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Wednesday, 2 September 1992

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

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR HEALTH
New Heart Surgery Unit, Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital

MR WILSON (Dianella - Minister for Health) [11.04 am]: Mr Speaker, I wish to make a
statement about the establishment of a new heart surgery unit in Western Australia. This is a
major Budget initiative as foreshadowed in my media statement yesterday. The unit will be
Western Australia's second in a public hospital, and it will be established at Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital. One million dollars has been set aside in this year's Health budget to
establish the unit, which will significantly reduce waiting times for heart operations. At
present 360 Western Australians are on public hospital waiting lists for heart surgery, and the
report found wailing times for routine elective cardiac surgery were up to eight months.
In deciding that the unit should be sired at Sir Charles (Iairdner Hospital, 1 accepted the
recommendations of a review committee made up of three medical specialists from outside
Western Australia. Members will be aware that the existing public hospital unit is at Royal
Perth Hospital, with a further private unit located at the Mount Hospital. Fremantle Hospital
and an expansion of the existing surgery facilities at Royal Perth Hospital were also
considered for the second unit.
The review committee consisted of Mr Douglas Bird, a cardiothoracic surgeon; Professor
John Hickey, a cardiologist; and the Chief Executive Officer of the Royal Adelaide Hospital,
Dr Brendon Kearney. The committee said extra heart surgery services were needed in
Western Australia because of the ageing population and an increasing demand for heart
operations. It recommended that in the short term Royal Perth Hospital should be
encouraged to work up to 1 400 cases a year as soon as possible.
In association with this the Mount Hospital should be encouraged to increase its private
workload up to about 600 or 700 cases a year. These two measures would provide an
operative capacity of 2 000 cases a year, which should be enough for one to two years.
During this time, planning will occur for the second unit at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.
The committee said the back-up facilities and staff available at SCGH were excellent, and
considered that the academic and research atmosphere at the hospital would upgrade heart
surgery in Perth. Until the new unit is up and running in March 1993, funds will be made
available to Royal Perth Hospital for it to sustain maximum operating capacity.
The review committee recommended dividing Perth's five heart surgeons into two teams,
with three at Royal Perth Hospital and two at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. This will mean
that Royal Perth Hospital will then be able to handle about 900 cases a year and Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital between 500 and 600 cases a year. The committee also recommended that
Royal Perth, Sir Charles Gairdner and Fremantle Hospitals be directed to set up and provide
on a regular basis adequate data on matters such as waiting lists, cancellations and lengths of
patient stay in heart treatment cases. Finally, the report recommended that subject to certain
conditions, Fremantle Hospital should begin performing angioplasry - the surgical
reconstruction of blood vessels.
Mr Speaker, as I said at the outset, this is a major initiative in ensuring that all Western
Australians have access to public caidiorhoracic surgery. In association with this statement, I
table the report of the Review of Cardiothoracic Surgery and Angioplasty Services in
Western Australia.
[See paper No 3411]

LAND TAX RELIEF AMENDMENT BILL
Introduciion and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and read a first time.



