to go through all the
recommendations it made, but there are one or
two basic and fundamental recommendations that
were accepted, not only by the Government at
that time, but also afterwards by the Tonkin
Government which was elected shortly after the
receipt of this report.

Mr Grill: Who was the head commissioner?

Mr P. V. JONES: Mr Adams, Mr A. H.
Telfer, and Mr A. E. Kay.

Mr Grill: Adams also headed a Royal
Commission into gambling. How many of his
recommendations from the gambling report have
you accepted?

Mr P. V. JONES: I have no idea what that has
got to do with this. This committee of inquiry
made a report.

Mr Clarke: Over a mining tenement.

(30)

Mr P. V. JONES: I will not traverse all the
recommendations in the report. Members who
display some interest in this industry and
legislation would be aware of the
recommendations that were made. They also
would be aware that the basic and fundamental
recommendation was that a new Act should be
drafted and that there should be discussions with
industry regarding the preparation of that Act;
also that certain fundamentals-such as the
available labour conditions regarding the
tenements being abolished-should be embodied
in the new Act. In addition it recommended that a
number of tenements should be reduced. The
Government of the day and the Tonkin
Government accepted those propositions; indeed,
the Tonkin Government embraced them and set
about the task of preparing legislation
sympathetic to the recommendations withini the
committee of inquiry's report. When I .say
"sympathetic", I do not mean it embodied every
single one in a hard and fast manner, but at least
it reflected the tenor of the report and the basic
difficulties within the industry which had been
identified by the committee of inquiry.

The then Minister for Mines (Mr May)
produced a Bill that reflected the committee of
inquiry's report and which was in general
principle very similar to the present legislation.
There were minor'differences, but generally it is
no different from the Act currently the subject of
discussion. That Act lapsed and the present
Government produced a second Mining Act based
upon the comments of industry that had been
received during discussions, and a further draft
was prepared which, in turn, was the subject of
considerable discussion with industry.
Submissions came to the Government where
industry responded to the conditions and the
various factors which were involved within
legislation. It was redrafted and the present Act
was introduced and passed by this Parliament in
1978.

I remind the Parliament that what we are
talking about is not new, It is not something
which has been dreamed up by this Government,
or by the Tonkin Government when it brought in
its original draft. It is a piece of legislation which
is the result of many years of discussion and
considerable numbers of submissions from an
industry experiencing difficulties. We are faced
with the same thing now.

The first difficulty we face is the fact that if
any Statute, whether it be the main Act itself or
the regulations that go with it-the subordinate
legislation-is to be accepted, and is to have the
support of industry, it must be thoroughly
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discussed with industry and must reflect a
consensus of opinion of the industry.

Therein lies the difficulty, which is the second
problem. It is the great problem of time. You, Mr
Deputy Speaker (Mr Watt), would be well aware
that the mining industry is not tangible. We
cannot say that one group of people represents
that industry. It does not. It is an industry having
a very wide and diverse profile. The industry goes
from large companies down to a single person. All
the components of the industry do not engage in
all aspects of the industry. For example, some
companies are involved purely in exploration and
if something is found, a different group of people
or companies might develop the resource. I do not
think anything I have said in that regard about
the broad cross-section of industry would cause
the member for Yilgarn-Dundas to take issue
with me at all because it is a very complex and
difficult industry.

We cannot get in one group of people and say,
"if we accept this, does that represent the view of
industry?", because inevitably the answer is,
"No." Similarly, tonight when the member was
talking about mining; he went through the
various actions which led to the passage of this
piece of legislation through Parliament in its
original form in 1978, and referred to the time
taken to prepare and discuss regulations and then
present them to Parliament and bring them into
action. He would be well aware why that took so
long because he was a part of it in his role in
industry.

That is fair enough. He made statements about
how the regulations should be changed. Like
many others-and good on them-he studied
what was being suggested and made
recommendations for changes which were
ultimately considered and in some cases made. In
turn, they had to go back to industry again.

Originally, the Government made a clear
undertaking that the Act would not be proclaimed
until such time as the regulations had been
drafted and considered by industry. The
Government undertook that it would not just be a
matter of its going up and saying. "Okay, they are
there. Submissions can be made." The original
date for the closure of submissions was 30 March
1980. By that time it was quite clear that not only
did a lot more people, companies, groups, and
associations connected with the industry-

Mr Grill: You amended this strictly on the
basis of what you can sell and what you can get
away with through your own back pockets. That
is the basis upon which you are amending this
Act.

Mr P. V. JONES: The member took issue
about the time taken and I am just reminding him
that it was due to normal undertakings and the
need to talk with industry. Submissions kept
coming in as late as July and after that the bulk
of the industry had responded.

Mr Grill: You made it abundantly clear that
when political pressure is placed upon you you
can make decisions very quickly indeed.

Mr P. V. JONES: The industry responded in
regard to the legislation and suggested certain
changes. If the member for Vilgarn-Dundas was
prepared to acknowledge that, he would be
prepared to indicate that quite a number of
changes were made to the regulations as a result
Of different submissions and discussions with the
industry. After they were received, the Act was
redrafted. It went back to industry. The
regulations were not ready until late 1981, as the
member would be well aware. As soon as there
was a final format available I provided the
member with a draft of the changes that had been
made. He is well aware of the time it had taken
and, indeed, the discussions which had led to
those changes.

I wanted only to dwell on that because of the
suggestion that there were delays. It was felt at
that time that there might be something wrong or
that there could be a deliberate attempt not to
proceed. The undertaking had been given to talk
with the industry. That undertaking was honoured
and it was quite exceptional in terms of legislation
concerning this Parliament.

I return to the member's point: I had
discussions again and highlighted the great
difficulty in getting a consensus from industry
because of the difficult profile of the industry, the
vested interests, the difficulty in relation to the
specific are-as in which some companies harboured
specific likes and dislikes about certain parts of
the Act, and about how they should be
administered. To get any form of agreement has
been exceedingly difficult. I will return to this
later.

The member touched upon the amendments
that Were made prior to proclamation. That is
quite correct. I do not believe it is necessary to go
over that again. He suggested that those made in
the last Budget were in some ways quite
considerable, and he was quite correct; they were.
There was an error where the transitional
provisions were concerned. There was a question
regarding the tenor, if I could put it that way, as
far as some of these discussions were concerned.
To put it beyond any doubt whatsoever, that was
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amended. At the same time, one subject which the
member did not mention was the amendment
made to give increased, protection to
pastoralists. In addition, let me remind the
House that there were two others. One related to
the fact that at the time of the original drafting,
we did not appeciate the difficulty that would
arise in relation to oil shale. Again this was a
purely mechanical aspect, but we did clarify
whether oil shale should come under the Mining
Act or the Petroleum Act. The fourth change
related to the private landholder provision. As the
member will be aware, the Opposition supported
the change in relation to these provisions. They
are now the subject of considerable discussion by
the industry again, and considerable pressure is
being put upon the Government, and no doubt
upon the Opposition also, regarding them.

Mr Grill: We do have some misgivings about
them, asil think you have.

Mr P. V. JONES: So do 1, and I will mention
them right away. Because of those discussions
with industry last year, several matters are now
the subject of some commitment by the
Government. Two in particular were discussed,
and no consensus could be arrived at. One of
those related to the lifting of the restriction on the
number of prospecting licences that the warden
could grant. There was no agreement at that time
and this was acceptable because various sectors of
the industry had different views. For example, the
larger companies very much wanted the limit
lifted, and indeed, some of the middle-sized
companies felt the same way. Some of the middle-
sized companies did not feel that way, and
certainly some small companies and individual
prospectors did not. So if there is one thing that
the publicity regarding this legislation in recent
times has done, it is to give a sense of unity to the
industry on that provision.

In my talks with all sectors of the industry in
the last few months, I realise that the publicity
has brought a sense of urgency to the discussions
and a sense of agreement with the principle
regarding the lifting of the limit.

Submissions have been received from such
bodies as AMEC, the Chamber of Mines, the
Prospectors and Leaseholders' Association, as
well as some individuals. Many issues have been
raised in discussions, but in written submissions I
think it has boiled down to five problem areas. I
will not refer to these in any particular priority
order, but on the top of the list given to the
Government by the Chamber of Mines and the
AMEC group was the private landholder
provisions.

Right at the outset the Government made it
clear there would be no change to the
amendments passed during the last Budget
session. As the member indicated tonight some
difficulties now are being experienced with those
provisions but there is no intention whatever to
change them. We have told the industry that
because of the action being taken by some private
landholders and the difficulties being experienced
in the South-West Land Division we are asking
industry to keep us informed. We have written to
the various companies which raised the matter
with us and with which we have had some
discussions to ask them for details of the
problems.

I have taken up two cases and endeavoured to
reach a solution. In one case it was possible and in
the other case no solution has yet been reached.
SO there Will be no change to the provisions at this
time, even though the matter will be kept under
review.

The second problem-and again I emphasise
that I am not mentioning these in any order of
priority-relates to clarification of the term
".Security of tenure". Again 1 do not propose to
return to the 1978 debate on this point. If any
member wishes to consult Hansard, he will
discover that the then Minister referred to the
principle of "finders keepers" and he made it
quite clear that the intention was to adhere to
that principle except in the cases where other
Statutes would prevail. I could cite as examples
the Aboriginal Heritage Act and the Aboriginal
Affairs Planning Authority Act which provide, as
the member is well aware, that in certain
circumstances, approval of the Minister for Mines
is subject to certain conditions. However, there is
no problem about the implementation of that
principle so far as the Mining Act is concerned.

At that timie the Chamber of Mines submitted
a form of words, and it has done so again. In fact,
it submitted the same form of words. It is the
view of the Government's adviser that those words
do not go far enough in protecting the holder of a
prospecting licence or an exploration licence and
who wishes to convert that licence as of right to a
mining lease. The words submitted do not quite
guarantee that in the way the chamber might
think they do. Notwithstanding that, the
Government is committed to ensuring that the
principle of right of tenure is written into the Act.
Indeed, the industry is aware of what is proposed
in principle in that regard.

I have referred already tn the limit on the
number of prospecting leases. On all the evidence
I have been able to read of discussions with
industry relative to this aspect of the legislation,
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going back even to the Original preparation of the
first Act, and the interpretation given to this
matter by the committee of inquiry, the principle
was very clear. The principle was to ensure that
anybody who held large areas of ground-more
than 10 prospecting leases-did so as a result of a
conscious act of their being granted to them. In
other words, it was intended that such a provision
would assist the small prospector. I( somebody
had more than 20 prospecting leases, that would
be as a result of a conscious decision by the
Minister. The warden would refer to the position,
and the Minister would make the decision.

The member for Yilgarn-Dundas would be well
aware that is the way the provision was meant to
work, and it is that way in the present Act. It has
been suggested that the provision should be
removed. Let me make it quite clear: Last year we
indicated we were happy to remove it, but we
could not obtain the complete agreement of the
industry. If that agreement had been forthcoming,
it would have been in the amendments introduced
last session. However, now, together with the
accompanying measure to grant this additional
small gold lease, we have already indicated-and
this was also the subject of submissions going
back as the member has indicated-that the
Government will give an undertaking to lift the
lid so that there is no restriction whatever on the
amount of ground for which any one person can
apply.

The industry has virtually said that it wants a
provision that any person can apply for a number
of prospecting leases, the number being dictated
only by his capacity to discharge the attendant
obligations. As I understand it, that is completely
in sympathy with the wishes of the Opposition.

Mr Grill: That is right-right back for years.
Mr P. V. JONES: What is being removed is

one element of ministerial discretion. That is fair
enough, and we have made a commitment to do
it. It now means that the large companies with the
large resources can cease being fearful and they
can just apply and be granted whatever area they
might happen to want. That is what the
Opposition is requesting, and that is what it will
receive. As I say, that provision would have been
introduced in the last Budget session if we had
had the complete unanimity of the industry.

Mr Grill: The danger is of large companies
tying up the country with exploration licences.

Mr P. V. JONES: I will come to that. The
other condition relating to PLs is the question of
the ability to trade in them-to transfer them
within the first six months after their granting
without, again, having recourse. to the Minister.

That also is being removed. Is the member aware
of that?

Mr Grill: Yes.
Mr P. V. JONES: In other words, we have two

difficult areas in which the involvement of the
Minister as a check is being removed completely.,

Mr Grill: I do not argue with any of that. I just
asked you why it took so long.

Mr P. V. JONES: The fourth point related to
submissions regarding royalties. In these other
areas which have been the subject of discussions
with the industry, as with the private landholder
provisions, I made it quite clear that we would
have no change whatsoever in royalties. The
present provisions for royalties will remain. The
schedule of royalties that appears in the
regulations under the Mining Act will remain;
and the conditions which the Government
discussed with the industry when the royalties
were introduced shall continue also.

The conditions included the point that where an
industry or a company demonstrated that the
level of royalty was harsh in the present economic
circumstances, a review specific to that particular
mineral area, or that particular company, rather
than a broad sweep across the board, would be
undertaken. Having regard to the view that the
Opposition took on royalties, and having regard to
its public stance when it clearly and blatantly
accused the Government of operating a low
royalty State, I cannot see how the Opposition
can find it difficult to accept our present position
on royalties.

All right, since the present scale and the
conditions which apply were introduced, we have
made some adjustments. Let me say that I am
aware that we will have more cases of economic
downturn, and because of that and because of the
position of some companies, we will hav to make
changes. I m sure that both the member for
Yilgarn-Dundas and the member for Kalgoorlie
will be well aware of the difficulty which the
nickel industry is saying it is experiencing with
the present level of royalties at 2 h per cent. That
is under review at present.

Mr Grill: Are you saying that, under these
regulations in this Act, you have discriminated in
respect of royalties on a mine-by-mine basis, as it
now stands?

Mr P. V. JONES: The Minister can
recommend to the Governor that he prescribe the
level of royalties; he can make deferments; and
he can assist with a rebate. I hope the member
accepts that we would like to be of assistance on
royal ties.
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Mr Grill: I agree with that.
Mr P. V. JONES; The point is that, first of all,

it is possible to change the regulations for a
particular mineral; it is also possible to help one
particular industry or one particular company by
some rebate, deferral, or whatever mechanism.
The point I want to place on record is that we had
demonstrated a willingness to do so.

Mr Grill: I am glad you have made it public,
because it is worth knowing.

Mr P. V. JONES: The fifth point related to the
right of appeal. I assume that the member for
Yilgarn-Dundas has grouped together the aspect
of the right of appeal with the ministerial
discretion. He asked whether there was any
appeal from a Minister's decision. He suggested
that we could bypass the Minister altogether.

The right of appeal has been discussed for a
long time, and it is a matter on which there has
been little complete agreement. It is a nice
argument to say, "We will have a right of
appeal." What I have not been able to achieve
complete and total agreement on is the right of
appeal to whom, about what, and for what reason.
Let me place on the record that if there is
complete and total agreement within the industry
regarding an acceptable right of appeal to a court
from a Minister's decision, we will have a look at
it. However, we must make certain that we
understand clearly what we arc doing.

For example, the area which has been referred
to me relates to an appeal against the Minister's
decision not to grant a tenement or forfeiture of a
tenement. The member will agree that that is the
main area in question.

Mr Grill: Yes.
Mr P. V. JONES: Whom is that going to help?

It is simple to include that provision in the Act;
but whom will it help? Will it help the industry?
Will it help the small prospector to inflict on him
the cost and delay of his going into the judicial
system? I tell the member now that it would be no
trouble to include that right of appeal. If he can
convince me it would help the industry as a whole,
it could be done. At the moment, I am not
convinced. The people in the industry tell me that
they are not convinced.

This would inflict upon the small prospector a
burden which would not affect a company of some
substance. In the warden's court, a tenement
might have been awarded to a small prospector,
and then the loser, a company of some substance,
could leapfrog the system and take it to the
Supreme Court or the District Court, or whatever
superior court it was.

Mr Grill: I was not dogmatic about that.
Mr P. V. JONES: I know the legal process. Is

it fair to inflict on the person who won the
tenement the necessity to endure both the delay
and the cost of his defending a challenge in a
court?

Mr I. F. Taylor: Why can you not set up a
special mining tribunal to deal with these
matters?

Mr P. V. JONES: No-one suggested that.
Mr Grill: I did.
Mr P. V. JONES: The member suggested that

tonight; but the industry has not said, "Let us
have a mining court."

Mr Grill: I think you will agree it is not very
expensive for a worker to go to the Workers'
Compensation Board. That sort of tribunal could
be set up.

Mr P. V. JONES: Let me carry this a little
further: One of the arguments the member may
recall was that we should have a chief mining
warden.

Mr Grill: That's right.
Mr P. V. JONES: That is a worthy ambition; if

we have unanimity within the industry as to how
it could be implemented-how it could work
without imposing hardship on the small
prospector-let us not forget the companies with
the resources that will be able to make use of this.
If it can be introduced in a way which will assist
the industry, not impose delays and not impose a
terrible financial burden on the small prospector
and the small company, it will be considered.

Mr I. F. Taylor: But you grant that most people
should realise that in this industry, as with many
industries, it is almost impossible to get unanimity
between the various parties involved.

Mr P. V. JONES: I have been saying that.
Mr 1. F. Taylor: Therefore it comes to the stage

where you have to say, "it would be best in these
circumstances to provide some right of appeal",
rather than what you are doing.

Mr P. V. JONES: But is not that what I have
been saying? I have just said how difficult it is to
get unanimity.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: I agree; but it appeared that
you just said you would not do anything until you
had unanimity.

Mr P. V. JONES: I did not say that. I
indicated we needed a degree of concensus in
order that we would not be subject to
unacceptable time delays. The member for
Vilgarn-Dundas agreed the basic philosophy
behind this should be one of work and effort.
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One of the submissions that was put to me
would not only lead to great expenditure, but
would also result in considerable delays if the
matter found its way into the Supreme Court
system. Another measure concerned the
appointment of a chief mining warden. That
suggestion has merit, but it is necessary to decide
the way in which such a system would work. We
have not yet managed to obtain agreement with
industry on the basis on which such a system
would work, but discussions are continuing in this
regard. Indeed, if an acceptable basis is arrived at
by the time the other amendments on which
commitments have already been made and where
unanimity has been obtained, are finalised, this
measure will be included also, but at the moment
agreement has not been reached.

Therefore, while no commitment has been
made in this regard, we shall continue to
endeavour to ind an acceptable basis on which it
could work.

The major submission put to me related to an
appeal from the Minister's decision in the case of
a refusal to grant a tenement or where forfeiture
is involved, When I referred to prospecting
licences, I omitted one aspect which related to the
length of time allowed for an appeal to be lodged.
There was some difference of opinion as to
whether two years was adequate. Indeed, Amec
Pty. Ltd. suggested a period of five years would
be more suitable. Other sections of the industry
thought two years was adequate. However, we are
seeking a more secure entitlement to an extension.
Therefore, it is not proposed to accept the period
of five years suggested by Amec Pty. Ltd., but
rather to ensure that, after two years-in other
words, the period for which an appeal is currently
granted-an automatic renewal will be granted
for a further period, provided the conditions
pertaining to the appeal are adhered to. In effectithe period has been extended, but others involved
in the industry have been safeguarded.

I mentioned the Government's concern, and
that of some sections of the industry, about lifting
the limit of 10 prospecting licences. The small
prospector has been seeking such a provision and
it has been discussed with the leaseholders and
prospectors. However, to assist the small
prospector, it has been decided to introduce a
provision which, after the granting of an a PL,
will allow any person to mark out and apply for a
lease to mine gold and precious stones on land
subject to a PL. In other words, the conditions
which now apply to an exploration licence will
apply to a PL.

Discussions are proceeding on that matter to
ensure delays do not occur and to establish the

machinery which will be necessary to achieve that
objective. In particular, leaseholders and
prospectors are involved, because they, more than
anyone else, are the ones who will take advantage
of this provision.

The commitment had been made and it will be
honoured. Some basic drafting has been done, but
it is still necessary for further discussions to take
place on this matter. If amendments cannot be
prepared in time to be dealt with during this part
of the session, they will be dealt with as soon as
possible in the second part of it. It is essential that
the concurrence of industry be obtained so that it
is involved in the procedures which will
accompany this provision.

I have mentioned the right of appeal and the
appointment of a chief warden. That matter is
still under discussion at the present time. The
member for Yilgarn-Dundas referred at some
length to the procedures and delays within the
Mines Department. I agree with much of what he
said. As the member for Murchison-Eyre
indicated, in the early 1970s there was a backlog
of approximately 60 000 applications. In fact, his
figure was a little conservative and the number
was more like 70 000. At that time there was a
great rush to peg for nickel and the number of
applications made was such that they could not be
coped with within a desirable time frame.

That situation did not last and the number of
applications tailed off considerably over a period.
In the late 1970s another rush of applications was
received. I put it to the member that the problem
arose not only as a result of the great interest in
mineral development at the time, but also because
of the antiquated legislation and procedures
which prevailed. In the case of over-pegging and
contested applications the procedures were
extremely lengthy. Therefore, not only was the
situation a reflection of the amount of activity in
the area, but -also it was a reflection of the
legislative procedures which are more streamlined
now.

Mr Grill: But you have not changed them.
Mr P. V. JONES: Therefore, it is rather unfair

to suggest that the officers of the Mines
Department insist on bureau cra tic procedures
when in fact they are simply complying with the
legislative requirements this Parliament has
imposed on them. The member cannot say
changes have not been made, because the system
has been streamlined and greatly improved.