EMPLOYERS' INDEMNITY SUPPLEMENTATION FUND AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MRS HENDERSON (Thorahie - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations)
[11.09 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The supplementation fund is provided for under the Employers' Indemnity Supplementation
Fund Act which was established in 1980 to protect employers against workers' compensation
claims in the event that their insurer goes into liquidation. The legislation was a response to
the 1980 collapse of Palmdale AGCI Ltd, and recognises the potential financial impact of
claims against employers.
Following proclamation of the new Act, Bishopgate Insurance Co Ltd, and more recently
National Employers Mutual General Insurance Association Ltd, went into liquidation. The
fund also meets claims by waterfront workers suffering from asbestos-related diseases, as
provided for in the Waterfront Workers' (Compensation for Asbestos Related Diseases) Act.
The supplementation fund is administered by the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation
Commission, and claims are managed by the State Government Insurance Commission.
Although the fund continucs co satisfy recurring workers' compensation claims against
employers who were insured with Bishopgare and National Employers Mutual General, the
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission has been negotiating with the
liquidators to finalise outstanding claims. Based on negotiations with the liquidators,
deficiencies in the provisions of the Employers' Indemnity Supplementation Fund Act were
identified which, if not urgently addressed, could have serious financial implications for the
recovery of costs incurred and the finalisation of outstanding claims. This Bill proposes to
avoid any negative financial impact and empowers the Workers' Compensation and
Rehabilitation Commission to finalise outstanding claims.
The Bill seeks to amend the Act by specifically empowering the Workers' Compensation and
Rehabilitation Commission to accept final payments from the liquidator of an approved
insurer in full settlement of existing recurrent and future outstanding claims to the
supplementation fund. This provision will enable the commission to negotiate Final
payments to the supplementation fund, thereby avoiding unnecessary and costly delays to the
workers' compensation system in this State.
The principal Act provides for payment of claims to be made by the SCIC to the liquidator of
an approved insurer who in turn pays the claimant. The SGIC is required to report to the
liquidator on a regular basis. This procedure generates considerable administrative and
claims management costs on the basis that the liquidator's charges are additional to the SGIC
fees; such additional costs to the system cannot be justified. To streamline the claims
payment procedure and to contain costs, the Bill provides for the SOIC to be responsible for
full claims management, including direct payment of claimants.
The Bill proposes to transfer power from the Treasury to the Workers' Compensation and
Rehabilitation Commission to control the collection and investment of moneys standing to
the credit of the supplementation fund. This amendment is logical as the current provisions
relating to the investment and advances from the fund were introduced prior to the
establishment of the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission, and were
intended to separate the investment of trust funds from claims administration, currently
managed by the SGIC. The Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission now
administers the Act and has authority from the Treasurer to invest the general fund and other
trust moneys. The proposed change of investment responsibility preserves the separation of
the investment and claims administration functions, and in view of the commission's
accounting expertise is appropriate.
This Bill is necessary to streamline administrative procedures under the Act and to introduce
a specific power to enable outstanding claims to be finailised. If the amendments proposed
by the Bill are not ratified and implemented as quickly as possible, it could have adverse
financial implications for the recovery of costs incurred and the finalisation of outstanding
claims to the detriment of workers and employers.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kierath.
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NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION AGREEMENT BILL 1991
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 7 November 1991.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) 111. 14 am): Although this Bill has little in substance, the Liberal
Party believes its implementation would have manifest and far reaching implications for the
well being of rail transport in this State. This would not necessarily apply to the first four or
five years of the operation of the corporation, but the impact of this agreement will be felt
after that time. Unfortunately, the agreement was signed by the Premier, and this has sold
out the State very badly indeed. This agreement jeopardises future rail services in Western
Australia and has huge national implications.
The Liberal Party vigorously supports the operation of the National Rail Corporation to draw
together the various rail systems of this country, which are running with interstate freight
with a net loss in excess of $321 million annually. The corporation was founded on the basis
of microeconomic reform to standardise rail equipment, operations and the like, to make
interstate rail freight at least break even and, we hope, to become profitable. However, the
Liberal Party cannot accept the deal which the Premier has made on behalf of this State. The
Western Australian public - especially rural people who rely on rail transport - have not been
advised of the agreement's ramifications. In today's terms, it will cost Westrail $20 million
a year for five years in lost revenue.
Mrs Beggs: How did you work that out?
Mr LEWIS: If the Minister had read the report which was prepared for her she would have
seen that is clearly spelt out in a recommendation to her! The Minister ordered a report on
whether Western Australia should join the National Rail Corporation, and it set out the terms
and conditions and the downside of the proposal.
Mrs Beggs: We are an equity shareholder.
Mr LEWIS: We are not an equity shareholder; that is the point! We will become an equity
shareholder only upon the ratification of this legislation, arnd that is something the Liberal
Party cannot accept. We cannot allow the State to become an equity shareholder in a lemon.
We all hope the National Rail Corporation will succeed, but we know in our hearts that it
will probably not work - certainly not in the first five years.
The corporate plan of the corporation intends to turn around the $321 million loss, which is
all incurred on the cast coast. The Western Australian operation of the National Rail
Corporation runs at a $20 million profit. Those funds go sideways into Westrail revenue and
moderate losses on other lines in the Westrail operation. This ensures that Westrail produces
a modest profit, although this depends upon how the accounting is done. The bottom line is
that Westrail is the most efficient rail operator in this country.
Mrs Beggs: Thank you very much; I am glad you have acknowledged it.
Mr LEWIS: However, the Minister has sold it out in an attempt to balance the disastrous
books on the east coast. Why has this deal been done? It has occurred for political reasons.
The National Rail Corporation should not have been formulated on the basis of politics, but
in the best interests of the nation and, fundamentally, for the long term benefit of Western
Australia. Bob H-awke wanted to have a coming together, a huge revolution in a political
sense, of microeconomic reform in this country vis a vis road, rail and the waterfront. At a
special Premier's Conference in 1991 he presented to the States - bearing in mind the only
State with a free enterprise Government is New South Wales, which incurs 80 per cent of the
losses in the nation's rail network - a proposal for a national freight corporation. The
Western Australian Labor Government did not want to be out of step in this national push
and as Bob Hawke put pressure on the Labor Government in Western Australia, it fell into
line. The proposal was a good one for Victoria and New South Wales which, in effect, were
the only other two operatives. Australian National is run by the Commonwealth Government
and it took over the Tasmanian and South Australian railways a decade ago. The Queensland
Government was not interested anyway because the proposal involved only a 35 kilometre
section of its track- New South Wales and Victoria wanted to get out of their recurring losses
of monumental proportions. Mrs Kirner wanted to come in behind Bob Hawke to prop up
his microeconomic reform statement. The Western Australian Premier, against the advice of
the Minister for Transport and the unions -
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Mrs Beggs: That is not true.
Mr LEWIS: The unions do not suppont the Minister for Transport, and she knows chat. The
unions support the Opposition on this issue.
Mrs Beggs: I think you are wrong about that.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister should telephone the railway unions.
Mrs Beggs: That is one union.
Mr LEWIS: No Minister, that is all railway unions.
Mr Court: The Opposition has had more briefings this year from unions than it has had for
years.
Mr LEWIS: That is for sure. Of course, the Premier, who is a commercial -,

Several Opposition members inteijected.
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker?
The SPEAKER: They all wanted to have a chat with me.
Mr LEWIS: Mr Speaker, you should not be encouraging them.
The SPEAKER: I know, the member is right.
Mr LEWIS: This is a serious debate that has long term ramifications for Western Australia.
The point I was crying to make -

Mrs Beggs: Were the ramifications good or bad, and for whom?
Mr LEWIS: They are bad for Western Australia.
Mrs Beggs: Not for Western Australians.
Mr LEWIS: For all Western Australians, Westrail and the Consolidated Revenue Fund of
Western Australia.
Mrs Beggs: The users of the national rail freight services disagree with the member for
Applecross. The member is our of step with the business community.
Mr LEWIS: The business community did not know anything about the National Rail
Corporation. The Opposition, members of the Minister's own party and the unions knew
nothing about it. It has been a secret because the Minister did not know how to handle it.
Mrs Beggs: There has been more consultation on this Bill than on any other Bill I have
handled.
Mr LEWIS: The Premier did not want to be out of' step with the Accord and its reform of
microeconomic policy. The nation grew tired of the Accord because it did not work.
Although highly intelligent and with skills in other areas - she has the gift of the gab - the
Premier, being a commercial and economic illiterate, was not on the ball and - with due
respect to the Minister for Transport, neither was she - when the pressure was placed on the
Premier, she sold Western Australia's future for political reasons and not for the best
interests of the people.
Mrs Beggs: The member for Applecross cannot have it both ways. On the one hand he says
chat che Government has done a disservice to Western Australia, and on the other hand says
chat it has given itself a political advantage by participating.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister was not listening. The Liberal Party does not object to the
National Rail Corporation operating in Western Australia. The Liberal Party, in
Government, would support it and facilitate its operations in Western Australia, but not to the
long term detriment of Western Australia.
Mr Bloffwitch: You are selling our souls.
The SPEAKER: Order! I have already been in trouble because of members' speaking
during the member for Applecross' speech, I would not want to be in any more trouble.
Mr LEWIS: Unfortunately, this Parliament has been treated with contempt. The Premier
attended the special Premiers' Conference 15 months ago and signed an agreement with the
Commonwealth -
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Mrs Beggs: Was the New South Wales Parliament treated with contempt by Mr Greiner?
He did exactly the same as our Premier.
Mr LEWIS: New South Wales did a beautiful deal.
Mrs Beggs: So did Western Australia.
Mr LEWIS: New South Waits and Victoria unloaded loss making rail operations onto the
Commonwealth and the other participating partners. They will suck up the profits generated
by Western Australia's 20 per cent of interstate freight operations to help balance the losses
in the Eastern States. That is a fact, Minister.
Mrs Beggs: The member for Applecross doesn't even believe that himself, so why waste the
rime of the Parliament?
Mr LEWIS: This Bill was introduced into the Parliament at the end of the spring session last
year. I have made two or three approaches to the Minister and even suggested that we handle
the legislation in a bipartisan manner, but with very little response from the Minister.
Mrs Beggs: That is totally incorrect.
Mr LEWIS: I know that the Minister is a bit worried about this because she is interjecting.
When the Minister is not worried she does not interjecc, The Minister is a bit concerned that
what I am saying is right and her body language is giving her away. The Liberal Party places
great importance on this legislation, which comprises 93 pages but the guts of it is contained
in only 10 pages. The legislation ratifies a convoluted and comprehensive agreement which
has far reaching ramifications for this Stare. Any reading of the agreement is extremely
difficult for lay people such as myself and my colleagues - other than Hon Peter Foss and
Mrs Edwardes, who are solicitors. Other members have had extreme difficulty
understanding the agreement. Members of the Opposition first sought some legal advice.
Following my writing to the Government we heard from a Crown solicitor. However, we
really needed independent advice if we were to understand the legislation from other than a
Government point of view. Unfortunately, the crown solicitor took long service leave.
Following that we had two or three meetings with Wes trail staff and the Minister's adviser.
who attended every meeting held. We then had four or five meetings with executives of the
National Rail Corporation, some formal and some semiformal. Following the second last
meeting with the National Rail Corporation we asked its representatives whether they would
provide us with legal advice on the long term ramifications of the agreement. The National
Rail Corporation provided a solicitor from a firm in the city - a person completely divorced
from the issue who gave independent advice. He has given the Liberal Party a
comprehensive analysis of the agreement and its long term ramifications for Western,
Australia. A copy was provided also to the National Party.
Not for quite some years has so much investigation been carried out on a Bill by an
Opposition to determine its effect. My comments are based on the fact that we have done
our homework. I believe that the Opposition is better advised and informed, unfortunately,
than the Minister or the rank and file members of the Australian Labor Party who sit
opposite. Indeed, the Premier may think she understands the Bill, but I suggest that she does
not. The Minister has so many other duties that she has not taken the time to think through
the longer term issues of this agreement.
The legislation provides for the simple process of a public company - the National Rail
Corporation is a corporate entity under securities legislation in Australia - issuing a
prospectus for the taking up of shareholdings or equity in that company. The usual process
in this situation is for people to read a prospectus and to make a decision about whether to
invest their capital in a company on the basis of benefits - whether profit or corporate
agreements, if the company concerned is a corporation - for that individual further down the
line. A corporation will often take equity in a company on the basis of its receiving a
window into another corporation. I can accept that by being an equity partner in the National
Rail Corporation, Western Australia may have a window into the National Rail Corporation.
The simple facts are that following complete analysis of the benefits of the prospectus which
has been presented to Western Australia - after the fact and after the Ptemier has signed an
agreement with other States to take equity - the Opposition has decided that it is not
beneficial to this State to take equity in this organisation.
The fact is that Western Australia does not need to own shares in a National Rail Corporation
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which will run a system that lost $321 million last year and which may break even in five
years. This State does not need to be represented by a board member on a company.
Hundreds of public companies are in the community. Does the Western Australian
Government need a board member on those companies? Is there any reason that Brambles or
TNT Australia could not run an interstate rail service across Western Australian tracks, pay a
ground rent for the use of the tracks and the permanent reserve and pay the cost of the
infrastructure?
Mrs Beggs: Are you saying we should have sold it off to Brambles?
Mr LEWIS: The Minister should listen to what I am saying. The Opposition has come to
the conclusion that the benefits to Western Australia of taking five per cent equity in a lemon
are questionable. The company must have at least 40 per cent turnaround and when national
growth, if the country is lucky, is three per cent that is highly unlikely. The National Rail
Corporation will have a 40 per cent turnaround in five years. Is that the reason the State
wants to take equity, contemptuously, without seeking approval from the Parliament? The
purpose of a Parliament is to decide whether die Government should give away or flog off
the 20 per cent of a rail system which makes a profit.
Mrs Beggs: You said you would support it; vote against it.