Mr Grill: All these matters still have to come
back for decisions to be made within the
bureaucracy?
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Mr P. V. JONES: The member is talking about
where a decision is made.

Mr Grill: The decision still has to be made
within the Mines Department.

Mr P. V. JONES: 1 am referring to the
member's comments about delays.

Mr Grill: But you have agreed with them.
Mr P. V. JONES: That is right, and I am

saying also that when the member criticises the
delays, it is difficult to understand how he can
suggest that we ought to operate under the
antiquated legislation which resulted in that
situation.

Mr Grill: As I have indicated already, we
would change the old legislation in that regard
also.

Mr P. V. JONES:. The Tonkin Labor
Government introduced legislation similar to that
which we are considering now in relation to
tenements and various procedures. I am sure the
member for Vilgarn-Dundas will not disagree
with something which was introduced by a Labor
Government. Far fewer tenements are involved
now.

One of the submissions I received recently
referred to the fact that adequate and identifiable
claims to treat tailings no longer existed. There is
no dredging claim any more. All of this was
addressed by the committee of inquiry and all of
it is covered in the tenements which exist now.
Certainly there is no dredging claim as such, but
it is covered Within the tenements which exist and
within the transitional provisions which apply.

The member for Yilgarn-Dundas referred also
to expenditure provisions. I have not heard him
say tonight or on any other occasion that he is
against expenditure provisions as distinct from
labour provisions. He would be well aware that
the labour provisions embodied in the 1904 Act
were absolutely unenforceable. What people are
talking about when they refer to those provisions
is not so much the words on the piece of paper but
the way in which the Act was administered. The
labour conditions were unenforceable.

The committee of inquiry and the subsequent
discussions and efforts by various Governments to
bring in legislation have all embraced the
requirement to have financial conditions rather
than labour conditions. But those labour
conditions also have within them conditions that
do not require the keeping of money as such. It is
a commitment to a value, if one likes. It is a
commitment of the holder of the tenement to keep
that plant and whatever machinery he might
happen to have to a minimum expenditure of

$2 000 per PL. The committee of inquiry
recommended a minimum of $2 500, but now,
perhaps 12 years later, we are to have a figure of
$2 000. 1 suggest that it will not involve very
much of a commitment to work-which the
member for Yilgarn-Dundas says is the basic
philosophy of this Act-for a man who has 10
PI~s to value himself and his plant in the course of
a year at $20 000. Has anyone tried to hire a man
and his truck and plant for a day? How long do
members think it would take to run up that
$20 000 if he had 10 PLs2

Amec Pty, Ltd. in its submission did not
consider the provisions onerous. It sought a
change in the way one or two aspects were
administered. But there is no way-if the basic
fundamental is- to get exploration activity under
way and to keep it operating in a responsible way.
and not to have the real estate pegging which the
member for Yilgarn-Dundas knows about-that
these sorts of expenditure provisions are onerous.
In fact they are acceptable to the industry as a
whole. Even so, they can be adjusted if it is shown
that they are not acceptable.

I can assure members that at the moment there
is no intention to adjust the $2 000 for a PL,
particularly when no-one has to find the money.
Similarly, with those provisions where securities
are required, no money has to be found. All a
prospector needs to put up is a bond, surety, or
bank letter to show that he is able to discharge
the obligations of holding a tenement.
Fundamental to the legislation is the principle
that the financial resources of a prospector or a
company ought to be committed to effort and not
just sitting iii a trust account somewhere; it ought
to be committed to work. As I understand it, that
is not questioned.

In case there is some concern about the
financial provisions of PLs, let me also clearly put
on record the situation with exploration licences.
It was perhaps 12 years ago that the committee of
inquiry recommended that the minimum figure
for ELs should be $30 000. All these years later
we have reduced that figure to $20 000, and
members must bear in mind the change in value
of money over that time.

I hope the member for Yilgarnt-Dundas takes
the point that if we are abandoning labour
provisions because they are unenforceable and
unworkable, the financial provisions ought to be
designed to ensure there is a continuity of effort.
We have done this without making them as
onerous as the committee of inquiry
recommended all that time ago.
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The member for Vilarn-Dundas also mentioned
State Batteries They do not come under the
ambit of the Act at all. Notwithstanding that, he
mentioned them in the context of the
Government's not supporting the industry. I do
not want to dwell on this subject, but the member
should be very well aware of how much is being
committed by the Government to State Batteries
and how much it subsidises them in the annual
revenue Budget. He should be aware that when
there is an upturn in exploration activities, as has
occurred over the last couple of years, more ore
goes through the batteries, and the more we lose.
It would not be 'so at the present time because of
the downturn in the price of gold. The cost of
treating ore at the State Batteries IS months ago
was lower than it has ever been when equated
with the paice of gold. Itris unfair for the member
to say the Government has made no commitment
to State Batteries, having regard to the direct
subsidies provided, the introduction Of Carbon In
pulp plants, and the money spent at Marvel Loch,
where a considecrable capital grant was provided.
Very shortly the member will be made aware of
further initiatives with State Batteries. Like him,
I am somewhat ashamed of some State Batteries
and I would like to think that both the member
and the industry are aware of the commitments
being made to State Batteries by the Government.

Miners' rights and the rights under a miner's
right have been the subject of discussion, and
there is some confusion or misunderstanding
about what rights exist. The rights of a holder of
a miner's right to carry out all the range of
prospecting over Crown land are similar under
both Acts. One additional change is that the
holder of a miner's right under the present Act is
allowed to retain any samples and specimens he
takes as part of his prospecting.

The point that needs to be understood is that
She rights conveyed to the holder of a miner's
right give him no protection whatsoever-and did
not do so under the previous Act either-against
aperson who lawfully pegs ground and applies for

a mining tenement. The purpose of a miner's right
is to give the holder an entitlement to prospect,
but if he wishes to gain title to any portion of the
land in order to mine it, he has to peg that land
and apply for a mining tenement in the normal
way. However, in both Acts priority is given to
the person who first lawfully marks out and
applies. That is priority in time, and it is
something of which the member for Vilgarn-
Dundas would be well aware. Priority is given to
the person who lawfully marks and applies for a
mining tenement. That provision exists in the

former Act and in this Act. It is quite clear-no
difference exists.

Mr Cowan: Yes, there is a difference.
Mr P. V. JONES: What is it?
Mr Cowan: What about the possession of

minerals? In the new Act the possession is from
the time of grant, and under the old Act the
possession is deemed to be from the time of
pegging-

Mr P. V. JONES: Let me continue.
Mr Stephens: You don't even know your own

legislation.
Mr P. V. JONES: The mere holding of a

miner's right gives the miner no tenure over the
land. He must have a mining tenement to gain
that, and the only exception relates to an existing
alluvial claim; and I think the member would be
well aware of that situation. The miner was still
required to take possession. It may well be that
people consider the 1904 Act had additional
power so far as the "take possession of and occupy
Crown land for mining purposes" provision is
concerned. Of course, these words were qualified
because the provision states "subject to the Act";
in fact, the First provision is still subject to the Act
as a whole although those words appear. It still
means that the right to acquire a mine and hold it
is subject to the provisions of the other Act.

Mr Grill: Not according to the Chief Justice.
Mr P. V. JONES: In other words, until

someone is able-
Mr Grill: He says the system of title by

pegging-
Mr P. V. JONES: The point of the member for

Merredin, the point to which I have just referred,
is clear-the words are quite different. The 1904
Act refers to "take possession of and occupy
Crown land for mining purposes", but those
words are in turn qualified by the preamble
,.subject to the Act".

Mr Cowan: That's right, but if he has a valid
claim-

Mr P. V. JONES: The point I make is that he
does not take possession until the granting of the
tenure.

Mr Cowan: You are quite wrong. Under the old
Act the possession was deemed to be from the
time the claim was pegged. The tenement was
valid from the moment it was pegged. Under the
new Act the tenement is really valid only from the
time of the granting. Under the old Act section 31
clearly stated that you 'Were in possession of alt
minerals including gold on that particular
tenement.
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Mr P. V. JONES: The point I am trying to
make is that the provision of a miner's right, the
entitlement under a miner's right, is a mystical
right which rests with the person who holds the
miner's right and is similar in both Acts.

Mr Evans: it is historic.
Mr Cowan: It is not mystical.
Mr Grill: The Chief Justice said clearly that

the tenure under the old Act was title by
possession, not possession by title.

Mr P. V. JONES: I do not want to go over that
again. I make the point that the conditions in any
event are Subject to the provisions of the Act. I
conclude by going back to the point where we
started this discussion. The legislation which
governs the mining industry in this State is, as the
member for Yilgarn-Dundas has said, critically
important. It is also legislation which quite
properly must be the subject of considerable
discussion with industry, and I have indicated not
only how difficult it is to get any degree of
general consensus, but also the time taken in this
discussion. I am not begrudging the time, but
criticism was made of the time that has been
taken, and it ought to be recorded that the time
has been utilised in discusssions. and the
consideration of submissions from industry. It has
not been wasted by our doing nothing.

The complaints I have outlined fall into two
categories. The first is those complaints in
relation to which the Government has given a
clear commitment, having reached agreement in
principle with industry, and to which changes will
be made. Let me make it clear that they are ones
on which agreement in principle has been
reached. Our intention-what we are trying to
do-is understood, and drafting will proceed after
which we will go back to industry

The second category relates to situations in
which discussions have been continuing for quite
some time: I refer to a year or so-even more. In
these situations some unanimity exists, but not
sufficient for the Government to make any
commitment whatsoever. Indeed, industry
generally has not sought a particular commitment
although certain sections of industry have.
Sufficient agreement is not available for a
commitment to be given in those areas, and I
refer to areas such as those relating to the right of
appeal. I mentioned the right of appeal to a
Minister regarding the forfeiture of a tenement,
and whether that right ought to be directed to the
judicial process, or whether it relates to the
question of the appointment of a chief warden.
That was one area, and similarly we are
considering other provisions and talking with

industry about various other matters to which I
have referred already.

I have indicated the state of the discussions and
the commitments that have been made at this
stage. By the time drafting has been completed it
well may be that one or two other areas could be
the subject of some agreement, or acceptable
agreement, and could be included as well. It is not
right and proper that I signal now areas in which
discussions are continuing and to which reference
has been made. On that basis, all we have been
talking about, really, is the use of a disallowance
motion to try to draw attention to what are seen
as imperfections in an Act. That is all right
because it has allowed me to clear the air in
regard to some things and indicate the state of
play, but it does not indicate that the basic
underlying fundamentals of the Act ought to be
rejected.

These fundamentals were recommended ye~ars
ago by the committee of inquiry, and they were
accepted by the Labor Party when, in
Government, it brought forward legislation. The
then Minister, Mr May in the time of the Tonkin
Government brought forward that legislation. So,
we are not talking about much that is different;
certainly we are not talking about much that is
different in basic principle. Therefore what we
ought to be doing is talking about getting on with
the discussions with industry and making an Act
and its regulations work for the betterment of
industry rather than trying to destroy something.
I oppose the motion.

MR CRAYIDEN (South Perth) (9.33 p.m.j: Mr
Acting Speaker-

Points of Order
Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: I was under the impression

that the Standing Orders of this House indicate
that an Opposition member, then a Government
member, and then an Opposition member will
speak to a motion such as the one before us. On
that basis I understood the call would go to the
Opposition rather than to the Government.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): There
is no point of order. The member is under the
wrong impression. The Chair has the right to give
the call to whom it may. The Speaker and Acting
Speakers have the tendency-certainly I do-to
give the call first to one side and then to the other.
But on this occasion the member for South Perth
requested the call before anyone else, and I gave
it to him. I hope the member understands that he
is wrong in raising that point of order.

Mr Nanovich: By way of clarification I can add
that I was not aware that another member or the
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Opposition intended to speak, otherwise I would
not have prodded one of our members. A number
of our members wish to speak on this matter. If I
had known that other members of the Opposition
wished to speak after the Minister had resumed
his seat, I would have made those arrangements.

Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: On a further point of
order, I indicate the Government Whip came to
this side of the House before we attempted to
adjourn the debate, and wanted to know what we
would do.

Our comments were based on the fact that we
assumed that the adjournment motion would go
through and therefore at that stage there would
be no point in our having any further speech from
this side of the House. It was always my intention
to take the opportunity to speak to this motion
after the Minister. In fact, when the Minister and
I pased behind the Chair, the Minister, passed a
comment to me, saying, "Do you want to speak
next?" I said, "no, you go ahead."

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): That is
not a point of order. It is an explanation and I
have accepted it.

Debate (on motion) Resumed.

Mr GRAYDEN: Might I elaborate on what
the member for Whitford had to say? He did
have a list of speakers which indicated that he
wanted me to follow the Minister.

It seems that those who oppose these
regulations have not got sufficient numbers
tonight to defeat them. That will be a tragedy for
the mining industry in Western Australia and for
Western Australia itself. As the Minister
mentioned during the course of his speech, this
legislation has been around for a long time. We
are talking in terms of the regulations of the Act
which have been with us since 1978. Prior to that,
the legislation had been discussed in various ways
for at least 10 years. Nevertheless, it is an ad hoc,
piecemeal document masquerading as a Mining
Act. I am not reflecting on the Minister here, but
I am referring to those officers of the Mines
Department and the mining companies who have
had anything to do with the new Act. I am saying
that they have a superficial knowledge only of the
contents of the Act and Regulations and do not
realise its wider implications for the mining
industry. Those implications, of course, will
become apparent during the next few years and
will spell trouble for the mining industry and the
Government of the day.

In 1904 when the Mining Act was introduced
mining was a huge industry in Western Australia.
if anyone doubts that, he only has to look at the

speeches in Hansard pertaining to the
development which took place at that lime. We
only have to recall places like Kanowna, with
12 000 people, and other mining towns in Western
Australia. Mining was relatively well developed. I
read a speech a few days ago by a member who at
that time had just returned from South Africa.
He said a mine there was 9 000 feet deep; it was
so deep and so hot that only Negroes could work
in the conditions. I mention that just to indicate
the stage that mining had reached in 1904 when
the original Mining Act was introduced,

The 1904 Act was subsequently amended many
times. It became a document which was highly
regarded throughout the world. It has been
emulated throughout the world. Nevertheless,
notwithstanding all the criticism we have had
here, I say quite unequivocally that the 1904 Act
is acceptable to every section of the industry.
Certainly, it has some redundant portions as it
was designed for gold, but it suited the needs of
the mining industry in Western Australia. All the
development that is taking place in respect of
mining took place under that 1904 Act.
Therefore, at this late stage, the preferable course
would be to repeal the new Act and reinstate the
1904 Act. It would meet all the requirements of
industry and then we could amend it at our
leisure.

We had a very satisfactory Act and then along
came the nickel boom. Some larger companies
became disturbed that small people were getting
into the act and they brought pressure to bear for
the formulation of a new Act. The result was the
current legislation which is full of loopholes,
anomalies, inadequacies, and contradictions, and
contains a veritable host of undesirable features.
As I mentioned earlier, it spells trouble to the
mining industry and to the Government of the
day, irrespective of what Government it may be.

Mr Barnett: Hear, hear!

Mr GRAYDEN: We are setting aside the 1904
Act and are replacing it with this extraordinary
document.- Quite apart from the myriad of
relatively minor objectionable features, this
document contains some basic shortcomings
contrary to the statement which the Minister for
Mines made a little while ago when he said that
the basic underlying fundamentals were
accegitable to industry and this motion therefore
should be defeated. I reject that statement out of
hand. We only have to consider the philosophy
behind this Act, which philosophy is that one
either works a mining lease or a tenement or
relinquishes it, to understand that.
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It seeks to achieve that by imposing
expenditure conditions and labour conditions, but
it really does exactly the reverse to what is
intended. What it will mean is this: Companies or
individuals who are affluent to a sufficient extent
will be able to pick the eyes out of the mineral
deposits of Western Australia and virtually hang
onto them forever without working them. Take
Kanowna as an example. It is an area which
supported 12 000 people at one time, but the gold
areas are relatively limited. Currently they are
held in a number of mineral claims. Under this
Act the entrepreneur, who I understand lives at
Pott's Point in New South Wales, will be able to
hold the entire gold or alluvial area at Kanowna
under one mining lease.

Mr Coyne: Did you point this out to the
Kalgoorlie people when you were at the
Kalgoorlie by-election?

Mr GRAYDEN: I was not up there.
Mr Coyne: Yes, you were up there in the

Kalgoorlie by-election.
Mr GRAYDEN: Tell me when.
Mr Coyne: You told the Kalgoorlie people-
Mr GRAYDEN: I have not been to Kalgoorlie

for years. I do not know what the member is
talking about.

Mr Coyne: You criticised the member for
Kalgoorlie.

Mr GRAYDEN: That is absolute rubbish! I
had the greatest respect for him.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!
I suggest the member addresses the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: Under the new Act a person
holding those existing tenements will convert
them to a mining lease which he is then able to
hold for 21 years and then he can obtain
successive additional periods of 21 years. The
Minister can continue to grant successive licences
for periods of 21 years.

All that individual has to do is to meet certain
expenditure requirements. If he employs
geologists, for instance, to do exploration work,
they could be sent to Kanowna two or three times
a year to inspect the area-their travelling
expenses and their time whilst they are on the job
would meet the expenditure requirements.

When we talk about prospectors, we are talking
about the person who runs a garage in a quiet
town, the railway yard man at the hotel, and
various other individuals of that kind, who in their
leisure time prospect. For the next 21 years,
prospectons will not be able to go into Kanowna
because that area will be held under one mining
lease.

Mr Coyne: By Potts Point.
Mr GRAYDEN: By someone living in Potts

Point. if in 21 years he does not want to continue
with it he will be able to sell it to another
individual who may carry that lease for another
21 or 42 years, as the case may be. This lease may
pass from generation to generation, because if
someone has held a lease for 21 years, it is not
likely it will be taken from him.

What has happened in Kanowna will happen in
other goidmining towns in Western Australia
such as Yalgoo. Menzies; Leonora, and Broad
Arrow. This will occur right throughout the
goidmining and mineral area of Western
Australia.

The choice mineral areas will be taken up, with
these mining leases where there is a tenure for 21
years with the right of successive renewals. The
people concerned will have no problem in meeting
the expenditure conditions without doing any
work at all in those areas.

Let us take the case of a company such as
Central Norseman which is a huge mining
operation with an enormous annual expenditure.
That company may have 500 tenements scattered
throughout Western Australia and all it need do
is apportion its gross exploration expenditure to
its mining tenements. After all, it is maint'aining a
fleet of vehicles and a large number of
prospectors, geologists, etc. It simply divides its
expenditure on these items and meets the
expenditure requirements on these leases.

Mr Davies: Who sets the expenditure
requirements?

Mr GRAYDEN: We will discuss that shortly.
For instance, for a mining lease of 200 hectares it
is necessary to spend $20 000 annually. If a
company sent a geologist to the area and did that
a few times a year the company could justify
$20 000 expenditure. It is as simple as that and it
is for that reason that every area will be tied up
and held indefinitely. The Act permits that. There
can be no satisfactory method of policing this Act.

We are talking in terms of expenditure
conditions, but if labour conditions were
introduced, as in the old Act, this situation could
not occur. The whole purpose of this Act is to
force people to work the ground or relinquish
their lease but in practise it will enable operators
to hold ground indefinitely without working the
areas.

We can imagine what will happen in the Mines
Department when this Act comes into force-it
has come into force, but there has been a relative
stalemate pending this move to disallow the
regulations. What will happen to the regulations
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when they have to be enforced by the Mines
Department?

Recently the RTA was abolished, but now we
are setting up an organisation which is virtually
the same-the Mines Department policing
authority.

In 5980, which was the last time we had a
mines report, in excess of 20000 mining
tenements were held in this State and application
had been made for another 30 000. That is a large
figure and it was not in the middle of a mineral
boom.

With this new legislation. 50 000 or so reports
will have to be submitted annually. That was not
necessary under the old Act, but now each holder
of tenements has to detail the expenditure on the
particular tenements and so the Mines
Department personnel will have to sit down and
sift through 50 000 reports and then determine
whether they are fabricated or whether they are
factual. In many cases the officers of the
department will have to go into the field and
verify the reports. If those reports are not verified
there will be no way of policing the Act. The
whole of the mining industry will degenerate into
one great sham or one great swindle if it is not
policed.

The Act has to work, so the Mines Department
must become a Mines Department policing
authority. At the moment, the public police that
Act. If someone does not meet the requirements
that apply someone else can apply for a forfeiture
of the tenement. The public police the Act, but
under the new Act that duty will fall to the Mines
Department.

We have a Government which talks in terms of
cutting red tape, doing away with the
bureaucracy, and helping the small individual;
however, under the new Act every prospector and
every person engaged in the industry who has
mining tenements, must submit an annual report
on each to the Mines Department. If that report is
not submitted, forfeiture of the lease is the
penalty. That report has to be submitted to the
Mines Department and analysed by its officers.

At present the mining industry is depressed.
Officers of the Mines Department could have
been transferred to other departments, but in
future, officers from other departments will be
transferred to the Mines Department so that it
might police the provisions of the Act. It is an
extraordinary state of affairs.

There are many other shortcomings in the Act
and provisions relating to mining on private
property is one.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The
member indicated he is speaking about the Act. I
ask him to continue with his remarks as they
relate to the disallowance of the regulations.

Mr GRAYbEN: I am happy to do that. I am
sorry if I am referring to the Act, but the
regulations are complementary to the Act and I
am speaking of the private land provisions in both
the Act and regulations.