Mr LEWIS: The Liberal Party will not support this agreement Bill; it will vote against it. It
believes that it would be foolish and commercially unsound for this State to take any shares
or equity in the National Rail Corporation. The Premier and the Minister have placed the
State in this position: The agreement has been signed and ratified by the New South Wales
Parliament; of course it has because the agreement will release that Government from die
greatest economic hole ever. It has been signed and ratified by the Victorian Parliament; of
course it has, because the agreement will rescue that Government from a huge economic
deficit. It has been signed by the Commonwealth Government; of course it has, the
agreement is part of its microeconomic reform program. I am not knocking that; as a matter
of fact I support it 100 per cent.
One of the great things to come out of the National Rail Corporation is that it has brought
together the Australian Council of Trade Unions and the National Rail Corporation to
implement a two-union situation in the Australian railway system through a greenfield
enterprise agreement, which I support. The NRC agreement was signed by the Queensland
Government, after the fact, after it was bought off for approximately $35 million to build 35
kilometres of standard gauge railway from Acacia Ridge on the New South Wales border to
Fishermen's Island. It was bought off on the basis of its being what is called an "other State
participant". The Queensland Government is not contributing equity. It did not enter into
the agreement as was requested at day one.
Wayne Goss told Bob Hawke it was a bad deal for Queensland and that his State would not
do it. However, we went into the agreement. Is it not incredible that we are dealing with one
of the most important pieces of legislation to impact on Westrail and on the Consolidated
Revenue Fund to the rune of at least $20 million over the next five years and there are three
Government members in this Chamber? That is an indication of the contempt this
Government has for this Parliament.
I will explain why Western Australia was left with. nowhere to go. The Premier signed this
agreement on the understanding that, if this Parliament did not pass the legislation, all the
other agreements and all of the enabling legislation in the Commonwealth that had been

passed would collapse. It would have to be renegotiated and further enabling legislation
passed. What has happened? We have reached the eleventh hour with Commonwealth,
Queensland, New South Wales and Victorian legislation. Now, South Australian
legislation - which is needed only for some technical reason because Australian National
runs the South Australian operation - has been put in place and Paul Keating is telling the
Premier that the Commonwealth and die Governments of the other States which are losing
the money will start to bring pressure to bear on Western Australia to support the agreement.
It should be remembered that this State is not losing the money, but it is being told that if it
does not pass the legislation, the agreement will collapse.
That is the pressure that the Premier has placed on this Parliament. She has presented this
Parliament with a fait accompli for it to fall into line otherwise it will be out of step with the
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rest of Australia. The Liberal Party is quite happy to bear chat pressure and to say to Paul
Keating, John Dawkins, Fahey in New South Wales and to the Labor States, that the deal is
bad for Western Australia and we are not going to accept it. The Liberal Party will bear that
pressure because it does not believe that Western Australia should fall into line because the
Premier was stupid enough 15 months ago to sign an agreement against the advice of her
Minister and chat of a committee chat this Government appointed to advise her on this matter.
Mrs Beggs: That is not true.
Mr LEWIS: Did this committee not advise the Premier against signing that agreement?
Mrs Beggs: No.
Mr LEWIS: Does the Minister want me to read it?
Mrs Beggs: Read it.
Mr LEWIS: I thank the Minister for that invitation to read the committee's repart which will
be made available later to the Press. It spells out loud and clear that the State should not go
into the proposed agreement.
While I concede that giveaways or some concessions were made by the ocher States and the
Federal Government, why would they not? They will get a beautiful deal at owr expense.
The deal over the five years will be bad for Western Australia. What are the advantages?
We are not selling our interstate rail system; we are giving it away! We will give away 20
per cent of Westrail's business - the only part that generates profit. We will be giving away
$20 million a year to offset the losses in the other States of Australia to be good fellows and
to fall into line with Labor philosophy and to not upset a Federal Labor political manoeuvre.
Mr Cowan: It is not the only part of Westrail that makes a profit.
Mr LEWIS: No, but it makes a substantial profit. In the first five years of the agreement,
Western Australia will end up with five per cent of the equity and 15 per cent of the voting
rights for a cost of $8 million.
Mr Shave: That is not even a B class share.
Mr LEWIS: That is right. For that, Western Australia will get one member on the board, but
he can be outvoted every time the board sits. The only saving grace is that the
Commonwealt Government will not be able to outvote the States if they join together. As I
said, one of the advantages is that we will get five per cent of the equity, 15 per cent of the
voting rights, a member on the board and give away 40 per cent of revenue or a $20 million
profit. The second benefit - this was after there was a little bit of resistance to signing the
agreement - followed the State's arguing about the $20 million in present day terms that
Western Australia would lose every year. After much argument, the Commonwealth and the
other States agreed that this State's interests would be protected for five years; that is, that
Westrail's profitability on that section of the line would be maintained for five years. In
other words, there would be no loss for Westrail in the first five years. However, after that
we are on our own. This Government will give the Commonwealth and the States the
business, the $20 million profit and the track rights and is has forsaken West-ail's employees.
Mrs Beggs: Wrong!
Mr LEWIS: The Government has not made any arrangement with the Westrail. unions on
redundancy. It has forsaken its employees and, after five years. the Commonwealth and the
other States, through National Rail, will tell Western Australians when they can run trains up
and down their cracks.
That is what this Government has done. We should bear in mind that a lot of our wheat
comes down the Merredin line and Westrail trains will have to stand on the sidings while
National Rail's trains pass. When one makes a deal, one has to obtain advantages. One of
the advantages is to try to get a national rail freight system in Australia, and the Opposition
welcomes that. However, we will not support it if Western Australia is the loser, and that is
the bottom line.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.)
Debate thus adjourned.
[Continued on p 4348.]
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COAL INDUSTRY TRIBUNAL OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third rime, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and transmitted to the
Council.

PARLIAMENTARY AND ELECTORATE STAFF (EMPLOYMENT) BILL 1991
Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
MRS HENDERSON (Thornlie - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations)
[11.51 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [11.52 am]: The Opposition member
handling the Parliamentary and Electorate Staff (Employment) Bill is on his way to the
Chamber. We are trying to help the Government expedite the passage of this and other Bills
through this House because I understand the Government wants some business to be sent to
the Legislative Council.
Mr Pearce: Otherwise our experience has been that the devil finds Work for idle hands.
Mr COURT: I will not comment on that. The member for Riverton is handling this Bill, the
Acts Amendment (Parliamentary Electorate and Gubernatorial Staff) Bill and the Coal
Industry Tribunal of Western Australia Bill. The latter Bill has already been dealt with.
Were the remaining Bills dealt With cognately?
Mr Pearce: There was no argument about that. We were to deal with them at the beginning
of proceedings today, but there was a slight hitch.
Mr COURT: Now that we have carried out the procedure of waiting for the member for
Riverton to return to the Chamber, I advise the House that he is happy for the third reading of
the Bill to be passed.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT (PARLIAMENTARY, ELECTORATE AND
GUBERNATORIAL STAFF) BILL

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
MRS HENDERSON (Thornlie - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations)
111.54 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
While handling this Bill yesterday on behalf of the Opposition the member for Riverton
requested that I check the information I had given the House about the fact that people
seeking compensation for unfair dismissals under section 29 of the Industrial Relations Act
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had unlimited time in which to do that. I did that, and I confirm that is the case under the
Act.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