Under the 1904 Act we had a situation where
the provisions were acceptable to the mining
industry and to the landowners. They worked
famously. Under the new Act all private land will
be virtually excluded from mining and that is
contrary to the interests of the people of Western
Australia. There is no way that the Government
can go back on the assurance it has given to the
private landowners except by reverting to the
1904 Act, the provisions of which were acceptable
to the mining industry and landowners.

I refer to the question or' goldmining. Here
again, in the Act there is a great deficiency which
will become apparent over the next few years. I
refer to the regulations which relate to gold. As
you would know, Mr Deputy Speaker, the old
1904 Act contained a special section relating to
gold, because gold must be dealt with in a very
different way from other minerals. Under the
1904 Act tenements for gold were relatively small
and there were strong provisions set down relating
to the working of those goidmining tenements. As
a result, the situation occurred where there was a
relatively large number of people in a relatively
small area. That, of course, was abolished under
the new Act and it will present all sorts of
problems in the future.

Because of the harsh provisions under the new
Act there will be a tremendous loss in revenue to
the State. Last year, I think the figure received
from rentals, etc. was in the vicinity of $9 million.
I suggest that under the new Act people will shed
not the valuable land, but the buffer land which
invariably surrounds their tenements. It will cost
the State-at a time when we are facing all sorts
of economic problems-several million dollars. As
a consequence of this Act and the complementary
regulations the State's revenue will go down the
drain by several million dollars.

Indeed the situation will occur where
companies will pick the eyes out of deposits
rendering the remainder of the land absolutely
useless. They will be able to sit on an area
undefinitely if they so wish. As I have already
said there will be a tremendous loss of revenue to
the State.
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Western Australian pastoralists. have properties
of some one million acres in area for which they
pay about $250 per annum. No expenditure
provisions are placed on that land. Yet, some poor
prospector who has a 200 hectare lease on that
huge property, has an expenditure condition on
that land of 520 000 per annum. He must spend
that sum every year or he forfeits the lease. He
must pay SI 200 annual rent; he must pay $450
for survey fees;, he must pay a 515 application fee;
and he has to pay local authority rates and taxes.
He may be situated 300 miles from the local
authority office but he still must pay sanitary and
garbage rates despite the fact that no services are
provided; there would not be a garbage truck
within several hundred miles of this plot. As a
result of these harsh expenditure conditions the
State will suffer an incredible loss in revenue.

There are many basic objections to this Act and
security of tenure is one. We are talking in terms
of security of tenure and the Government is
talking in terms of making amendments to assist
in the security of tenure but it goes only to a
certain point and, in any case, it is not possible to
have security of tenure with such harsh
expenditure conditions. The two situations are
contradictory. Having discovered a mineral
deposit a prospector must apply for the lease and
meet the expenditure conditions. If he cannot
meet the conditions, he has no security of tenure.

Another aspect-the Minister referred to this
matter-is the excessive ministerial discretion
contained in this Act. The Minister and his
officers have the authority at any time to repeal
or cancel a lease or mining tenement and there is
no right of appeal. The Minister should also be
required to act "reasonably" in the exercise of his
discretionary powers. However, I will not go into
that because obviously I do not have the time.

The Minister referred to the expenditure
conditions and indicated they were quite
reasonable. I could not disagree with him more,
and for good reason. Let us examine the
expenditure conditions which exist in the
regulations. Under the old regulations it was
possible to have a mineral claim of 300 acres and
one could have as many claims as one wished. At
that time the only expenditure condition that
applied was a fee of approximately $150 per
annum. In some cases a prospector could apply
for exemptions. However, one could hang on to
those mineral claims indefinitely. Of course, that
occurred under the 1904 Act and regulations, but
now the Situation is completely different. Instead
of mineral claims we now have prospecting
licences and instead of the area being 300 acres it
can be 200 hectares-about 498 acres. Once a

person is granted a prospecting licence he must
spend $40 per hectare per annum on it.

In other words, a prospector holding a
prospecting licence over an area of 200 hectares
would be required to spend $8 000 per annum on
that tenement. If a person held a tenement of only
one-eighth of an acre, he would still be required
to spend the minimum amount, which is $2 000.
It is very different from the old situation where
one could have an unlimited number of 300-acre
claims with no expenditure conditions placed on
them and only a relatively low annual rent.

There is provision under the regulations for
exploration leases. The minimumn amount one
must spend on an exploration licence is S20 000
per annumn or $300 a square kilometre. In
addition an application fee of $150-odd is
applicable and a rental fee of $18 a square
kilometre also is required.

I return to the matter of mining leases under
these regulations. A mineral lease can be up to tO
square kilometres in area, which is more than
enough to take up all the alluvial areas in any
mining town in Western Australia. If a mining
lease were 200 hectares in area expenditure
conditions of $20 000 per annum must be met and
that is for only one lease. For example, if the
yardman at the local hotel at Meekatharra or the
local mechanic pegs a lease when prospecting
during the weekends, an amount of $20 000 per
annumn must be expended on the lease; he also has
to pay an annual rental of SI 200 for the lease.
That is just for the privilege of having 200
hectares which could be out in the mulga.

In addition to that, he has to pay 5450 to have
the lease surveyed-that is a requirement. Then
he must pay a $I15 application fee, and hundreds
of dollars in rates to the local authority. All that
for the privilege of holding 200 hectares on a
pastoral property, the owner of which pays, say,
$250 a year far one million acres. This is what we
are doing to the small prospectors and
entrepreneurs throughout Western Australia. Yet
the Act has been put up to us as though it is a
highly desirable document and one with which we
will be happy. As long as we live the provisions of
this Act and the regulations will not be accepted
in the mining towns of WA.

As I mentioned, it is not possible to just hand
out exemptions from expenditure conditions willy-
nilly because that would defeat the whole purpose
of the Act and it would make the Situation
infinitely worse. If a company can meet the
expenditure conditions it will be able to sit on key
mineral areas of the State indefinitely. [f it was
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exempted from expenditure conditions, the
position would be even more farcical.

There are many other objections to this
extraordinary Act and these extraordinary
regulations. Under the regulations of the old Act,
there were a multitude of different types of
tenementg, some of which were absolutely
essential. A dredging claim was in this
category-there is no mention of a dredging claim
in these regulations. Under a dredging claim one
could peg a natural watercourse. One could just
put a peg in the ground and say, "The
watercourse follows such-and-such a creek or
river for ive miles in an easterly direction", or
something like that and one had the rights to the
entire watercourse. The dredging claim was
widely used in WA as it is not practical to peg
watercourses under ordinary tenements. There is
no provision in the new Act or regulations for a
retention base.

The exemption system was practical under the
old Act and regulations, but it is not practical
under the regulations we are discussing. It was
possible, for instance, for a company such as
Broken Hill Proprietary Co. Ltd. to hold a
chromite deposit for 40 years or so and not mine
it. The Broken Hill people would say, "We have a
big steel industry. We need that as a stockpile.
There is no point in mining it at the moment and
putting it in our backyard. Let us leave it in the
ground for now." However, there is no provision
in these regulations or the Act for a retention
lease and such a lease is necessary to cope with
the situation to which I have referred.

Surely we are not going to hand out exemptions
willy-nilly. If we do that we can well imagine
what will happen. Joe Bloggs will have a tenement
and, as he knows the local member, he will ask
him to make representations to the Minister on
his behalf so that he can be exempted from the
expenditure requirements, and Joe Bloggs will be
able to sit back for years and do nothing.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: As long as his local member is
not the member [or Murchison-Eyre. He will do
nothing on his constituents' behalf.

Mr GRAYDEN: The man who lives next to
Joe Bloggs does not have a friend at court so what
happens to him? He is required to meet these
expenditure conditions.

The new Act and regulations will have to be
policed rigorously, otherwise all sorts of iniquitous
situations will develop. Let us consider another
type of tenement. Under the old Act and
regulations, it was possible to peg a tailings
dump. This tailings dump could be on an area
held by someone else for a different purpose. The

old regulations had a special provision for such a
dump. The lack of such a provision in the new Act
and regulations will cause all sorts of difficulties.

As the hour is relatively late and there are
many speakers still to come, I will not continue
for much longer. I will conclude by saying that
the Act contains many shortcomings, loopholes,
and anomalies. It is an unbelievable document.
Apart from the anomalies I have referred to, it
contains some basic flaws that cannot be
overcome no matter how it is amended. The
legislation will turn the mining industry in
Western Australia upside down. Very shortly
there will be some very aggrieved people in the
mining areas of WA. The prospectors and the
inhabitants of the little mining towns will look
around for some ground to explore and they will,
find that everything of consequence is held under
a mining lease or some other tenement. I remind
members not to forget that a mining lease pegged
for any sort of material today includes the right to
gold. There is no provision amongst the
amendments mentioned by the Minister-and it
cannot be included subsequently-to allow people
to peg small leases for gold on existing mining
leases. In many cases the leases to which I am
referring will be already pegged for gold.

In order to hold a lease, all one needs to do is to
meet certain expenditure conditions. All the
labour conditions have gone out of the window.
The expenditure requirements can be met in a
thousand different ways. Shortly we will have a
group of people in the outback who will be
fabricating their returns. A person will say, "I
went to visit my lease four times this year", and
no-one can prove that he did not do this. He will
be able to produce receipts fur petrol and other
expenses up to the $8000 that it is necessary to
spend on a prospecting licence.

A person who wishes to keep his tenement can
say, "My time on the job is worth such-and-such
and I had petrol and mechanical repairs to pay
for so I have spent the $8 000." The Mines
Department will have the job of disproving such
claims and if it does call for the forfeiture of a
lease, we know what will happen then. The person
concerned will go straight to his local member
who will make representation to the Minister for
Mines.

It is horrifying to contemplate the future. I
assure members that if all my predictions come
true we will be in for a rough time. The mining
industry will be in for a rough time, and
unfortunately, WA will be the loser as a
consequence of the new Act and the regulations.
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MR 1. F. TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [10.13 p.m.]:
One might almost say that we have been debating
this matter for the past 12 years. As the Minister
mentioned in his speech to the House tonight, this
all began back in 1970 with the committee of
inquiry. I do not know how many times the
mining legislation has been debated in this
Chamber. Perhaps is an indication of the strength
of reeling about the matter throughout the
community of Western Australia and the mining
community in particular.

Prospectors are very much like farmers-they
are very independent, highly self-motivated
people. They have a job to do, and when
something sticks in their guts they go out and do
something about it. They have attempted to bring
about changes in the legislation, and the
Government has indicated already that some of
these changes will be made.

Along with other members in this House, I do
not believe that the proposed amendments go far
enough. The Government has agreed to these
changes because of pressure applied by the
Opposition, by the prospectors in particular, and
by the mining industry in general. Pressure has
also been applied by such people as the member
for South Perth, the member (or Subiaco, and to
some degree the member for Roe.

It must be disturbing that none of those
changes has been brouqht about because or any
pressure-

Mr Stephens: What about the National Party?
Mr 1. F TAYLOR: I apologise to the National

Party. It is apparent that no pressure has been
brought to bear by the member for Murchison-
Eyre-

Mr Coyne: You do not know your history.
Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: -who remains silent and

sits in this House making interjections. H-e is
totally unprepared to rise to his feet to make a
speech on this matter. It is our pleasure that the
member for Murchison-Eyre makes interjections,
because every one of those interjections is another
bullet that goes into the magazine which will fire
the shots to make sure that the member for
Murchison-Eyre is defeated in the next election.

Mr Coyne: You are a little boy.
Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: I hope the member for

Murchison-Eyre keeps up his level of
interjections. and has the gumption to make a
speech in this House. That would be great
ammunition for us to use in ensuring that he is
defeated.

One of the most important matters affecting
the electorate of the member for Murchison-Eyre

is the Mining Act: and he has nothing to say
about it.

Mr Shalders: He does not come in here through
a blue ribbon seat like you do. He gets out and
wins votes.

Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: I now turn to the Mining
Act, having dealt with the member for
Murchison-Eyre. As I said, the Mining Act has
been with us for some time. Only last week a very
well respected member of the goldfields
community came into my office and offered his
views on that Act. He was not any ordinary
person in the goldfields community, but in fact he
was Mr Rex Mitchell who, for some 47 years,
worked for the Mines Department. For the 20
years till 1967, he was the mining registrar in
Kalgoorlie. He served also for seven years as the
leasing officer for Western Mining Corporation
during the nickel boom. Rex Mitchell has had
experience in the Coolgardie. Owalia, Cue,
Southern Cross, and Kalgoorlie goldfields. His
experience is not to be rejected out of hand; and
his thoughts on the Act are not to be rejected out
of hand.

Mr Mitchell asked me to say to this House and
to this Minister that the 1904 Act had a good
test-a test of some 70-odd years. In nearly every
instance, that Act showed that it had what it took
to operate the mining industry in this State.

The member for Yilgarn-Dundas has indicated
already that the Act needs some amendment; and
we believe that the Act is not perfect in every
respect. Nevertheless, we believe that the 1904
Act was much better than the Act we have at the
moment.

It was not without some thought that we moved
to disallow the regulations under the 1978 Mining
Act. We realised the consequences of the
disallowance of those regulations; and members
on both sides of the House will be aware that,
until recent days, there was every possibility that
the regulations would be disallowed. However, we
decided even tonight that we should go ahead,
because all we had to go on from the Government
was an indication by way of media reports as to
what the Government intended to do. It may be
that what the Government intended to do and
what it will do are two different things. It may be
that in the next session of this Parliament we will
be faced with the situation that some of the
members on the other side of the House will have
sufficient courage to vote with us against the
amendments proposed by the Government.

It was pleasing that the Minister seems to have
seen the light in many of the points that he put
forward tonight. Some of those matters would be

943



944 ASSEMBLY]

quite acceptable to members on this side of tbe
House. It seemed also that the Minister was
looking to amending the Act further. In fact.
some of the further amendments that he indicated
would meet the approval of members on this side.

One of the matters of concern was the one that
has been spoken of most of all since the 1978 Act
was introduced. It was spoken of also in relation
to the 1904 Act. That related to the level of
discretion of the Minister. Despite what the
member for Murchison-Eyre has said, we have a
great concern that the Minister should have the
discretion. He had that discretion under the old
Act, and he has it in terms of the new Act. The
Minister indicated that there may be a case for
giving further consideration to this matter.

One of the matters that would be worth
coniidering is a mining court or, as the Minister
mentioned, a chief warden who could look at
these matters and decide them- without going to
the Minister. Any reasonable person would
consider that, the warden having made a
decision-after all, the warden is the man in the
field, and he would be the best equipped to decide
the issue-

Mr P. V. Jones: It was the committee that
mentioned the chief warden. I did not introduce
it. I only referred to it.

Mr 1. F. TAYLOR: After the warden has made
a decision, it must give people cause for concern if
the decision is referred to the Minister for Mines;
and the Minister's decision is then made on the
basis of facts put before him by the Mines
Department. They are the facts as the department
sees them, and not necessarily as the prospector or
the mining company sees them, or as the warden
sees them.

The Minister would make the decision based on
what the department put before him. That leads
to the strong possibility that matters could occur
that we hope would not occur. Although I For one
do not suggest that anything untoward occurs,
there is the possibility that it could.

It is for that reason in particular that we
believe we should have some other way in which
the prospectors or the mining companies could
appeal against the warden's decision. We suggest
some court of appeal-a very cheap court of
appeal because we are aware that the small
prospector cannot possibly afford the high legal
costs involved in appeals to the High Court, and
even to the Privy Council.

It seems that what the Government is going to
put before the House in the near future involves a
lesser degree of ministerial involvement in the

decision-making processes. In itself, that is a
pleasant change.

The member for South Perth touched on some
other matters. One is very important, and it has
been mentioned at some length by the member for
Vilgarn-Dundas. It relates to the expenditure
provisions of the Act which, by their very nature,
will be onerous for the small prospector. He wilt
have great difficulty in coping with the work
involved.

As the member for South Perth put it quite
rightly, we will have a Mines Department police
force. That is not as satisfactory as the previous
situation in which the prospectors-the people
involved in the industry-policed the industry.
That is a far cheaper solution, and a far more
relevant solution from the point of view of
everyone concerned. It is high time that the
Government realised that also. It is high time that
the Government came to grips with the situation,
and changed it in the near future.

Rather than have my voice give out, I will
conclude by saying that the Opposition does not
believe that We can give the Government the
benefit of the doubt in this situation. We must
press ahead with the motion before the House
tonight. We do not believe that the Government
has met all the requirements of the Opposition
and of the industry.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [10.25 p.m.]: It has
been said before that the motion to disallow the
regulations to the 1978 Mining Act is being used
purely and simply to ensure that one of two
situations occur; that either some meaningful
amendments are made to the 1978 Act or, if that
does not occur, we revert to the original 1904 Act.
While some members believe it is not possible to
return to the 1904 Act, in fact it is quite a simple
procedure, if this motion is passed. It certainly
may require a few more sitting hours, but it could
be done.

I make no secret of the fact that my knowledge
of mining is certainly not as intimate as that of
members such as the members for Yilgarn-
Dundas and for South Perth-

Mr Coyne: You have to be joking! He would
not know anything.

Mr COWAN: -but I suggest it would be
equal to, if not better than, that of the member
for Murchison-Eyre.

The real fact of the matter is that, right back as
far as the beginning of 1978, as a member of the
NCP, I examined the party's platform and it
became quite clear to me that the 1978 Mining
Act was contrary to the party's philosophy. It was
contrary to the philosophy of the NCP in several
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areas and, for that reason, even while I was a
member of that party, I was opposed to some of
the provisions in the 1978 Mining Act.

Of course, members know that the National
Party was formed in 1978 and it continued to
oppose the 1978 Mining Act. By contrast, the
remaining members of the NCP threw their
weight behind the Government's legislation and
supported it.

The opposition I had then to the 1978 Mining
Act still stands, and that is despite the
amendment which was made to the Act last year
which related to private land provisions, because,
believe it or not, every member of the NCP with
the exception of one, and he is not in this place,
missed those provisions. They believed implicitly
the words of the Minister who introduced the Bill
which were to the effect that the provisions under
the new Act relating to private land were identical
to the provisions contained in the 1904 Act. Of
course, it was shown subsequently that the
provisions were in no way identical and, after
some degree of pressure-I will not allocate
credit, because I think everybody knows to whom
the credit should be given-some amendments
were introduced in this place.

However, the particular remaining items to
which 1, as a member of the NCP, was opposed
and which I continued to oppose as a member of
the National- Party, still have not been addressed
by the Government. I should like to deal with
some of the particular issues involved and I am
sure you, Sir, will give me licence to do so,
because white I am talking about a motion to
disallow the Mining Act regulations, the purpose
behind the motion is to remove an administrative
facility from the Mines Department and thereby
force the Government either to accept that the
1978 Act must be amended or restore the 1904
Act so that we can use its provisions.

I shall start with the issue on which I
interjected on the Minister which relates to the
miner's right. Most people would accept that the
provisions in both Acts relating to the miner's
right are to all intents and purposes the same; but
that does not alter the fact that the rights of a
person holding a miner's right are quite different,
because of the construction of the Act itself and
the provisions which are laid down for mining
tenements, particularly prospecting tenements,
under the new Act.

Mr Coyne interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! If the

member for Murchison-Eyre intends to interject,
he should raise the level of his voice.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: He does not have enough
confide nce to ra ise t he level ofr h is voic.

Mr Coyne: I said that the miner's right was not
important.

Mr COWAN: The rights which were conferred
upon the holder of a miner's right were
particularly important and, as pointed out to the
Minister, under the new Act one is able to do
nothing with a particular mining tenement until
the grant of that tenement. Under the old Act,
while one had to lawfully peg and wait for the
Warden's Court to make a decision and then for
the Minister to arrive at a Finding, when the
decision was made and one could prove that
possession of the tenement was granted, title took

'place from the time of pegging.
If the member for Murchison-Eyre cannot

understand the difference between the two
situations, he is guilty of everything of which the
members for Kalgoorlie and Yilgarn-Dundas
accused him.

Mr Coyne: A committee of inquiry
recommended the abolition of the miner's right,
so it was not important then.

Mr COWAN: As the miner's right stands
under the new Act, it is valueless. However, I am
talking about the rights conferred on a person
under section 31 of the old Act. If the member For
Murchison-Eyre reads that section, he will see
what I mean. I agree that the miner's right
conferred on a person under the new Act is
worthless and I am sure the member for Yilgarn-
Dundas would agree with that.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I request
the member for Merredin to ensure his remarks
relate to the regulations. While latitude has been
granted, I would appreciate it if he related his
comments to the regulations.

Mr COWAN: I would be very pleased to do
that, providing you, Sir, give me that licence.

Two issues relate specifically to the regulations
and, in order to bow to your wishes, Sir, I shall
deal with one of those at this time. The
regulations provide for expenditure conditions.
The members for South Perth and Yilgarn-
Dundas have spoken about the hardship which
will be experienced by a genuine prospector if
expenditure conditions are applied.

I am fully aware a provision exists under the
new Act which allows for exemptionI from those
expenditure provisions, but the point that should
be remembered is that one would assume the Act
would have to be policed, because it is designed to
separate exploration from mining and to bring
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about a higher turnover of ground which is being
Prospected.

The only possible provisions under which th
Act can be policed and under which prospectors
can be forced to turn over their ground are the
expenditure provisions. I would be inclined to
agree with the member for South Pert tat we
shall see that regulation used to ensure that
prospecting ground is indeed forfeited or turned
over and made available to somebody else.

We believe that if the motion before the Chair
is to be dealt with tonight on the basis that the
Government plans to introduce amendments, we
immediately remove any lever by which we can
ensure that the amendments have any real value.
I can find no arguments with the proposed
amendments.

There should be a reduction of the
discretionary powers of the Minister, and in one
instance this has been brought about by an
amendment. If we can believe what we read in the
Press, the ministerial discretion that provides for
a person to take up more than 20 PLs is 1o be
removed.

There is no real description given in the Press
statements by the Premier as to how precisely we
are to grant security of tenure to those people who
happen to hold mining tenements which provide
for exploration only.' certainly did not hear a
detailed explanation tonight. Nothing in the Press
statement indicated to me that the security of
tenure will be acceptable.

If we consider a person who takes out a
prospecting licence, at the end of two years he has
three options: He can apply for an extension of
the licence at the discretion of the Minister, he
can forfeit it, or he can convert it to a min. ing
lease. If he wants to convert it to a mining lease
he can do so only at the discretion of the Minister.
So, there is no great security of tenure in that
situation.

I understand that under the old mineral claim,
where there was no separation of the exploration
and mining phases, a person having applied for a
mineral claim and having been lawfully granted
that claim was able to mine it, prospect it, or do
what he liked with it. There were discretionary
powers of the Minister which could force him to
come down a peg or two. But the position under
the new Act and its regulations means that a
person will start with nothing. He will have to try
to build up and can do so only at the discretion of
the Minister. If he wants to build up again from
the exploration to the mining phase, it will be at
the Minister's discretion.

There is a basic difference here, because
someone who is placed in a position where he can
have his rights or security reduced is in a far
better position than someone who starts with
nothing and then has gradually to build on that.
That is not good enough in this day and age when
we hear so much talk about "finders keepers".

We have two conflicting principles. One is that
minerals are the property of the Crown and the
other is that they should be able to be exploited
by the person who finds them. Obviously there
can be conflicts, and when we try to resolve them
I do not think the Minister should have the
absolute power on every occasion. That really is
one of the most important issues that relates to
the new Mining Act and its regulations.

Nothing said tonight indicates that anyone
would be granted greater security of tenure over
any mining tenement for which he may apply.
There is nothing in the prepared statement
published in The West Australian to indicate
precisely how greater security of tenure will be
achieved. Knowing the performance and the
history of politicians, I would be the last person in
this place to accept that we should not have some
form of lever over the Government rather than
place our total faith in it. No member of the
Chamber would be so naive as to think otherwise
or to think that if a member has a contrary view
to the Government's view he should withdraw the
only lever he has to ensure that a particular issue
on which he did not agree with the Government
could be corrected.

Unlike the Opposition, I would not like to see
this motion dealt with tonight. I would much
prefer to see the motion adjourned and kept at the
bottom of the notice paper until such time as the
amendments that are spoken of are introduced.

Mr Carr: Are you speaking for yourself or your
entire party?

Mr COWAN: I am speaking For the National
Party.

Mr Carr: I was alluding to the way your voting
pattern seems to have developed in the House,
when your members do not always vote the way
their leader does.

Mr COWAN: The National Party conducts
meetings of its parliamentary party and of its
executive, and at a meeting of the parliamentary
party there was unanimous agreement that we
would accept an adjournment of the motion and
allow it to go to the bottom of the notice paper so
that we had time to see what the amendments
were like. We had a meeting between members of
the Mt. Marshall district council and members of
the executive because our members wanted an
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assurance that they could see the amendments
and be satisfied that they were acceptable. I
assure the member for Geraldion that I do have
authority to speak in this way.

We would not Wish any embarrassment to the
industry. If the motion were adjourned until the
amendments were introduced, we would be able
-to show them to our members and they could
decide whether they were good enough, or
whether they should be improved. If they were
acceptable to the industry and to our lay
organisation, we would let the motion lapse. But
there is no way in the world that we would ever
remove the only lever we had.

There has been some discussion about the
rights of appeal and the discretionary powers of
the Minister. There are many ways we can do
something about this. Someone said to me that
the best way to remove the discretionary powers
of a Minister in an Act is to substitute the word
"warden" for the word "Minister". The position
of chief mining warden could be created, and a
person filling such a position could deal with
certain issues, rather than the Minister.

If the Government is to insist that discretionary
powers be vested' in the Minister, why cannot
specified provisions be inserted in the Act to
ensure that the Minister is responsible to the
public for his decisions? Why cannot we ask that
the Minister make available to the public his
reasons for decisions? Certainly such a provision
does not exist in the present Act, and certainly it
is not in the regulations. At the moment the
warden can make a recommendation to the
Minister with the exception of prospecting
licences, in regard to which he can make a
decision on the first 10. Apart from that the
Minister is entitled to make decisions on the
recommendations before him without giving his
reasons. Why should not the reasons be made
public so that we are aware of the circumstances
surrounding the use of this ministerial discretion?
I do not for one moment say that the ministerial
discretionary power should be removed
completely from legislation in general, but the
overriding discretionary powers in this Act should
be removed to a large extent. They could be
removed easily in many instances by deleting the
word "~Minister" and inserting the word "warden"
or, if one prefers, the words "chief mining
warden." Much of the power of the Minister
would be removed along with difficulties
associated with the right of appeal.

I am aware that a warden's decision can be
appealed against, but only on the basis that the
warden has erred in law, not on the facts before
him; but as we know, most of the decisions made

by mining wardens are made on the basis of facts
before them, so it is rare that we have appeals.

Mr Grill: You can go out of that framework
and take an action to the Supreme Court; but it is
a pretty clumsy way of doing it.

Mr COWAN: That is correct. Surely enough
expertise exists within either the Department of
Mines or the Crown Law Department to be able
to provide some method of appeal for all parties, a
method which would not be expensive, or tie up
tremendous amounts of land and take a great deal
of' time to complete. Of course, the only problem
is that the Department of Mines is reluctant to
come up with such a method, and so too is the
Minister-it is as simple as that. The department
.and the Minister are reluctant to see any change
in the present system because the new Act and its
regulations, in comparison with the 1904 Act, will
be an administrative dream-at least, they think
it will be. I suspect that as time goes on the
administration of the Act , will become a
nightmare in terms of policing its provisions.

The member for Kalgoorlie made the relevant
point that at the moment prospectors and mining
companies play a large part in policing the
Mining Act. Under the proposed system
prospectors and mining companies will play no
part at all in the policing of the Act; the entire
responsibility will rest with officers of the
Department of Mines. I am quite sure many more
such officers will need to be appointed to carry
out that job, and we will end up with a "them-us"
situation instead of the department co-operating
with the industry. Once upon a time the
department made geologists available to
prospectors With problems, and in most cases the
geologists were able to help; but we will witness a
transition from that co-operation to a situation of
the department's officers being regarded as
interfering bureaucrats. They will receive no
assistance from prospectors if the prospectors can
help it. That is a disappointing forecast, but it will
come to pass.

I must mention another factor of the
regulations, and that relates to royalties. The
Minister referred to royalties and to some extent
his comments were helpful. However, whilst no
doubt royalties will remain at their present levels,
or perhaps by the use of ministerial discretionary
power they will be reduced slightly, it appears far
better that we as a Parliament should be able to
make some inquiry into the levels of all royalties
so that we can get rid of the anomalies built into
the system.

By retaining royalties at their present levels we
do not address ourselves to correcting the
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anomalies which presently exist. One needs only
to make a comparison of the levels of royalties
paid by the iron ore industry and those paid by
the bauxite industry. One could say that a
particular industry is paying too much, or that
another is paying too little. We must inquire into
the levels of royalties as a whole rather than say
we will leave them at their present levels and
possibly use ministerial discretion to swing them
up or down a little bit-that is not good enough.
It is an extremely cosmetic approach to leave this
matter in the discretion of the Minister; I really
believe that any Government can do better than
that.

We regard this motion as a medium through
which we can force the Government to introduce.
amendments to the 1978 Act, amendments
acceptable to the mining industry, prospectors.
and the National Party. I have made it quite clear
that we have tried to give the Gjovernment an
opportunity to introduce such amendments, and it
has announced that it will; but no guarantee has
been given that those amendments will be
satisfactory to the mining industry. I will not have
any satisfactory guarantee that the amendments
will satisfy me until I see them. Certainly some
areas have not been addressed at all by the
Government, and I refer particularly to
ministerial discretion. If we can forget about the
one area in which ministerial discretion will be
removed, and that area relates to the granting of
extra prospector licences, we can see that literally
hundreds of others-I

Mr P. V. Jones: There is a second, the one I
referred to about removing the requirement for
ministerial approval for trading in prospecting
licences. If you wish to trade it in the first six
months you do not need ministerial approval-it
has been given away as well.

Mr COWAN: That is a total of two, so we
have about 198 to go. No-one in the industry
would accept that such a reduction in the number
of ministerial discretionary powers is suitable; it
will not be enough, and the Minister will accept
that the industry would adopt the same attitude.

Similarly, no effort had been made to do
something about the right of appeal. All that has
been stated tonight is that, "We are quite happy
to introduce something if you can tell us what it
is, but at the moment we believe it will be too
cumbersome."

Mr Coyne: Nobody wants it.

Mr Stephens: Don't you read the corres-
pondence that is sent to you?

Mr COWAN: Despite the fact that the
member for Murchison-Eyre says nobody wants
rights of appeal-

Mr Coyne: They don't want it badly enough.

Mr COWAN: -there are people who do want
rights of appeal. They want security of tenure
over mining tenements far more than they want
the right of appeal. They want to be able to
receive some surety over the expenditure
conditions and the security Provisions, because
these things are going to be used as a policeman's
weapon. They want those things more than
anything else. The member is kidding himself if
he believes they do not want rights of appeal; they
do.

Mr Coyne: Certainly the small fellows do not
want it. Expenditure-wise, it will kill them.

Mr COWAN: Where would they appeal?

Mr Coyne interjected.

Mr COWAN: Perhaps we could establish a
chief mining warden's court.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I suggest the
member addresses the Chair. There are many
intirjections. if those interjections are audible
they can be recorded in Hansard.

Mr COWAN: The point I was making is that
we regard the motion for disallowance of the
regulations as a vehicle by which to achieve
something better for the mining industry.
Inasmuch as the Government has indicated its
preparedness to amend the Mining Act, that move
has been successful. The degree of success can be
measured only when we actually sight and pass
the amendments proposed by the Minister. Until
that time, I am reluctant to allow this motion to
be dealt with tonight and would prefer it to be
adjourned so it can be left at the bottom of the
notice paper. It will not have to be dealt with
again. The Government has until the end of the
session to prepare and submit amendments to
Parliament and thus give Parliament and the
industry plenty of time to consider and approve
those amendments and then this motion can lapse.

Until that time, we should adjourn the debate
and allow the Government that time.

Adjournment of Debate

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [10.59 p.m.]: I
move-

That the debate be adjourned.
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Motion put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 24
Mr Barnett Mr Hodge
Mr Bridge Mr Jamieson
Mr Bryce M rT.fH. Jones
Mr Brian Burke Mr Mclver
M r Terry Burke Mr Parker
Mr Carr Mr Pearce
Mr Cowan Mr Stephens
Mr Davies Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr Evans Mr 1. F. Taylor
MrGrill Mr Tonkin
Mr H-arman Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Noes 29

Mr Blaikie Mr Mensaros
Mr Clarko Mr O'Connor
Mr Court Mr Old
Mr Coyne Mr Rushton
Mrs Craig Mr Shalders
Mr Crane Mr Sibson
Dr Dadour Mr Sodeman
Mr Grayden Mr Spriggs
Mr Grewar MrTrethowan
Mr Hassell MrTubby
Mr Kerzreld Mr Watt
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Williams
Mr Laurance Mr Young
Mr MacKinnon Mr Nanovich
Mr McPharlin (Teller)
Motion thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
DR DADOLIR (Subiaco) 1 11.03 p.m.]: My

contribution will be very short. The trauma with
the Act in 1978 was enough for me. It seems to
continue. I find the new act and its regulations
to be distasteful in two areas; the first is the
"finders keepers" and the security of tenure
provisions. The proposed alteration Or amendment
will change the wording from "may grant a
prospector's licence" to "the warden shall". I do
not think that makes any difference because of
the fierce fiscal conditions that are placed on the
prospector for the prospector's licence. The
"finders keepers" idea is a joke, because a finder
would not be able to keep what he found unless he
had financial backing from some other source.

Secondly, there is the right of appeal. I cannot
see how this Act and regulations can be altered to
give the right of appeal unless, as suggested by
the member for Merredin, a chief warden's court
was set up to hear the appeals. That could be the
answer.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Will the
member resume his seat. There is too much
audible conversation other than the member for
Subiaco, so I ask members to recognise the
member on his feet. I call on the member for
Subiaco-

Dr DADOUR: I thought you were about to tell
me I was roving far and wide. I was sticking to
the subject of the new Act.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I had some
difficulty hearing the member for Subiaco.

Dr DADOUR: Maybe it is better that you do
not hear me, Sir.

Under the new Act and regulations, a miner's
right means very little. Under the old Act the
right of a miner was to take possession, mine, and
occupy Crown land for mining purposes. Under
the new Act there has been a steady whittling
away of the rights of the prospector. Those people
should be compensated in some way and I think
they should be granted a right of appeal. That is
what we understand to be British justice and it is
a point to which I keep referring.

It is very hard for the little fellow to get justice
when, firstly, he is denied something by the
Minister, and then he has to appeal to that very
same Minister. There is no way I can see any
justice in that form of operation.

Apparently the whole tenor of the new Act and
regulations is the control of the industry, as far as
mining in Western Australia is concerned. I have
received an assurance from the Premier that he
will make amendments to the Act which will
provide for finders keepers, or security of tenure.

I do not wish to harp on this, but whilst we
have some restraints, such as these regulations
still hanging fire, are we to see justice done? I
have the terrible feeling that although the
Premier will promise this, I realise that he has not
the time-and time is the essence-to police his
own Ministers and the department to ensure that
these things are done.

Once the restraints are taken away people
forget very quickly; it is human nature. We will
get nowhere at all unless we have some safeguard
whereby we can keep these regulations in
abeyance until the amendments have been
approved by Parliament and the people in the
mining industry. Those are the two points I
wished to bring forward.

MR MePHARLIN (Mt. Marshall) [11.08
p.m.]: I have listened patiently to a number of
speakers in this House but unfortunately I
returned from a dinner a little too late to hear the
lead speaker of the Opposition. In listening to the
speeches it seems there is an acceptance, by a
number of members, of the proposed amendments
which the Government says it will bring forward
to be implemented in the new Act.

I do not claim to be as familiar with the Mining
Act and regulations as are some other members in
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this House, but I can claim to have done a
considerable amount of research over the last six
weeks.

In my brief discussion with the Premier earlier,
he indicated quite clearly that if amendments
covering the most contentious sector of the
Mining Act and regulations were submitted he
was quite prepared to examine them and if
considered appropriate to implement them.

It has been revealed that the Premier will
adhere to that, and I commend him for it. He has
announced publicly that amendments will be
made to the Mining Act. Unlike other members
who have spoken this evening, I have enough
confidence in the Government to believe that will
apply.

Mr O'Connor: It will.
Mr McPHARLIN: That commitment will be

adhered to. The Mining Act has been before this
House on many occasions from 1972-when the
Opposition was in Government-and it was back
on the notice paper in 1975, then on the notice
paper again in 1978. Surely after that time the
industry would have had adequate time to
examine the provisions in the new Act and the
recommendations of the committee which was
formed in 1969 and which made a report in 1970.
Last year the Government saw fit to bring
forward some amendments to the 1978 Act.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you crossing the floor?
Mr O'Connor: Thai is something you cannot

do.
Mr Bryce: It is something you cannot do.
Mr McPHARLIN: The Government is quite

prepared to act again according to the wishes-
Mr Evans: It is a 1981 amendment.
Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The
member will resume his seat.

Mr Tonkin: The member's time has expired.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member for

Morley's time will expire very quickly. Members
must appreciate the difficulty that Hansard has in
recording the debate and the job is not made
easier when there are cross-Chamber
conversations. I am a little disappointed to note
that both leaders were involved in a conversation
while the member for Mt. Marshall was
attempting to make his address.

Mr McPHARLIN: I hope. Mr Deputy
Speaker, you will allow me some licence to make
some comments on the Act. There has been
considerable talk of the delegation of Minister's
powers. It is necessary to have some delegation of

Minister's powers. They were applied under the
old Act and are to be applied under the new
Act-

Mr Brian Burke: Which party are you in these
days?

Mr McPHARLIN: There is much work
involved in this and it is absolutely necessary for
the Minister to have the power of delegation.

Mr Brian Burke: Have you left the National
Party?

Mr McPHARLIN: I have some figures, which
I do not propose to quote, with regard to the
delegation of powers and the functions of the
Mines Department. The delegation of the
Minister's power is necessary and is of major
importance in the administation of the
Department.

The limits of rights of appeal under section 151
of the new Act have caused a great deal of
controversy and discussion. I took the opportunity
to discuss this matter with people who understand
fully the mining law. Many companies understand
fully the implications of it.

Mr Brian Burke: What does the National Party
say about it?

Mr McPHARLIN: There is no difference
between the provision of limits of rights of appeal
under the new Act and those under the old Act.

The member for Murchison-Eyre raised a valid
point a few moments ago when he referred to the
rights of appeal and I agree that if we take away
the power of the Minister it leaves it open to those
who have the money and muscle to take action in
courts. This would penalise the small prospector;
we do not want that to happen.

Mr Brian Burke: What about Afro-West? We
did not protect them.

Mr McPHARLIN: We are not referring to
Afro-West; we are referring to the provisions
under this Act.

Mr Barnett: What party do you belong to?
Mr McPHARLIN: I know what party I belong

to-it is certainly not the Labor Party!
Mr Brian Burke: No-one else does. You are

keeping it well hidden.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I should not

have to remind the Leader of the Opposition of
the role he plays in this House. He should allow
the member on his feet to continue his speech. I
hope he will give the co-operation that the House
deserves and allow the member for Mt. Marshall
who is obviously-

Mr Barnett interjected.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the member
for Rockingham wish to take issue with me! I
trust that members will give the member for Mt.
Marshall the opportunity and the courtesy to
which he is entitled to deliver his address.

Mr McPHARLIN: I refer to comments made
by the member for Merredin a few moments ago
in -connection with what happened at our party
meeting before the session commenced. We
agreed that he would place on the notice paper a
motion to disallow the Mining Act regulations.
The Leader of the Opposition, of course, obtained
priority on that one. There was not a party
agreement about an adjournment at all.

Mr Cowan: Yes there was.
Mr McPHARLIN: No, there was not.
Mr Barnett: It was a unanimous decision and

you know it.
Mr McPHARLIN: How would the honourable

member know?
Mr Barnett: Tell the truth.
Mr Brian Burke: The member for Merredin has

a witness-the member for Stirling.
Mr McPHARLIN: Within the National

Country Party and the National Party a member
always has had the right to vote as his conscience
tells him.

Mr Barnett: The National Country Party
introduced caucus into Western Australian
politics.

Mr O'Connor: Give him a go.
Mr McPHARLIN: I will not worry about these

interjections. I got over that 10 years ago.
Mr Tonkin: There was more discipline in the

Air Force.
Mr McPHARLIN: From time to time

comments have been made about expenditure
conditions which apply under the regulations to
prospecting licences, exploration licences, mining
leases and so on. I made inquiries as to the
severity of these conditions and I have spoken to
members of the leaseholders and prospectors
association. I have also spoken to some members
of mining companies and have received guidance
from a solicitor who specialises in mining law.

Mr Barnett: Is his name Medcalf?
Mr McPI4ARLIN: Enough comment has been

made on miners' rights this evening;, I am talking
now about expenditure conditions. The member
for South Perth made some very strong comments
about expenditure provisions this evening. I do not
claim to know as much about the mining industry
as he because he is experienced in it. However, I
checked some of the comments he was reported to

have made in the Press and the comments that
came back to me were that, in fact, they seemed
to be emotional and unfounded. If his comments
were based entirely upon the allegations of the
prospectors that they were afraid of the strict
monetary requirements of the regulations my
adviser did not think that could be justified,

Mr Barnett: Who was your adviser, please?
Mr McPHARLIN: The 1971 committee

recommended certain expenditure conditions.
However, the committee used 1971 dollars and
presumably these sums have been increased to
allow for the present dollar value. It must not be
forgotten that the labour of the prospector
holding a prospector's licence is taken into
account wheii one is calculating expenditure.

I have had discussions with a couple of
prospectors-one by a personal interview and
another by telephone-who advised that the
expenditure conditions were all right and that
they would not object further. Both these men
work in the field. In fact, one of those men wrote
to me, and I quote from his letter-

Please ask the Government to increase the
rent charges on these old leases to encourage
owners to surrender unwanted mining
tenements. Gold in 1950 was worth approx
$31 per ounce, to-day it is worth approx $3 10
per ounce-surely if a mining lease is worth
holding, its worth one ounce of gold a year
rent.

I know this would not be accepted generally by
the prospectors and I also know that the
Treasurer would not like to have many more
comments made by others who are involved in the
industry. That man has been a prospector for 35
years. He told me that when he read the new Act
he was against it and he was also opposed to the
regulations. However, after studying the Act in
detail he explained to me that he was satisfied
with it in its present form.

Mr Terry Burke: The Government is not.
Mr McPHARLIN: I have studied the Act in

detail and I discovered a large number of the
provisions of the old Act have been included in
the new Act. I ask members who have not studied
the Act to do so. I refer to the amendments which
the Government has publicly announced it
proposes to write into the Act.