EDUCATION AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)
Second Reading

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [11.56 am]: On behalf of the
member for Roe, I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to ensure that parents and teachers have the opportunity to have
their say on the issue of optional full time preprimary education for five year old children.
The Bill will have three effects. Firstly, it will impose a two year moratorium on the
introduction of full time preprimary education for five year olds. Secondly, it will require
the Government to consult extensively with parents and teachers before it can introduce full
time preprimary education for five year olds. The moratorium ensures adequate time for this
consultation to take place. Thirdly, it will require the Minister to argue the case for full time
preprimary education for five year olds on the basis of its educational merit.
There was no opportunity for meaningful debate on this issue prior to the Government's
announcement in May this year that an optional full time preprimary program would be
introduced over three years beginning in 1993. Parents and teachers alike were taken by
surprise at this announcement and widespread concern within both groups continues. Any
subsequent debate has been coloured by the apparent fait accompli of the 1993 introduction.
Several issues require resolution prior to a decision for a shift from optional part time to
optional full time preprimary education. Establishing the educational merit of full time
preprimary schooling is essential before an informed decision can be made by parents and
teachers. Various studies on the subject are in some conflict and a move away from early
entry in at least one Australian State suggests that far more discussion and consideration by
all involved participants is required.
This Bill requires the Minister to provide the Parliament, prior to future introduction of such
a scheme, with not only submissions from parents, parent representative bodies, the State
School Teachers Union and any organisation representing preprimary teachers, but also a
statement of the educational merit of full time preprimary education.
Consideration must also be given to the question of funding priorities within the State's
education system. The $106 million estimated by the Government to be needed for its
preprimary expansion program over the next three years could be far better spent in more
needy areas of education. Support staff for early intervention in primary schools to help
ensure that as many children as possible are assisted to reach the required level of numeracy
and literacy skills to enter high school is only one of the many such priority areas.
Industrial issues, such as the added supervisory responsibilities for preprimary teachers
where a full five day preprimary program is in place and such matters as preparation time,
need addressing before a full time program is introduced. The effect of the program will be
dramatic not only on small country schools where preprimary children will attend for five
full days in a rural integration program school, but also on the young children who will travel
for up to three hours each day on buses. In the view of the member for Roe these and other
concerns have not been adequately considered in the rush to introduce the Government's
program in 1993.
The National Party believes that such significant changes to education deserve full and
proper discussion in an atmosphere not entangled in party political considerations and
deserve a decision made without undue haste. This Bill will ensure that any decision that is
made will be made for the right reasons and will also ensure that parents and teachers have
the opportunity to be fully involved in decision making. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mrs Watkins.
aa0a&7
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CENSURE MOTION - MINISTER FOR HERITAGE
Handling of Swan Brewery Redevelopment

Debate resumed from 26 August.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [12 noon]: Members, of course, do not need reminding of
paragraphs (a) to (d) of the original motion debated last week until just before question time.
It is a motion that seeks to censure the Minister for Heritage not because of the brewery issue
as such but specifically because of his handling of the proposed redevelopment of the old
Swan Brewery. Few things stir the anger of Western Australians more - be they black or
white - than a Minister or Government that decides to do something whether or not the
people like it, regardless of what they think, and even if the proposal may be offensive to the
policy and principles of the party in Government at the time. That is at the heart of this
motion.
I do not want to cover much of the ground already covered last week, but I want to address
myself first and foremost to paragraph (d) of the motion which states, when read in
conjunction with the first paragraph -

That this House censures the Minister for Heritage over his handling of the proposed
redevelopment of the old Swan Brewery on the grounds that-...
(d) the proposed powers to be given to the Heritage Council on planning and

developmenr approvals is a misuse of the Heritage of Western Australia Act.
I want to go further than that and say it is an abuse of the powers of the Heritage of Western
Australia Act. I will tell members why I see it that way. Section 38(1) of the Heritage of
Western Australia Act provides for the Heritage Council to recommend that the Minister
seek an order to the effect that no-one need worry about observing the conditions of the
Aboriginal Heritage Act, planning approvals from local government authorities, or anything
else that might be seen as potentially offering some kind of delay or difficulty to the project.
I emphasise the words "potentially offering". Section 38(1) of the Heritage of Western
Australia Act states -

Where any aspect of measures proposed in relation to the conservation of a registered
place is prohibited or impeded -

Members will note that no reference is made to potentially prohibited or potentially impeded.
It continues -

by, or by reason of the operation of, a written law, the Minister on the
recommendation of the Council may, by Order published in the Gazette, declare that -

(a) that written law, or specified provisions of that written law; or

(b) any Code of practice, standard, or other legislative requirement arising from
the operation of, or any method of implementation of, that written law,

shall not apply ...
Hurried though Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd, the Minister's partner in this unworthy
exercise may have been, and it was hurried to the extent that while we were debating this
matter last week Multiplex used officers of the Police Force with the Minister's sanction to
enter and proceed with preliminary stage work on that site, no impediment or prohibition
could be said to have been in existence simply because the authorities relevant to this section
had not received any applications. They did not need to because the Minister sought to
misuse - or in my view abuse - this section by assuming it covers any anticipation of an
impediment or prohibition that might occur in the future. None of those things had
happened; no impediment or prohibition had been experienced in respect of written laws,
codes of practice, authorities, or other matters. The Minister has taken this section of the Act
and applied a new meaning to it; that is, a meaning that simply pre-empts the interests that a
local authority, another Minister of the Crown, or a community group might have or, indeed,
any interest at all. He has pre-empted that by applying section 38 of the Act in a way that
was never intended when the legislation was passed by this Parliament. Nowhere in the
Minister's second reading speech could I find any justification or any expectation that
section 38 would be used in this way. Clearly, section 38 was intended to be used should
such an impediment be experienced or should such a prohibition be made against the work
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required to conserve a heritage building of this kind, and it was not simply to pre-empt the
possibility or potential emergence of such prohibition. In that regard the Minister for
Heritage stands condemned in this place for a flagrant abuse of legislation which this
Government was responsible for introducing in 1989 and which was passed in 1990. If that
is to be the standard by which this Minister will conduct his business in this State. it is a
sorry standard at least and at worst it is highly provocative, highly confrontational and an
illegitimate use of the legislation. Of course, confrontation takes me to the amendments on
the Notice Paper in my name.