Section 40 of the Act refers to prospecting
leases. The Government has said it proposes to
remove the provision under which the warden can
grant 10 leases without reference to the Minister
and the Minister could grant another 10. The
proposal is to remove that requirement so that
unlimited prospecting licences are available.
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Surely that is meeting the wishes of the
prospectors because that is one of the issues that
has been discussed with the Prospectors and
Leaseholders' Association.

Mr Coyne: It was a major breakthrough.
Mr McPHARLIN: I was surprised to think

that the prospectors would be talking in those
terms because I thought that a limit would have
been of some assistance to them. However, that is
what they asked for. I believe a mining company
can apply for as many prospecting leases as it can
afford and surely most mining companies could
afford many more than can the ordinary
prospector. So having a limit should have
protected the prospectors, but no, they wanted the
matter opened up and so the Government has said
it will lift the limit.

Section 45 deals with a period for which a
prospecting licence is to be held. At the moment
the Act provides that a prospecting licence is
taken out for two years. The prospector concerned
may then apply to the Minister for an extension,
perhaps for another year. or for the period upon
which the Minister decides. Under the
amendments, that provision will be removed, and
the prospector will be granted another two-year
period if he wants it, provided that he has
complied with the other provisions of the Act.
Again that is something for which the industry
asked and to which the Government agreed. This
was another matter that was raised in my
discussions with people from the industry.

Another matter that was debated at some
length was that of security of tenure. Section 49
deals with prospecting licences and section 67
deals with exploration licences. It is clearly stated
in these provisions that the finder has the right of
priority. However, this did not seem to satisfy the
miners, so the Government saw fit to move to
amend the appropriate provision. I understand
that the amendment will make it much easier for
the prospector to be given more security than the
industry believed was contained in the Act.

Section 53 deals with the transfer of
prospecting licences. The provision in the Act that
one may transfer a prospecting licence 12 months
after it is taken out is to be removed. The
amendment will mean that a prospecting licence
can be transferred at any time.

Mr Davies: What guarantees do you have from
the Government in regard to all these? Earlier
you said that you did not know about them, but
you seem to be telling us more about the
amendments tonight than the Government has
told us.

M r O'Connor: I issued a Press release.

Mr McPHARLIN: A Press release appeared in
the paper about this. Opposition members should
have been able to obtain information from that.

Mr Pearce: Legislation by Press release now, is
it?

Mr O'Connor: I have also stated it in the
House.

Mr Pearce: After two Press releases it becomes
law!

Mr McPHARLIN: The Government will
honour its undertakings. Section 71 permits the
Minister to grant a mining lease to any person on
such terms and conditions as the Minister may
determine. It is proposed to amend that section to
make it more acceptable by adding other words.
It appears that the mining companies and the
leaseholders are satisfied with this amendment
also.

I believe I have illustrated that the Government
is prepared to introduce these amendments into
the House. Perhaps some other less contentious
issues have not been completely resolved. When I
set out to investigate this matter, I sought
information. It was not long before the areas of
most dissension were defined, and the
amendments will resolve these problems. The
Government has a genuine desire to meet the
wishes of the industry.

One could refer to such things as the
expenditure provisions, the survey fees, rents, and
other charges. However, they all appear in the
regulations for anyone to look at. I was informed
that over the years charges for the surveys were
about one-seventh of the actual cost. The
Government was obtaining nowhere near the
actual cost of surveying mining leases. I have
today placed questions on the notice paper in
order to obtain some Figures so that we can see
just what these costs are. I think there have been
some increases in the survey charges in the last
two or three years, but they still go nowhere near
covering the survey costs.

Mr Barnett: What are you going to do
tomorrow if you are not satisfied with the answers
you get to your questions? Come on-that is a
reasonable request.

Mr McPHARLIN: After my research, the
clarification I obtained, and the assurances given
by the Government-

Mr Barnett: You should not need to ask
questions then.

Mr McPHARLIN: -1 believe we will do a
service to the mining industry by removing the
doubts. Let us get on with the administration of
the mining industry.
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Government members: Hear, hear!
Mr McPHARLIN: Let us go ahead. The

Government has said that if it becomes apparent
that other amendments are necessary, it will
introduce those amendments. I know every
member of the House will be watching to see that
those amendments do came forward.

I had one very experienced man who came to
see me-

Mr Barnett: Experienced in what?
Mr McPHARLIN: In the mining industry; he

has been in it for many years. He is a highly
qualified man. I discussed his questions and his
objections, and [ asked him to explain why, and so
on. It transpired that the principal reason that he
was so concerned about the new Act and
regulations was that they will develop an extended
bureaucracy in the Mines Department. A greater
number of bureaucrats will be employed to police
the Act. That will react unfavourably on the
prospector and the mining industry generally.

It is up to us as members of Parliament and
administrators to see that that does not happen.
We have to keep a check on it. We will be
watching closely to see whether we have an
increased bureaucracy. The policing that has been
referred to is something we will have to watch as
time goes by.

Because the Government has done all that it
indicated to me it proposed to do, I shall not
support the motion before the House.

Mr Rarnett: Judas.
Mr Davies: Surprise, surprise!

MR GRILL (Vilgarn-Dundas) [ 11.37 p.m-]: I
would like to say a few words in reply. The
legislation and the regulations which we are
considering have been shot full of holes. They are
inadequate, and they are fundamentally
damaging to the mining industry of this State.

By and large, the Minister's speech tonight was
a concession of all these facts. We have seen some
conversions, and we have heard about the
conversion of Paul on the road to Damascus; but
the Minister's speech tonight outshone the seeing
of the light by Paul on that celebrated occasion.
Listening to the Minister, one would have thought
that he was a convert to all the propositions that
have been put forward by the prospectors, the
small mining companies, the Opposition, and the
National Party over the last four years.

Mr Barnett: And Mr MePharlin.

Mr GRILL: Nevertheless, the Government
seemed to be unmoved by any of the speeches
made tonight. It was not even prepared to adjourn
the debate so that its touted substantive

amendments to the Act could be seen and tested.
The Government was not prepared to accept that
reasonable course of events. It is determined, if it
can, to poke the whole thing through tonight. It is
unreasonable, and it does not reflect well on any
members of the Government that it has taken that
line.

Certainly it does not reflect well on the last
speaker, whose speech can only be described as
"pitiful". He squirmed and was uncomfortable.
He disputed his own leader's words on a
particular subject. He behaved in a way designed
to justify the obvious sell-out of his own party.

In his speech, the Minister brought up the old
chestnut about the Tonkin Government
introducing a similar Act-

Mr P. V. Jones: I did not criticise it.
Mr GRILL; That has not been disputed. That,

in itself, can never be thought of as justification
for the legislation that this Government
introduced.

The Minister referred to a commission of
inquiry. By innuendo he suggested that when that
inquiry looked at the Act and the mining industry
in 1970, the recommendations it brought down
were the precedent to follow. The point is that
Phil Adams QC was the chairman of that inquiry;
and very shortly after he brought down the
recommendations in respect of the Mining Act, he
was commissioned in respect of a gambling
inquiry. The Government has not accepted one
recommendation of the Royal Commission into
gambling; yet, by innuendo, it has been put to us
tonight that the Royal Commission into the
mining industry headed by Phil Adams was
almost the last word on the suhj ect.

The Minister indicated that the four years
spent in introducing the Act, bringing in the
regulations, and promulgating the Act were
justified on the basis that the industry was a
diverse one, and that it was hard to contact all
parts of the industry to obtain a unified view.
Sim ply, that does not wash. If the delay had been
six months, or even up to 12 months, members of
the House would have accepted that. However,
when the delay is as much as four years, and
when we have seen this almost miraculous
conversion in the last week or two, people have a
right-in fact, they can do nothing else-to be
sceptical about the sudden conversion of the
Minister for Mines and several members of the
Government.

The Minister talks of lifting the restrictions on
the number of PAs and other amendments that he
foreshadowed-

Mr Coy ne- PLs.
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Mr GRILL: However, we have to operate from
a very sketchy Press release. What do we have
other than that? Nothing-we have absolutely
nothing. The Press release is sketchy in the
extreme. It runs to 21/ pages, and it outlines what
the legislation might be; but apart from that this
House has nothing on which to hang its hat.

Mr Davies: It is not what is in the Press release.
It is what they have left out that is the worry.

Mr GRILL: That is quite right.
The legislation is defective in a number of

ways. It allows far too much discretion to the
Minister; and that discretion, despite the two
points on which the Minister has indicated some
changes, is still intact. The legislation provides no
system of appeals. The Minister indicated just at
the last moment-I presume, as a sop to the
Opposition, the National Party, and the other
opponents of the Act-that the Government may
introduce a system of appeals at some far-off
date.

The Act still weighs down the prospector and
the small mining company with far too much
documentation and far too much bureaucratic red
tape-enough for any prospector to become
tangled in it. Those impediments have not been
removed by the regulations we are considering
tonight.

The member for South Perth pointed out
correctly that the three major types of tenement
under this Act are not adequate for certain types
of prospecting and mining. One of the types of
mining that he mentioned is dredging. He
explained that situation persuasively. In addition,
the new Mining Act does not include a tenement
which relates to goidmining.

The member for South Perth-a former
Minister-pointed out correctly that a whole
goldmining field could be tied up in one or two
tenements under the new Act. That should not be
allowed; but this Act makes it possible. The
goldmining industry is still a very important
industry in this State. Anyone who studies the
stock markets is aware that, over the last three
years. our stock market, upon which most of the
mining companies have to rely to raise funds for
exploration, is tied to the price of gold.
Goldmining is still a very important industry in
this State. However, the new Act does not provide
an adequate tenement to cover goldmining.

The member for South Perth pointed out quite
correctly also that the expenditure conditions are
such that large mining companies can take up
huge tracts of land without working them. That is
a point which would be conceded by any student

of the Act and it was not replied to in any way at
all by the Minister or any Government member.

The members for Kalgoorlie and South Perth
indicated that the old Act was self-policing, but
the new Act will not be. It cannot be, because it
does not contain adequate provisions for a self-
policing situation, so it will need to be policed by
the Mines Department. Initially that job will be
carried out by a computer, but that will be
inadequate and we will see a Mines Department
which, in due course, will become top heavy with
police-type inspectors who will have to spend their
time in the field simply ensuring reports filed with
the Mines Department are accurate. If that is not
done, the Act will be able to be policed only on a
very piecemeal basis which would be unfair and
unjust.

The cost to the prospector of holding tenements
is obviously too high. If a prospector could hold
one tenement of a reasonable size, he would be
lucky; but it would be beyond most prospectors to
hold more than one tenement. Anyone who knows
anything about the prospecting industry is aware
that a prospector needs more than one tenement.

This Government has failed to learn anything
from the situation which applies in Victoria. It
has chosen to close its eyes to the defects of the
Victorian legislation which, in many respects,
mirrors the new Act. The situation in Victoria is
such that small prospectors and small mining
companies have been shut out altogether from
exploration. However, at least in that State the
Government has had the nous to wake up to the
position and has ordered an inquiry into the Act.

We have not learnt a lesson from the situation
in Victoria and it appears to me that the
Government has been very slow to learn any
lessons at all in relation to the mining industry.
The Government's attempts to rectify situations
which were quite obvious four years ago have
become apparent only as a result of pressure by
certain of its own rebel members, and the
Government's conversion at the last moment has
been nothing short of miraculous.

The member for Merredin pointed out correctly
that the assurances we have been given in respect
of security of tenure are far too vague in their
operation to be accepted at this stage, and the
royalty system is nothing less than inequitable
under the present conditions.

The Minister has indicated to me in rather
forthright terms that he believes that with the use
of ministerial discretion, royalties can be tinkered
with and adjusted on a mine-to-mine basis.
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Mr P. V. Jones: Section 109 of the Act allows
the Governor-in-Council to grant exemptions,
subject ito certain conditions.

Mr GRILL: Is the Minister indicating he will
introduce regulations which differentiate between
mines?

Mr P. V. Jones: I indicated to you that, where
economic conditions or other situations
apply-for example, if a particular company is in
difficulties-the situation may be dealt with.' If
the member intends to oppose that, I shall be
interested to see whether he will oppose an
application which is before us at the moment to
help a mining company in his electorate. We have
the capacity to assist the industry by allowing a
year's deferral, or something of that nature, if
economic conditions warrant it. Depending on the
circumstances, it is a provision which can be used
and we have an application from your electorate
to do that now.

Mr GRILL: I doubt whether the Minister
could do it under section 109, but if he thinks he
can, good luck to him.

Mr P. V. Jones: There is the power to grant
deferrals, but if you do not want it done-

Mr GRILL: I did not say that we did not want
it to be done, but if the Minister thinks he can do
it, good luck to him.

The point has been made quite clearly that
royalties, as they are set under the Act at the
present time, are totally inequitable.

I do not wish to labour the points which have
been made. I have indicated the regulations are
defective in many ways and will spellthe end of
the prospector and the small mining company in
this State. They will not do the mining industry
any good at all and, in the interests of the State's
mining industry, I commend the motion to the
House.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 27
Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Mr Hill
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
M r T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Stephens
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr 1. F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

Noes 27
Mr Blaikie Mr O'Connor
Mr Clarko Mr Old
Mr Court Mr Rushton
Mr Coyne Mr Shalders
Mrs Craig Mr Sibson
Mr Crane M r Sodeman
Mr Grewar Mr Spriggs
Mr Hassell Mr Trethowan
Mr Herzfeld Mr Tubby
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Wat
Mr Laurance Mr Williams
Mr Macl~innon Mr Young
Mr McPharlin Mr Nanovich
Mr Mensaros (Te ller)
The SPEAKER: The voting being equal, I give

my casting vote with the Noes.
Question thus negatived.
Motion defeated.

MINING ACT 1978: DISALLOWANCE
OF REGULATIONS

Notice of Motion No. 9:
Discharge from Notice Paper

The SPEAKER: Under the provisions of our
"same question" rule, Notice of Motion No. 9
will now become redundant, and I direct that it be
discharged from the notice paper.

BILLS (3): RECEIPT AND FIRST READING
I . Coroners Amendment Bill.
2. Companies (Co-operative) Amendment

Bill.
3. Public Trustee Amendment Bill.

Bills received from the Council; and, on
motion by Mr Rushton (Deputy
Premier), read a first time.

House adjourned at II.SZ p.m.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

MINISTER OF THE CROWN:
MINISTER FOR POLICE

AND PRISONS

Royal Commissions and Committees
of Inquiry

556. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Police and Prisons:

(1) What were the number of committees of
inquiry, Royal Commissions and other
forms of major public inquiry conducted
into matters and affairs within his
administrative responsibilities in each of
the following years-
(a) 1974;
(b) 1975;
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(c) 1976;
(d) 1977;
(e) 1978;
(f) 1979;
(g) 1980;
(h) 1981?

(2) What is the subject and name of each
inquiry identified in (a) to (h) above?

(3) On what date was the report of each
inquiry identified in (2) released to the
public?

(4) What are the names of the reports of the
inquiries, if any, that he or the
Government has not released to the
public?

(5) Why has he withheld each report, if any,
identified in (4)?

(6) When does he expect that the reports
identified in (4), if any, will be released
to the public?

Mr HASSELL replied:

(1) to (6) An identical question to this has
been asked of a number of Ministers.
The Premier will respond to the member
in due course.

HEALTH: CANCER

Education Programme

580. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Is it a fact that there is no cancer
education programme now conducted by
the Cancer Council of WA?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If "No" to (I)-

(a) who conducts such a programme;
(b) what is the nature and extent of the

programme; and
(c) what funds are provided?

Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) No. The education sub-committee of the
Cancer Council of Western Australia is
an active body 'and is currently
reviewing education activities of the
council. The education programme
conducted by the council includes-

(a) the production and distribution of a
wide range of pamphlets on various
aspects of cancer;

(b) special initiatives in respect of
prevention of skin cancer-this
includes media coverage;

(c) talks and discussions with interested
groups in country areas by specially
trained nurses on aspects of
prevention;

(d) lectures by appropriate Cancer
Council staff and members on
specific aspects of cancer.

The health education unit of the Public
Health Department is represented on
the education sub-committee by its chief
health education officer and the unit
carries out complementary activities in
respect of cancer education.

(2) and (3) Not applicable.

RAILWAYS

Kalgoorlie-Perth

581. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Referring to the proposed timetable
changes for the Kalgooriie-Perth
Prospector service on Mondays and
Thursdays. would an earlier departure
time of 1200 hours, rather than the
proposed 14 25 hours, be possible?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr RUSHTON replied:
(I) and (2) No.

Alterations to the Prospector timetable
are to be introduced due to
rehabilitation work being carried out on
the railway.
I am assured that when setting the 1425
hours departure Westrail took into
account passenger convenience, mealing
arrangements and the arrival time at
Perth.

RAILWAYS

Management Services Branch

582. Mr I. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) When was Westrail's management

services bureau formed?
(2) What are the functions and activities of

the bureau?
(3) What was-

(a) the staffing level;
(b) the cost to Westrail,

of the bureau in each year since its
formation?

Mr RUSH-TON replied:
(1) 1973-74 financial year.
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(2) Computing services which were
previously contained in another branch
of Westrail.
Economic planning and evaluation
Operations and cost research.

(3) (a) 1973-74 4.3
1974-75
1975-76 47
1976-77 57
1977-78 62
1978-79 63
1979-80 62
1980-81 70

(b) 1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-8 1

200 000
450000
772 000
885000
1 062 000
1 272000
1632000
1913000

* RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL
Special Purpose Funds

583. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) With respect to the special purpose
Westrail funds held by the State
Treasurer-
(a) are those funds invested by

Treasury;
(b) if not, why not?

(2) If the funds are invested-
(a) what were the earnings in 198 1;
(b) were the earnings fully repatriated

to Westrail;
(c) if not, why not?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) (a) Yes:,

(b) answered by (a).
(2) (a) to (c).

Interest earnings -credited to
Westrail's special purpose accounts
in 1981 included-

Railway Asset
Purchase Account. 319 194.56

WAGR Commission
Loan Account...481 970.36

Railway Servants
Benefit Trust
Fund................. 2675.00

Accident and Fire S
Insurance Fund... 23 682.00

The following accounts are trust
accounts and invested separately in
Government securities and banks.
Interest is credited directly to these
accounts, However, due to the
various investments made from
these accounts it would take some
time to determine actual interest
earnings-

Contractors' Deposit
WAGR Loan Sinking Fund.

All other special purpose accounts
form part of the public account and
no interest is payable as they form
part of the Westrail operating
account which is funded from
Consolidated Revenue Fund and is
normally in overdraft.

WASTE DISPOSAL: LIQUID
Site

584. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) How much land is required to establish
the new liquid waste disposal site?

(2) (a) Who will be responsible for the cost
of the site preparations, operation,
and maintenance of the disposal
depot

(b) what is the estimate of the costs
involved in the preparation' and
operation of the site?

(3) (a) Has the Public Health Department
conducted tests at the Red Hill site:

(b) if "No", why not?

(4) What are the criteria for the selection of
a liquid waste disposal site?

(5) Which Government departments
constitute the interdepartmental
committee inquiring into the use of the
Midland abattoir lagoons as a potential
liquid waste disposal site?

(6) Was the report in the east suburban
supplement of The West Australian on
11I March 1982 in which the secretary of
the eastern zone refuse disposal
committee indicated that the site to
replace the Gnangara site will "cater for
septic tank effluent, industrial waste and
some trade waste from shops and
hotels", a description of the proposed
use of the site?
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(7) Is he aware that the Midland abattoir
lagoons are currently being used by one
company for the disposal of septic tank
effluent?

Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) This would vary with the particular site
under consideration, but in the case of
the Midland abattoir lagoons would not
exceed five hectares.

(2) (a) This is still being considered by the
interdepartmental ' committee
investigating the possibility of
liquid waste being disposed of at
the Midland abattoir lagoons;

(b) this has not been determined.
(3) (a) No;

(b) because appropriate tests have been
conducted by the Mines
Department,

(4) The criteria include consideration of
public health and environmental safety,
location in relation to areas to be
serviced, and costs of preparation and
operation of the site.

(5) Public Health Department,
Metropolitan Water Board, Department
of Conservation and Environment,
Department of Local Government, and
Town Planning Department.

(6) Yes, in respect of industrial and trade
waste which is biodegradable.

(7) No.

WASTE DISPOSAL: LIQUID

Gnangara

585. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Minister for
Forests:

Is it a fact that the lease for the
Onangara liquid waste disposal site was
extended in October 1981 for a period of
12 months, by the Forests Department?

Mr LAURANCE replied:

Yes.

HOUSING

Fence Repairs

586. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Honorary
Minister Assisting the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is it a fact that the State Housing
Commission will not initiate repairs to a

common fence separating one of its
properties and that of a private owner,
unless requested by the private owner,
when the fence is in a state of disrepair?

(2) If "Yes", vill he give consideration to
examining this policy?

Mr SI-ALDERS replied:

(I) No. Either the tenant of the commission
or the private owner may report a fence
in need of repair. Depending on the
amount of repair and successful
negotiations with the private owner the
fence would be repaired in accordance
with the Dividing Fence Act.

(2) Answered by (1).

WASTE DISPOSAL: LIQUI D

Midland Junction Abattoir

587. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

(1) (a) Has the Metropolitan Water Board
conducted tests at the Midland
abattoir lagoons for possible
environmental problems in the
event of the site being used For
liquid waste disposal;

(b) if not, why not?
(2) (a) Has testing been conducted at the

Red Hill site;
(b) if not, why not?

Mr MENSAROS replied:

(1) (a) No;
(b) because the matter is being looked

at by the interdepartmental
committee investigating the
possibility of liquid waste being
disposed of at the Midland abattoir
lagoons.

(2) (b) Yes;
(b) niot applicable.

ANIMALS

Protection; Legislation

588. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Minister
representing the Chief Secretary:

(1) Is the Chief Secretary aware of a call by
the National President of the RSPCA
for uniform and strong animal
protection legislation throughout
Australia?
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(2) (a) Will the Government initiate steps
to ensure the co-ordination of
common legislation by State
Governments on animal welfare;

(b) if "No", why not?

Mr HASSELL replied:

(1) I have not received any correspondence
from the National President of the
RSPCA on this matter.

(2) (a) and (b) This aspect could be
examined if and when a submission is
received.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL

Neerigen Brook
589. Mr PEARCE, to the Honorary Minister

Assisting the Minister for Education:

(1) Has a request for an additional
transportable classroom been received
from Neerigen Brook primiry school,
supported by the parents and citizens
association?

(2) Given the consistently large student
numbers at this school, will he agree to
provide an additional transportable?

Mr CLARKO replied:

(1) and (2) The Neerigen Brook Parents &
Citizens' Association has already been
informed that the needs of the school are
recognised and a transportable room will
be supplied during second term.

FIRES

Smoke Hazards

590. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Has his department authority to impose
penalties on persons who light fires
which can cause smoke hazards; i.e.,
damaging neighbours. drying laundry
and smoking out their homes to the
extent where it becomes a health
hazard?

(2) If not, will he amend the Health Act to
control this situation?

(3) If "No" to (2), what alternative action
can residents take to abate such a
nuisance?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(I) Yes. It is an offence under the Clean Air

and Health Acts to cause a smoke
nuisance- The Clean Air Act is
administered by my department and the
Health Act provisions are administered
by local authorities.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) Not applicable.

POLICE: VANDALISM

Ice World Skating Rink

591. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Police and
Prisons:

(1) Has the Police Department detected a6
increase in vandalism in the general area
around the Ice World skating rink since
it opened in Mirrabooka Avenue?

(2) Is it a fact that the centre remains open
as late as 3,00 a.m.?

(3) Is the Police Department concerned to
have such an entertainment facility open
amid a residential area well after street
lights have gone out?

(4) What authority, if any, is available to
the Police Department to object to such
late night operations amid a residential
area?

(5) What action is proposed by the Police
Department in an attempt to minimise
the difficulties of nearby residents?

Mr HASSELL replied:

(1) No. There have only been three
complaints of vandalism in the general
area in 1982.

(2) Yes. Ice World opens until 0300 hours
on Saturday mornings.
These premises are open until-

Hours
Monday & Tuesday............... 2400
Thursday & Friday ............... 0100
Saturday............................ 0300
Sunday.............................. 0230
Sunday Night Session ........... 2400

NOTE: Street lights extinguished 0 115
hrs-0 120 hrs.

(3) This is one of a large number of
establishments such as clubs etc. open in
residential areas, long after the street
lights have gone off, and would concern
zoning laws and local shires.

(4) No authority if premises conducted in
an orderly manner.
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(5) Since the opening of the premises Ice
World on 4 March 1982, and the
increase in persons attending in that
area, the number of police patrols
around Ice World and surrounding areas
have been increased to try to minimise
any possible increase in the noise of
groups going to and leaving this Ice
Rink.

TRANSPORT: AIR

Intrastate: Licence Conditions
592. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Transport:

Will he please specify the authority of
the Transport Commission to impose
conditions on intra-State airline
operators in return for a licence in terms
of-
(a) source of authority;
(b) subject matter of such conditions?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(a) Section 47 (1) of the Transport Act.
(b) Generally the conditions relate to the

route, timetables, fares and freight rates,
or the need to keep prescribed records or
statistics. Another condition restricts the
number of charter flights over RPT
routes.
Other conditions may apply in the case
of specialised flight operations.

MINING: MINERAL SANDS

Enea bba arnd Geraldton:
Safety Procedures

593. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Further to his answer to question No.
392 of 1982 concerning monitoring for
radioactivity in the mineral sands
industries at Geraldton and Eneabba,
have surveys revealed any working areas
with increased radiation levels which
could result in unacceptable amounts of
radiation, and if so, were changes in
working procedures requested and
introduced?

(2) Will he please provide details concerning
any occasions of high level readings as
referred to above?

(3) (a) Were any readings recorded on film
badges or dose meters which were
considered excessive;,

(b) were explanations requested;
(c) what explanations were given; and
(d) was corrective action take~n?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(I) to (3) This question requires con-

siderable preparation and research. An
answer, in writing, will provided to the
member as soon as possible.

594. This question was postponed,

RAILWAYS

Enca bba -Gingin
595. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) What consideration and/or planning has
been undertaken towards a railway
linking Gingin and Eneabba and thus
linking Perth to Geraldion via a shorter
route?

(2) What consideration and/or planning has
been given to upgrading this to be a
standard gauge track between Perth and
Geraldton?

(3) What benefits can be foreseen of such a
development in terms of-
(a) time saving;
(b) load capacity;
(c) possible fast passenger train in the

Prospector mould?
Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) Westrail has undertaken a
comprehensive study of the feasibility of
constructing a new railway connecting
Gingin and Eneabba.

(2) The feasibility of the railway is largely
dependent upon potential new traffics
arising from possible resource
development projects in the area
between Gingin and Eneabba and
increased freight originating from points
in the south-west of the State on the
existing narrow gauge network. For
these reasons only a narrow gauge
railway option was considered in the
study. However, the possible railway line
to the Pilbara could also affect the
situation.

(3) (a) and (b) The feasibility study
took into account benefits such as
reduced labour costs and wagon
and locomotive maintenance costs
which would be realised in existing
operations as a result of the shorter
route. Increased load capacity
would also be achieved.

(c) The possibility of introducing
passenger services has not been
considered at this stage.
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RAILWAYS
Pilbi-ra

596. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) With reference to the Pilbara railway
feasibility study and with particular
reference to two possible routes
described as t Perth-Eneabba-
Meekatharra-Newman-Dampier" and
"Perth- Eneabba-Carnarvon- Dampier'",
is it assumed in each case that the line
would proceed via Geraldton?

(2) Is it proposed in each case that
Geraldton would be a major staging
point?

(3) If not, will he please explain why?
Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) It was assumed in each case that the line

* (2)
(3)

would proceed via Narngulu, and this
will also service Geraldton.
No.
Geraldton was not designated as a major
staging point because it was envisaged
that most of the traffic destined for the
Pilbara would originate from the Perth
metropolitan area and other points in
the south-west of the State.

FISHERIES
Geraldton and Leeman

597. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Fisheries
and Wildlife:

What steps have been taken by his
department to initiate consultations and
liaison with local fishermen regarding-
(a) the seismic survey work in coastal

waters between Leeman and
Geraldton; and

(b) the proposed new harbour
development,

to ensure that the views of the fishermen
generally are known to the Government?

Mr OLD replied;,
(a) and (b) The Director of Fisheries and

Wildlife and an officer from the Mines
Department attended a meeting with
fishermen at Dongara on 2 March,
1982, to discuss proposed seismic
surveys.
Following that meeting the director
prepared a document on the subject
which is now being circulated for
comment.

(31l

At the conclusion of the meeting on
seismic surveys, the director had
discussions with the fishermen about the
study of harbour options in relation to
the Mitchell Plateau development.
At both these meetings the views of the
fishermen were made clear to the
director.
The concern of fishermen about both
seismic surveys and the study of harbour
options was also brought by industry
members to the attention of the
chairman of the rock lobster industry
advisory committee, who is the Director
of Fisheries and Wildlife, at its last
meeting on 22 February, 1982.
On 14 April, 1982, my colleague, the
Minister for Resources Development
had discussions with Fishermen at
Dongara on the subject of the study on
harbour options. He was accompanied
by officers from his department and the
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife.

LAND: AGRICULTURAL
Release

598. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Lands:

(1) What steps have been taken to assess the
desirability of opening new land for
agriculture in the north-eastern and
northern agricultural areas?

(2) What were the reasons for the
Government deciding to open new land
for agriculture in the South-eastern
agricultural areas rather than in the
northern and north-eastern are-as?

Mr OLD replied:
(1) In an attempt to get closer to the policy

target of up to 50 blocks per year, than
has been possible to date, it is intended
to expedite investigations into other
likely areas.

(2) Initial investigations which were
foreshadowed in the policy statement of
15 July, 1980, have proceeded logically
within existing agricultural or adjacent
areas which fall mainly with the Shires
of Esperance, Lake Grace, Ravensthorpe
and Dundas, etc.
LAND: AGRICULTURAL

Release

599. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Lands:
(1) With reference to his recent

announcement that the Government
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would endeavour to get nearer to its
target in releasing of approximately 50
blocks of Crown land suitable for
agriculture annually, is it intended to
spread these releases throughout the
various agricultural areas where
requests are being made for release?

(2) Is preference to be given to locations
where services are available within
reasonable distances?

Mr LAURANCE replied:
(1) and (2) When the new policy of release

of up to 50 blocks per year was
announced, it was stated that first
consideration would be given to areas
with the best soil types and rainfall and
where current agricultural practices in
adjacent areas were known to be
sustainable and environmentally
acceptable.
Initial investigations have proceeded
logically within existing agricultural or
adjacent areas which fall mainly within
the Shires of Esperance, Lake Grace,
Ravensthorpe and Dundas.
In an attempt to get closer to this policy
target than has been possible to date, it
is intended to expedite investigations
into other likely areas.

LAND: AGRICULTURAL
Release

600. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Lands:

(1) With reference to my question 1546 of
1981 relevant to Crown land releases for
agriculture in Greenough and the
working groups investigations thereto,
would he now detail the results of those
final investigations?

(2) If favourable, when could an
announcement be expected on release of
land in these areas?

Mr LAURANCE replied:
(1) and (2) The area known as south Mt.

Adams is currently under consideration
by the Environmental Protection
Authority and an early decision is
expected.
Subject to clearance from the local
authority and Mines Department, four
locations situated east of Ajana, south of
the old rabbit Proof fence, are to be
released for farm build up purposes.

EDUCATION: DEPARTMENT
Removal of Goods and Effects

601. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Works:

(1) Further to question 450 of 1982
concerning tender AD Q31 14, were all
the tenderers aware of the arrangements
proposed by the Government for the cost
of supervisory and warehouse staff
payments when tenders were originally
called?'

(2) What was the full cost of supervisory
and warehouse staff payments?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) No.
(2) $9 300.

WASTE DISPOSAL: LIQUID

Cabinet Subcommittee Invest igatlion
602. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Premier:

(1) Has the Cabinet sub-committee
investigating the problems of liquid
waste disposal in the metropolitan area
completed its investigations?

(2) (a) If "Yes", has he received the sub-
committee's report;

(b) what action has been taken on the
report?

(3) If "No", when does he expect to receive
the report?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a) and (b) Not applicable.
(3) The sub-committee will be reporting

back to Cabinet in the near future.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL

Mr. Magnet

603. Mr I. F. TAYLOR, to the Honorary
Minister Assisting the Minister for
Education:

(1) Is he aware of the possibly dangerous
structural conditions which exist
throughout the main building complex
at Mt. Magnet primary school and its
general state of disrepair?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If "Yes" to (1), is it fact that the corner

ceiling section of one room recently
collapsed and that the same room is no
longer considered safe or adequately
fitted for use by students or staff?
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(4) Is it a fact that at the Mt. Magnet
primary school-
(a) boards, battens and other fixtures

have fallen from walks and roof
structures presenting a continuous
threat to the safety of students and
staff;

(b) the main school building is
inadequately fitted with air
conditioning;

(c) the school oval is bare dirt and is
completely unusable after rain?

(5) Is it intended to--
(a) urgently renovate the existing

school and ensure the provision of
adequate services including air
conditioning, heating and outdoor
activity areas; or

(b) provide a new school?
(6) If "Yes" to (5) (a) or (5) (b)-

(a) when will the works commence;
(b) what will be included in the works;
(c) when will the works be completed?

Mr CLARKO replied:
(I) and (2) The building is not structually

dangerous but some repair work is
required.

(3) The ceiling is now safe but repairs were
required recently.

(4) (a) Some minor repairs have been
needed but-there is no danger;

(b) air-conditioning is listed for
attention in the near future;

(c) oval development is under
consideration.

(5) (a) See (4);
(b) negotiations are in progress to

acquire a supplementary school site
on which any additional rooms will
be placed until the long term future
of the school can be assessed.

(6) (a) to (c) A programme of upgrading and
additions is under consideration as
indicated in (4) and (5).

HEALTH: MEDICAL PRACTITIONER
Mt. Magnet

604. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is it a fact that-

(a) Mt. Magnet now has a population
approaching 800 persons;

(b) most of the wage earners in Mt.
Magnet are employed in
underground or surface work
occupations associated with mining
and can therefore be subjected to
serious health and accident hazards;

(c) there are some ninety aged
pensioners, one hundred and sixty-
five school children and a
significant number of below school
age children residing in Mt.
Magnet?

(2) If "Yes" to all or any of the above
questions, does his department consider
that a resident medical practitioner is
urgently required for Mt. Magnet?

(3) If not, why not?
(4) [f "Yes" to (2), is it the responsibility of

the Shire of Mt. Magnet, Hill 50 Gold
Mine or the State Government to
provide a resident medical practitioner?

(5) If none of these, whose responsibility is
it to provide the resident medical
practitioner?

(6) Has he received a submission from the
Shire of Mt. Magnet requesting his
department to secure and employ the
services of an overseas doctor to practice
in Mt. Magnet on a restricted basis?

(7) If "Yes" to (6), what action has been
taken or will be taken on the Shire's
request?

Mr YOUNG replied:
()(a) to (c) I am not in a position to confirm

or deny the member's assertions.
(2) Mt. Magnet does require a medical

service. One private medical practitioner
has been making regular visits to Mt.
Magnet for some years. In accordance
with the reply to Legislative Council
Question 71 of 31 March 1982, by the
Hon. Phil Lockyer, M.L.C., that efforts
would be made to increase the frequency
of these visits, arrangements have been
made for another private medical
practitioner to visit the town regularly.
These visits are supported by a travel
subsidy through my Department.

(3) Answered by (2).
(4) Primary responsibility for attracting a

private medical practitioner to Mt.
Magnet lies with the Mt. Magnet Shire
Council. There may be a secondary role
for the local mining company to provide
financial support, having regard to the
relatively small population in the Mt.
Magnet Shire.
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(5) Answered by (4),
(6) No-this was suggested to the shire by

my department as one means of
obtaining the services of a medical
practitionler.

(7) Answered by (6).

TOWN PLANNING:
SCARBOROUGH BEACH

High-rise Development

605. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

(1) Referring to question 143 of 1982
regarding a proposed 20-storey block of
home units for Scarborough beach front,
have consultations affecting traffic and
environmental aspects been completed?

(2) If so, with what results?
(3) Will she table the findings?
(4) If not, why not?
(5) If consultations have not been concluded

when is it expected they will be?
Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) No.
(2) to (4) Answered by (1).
(5) Not known at this time. However, every

effort is being made to expedite the
matter.

TOWN PLANNING:
SCARBOROUGH BEACH

High-rise Development

606. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

(1) Has she received an appeal from Mr Mt.
Franconi, appealing as an aggrieved
resident and in accordance with the
provisions of the City of Stirling's town
plan, against the proposal to develop a
20-storey block of home units at
Scarborough?

(2) If so, when is she likely to give a
decision on same?

Mrs CRAIG replied:

(1)
(2)

Yes.
Not known. Mr Franconi is a third party
in relation to the proposed development
and it has not been established to my
satisfaction that a third Party right of
appeal exists under the city of Stirling's
town planning scheme. His solicitor has
been invited to make a further
submission to me in this regard.

HEALTH: DENTAL THERAPY CENTRES
Role and Function

607. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:

()Has the Australian Dental Association
made an approach to the Government
suggesting that changes be made to the
role or function of dental therapists?

(2) Is the Government giving consideration
to closing down the Public Health
Department's dental therapy school at
Mt. Henry?

(3) Is the Government giving consideration
to either substantially altering the dental
therapist's training course at the
Western Australian Institute of
Technology or terminating the course
completely?

(4) Has the Government received
approaches recently from the Australian
Dental Association asking that
consideration be given to any or all of
the abovementioned suggestions?

(5) Is the Government satisfied with the
work being done by dental therapists
in-

(a) private practice;
(b) Government schools?

Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) Yes, the Australian Dental Association
has suggested that the dental therapy
course at the Western Australian
Institute of Technology by restructured
to train a dental hygienist-health
ed ucator.

(2) The Government has said there should
he one course of dental therapist
train 'ing in Western Australia.
Discussions are underway to plan an
amalgamation of the Western
Australian Institute of Technology and
the Public Health Department training
schools.

(3) No. There could be some changes to the
course at the Western Australian
Institute of Technology following
amalgamation-no decisions have been
made.

(4) Yes.

(5) (a) Government has received no
adverse report;

(b) yes.

964



[Wednesday, 21 April 19821 6

HOSPITALS AND NURSING HOMES
Polyurethane Foam Insulations

608. Mr KODGE, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Has his attention been drawn to articles
in The West Australian newspaper of 6
April and 14 April where in it was
suggested that poisonous gas from
polyurethane foam insulations installed
in a Sydney nursing home was the main
cause or death when a fire broke out?

(2) Will he take steps to find out, if he is not
already aware, if any nursing homes or
hospitals in Western Australia have used
the above-mentioned form of insulation?

Mr YOULNG replied:

(I) Yes.
(2) This type of polyurethane roam

insulation is not permitted in public
buildings which include private nursing
homes and hospitals, and to the best of
my knowledge has never been used.
Polyurethane foam is permitted if
contained in a sandwich panel
construction in accordance with the
specific requirements of the Uniform
Building By-Laws.

RIVER: SWAN
Boat Pens

609. Mr IHODGE, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Did he receive a letter from me written
on 4 March 1982 concerning the
extension or boat pens on the Swan
River by Aquarama Pty Ltd?

(2) Ir he did receive the above-mentioned
letter will he indicate if, and when, he
intends replying to it?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) Yes,
(2) The matters raised are under

consideration and I will be replying
shortly.

HOUSING: FLATS
Allanmbi

610. Mr H-ODGE, to the Minister Assisting the
Minister for Housing:

(1) Is it a fact that the State Housing
Commission has removed the normal

garden taps that the elderly pensioner
residents of ihe Allambi Flats in Kilton
use to water the small gardens available
to the occupants of each unit?

(2) If "Yes", can he explain why this action
was ordered by the State Housing
Commission?

(3) Is he aware that the above-mentioned
taps. have been used by the residents
since the flats were built approximately
14 years ago?

(4) In view of the fact that the small
gardens available to each resident are
greatly appreciated and kept as a hobby
in some instances, and as many of the
residents are too elderly or frail to use
watering cans or buckets for watering
purposes, will he take action to have the
normal taps restored?

Mr SHALDERS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Complaints were received from tenants

(3)
(4)

about misuse of water by other tenants
causing inconvenience to some residents.
Yes.
The removal of the taps was arranged at
regional level. Management has
reviewed decision and the order to
replace taps was issued Tuesday, 20
April. The tenants concerned will be
interviewed and requested to comply
with rational use of the water facilities.

AGED PERSONS
Electronic Call Equipment

611. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:

What progress has been made with the
examination of the possibility or
providing aged persons with electronic
call equipment as promised in the 1980
Liberal Party election policy?

Mr YOUNG replied:
In accordance with the 1980 Liberal
Party Election Policy, electronic call
equipment available on the commercial
market has been evaluated. This
equipment has been found to be in most
cases beyond the means of the average
pensioner.
Negotiations are in hand with WAIT-
Aid Ltd. to develop a simple and
inexpensive device. It is expected that
when this device is available, it will be
within the financial reach of the average
pensioner.
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HEALTH

Assistant Commissioner

612. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:

Will she provide details of initiatives
taken for the improvement of personal
and family health by the assistant
commissioner of health promotion since
his appointment?

Mr YOUNG replied:
The Assistant Commissioner of Public
Health, through the Health Education
Unit for which he has administrative
responsibility, has maintained and
further developed the Public Health
Department's health education and
health promotion activities including-

continued regular publication of
Health Education Readings and
other special publications which
concentrate on topics relevant to
personal and family health:
an immunisation education
programme conducted in the
context of the International Year of
Disabled Persons;

further development of co-operation
with, and support for, local
government and appropriate
voluntary agencies including the
National Heart Foundation, the
Cancer Council, the Diabetic
Association, the Salvation Army,
youth groups and church groups:
extension of programmes conducted
by regional health education
officers with particular reference to
parent education and leisure
activities;

alcohol education including specific
programmes for schools and in
respect of safe driving:

development of health education
material specially prepared for
various migrant groups:

a specially designed programme
dealing with over-the-counter
drugs;
increased activity in connection
with smoking and health;
a new orientation for the
department's fly control programme
incorporating media coverage;

close co-operation with the
Education Department in the
development or new schools health
education initiatives.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN AND
DEPARTMENTAL OFFICERS

Overseas Trips

613. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Premier:

Did he issue a media release on 25
January 1982, to the effect that it is
proposed to cut back on the number of
overseas visits taken by Ministers and by
departmental officers?