Amendtnene to Motion

Mr DONOVAN: I move -
To insert after paragraph (d) the following paragraphs -

(e) the Minister has further divided the community - Aboriginal, European and
industrial - and set these on a course of direct and dangerous confrontation;
and

(f) the Minister has ignored sustained public opinion which strongly has favoured
demolition of what remains of the brewery buildings, and a return to passive
uses compatible with the location and its environs.

Before I address those two amendments, I want to draw the attention of members to the latest
occurrence in the sorry saga of the brewery redevelopment, although I must say it is a
somewhat lighter development and one hopes an historically significant development.
Members will know that the Minister for Heritage has collected at least one award since he
has embarked on this project; that is the one localised in graffiti at the site where dhe tunnel
connecting the two sites concerned has been renamed the 'Adolf McGinty tunnel'. I am sure
the graffiti artists concerned knew well the historical precedent they were drawing on to
name the tunnel thus. Today the Minister has collected a second award. In the foyer of the
Minister's office on the 12th floor of Dumas House is a small group of people who intend to
sit and occupy that place and to construct a museum on the site. It was opened this morning
and declared "McGinty's Museum". The prime exhibit at the museum is the "Integrity in
Government Dodo" which is awarded by the museum to the Minister for Heritage. A citation
accompanies the award. Perhaps the clerk can lay one copy of that document on the table
and another on the desk of the Minister for Heritage. Members should note that all Ministers
except one ame absent from this debate. One would think that the Government would take
seriously a censure motion of the Government that at least 60 per cent of the population takes
seriously.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the member for Morley seek leave of the House to lay this
document on the table of the House for the balance of today's session.
Mr DONOVAN: Yes, Mr Deputy Speaker, I do seek that leave.
Leave granted.
Mr DONOVAN: A slight inaccuracy appears at the beginning of the citation, which I will
clarify in a moment. The citation states -

Prize Exhibit:
A PLAQUE - commemorating the famous words of Mr McGinty when he entered
Parliament:

.. . rather than maintaining a pre-occupation with the important and powerful
people of our society ... I will endeavour during my term in this Parliament
to . .. enhance the welfare of the Aboriginal people of this country. In this
context the Old Swan Brewery dispute needs to be reconsidered. In my view
it is a social justice issue rather than a simple question of whether one ought
to preserve the old building."

The quote ends with the words "Et tu Brute". In fact, the Minister's speech did not contain at
this point the first words; that is, "rather than maintaining a preoccupation with the important
and powerful people of our society". I understand it did contain the balance of the words
which appear in that quote.
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Members will recall the conflict surrounding the brewery at that time. The site was occupied
by members of the Aboriginal community, the brewery action group and other supporters of
the proposition that the brewery should be demolished. This sorry saga has a history of
conflict and confrontation which could not be laid at the feet of this Minister until he
assumed office.
The Aboriginal community has occupied the site since January J989. With the latest
proposal and current contract the Minister has taken the conflict to new heights. Members
will recall the protest on the Esplanade on 18 June, which I attended, as did you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, and members of the Opposition including a previous Leader of the Opposition.
Members will recall that that protest turned into something of a media feast related to
confrontation and violence. Indeed, I have in front of me the headline which appeared in The
West Australian the following day; that is, "Old Swan brewery protest packs a punch." That
has been the media flavour related co this event. On a following page another heading
appeared. "Union brawlers mar rally', followed by a subheading. "Spit, punches swamp a
Mundey foe" referring to lack Mundey.
A sustained attack has been undertaken by a Government owned radio station on the people
who have protested against this development. As recently as last weekend the Sunday Times
editorially castigated the Government for what it described as its arrogance in ignoring
public opinion to bestow on an old donor mate, Multiplex, a dress circle riverside site for a
totally inappropriate development. The article went on to pick up one side of the debate; that
is, the Aboriginal anti-demolishers against the Aboriginal demolishers. We then had that
doyen of moral virtue and fine tuned judgment, Howard Sattler, courtesy of his unique and
somewhat sheltered position in a Government owned radio station, conducting a sustained
campaign of provocation and incitement of people around this dispute.
Mr MacKinnon: Did you know that he was also involved with the public relations work
done for the initial developers of the property?
Mr DONOVAN: I did not. That casts an interesting perspective on the whole saga and
makes one wonder about his interest in this and a number of other issues. It should not be in
his interests, or in the interests of 6PR, and certainly not in the interests of the Government,
to promote and give comfort to - and, indeed, seek to extend - the degenerative conflict that
has occurred about this issue. However, that is precisely what he did.
Last week, in the context of the debate in this place, we saw further violence and
confrontation mobilised down at the brewery site. On the one hand - and I make this clear
because it has tended to be overlooked by the media - we saw a group of peaceful protesters
who for most of the morning, after gaining entry to the site, conducted themselves in a
remarkably polite and peaceful manner, given the strength of feeling that has existed
amongst members of that group, both Aboriginal and European, ever since the issue first
surfaced. It is true that at the outset of the day considerable provocation was observed and
the police felt moved to protect their future position for that day by erecting barricades
round the site which obviously provoked people who intended to protest there, given that