Mr O'CON NOR replied:

Included in a news release issued by me
on 25 January 1982 were comments
regarding overseas and interstate travel
undertaken by Ministers and senior
departmental officers.

I stated that where one Minister or one
senior officer can do the job, I can see
no reason why we should duplicate the
cost of travel involved by sending
additional people.

The member may rest assured that each
case is individually considered, and that
the policy expressed by me is being
followed.

PREMIER'S DEPARTMENT

Under Secretary: Ov erseas Trips

614. Mr BRIAN BURKE. to the Premier:

(1) Is it intended that the Under Secretary
of the Premier's Department will travel
to Singapore, USA, Japan and the
United Kingdom?

(2) If the Under Secretary is to visit any or
all or these countries mentioned, will he
detail-

(a) the Government discussions which
the Under Secretary will be
involved in during his visit to
Singapore;

(b) what cities the Under Secretary will
be visiting in the USA, and what
Government discussions he will be
involved in;
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(c) what Government discussions the
Under Secretary will be involved in
during the visit to Japan;

(d) what Goverinent discussions the
Under Secretary will be involved in
during his visit to the United
Kingdom?

(3) What is the overall estimated cost of the
visit and what will be the duration?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) and (2) On 15 April 1982 the Under

Secretary, Premier's Department
proceeded overseas on official business.
His itinerary covers the countries stated
in the question.
The Under Secretary was nominated as
the Western Australian Government
representative to participate in the
Australia-Japan sister city conference in
Tokyo on 22 and 23 April 1982.
This resulted from an invitation
extended by the Australia-Japan
Foundation on the basis that all travel
and accommodation expenses would be
met by the Foundation.
In view of this commitment, the
opportunity was taken to have him
attend to official business on behalf of
the Government, including visits to and
discussions with the Official
Representative, Tokyo and Acting
Agent General, London, both of which
come within the administrative control
of the Premier's Department.

(3) The estimated net cost of the visit to the
Government is expected to be $6 000.
The Under Secretary returns to Perth an
16 May 1982.

MARINE AND HARBOURS,
DEPARTMENT OF

Pilot Boat

615. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Did the former Harbour and Light

Department negotiate with Precision
Marine to build and supply the
department with a bare fibreglass hull
and components to enable the
department to build a pilot boat?

(2) If "Yes", what was the cost of the bare
fibreglass hull and components?

(3) What was the overall cost of the boat?
(4) Is the boat being used?
(5) If "Yes" to (4), where?

(6) Was the supply of the fibreglass hull
and components put to tender?

(7) If "No" to (6), why not?
(8) If "No" to (6), were other companies

invited to negotiate with the Harbour
and Light Department on the project?

(9) If "Yes", to (8), which companies were
invited and how were they selected?

(10) If "Yes1' to (8), did the other companies
give quotes?

(11) If "Yes" to (10), what were the quotes
for each company?

(12) Did the Harbour and Light Department
subsequently negotiate with Precision
Marine for the supply of' another vessel
or part of another vessel?

(13) If "Yes" to (12), what were the total
costs of the vessel and the cost of
components supplied by Precision
Marine?

(14) Did the supply referred to in part (12)
of this question go to tender?

(I5) If "No" to (14), why not?
(16) If "No" to (14), were other companies

invited to supply?
(17) If "Yes" to (16), which companies and

how were they selected?
(I8) If "Yes" to (16), did the other

companies give quotes?
(19) If "Yes" to (18), what were the quotes

for each company?
Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) $4950.
(3) $226703.
(4) Yes.
(5) Port Walcott.
(6) and (7) No. 1 am advised Tender Board

approval was obtained to deal direct
with the company. The Harbour and
Light Department examined several
glass reinforced plastic designs and the
Precision Marine design was considered
to be the most suitable, bearing in mind
the nature of the service in which the
vessel was to be engaged.

(8) No.
(9) Not applicable.

(10) Not applicable.
(11) Not applicable.
(12) Yes.
(13) The total cost of the vessel is unknown.

The vessel's construction is in a
preliminary stage. The cost of the hull
and components supplied by Precision
Marine-is $47 300.

(14) No.
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(15) Tender Board approval was obtained to
purchase the bare hull. The previous
hull constructed had proved structurally
sound and fulfilled the service
requirements for a pilot boat.

(16) No.
(17) Not applicable.
(18) Not applicable.
(19) Not applicable.

HOSPITAL LAUNDRY AND
LINEN SERVICE

Clothing Contractors
616. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Labour and
Industry:

Who are the company contractors that
undertake clothing and article
manufacturing for the Hospital Laundry
and Linen Service?

Mr YOUNG replied:
Lansdowne Manufacturing Co.
Roland Smith & Co.
Hugo Fischer.
H.M. Manufacturing.
Morris & Co.
Conlee.
Vce Jay Textiles.
Joyce Bros.
Canningvale Weaving Mills.
Sheltered Workshops.
Rockingham Training Centre.
Osborne Park Training Centre.
Paraquad Industries.
F.C.B., Industries.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN:
MINISTER FOR URBAN

DEVELOPMENT AND TOWN
PLANNIN4G

Royal Commissions and Committees
of Inquiry

617. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Urban Development and Town Planning:
(1) What is the number of committees of

inquiry, Royal Commissions, and other
forms of major public inquiry conducted
into matters and affairs within the
Minister's administrative responsibilities
in each of the following years:
(a) 1974;
(b) 1975;
(c) 1976;
(d) 1977;

(e) 1978;
(f) 1979;
(g) 1980;
(h) 1981?

(2) What is the subject and name oF each
inquiry identified in (a) to (h) above?

(3) On what date was the report of each
inquiry identified in (2) released to the
public?

(4) What are the names of the reports of the
inquiries, if any, that she or the
Government has not released to the
public?

(5) Why has she withheld each report, if
any, identified in (4)?

(6) When does she expect that the reports
identified in (4) if any, will be released
to the public?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) to (6) An identical question to this has

been asked of a number of Ministers.
The Premier will respond to the member
in due course.

MINISTER FOR THE CROWN:
MINISTER FOR CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Royal Commissions and Committees
Iof Inquiry

618. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs:
(1) What is the number of committees of

inquiry, Royal Commissions, and other
forms of major public inquiry conducted
into matters and affairs within the
Minister's administrative responsibilities
in each of the following years:
(a) 1974;
(b) 1975;
(c) 1976;
(d) 1977;
(e) 1978;
(f) 1979;
(g) 1980;
(h) 1981?

(2) What is the subject and name of each
inquiry identified in (a) to (h) above?

(3) On what date was the report of each
inquiry identified in (2) released to the
public?

(4) What are the names of the reports of the
inquiries, if any, that the Minister or the
Government has not released to the
public?

(5) Why has the Minister withheld each
report, if any, identified in (4)?
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(6) When does the Minister expect that the
reports identified in (4) if any, will be
released to the public?

Mr YOUNG replied:

(1) to (6) An identical question to this has
been asked of a number of Ministers and
the Premier will respond to the member
in due course.

M IN ISTER OF THE CROWN:
HONORARY MINISTER ASSISTING

THE MINISTER FOR HOUSING

Royal Commissions and Committees
of Inquiry

619. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Honorary
Minister Assisting the Minister for Housing:

(1) What is the number of committees of
inquiry, Royal Commissions and other
forms of major public inquiry conducted
into matters and affairs within the
Minister's administrative responsibilities
in each of the following years-

(a) 1974;
(b) 1975;
(c) 1976;
(d) 1977;
(e) 1978;
(Q) 1979;
(g) 1980:
(h) 1981 ?

(2) What is the subject and name of each
inquiry identified in (a) to (h) above?

(3) On what date was the report of each
inquiry identified in (2) released to the
public?

(4) What are the names of the reports of the
inquiries, if any, that the Minister or the
Government has- not released to the
public?

(5) Why has the Minister withheld each
report, if any, identified in (4)?

(6) When does the Minister expect that the
reports identified in (4) if any, will be
released to the public?

Mr SHALDERS replied:

(I) to (6) An identical question to this has
been asked of a number of Ministers.
The Premier will respond to the member
in due course.

M I NISTER OF TH E CROWN:
MINISTER FOR MINES

Royal Commissions and Committees
of Inquiry

620. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Minister for
Mines:

(1) What is the number of committees of
inquiry. Royal Commissions and other
forms of major public inquiry conducted
into matters and affairs within the
Minister's administrative responsibilities
in each of the following years-

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(g)
(h)

1974;
1975;
1976;
1977;
1978;
1979;
1980;
1981?

(2) What is the subject and name of each
inquiry identified in (a) to (h) above?

(23) On what date was the report of each
inquiry identified in (2) released to the
public?

(4) What are the names of the reports of the
inquiries, if any, that the Mi nister or the
Government has not released to the
public?

(5) Why has the Minister withheld each
report, if any, identified in (4)?

(6) When does the Minister expect that the
reports identified in (4) if any, will be
released to the public?

Mr P. V. JONES-replied:
(t) to (6) An identical question to this has

been asked of a number of Ministers.
The Premier will respond to the member
in due course.

621. This question was postponed.

M IN ING: 1904 and 1978 ACTS

Tenements: Applications

622. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Mines:

(1) Have any extra staff been recruited by
the Mines Department to process
applications made under the provisions
of the Mining Act (1904) for mining
tenements?

(2) If "Yes", can details be provided?
(3) Will the administration of the Mining

Act (1978) require changes in staffing
number within the Department of
Mines?
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(4) When is it anticipated that changes will
be made and in what sect ions of the
department?

(5) Who in the department will be
responsible for determining which
information from quarterly reports will
be available to the public Or members of
the mining industry?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) A total of 15 new items have been

created in the registration branch, and 4
new items have been created in the
surveys and mapping branch of the
department.

(3) Not in the immediate future, as the
current backlog of outstanding 1904 Act
applications is still 29 000.

(4) The staffing position of the Department
will be continually reviewed.

(5) Regulation 96 of the Regulations to the
Mining Act 1978-81 provides that the
Minister may make public any
information contained in reports
submitted pursuant to the Act or
Regulation ,s, but he shall not make
public any such information until after
the expiry of a period of six months
following the surrender, forfeiture,
expiry, or other cancellation of the
mining tenement or part thereof the
subject of the information, or of any
mining tenement granted as a renewal
or in substitution thereof, unless the
holder for the time being has consented
in writing to the information being made
public.
Reports are required annually, not
quarterly.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: MOSMAN PARK
TOWN COUNCIL

Greenpiace

623. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for
Urban Development and Town Planning:

(1) Why were the purchasers and
subdividers of "Greeniplace"', Mosman
Park, only obliged to pay Mosman Park
Town Council $100 000 when the
property was sold by the Government
for $5 500 000?

(2) Is not the usual requirement 10 per cent
of total land in a subdivision to be set
aside for public open space, or
alternatively an amount of 10 per cent
of value to the local authority?

(3) As 10 per cent of the value-purchase
price at auction-would equal $550 000
has not the Mosnian Park Town Council
been sold short on this deal?

(4) (a) Did she approve of the variation
'fom the normal 10 per cent;

(b) if so, for what reason?

Mrs CRAIG replied:

(1) As a condition of its approval of the
subdivision of the "Greenplace"' land,
dated 3 November, 1981, the Town
Planning Board required that 10 per
cent of the subdivisable area of the land
be given up free of cost to the Crown for
public open space. The applicants were
also reminded of the provisions of
section 20 (4) of the Town Planning and
Development Act, 1928 (as amended),
whereby the owner of the land may,
with the approval of the board and the
local authority, pay to the local
authority a sum that represents the
value of the required portion of the land
in lieu of land. Both the board and the
Town of, Mosman Park subsequently
agreed to the use of the procedure.

(2) Yes.
(3) Section 20 (5) of the Act requires the

cash payments to be percentage of the
unimproved value of the land, and
defines unimproved value as being the
unimproved value of the land under the
Valuation of Land Act, 1978. at the
date Of approval by the board. The
amount given up in lieu of land for
public open space was determined in
accordance with these provisions.

(4) (a) and (b) No.

LAND: AGRICULTURAL

Clearing

624. Mr EVANS, to the Minister for Lands:
in view of his answer to my question 335
of' 1982 respecting land clearing for
agriculture and a relevant environment
assessment-
(a) are the findings of the working

group's investigations available for
public scrutiny or comment, and if
not, why not;

(b) does the assessment include details
of rainfall, drought probabilities.
ground water quality, soils and of
plant and insect populations in
areas concerned;
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(c) what detail such assessments
include?

Mr LAURANCE replied:

(a) No. The working group is an internal
government committee involving those
agencies which have an input to make
before decisions on land release are
finalised,

(b) and (c) available data relating to these
factors would be included in the
assessment.

STATE FINANCE: STAMP DUTY
Revenue

625. Mr SODEMAN, to the Treasurer:

(1) What is the revenue derived from stamp
duty in Western Australia during the
past three financial years?

(2) Is he aware, following the introduction
of "Handicard" by the Bank of New
South Wales, that withdrawals from
cheque accounts can now be made
without incurring stamp duty?

(3) Has any assessment been made of the
impact which 'Handicard" could have
on stamp duty revenue?

(4) Does the Treasurer plan to amend
existing legislation in order to maintain
the present level of income from this
source?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) 1978-79 $65.8 million

1979-80 $77 million
1980-81 $100 million

(2) Yes.
(3) Preliminary investigations have been

made and further information is being
sought to determine the extent of
transactions on cheque accounts as
opposed to transactions on savings
accounts which are not dutiable. It is
estimated that about $6 million will be
collected from stamp duty on cheques in
1981-82 although most of this would
relate to transactions for the payment of
accounts. Handicard operates only for
personal cash use.

(4) The legislative position is under review.

ELECTORAL REFORM SOCIETY
C'orrespondenice

626. Mr DAVIES. to the Premier:
(1) Referring to question 486 of?7 April last

regarding the Electoral Reform Society.

has he now been able to let the society
have a reply to their correspondence?

(2) If not-

(a) when will a reply be sent;
(b) what is the cause of the delay?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(I ) A reply has today been despatched.
(2) (a) and (b) Not applicable.

MINING: IRON ORE
la randoo

627. Mr SODEMAN, to the Minister for
Resources Development:

(1) (a) Is the Marandoo iron ore deposit
the subject of a ratified agreement
with the State;

(b) if so, what is the status of this
agreement and what obligations
does the company have which is
subject to the agreement?

(2) Is the Government committed to the
development of this deposit, or any other
iron ore-deposit in the Pilbara?

(3) What commercial and contractual
commitments for purchase of ore would
be considered desirable or necessary
before any new iron ore mine was
developed?

(4) What is the present estimated
contractual situation relating to iron ore
deliveries by the exisiting producers?

(5) Is it considered that the development of
a new iron ore mine in the Pilbara can
be integrated with existing
infrastructure, or will it be necessary to
have new capital facilities constructed?

(6) Has the Government undertaken
discussions with potential customers and
development companies with a view to
achieving further development as soon
as economically feasible?

(7) What is the present status of the future
of the Goldsworthy iron ore project in
view of its rapidly declining ore
reserves?
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Mr P. V. JONE-S replied:
(1) and (2) Yes No. 38 of 1972,

and this agreement is current. Under the
terms of the agreement, the joint
venturers have an obligation to submit
detailed proposals for the development
of the reserve and, due to the current
depressed iron ore marketing situation,
the due date by which proposals are to
be received has been extended to 31
December 1984. In addition, the joint
venturers are required to submit
proposals for a plant capable of
producing 2 million tonnes per annum of
beneficiated ore, 10 years after
commencement of exports.
Also, the joint venturers have requested
approval under clause 5(1) of the
agreement for Ronsard Island to be
developed as a deep water port. This
request has not yet been approved, as no
proposals for the development of an iron
ore project which would utilise any new
port have been received by the
Government.

(3) In considering any proposals for
development of a new iron ore mine, the
Government would welcome anty new
and additional contractural
arrangements which could be negotiated
by a developer, and which were not
prejudicial to the continuing viability of
existing producers.
In this regard, the Government has been
very active in promoting the
development of a new iron ore mine,
especially having regard for the
diminishing reserves currently being
mined as part of the Goldsworthy
project which utilises shipping facilities
at Port Hedland.
The Government has no commitment to
any one iron ore reserve over another,
but various factors have to be
considered, including the use of existing
facilities, and the contract tonnage
involved.
In addition, the Government has
undertaken a complete review of the
present viability and future of the
existing producers and discussions have
been held with both existing producers
and various customers regarding a range
of matters which include value added
processing within Western Australia,
and the development of increased
shipping capacity.

In this latter regard, discussions have
been held regarding the provision of a
facility within Pilbara capable of
accepting vessels having a capacity of
250 000 DWT. The joint steel mills in
Japan, in their capacity as the major
customer of Pilbara iron ore, have been
party to these discussions, and the
review which has been undertaken, and
will be providing to the State
Government by the middle of this year,
specifications of the iron ore shipping
fleet which will include the number of
shipping days involving ships in excess of
200 000 DWT.

In considering the impact of any new
project, the Government is not prepared
to consider any proposal which involves
the forced transfer of contractual
tonnage from an existing project to a
new mine in order to support a new
development, unless such proposal is in
accord with the approved development
proposals of one of the existing iron ore
producers.

Particularly is this so in relation to the
future of Port Hedland, as the
Government is very conscious of its
responsibility to maintain a work force
in the Port Hedland region, and the
viability of operations at Port H-edland
for as long as possible.

(4) Approximately 70 per cent of contracted
tonnage with Japan is expected to be
shipped during the present shipping
year. This reflects the economic down-
turn in the Japanese and world steel
industry, although it has been possible to
negotiate that the 48-50 per cent of the
Japanese market which was previously
negotiated be retained.

(5) This will be an important consideration
in any new development, particularly in
view of the high capital cost involved. As
new railway facilities and new mine
development costs will have to be
involved, any company would be seeking
to maximise the use of other existing
infrastructure as much as possible.

(6) Yes, as has been indicated above:
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(7) The Goldsworthy project is presently
seeking a 5-year extension of contracts,
in order to maintain its position as a
Pilbara producing company, although at
a reduced level. This continuation is
important, because of its influence and
economic importance to Port Hedland,
which would be severely damaged
should the Goldsworthy project close
prematurely and any existing tonnage be
transferred to another project which
might not use Port Hedland.

AGED PERSONS

Boulder
628. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Honorary

Minister Assisting the Minister for Housing:

(1) What is the current situation pertaining
to the proposed construction of the
Anglican homes for the aged in
Boulder?

(2) Do the plans and specifications for the
homes provide for the use of locally
manufactured bricks?

(3) If not, why not?
(4) Would he move to ensure that the State

Housing Commission makes every effort
to ensure that locally manufactured
bricks are used in the project?

(5) If not, why not?

Mr SHALDERS replied:

(1) Documentation is now complete and
tenders are expected to be called during
May.

(2) Yes.
(3) Answered by (2) above.
(4) The commission's policy is to ensure

that a satisfactory local product is able
to compete by its inclusion in the
Specification. Beyond that it is a matter
of market competition in order to keep
building costs to a minimum.

(5) Answered by (4) above.

SUPERANNUATION

Collection of Information
629. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Treasurer:

With reference to recent questions on
the subject of provision of information
on the activities of all Government
superannuation funds, does the Treasury
accept that-

(a) all such schemes whether they be of
an endowment nature or otherwise
receive a substantial input of public
funds;

(b) if "Yes", does the Treasury not
therefore consider it right and
proper for the Government to be
aware at least of the distribution of
the investments of these funds and
to ensure that the Parliament has
access to such information?;

(c) if not, why not?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(a) Yes, and the funds are subject to normal
accountability;

(b) and (c) see my answers to questions 55,
383 and 499.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

HOUSING: FINANCE

Statutory Reserve Deposits
143. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Treasurer aware that the
Australian Bank has today called on the
Federal Government to release statutory
reserve deposits?

(2) Is the Treasurer familiar with the
statutory reserves deposits, and can he
say whether he is prepared to accept the
Opposition's proposition that statutory
reserves deposits could be released in
order to make available bigger amounts
at concessionall rates for housing
finance?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(1) and (2) Without doubt, if the bank's
request was agreed to. additional money
would be available for housing functions
as indicated. I noted this today and I
sent a minute to the Treasury asking its
officers to investigate the matter and to
report to me. As soon as I have that
advice, I will notify the Leader of the
Opposition.

BRICK MANUFACTURERS: COUNTRY

Government Assistance
144. Mr GREWAR, to the Minister for

Industrial Development and Commerce:

(1) Has the Minister seen the report in the
Daily News of today's date relating to
country brickworkcs.
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(2) Is it true, as reported, that the
Government has done nothing to assist
country brickworks?

(3) If the answer~ to (2) is "No", could the
Minister outline what action has been
taken by the Government to assist
realistically these important regional
industries to overcome the difficulties
they now face?

Mr MacKINNON replied:

I thank the honourable member for
some brief notice of this question, the
reply to which is an follows-

(1) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) It certainly is not true that the

Government has done nothing to
assist country brickworks and for
the benefit of members, I will
outline exactly what has been done.
Firstly, the Government has a
general overriding preference policy
whereby as long as the bricks are
available and suitable and within
the 10 per cent price preference
exercised by the Government, they
will be used in Government projects
in the regions. Secondly, until
approximately seven months ago
the Slate Housing Commission was
not included in the State
Government's preference policy.
Following approaches by the
Cabinet subcommittee on
preferences, the SUC now has been
included in that preference policy
for full contracts up to $50 000 for
a trial period.
As a committee we are now
awaiting that response from the
commission to see whether we can
continue on or increase that benefit.
Thirdly, I discussed this matter last
November with country brickwork
manufacturers. We referred to the
problems they were facing at that
time. As a consequence of those
discussions, I encouraged the
manufacturers to form an
association. I am pleased to say that
they did this. The association will
be able to pursue matters of interest
to the manufacturers.

At that time, and following those
discussions, we gave many
undertakings to the brickwork
manufacturers. These included,
firstly, individual studies of
individual brickworks to try to
ascertain particular problems;
Secondly, an ongoing -process of
liaison with the association and its
members was established; thirdly,
the association will look at a
promotional and marketing
campaign to assist it in marketing
its produce both in country and
regional areas; fourthly, to co-
operate with them to ensure we get
the maximum use of Government
products that they produce; and,
finally, to investigate any breaches
of Government policy which may or
may not occur.

To answer in a more specific
manner the question raised, I shall
give three individual instances.
Firstly, the Albany brickworks is
supplying bricks to the Albany
High School at the present time
and it has received Government
grants to help re-establish itself.
Secondly, Boulder Brick & Tile has
been supplying external bricks for
the hospital contract and, for stage
two of the prison, it will supply
bricks for the external walls and
possibly for the internal walls also.

Mr Grill: You are quite positive about that,
are you?

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, because of our
actions.

Mr Grill: Not mine-yours!

Mr MacKINNON: This is as a result of the
Government's actions. Thirdly, the
Geraldton Building Company is
supplying bricks for the technical college
and the Main Roads Department
offices. Quite clearly it cannot be said
with any credence that the Government
is doing nothing to assist brick
manufacturers in the country.
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BRICK MANUFACTURERS: COUNTRY

Dumping of Bricks

145. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR. to the Minister for
Industrial Development and Commerce:

Pertaining to recent media reports on
the plight of country-based brick
manufacturers-

(1) is the Minister quoted correctly in
the Daily News where it states he
will help "if they have problems"?

(2) Does he not realise by now that
one of the principal problems is
dumping of bricks in country areas
by metropolitan brick manu-
facturers?

(3) If he does accept that is a fact,
what action does he intend to take
or can he take to prevent the
dumping?

(4) With reference to the Minister's
previous answer in relation to
studies which have been carried out,
have the results of those studies
been passed on to the brick
manufacturers so that they may
take some action?

Mr NMacKINNON replied:

(1) 1 did use the word "ii" in relation to
whether country brick manufacturers
had a problem, because not all of them
do have problems. In fact, when we met
with the representatives of the country
brick manufacturers, the south-western
brickworks were not represented and I
have never received a deputation or
representations from them indicating
they have a problem. Therefore, the
answer I gave was correct.

(2) We have investigated whether dumping
of bricks has occurred. If the member
had watched the report on television last
night or read the article in tonight's
Press, he would realise that dumping of
bricks in country areas-if it is
happening-is largely as a consequence
of the cartage contractors, not because
of the activities of the brickworks. If the
contractors are carting bricks at a cut

rate, that is their business. I remind the
member that the approach made to me
by the country brickworks was on the
basis that we restrict the cartage of
bricks to rail only and that was the
form of assistance they requested.
Clearly, bearing in mind the debate ibis
afternoon concerning the Government's
new policies in relation to rail freights,
such a suggestion would be totally
contrary to what we are trying to do
with respect to freight, because, firstly,
it would restrict the choice of country
people and, secondly, it would' make it
much more expensive to build houses for
people in country areas, a matter in
which the Opposition professes to have
an interest.

(3) and (4) 1 have already listed the action
taken in country areas and I have put
forward proposals with respect to
marketing and possible assistance to
country brickworks. However, I have not
yet received any response from them.

We undertook studies of the seven or
eight brickworks which approached us.
We have only just completed those
studies and I shall ask the
representatives of the relevant
brickworks to meet with me once again
in order that, on an individual basis, we
may discuss the Findings. As a result,
those brickworks may be assisted, not in
the form of a subsidy or crutch on which
they may lean, but in a positive manner
so that they will have long-term viability
not only for their own benefit and that
of their employees, but also for the
benefit of the region as a whole.

Government members: Hear, hear!

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE

Public Transport

146. Mr HERZFELD, to the Minister for
Transport:

I refer the Minister to the tragic
situation which developed today as far
as the travelling public of Perth were
concerned and I ask him whether he can
give the House any information as to
how school children have managed to
get home this afternoon and what the
situation is likely to be tomorrow.
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Mr RUSHTON replied:
I anticipated a question on this matter
would be asked today.

Mr Pearce: YOU Probably guessed who would
be asking it.

Mr RUSHTON: I am advised by the
Managing Director of the MTT (Mr
Alec Robinson) that 219 drivers have
volunteered their services to take home
school children.

Government members: Hear, hear!

Mr RUSHTON: The Government applauds
these responsible and considerate
volunteer drivers. Regrettably the MiT
is short of 100 drivers and buses to get
all children home from school today.
The Government deplores the callous
action of the ATMOE. Association in
depriving these children of public
transport and putting them at risk.

Mr Brian Burke: Why are you short of
buses?

Mr O'Connor: He said, "drivers".

Mr Brian Burke: He said, "buses", not
drivers.

Mr RUJSHTON: One does not manage very
well with a bus which does not have a
driver!

Mr Brian Burke: You have the buses, but
you don't have the drivers.

Mr RUSHTON: I referred to both.

Mr Brian Burke: I thought you might have
lost some of your buses, that is all.

The SPEAKER: Order! Question time will
be very short if interjections continue.

Mr RUSHTON: The M1'T advises that
notices have been posted indicating that
anyone who wants to work may work.
At this time, I am not aware as to how
children will be able to get home from
school tomorrow.

The Government would certainly
welcome and applaud volunteer drivers
coming forward to enable the MTT to
provide a service tomorrow for school

children and the public who are
dependent on this form of transport.
The conduct of the union meeting this
morning, as reported, is to 'be
condemned. It was indicated that a
democratic decision was not made. I am
sure this undemocratic behaviour is
repugnant to a large majority of MT
drivers and most concerned people.

HOUSING
Granny Flats

147. Mr WILSON, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Housing:-

How many loans have been granted by
the SHC for the construction of granny
flats?

Mr SHALDERS replied:
The member has given no notice
whatsoever of the question and it is
impossible to provide an answer without
conducting research into the matter.
Therefore, I ask the member to put the
question on notice.

LAND
Bieryl Place

148. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for
Transport:

What progress has been made in respect-
of a decision on the future use of surplus
land in the Beryl Place area previously
acquired for purposes associated with
the extension of the Kwinana Freeway?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
I thank the member for Clontarf for
providing me with some advance
warning of his intended question.
The Government has considered the
future use of an amount of land in Mt.
Pleasant, adjacent to the Mt. H-inry
Bridge, which is becoming surplus and
available for disposal.
The land in question, which comprises
some six lots, was acquired by
negotiation in 1956 and 1979. Following
a change in the proposed freeway
alignment from the Mt. Pleasant side to
the Manning side of Canning River, the
land has become surplus although the
change necessitated the purchase of
some five additional lots further south
on The Esplanade and in Beryl Place.
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Three of the surplus lots closer to the
Mt. Henry Bridge are to be retained as
it is anticipated they will be subject to
high noise levels. As they are considered
unsuitable for residential purposes it is
intended that they be developed as
parkland.
The balance of the surplus land has been
the subject of some controversy as it has
been the intention of the Main Roads
Department to dispose of the three lots
in question as residential sites.
However, 1 am pleased to be able to
indicate today that it is intended to enter
into negotiations with the Melville City
Council with a view to the council
purchasing the land so it can become
park land.
The member for Clontarf has been very
consistent in his representations on
behalf of the people of this area. The
President of the Legislative Council (the
Hon. Clive Griffiths) also has made
representations in this regard.

HEALTH

Vaccines
149. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Health:

Some notice has been given of this
question which is as follows-
(1) Is it a fact that some vaccines, such

as the one used to immunize
children against mumps, can be
rendered less effective or even
totally ineffective if they are
subjected to temperatures outside a
range of 20 to 8*C?

(2) What steps are taken by the Public
Health Department to ensure that
when vaccines are transported for
sale through chemists, they are kept
within the required temperature
range?

(3) Is the Minister aware if vaccines
transported to country centres by
Westrail are kept in refrigerated
conditions on the train and while
awaiting collection at the station?

Mr YOUNG replied:
I thank the member for Melville for
some notice of the question. The matter
arose out of an incident which occurred
today and it is a rather interesting
situation. The answer is--

(1) The available literature concerning
mumps virus vaccine states that
"during shipment, to ensure that
there is no loss of potency, the
vaccine must be maintained at a
temperature of 100C or less. Prior
to reconstitution store the vaccine
i n a ref rigerator at 20 to 8 0C. "
When stored at temperatures
greater than those recommended
above, the potency of the vaccine
may be at risk depending on the
length of time stored.

(2) None. Vaccines transported by the
Public Health Department to
medical practitioners are kept
within the required temperature
range but the department does not
transport vaccines for sales through
chemists.

(3) No, as no vaccines issued by the
Public Health Department are
transported by Westrail; however,
other distributors would make their
own transport arrangements.

ROAD

Albany Highway: Upgrading

150. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Transport:

A little notice has been given of this
question which is as follows-

(1) What amounts have been spent on
upgrading Albany Highway since
1974?

(2) How much has been spent in the
current Budget?

(3) How much is being spent through
the Albany divisional office?

(4) What is the future policy in respect
of Albany Highway?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) to (4) During the seven-year period I
July 1974 to 30 June 1981 a total of
$16.263 million was expended on the
highway of which S 12.018 million was
spent on construction and $4.24 5 million
on routine maintenance and specific
maintenance such as resealing,
pavement repairs, and shoulder and
drainage reconditioning. Of these
amounts $3.163 million and SI.301
million were spent in the Albany division
on construction and maintenance
respectively.
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In addition to the above, allocations
have been made on the highway in the
current programme totalling $3.094
million of which $2.078 million is for
construction and $1016 million for
maintenance, Of the total, $1.178
million has been allocated to the Albany
division of which $0.934 million is for
construction and $0.244 million for
maintenance. That makes a total of
$S19.357 million already spent and
currently committed during the life of
the present Government.
The Albany Highway will continue to be
upgraded as priorities for the total road
programme are determined. I might add
that this programme has been made
possible as a result of the considerable
increase in funding during the period of
office of this Government. This answers
completely the false allegations made
today by the Leader of the Opposition in
his speech in relation to the railways.

Mr Brian Burke: Rubbish!

BRICK MANUFACTURERS: COUNTRY
Government Contracts

151. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Industrial
Development and Commerce:

In view of the Minister's comments in
relation to the assistance he maintains
the Government has given to country
brickworks, how does he explain the fact
that Government contracts, such as
those for the Boulder Junior Primary
School, the metallurgical laboratory of
the WA School of Mines and Further
Education, and the Kalgoorlie Regional
Hospital all specified bricks
manufactured in Perth by a well-known
city manufacturer of bricks, when
suitable bricks of the required
specifications and correct colours were
available in Kalgoorlie and Boulder?

Mr MacKiN NON replied:
I am not aware of the situation in regard
to the Boulder Junior Primary School,
but I understand that at the School of
Mines and the Kalgoorlie Regional
Hospital both types of bricks were used.

Mr Grill: Finally.
Mr MacKINNON: If there is any doubt that

they were not used I ask the member to
write to me to point that out, and I will
pursue the matter. As I pointed out

earlier, if there is any doubt in regard to
specifications, I *inform the House I have
indicated to the country brickworks that
we are willing to sit down and talk with
their representatives to sort out any
problem which may exist. However, I
am not sure a problem does exist.
I have indicated previously we had the
example or Kalgoorlie bricks being used
to construct the extension of the prison
at Boulder which indicates that we
support that particular brickworks.

Mr Grill: But you didn't specify those bricks.
Mr MacKINNON:- I repeat that I am

willing to talk with representatives of
the brickworks to discuss any difficulty
with regard to specifications which may
arise at any time.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Uranium: Policy

152. Mr CRANE, to the Honorary Minister
Assisting the Minister for Education:
(1) Has he seen the article on page 2 of The

Western Teacher of 16 April 1982 titled
"Teachers urged to oppose uranium" in
which Dr Keith Souter, President of the
United Nations Association in New
South Wales, called on teachers to
spread the word among students.

(2) Is it a policy of the Government to allow
teachers in Western Australia to spread
their own philosophies in classrooms?

(3) If not, does the Government have a
policy to ensure teachers' activities in
classrooms are confined to teaching
Government school curriculi?

Mr CLARKO replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) All professional teachers are aware of

the tremendous responsibility they bear
regarding the dangers of inculcating in
their young students, even accidentally,
their own particular biases and
prejudices. They strive vigorously to
avoid such a course. So, I would not
expect our teachers in the classroom or
in school to espouse to their students
opposition to the use of uranium for they
would be aware that it is a highly
Controversial Subject. Teachers are
trained to handle controversial topics
with great care when they are required
to deal with such matters in the
classroom.
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(3) Teachers are not rigidly confined to
teaching the curriculum. It would be
most unnatural to try to do so, and I
believe educationally undesirable.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY BILL

Message from Governor
153. Mr PEARCE, to the Premier:

With reference to his newfound interest
in women-

Mr MacKinnon: Cut it out.
Mr Old: Don't be stupid.

Mr PEARCE: --can he advise the House
whether he has received a letter from me
in which I seek a message from the
Governor in regard to moy Equal
Opportunity Bill? If he has, has that
request gone to Cabinet? If so, what is
the outcome; and if not, when will I
receive a response, and will that
response be received before that Bill
comes before the House, which should
be fairly soon?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
I have received the member's letter. It is
receiving consideration at the moment
and I expect to be able to give him an
answer early next week.

TRANSPORT: AIR

Kimberley: Stations
154. Mr BRIDGE, to the Minister for

Transport-

I refer him to an advertisement
appearing in the The West Australian of
14 April inviting submissions from
interested operators in conducting the
regular transport service in Kimberley,
linking Derby, Fitzroy Crossing and
Halls Creek. Can he indicate whether it
is intended that the Kimberley Station
Service be a part of the mentioned
operations?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
I am not aware of the advertisement, but
to give the member some understanding
of the present position I indicate that
certain people are at present discussing
the proposed surveillance service to be
tendered. It is my wish that the person
who wins that tender is a Western
Australian, and that he come from the
member's area. in that way it would be

easier and economically viable to have
the service the member requests. I am
not aware at the moment that the
service to which he refers will be
included, but I am aware that the
surveillance service-if it is obtained by
an operator in the member's
area-certainly will make it possible For
the service suggested by the member to
be operated. If the member provides me
with greater detail by putting his
question on notice, I will give him a
detailed response.

FUEL AND ENERGY: PETROL

Prices: A ttenda nt-serve and Self-serve Sta tions
155. Mr TRETHOWAN, to the Minister for

Consumer Affairs:

What are the latest most common petrol
prices at self-serve and attendant-serve
petrol stations in Sydney and Perth?

Mr SHALDERS replied:
In Sydney the most common self-serve
price is 36.9c per lire, and in Western
Australia it is 38.5c per litre.

Mr Carr: That's in the city. What about the
country?

Mr SH-ALDERS: The difference of 1.6c a
litre is taken up by the Western
Australian fuel levy of 1.6c a litre;
therefore the price in Sydney can be
considered as identical to the price in
Perth.

Mr Carr: What about the 43c a litre in
Geraldton?

Mr O'Connor: What is the wholesale price?
Mr SHALDERS: Surely the member cannot

compare Sydney prices with those in
Geraldton. Geraldton prices should be
compared with those applying in some
back-blocks of New South Wales. The
fact that similar prices exist eliminates
the Opposition's support for price Fixing
in New South Wales. The most common
attendant-served price in Sydney is
38.6c a litre, and in Western Australia it
is 3 8.Sc-O.l1c a i t re chca per.

Mr MacKinnon: Cheaper.
Mr SH-ALDERS: Taking into account the

ruel levy of 1.6c it can be seen that the
attendant-served price in Western
Australia is 1 .7c per litre cheaper than
that in New South Wales.
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MINISTER OF THE CROWN: PREMIER
Motor Vehicle

156. Mr PARKER, to the Premier:

(1) Does he recall that immediately prior to
the last election the former Premier
announced with great fanfare that as
part of the Government's energy
conservation programme he would no
longer use an LTD motor vehicle, but a
6-cylinder Holden Commodore.

(2) Does the current Premier drive an 8-
cylinder Holden Statesman, and is that
his attempt to reduce the world oil glut
and thereby help the economy of
Western Australia; or does he think that
the Statesman fits his current role?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) I recall that at the time the former

Premier made that announcement there
were more severe fuel difficulties being
experienced than there are today.

(2) Yes, I do drive a Statesman. When one
considers the country trips a Premier
must do-

Mr Parker: Do you do more than the last
Premier?

Mr O'CONNOR: I do not, but I think the
Statesman is a more appropriate vehicle
in which to travel.

BANKING INDUSTRY
Deregulation

157. Mr CARR, to the Premier:

What is the policy of his Government
towards the deregulation of the banking
industry?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
In view of the complexity of the question
I suggest that if the member wants a
detailed answer he put the question on
notice. If he is referring to the Campbell
report I1 inform him that the report
makes it clear that recommendations in
regard to the banking industry and
interest finding its own level should not
be implemented piecemeal, and indicates
that if they were implemented piecemeal
serious difficulties could result. I believe
that in due course deregulation should
take place, but that careful
consideration must be given before that
course is taken so that other issues
involved are considered properly.

TRANSPORT: AIR
Perth Airport: Future Development

158. Mr BRYCE, to the Minister for Transport:

Further to a question I asked him almost

four weeks ago concerning the

redevelopment or expansion of the Perth

Airport. has the Government yet

considered the four proposals? Is he in a

position to say which of the four options

the Government prefers?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

Cabinet has considered the matter and I

have the task of putting those findings

together and translating them into

action. I will be able to indicate the
Government's position very shortly.

BANKS AND BUILDING SOCIETIES

Funds: Competition

159. Mr BRIAN BURKE, to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of the fierce
competition between banks and building
societies for scarce funds?

(2) Is he also aware that this fierce
competition is likely to cause building
societies to increase their interest rates
as banks succeed in attracting funds
away from the societies?

(3) Does the Premier accept that, in effect,
the Fraser Government's decision to
allow banks to increase interest rates by
I per cent is deregulation by stealth, at a
time when deregulation is not a rational
or sensible move to be taken in the
present economic situation?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) Yes.
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(3) Obviously, when there is only a certain
amount of money to go around, there
must be an increase in the rate of
borrowing if the sources are short. The
lending institutions have to follow each
other to get the money which is
available. We have been concerned
about this problem and we have put up
several schemes we believe would help
overcome the problem. One scheme has
been criticised by the Opposition.
However, quite frankly, a part of the
problem is not only the banks and the
building societies but also Governments
themselves, because there is a
tremendous amount of Government
borrowing throughout Australia. Only
today I received a copy of an article
from America about a statement made
by President Reagan on business in his
country-I would be happy to give the
Leader of the Opposition a copy-which
indicated clearly that one of the
problems with the shortage of money
and high interest rates was the large
amount of borrowing by Governments.

Mr Brian Burke: Where would you cut back?
You can certainly cut back if you want
to, but where?

Mr O'CONNOR: I would decide only when
I found out how much we would have to
cut back and what the other States were
prepared to do. If we went it alone it
would not be a splash in the ocean. The
Commonwealth also will have to
participate if we are to get the interest
rates down to a level that will assist the
housing industry, and I am sure the
Leader of the Opposition is as concerned
about this subject as we are. If we are to
achieve something worth while we must
have a substantial reduction of
borrowings throughout Australia. I am
not prepared to cite an amount or any
detail until such time as I have the
agreement of the States and the
Commonwealth. From the information I
have now, it does not appear likely I
would get that agreement.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS
INSTRUMENTALITIES

AND

Tenders

160. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Premier:

When the Tender Board, Government
Stores or any other Government
department call tenders for materials,
machinery, plant, stores etc., at the
closing date and time, does the following
take place-
(i) are tenders opened in front of those

who have tendered if they wish to
be present;

(ii) is the successful tenderer and price
notified in writing to those who
were not successful; and,

(iii) if this is not the case, why not?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:

I thank the member for some notice of
this question, the answer to which is as
follows-

The procedure for the opening of
tenders varies between
departments; however the answer
to the question as it relates to the
Tender Board is-
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

no;
no;
notice of the successful
tenderer is published in the
Government Gazette; however
in some cases when the tender
covers numerous items such as
groceries or medical supplies.
the notice indicates that the
relevant information may be
obtained from the Tender
Board.

MINING ACT
Amendments and Regulations

161. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Mines:

In view of the concern and uncertainty
in the mining industry over the status of
the new Mining Act and its regulations,
and the unprecedented delays in
effecting the implementation of the
legislation, would the Minister indicate
what timetable he now envisages for the
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introduction of the recently announced
amendments to the Act and the
regulations?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
As I have already indicated to industry.
and as the Premier has already
announced, we expect this will take
some time because it involves a
cont inuing discussion with industry.
While we have accepted certain
principles, and while we have quite
clearly identified the things we have to

do-and there is general agreement on
the form the amendments will
take-some drafting is still to be done.
Commitments have been made by the
Government to go back and talk with all
sections of the industry about the final

wording of some of the amendments, so

it will be later this year that the
amendments and regulations are
introduced.
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