the only place left to protest was the road. I am sure that the road trauma society would have
been ecstatic about that. The bafflers were removed, somewhat ungraciously, but the actions
and violence that followed, not by but to protesters, was an episode of which we should all
be thoroughly ashamed.
Later that day we saw the even worse spectacle of members of Parliament, both Federal and
State, in league presumably with the developer, funding the transport to Perth of a group of
disparate people who did not shame the view of the local Aboriginal community to stage what
was bound to be a quite violent confrontation if the two groups met. It is true that the
Minister has distanced himself from those actions. It is to his credit that he did that.
However, it was a bit late to distance himself from that potentially violent confrontation after
his actions set it in place. One cannot set up the preconditions for major conflict and then
stand back later saying, "I did not mean that to occur. I did not have anything to do with the
payment of it, either." It is not plausible or believable to say that and it does no credit to the
Minister's position. The fact that in the end there was no confrontation and no violence
between those two groups must be laid at the feet of the organisers of the protest and not at
the feet of the police, who did not intervene and did not provoke the matter further after the
earlier events of the morning. It certainly should not be laid at the feet of the Government
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which, particularly through the Minister, set the preconditions for the conflict that ensued. I
assure members, as someone who was present at the site at that time, that it was the actions
of the protesters themselves that averted that violence. Some violence did surround that
action of the police in escorting the Multiplex workers so that they could enter the site. This
matter has had a history of confrontation and violence. One would have expected that when
the Minister for Heritage assumed responsibility for the old Swan Brewery site, he would do
all within his power to avert confrontation. There is no evidence of any efforts in that
direction.
In order to find some precedent for this matter, I remind members of the Noonkanbah
situation in 1979-80. Members of the Opposition and the Leader of the Opposition may not
find what I have to say particularly comfortable, but truth should not necessarily be sheltered
by comfort. The Liberal Government. having first set up the contractual arrangements for
exploratory drilling, then insisted that Amax Mining Company meet its obligations
regardless of the racial and social turmoil that it had generated. The Government then had no
option but to offer Amax the full protection of the State in the performance of its duties. In
this case, the Labor Government set up the conditions of the lease, and then found itself,
through the Minister, in a position where Multiplex had to call upon the police resources of
the State in order to protect its workers. The old Swan Brewery contract, unlike
Noonkanbah, which at least the Government of' the day said was in the economic interests of
the State, is, we are told, to preserve a monument to the State's architectural heritage. Other
people might want to call it a decrepit caricature to a subculture of bigotry and booze.
Certainly the Aboriginal people would be the people most offended by that monument to
bigotry and booze, because for the last 150 years they have regarded themselves as the
victims of white occupation, and since 1967 they have been the targets of white criticism for
their apparent over use and abuse of booze, yet we want to preserve that culture!
Like Noonkanbah, once the Government set up the contract for the development of the old
Swan Brewery and the obligations that were laid down in it, there was every reason for the
Government to offer Multiplex the full protection of the State in the performance of its
duties. This protection has involved and will continue to involve the use of armed police
against Aborigines, unionists and other citizens of the State. However, unlike Noonkanbab.
the violent scenarios at the brewery will be attributable not to a Liberal Government but
rather to a Labor Minister; not just any Labor Minister but the erstwhile doyen of Labor's left
wing. The Minister for Heritage deserves not the support of this place but rather the
condemnation of this place for, if not allowing then at times by his actions making inevitable,
the conflict and confrontation that has surrounded this project and that, mark my words, will
continue to surround this project to a lesser or greater extent.
The second amendment addresses the question of public opinion. How many times does the
Minister for Heritage have to be told that 62 per cent, or more, of the population of this State
do not want that wreck of a building and have not wanted it since 1986? In spite of the
Minister's rather paternalistic comment that they will want it in the future, I assure him that
they will not want it in the future. No-one sees any value in having six restaurants or 600 car
parking bays there.
Mr Shave: That is wrong. John Roberts does.
Mr DONOVAN: Yes. I was going to say that no-one other than John Roberts sees any
interest to the public in any of the proposed developments at the old Swan Brewery site. The
only winner, as the member for Melville pointed out, will be John Roberts.
Something tremendously paradoxical happened over the weekend, as was alluded to in
question time last night; namely, the Premier advertised for public participation in
Government decision making. The Premier stated that she was interested particularly in
achieving public participation in the areas of planning, Aboriginal affairs, the environment,
conservation, social justice, and sport and recreation. The public have participated in
decision malking in respect of this project since 1986. The majority of the population have
said, "Thank you. We would like to participate in this decision, and we tell you that we do
not want this project." Does the Premier or the Minister for Heritage support the decision
making participation of those people? The Premier's advertisement stands in stark contrast
to the actions of her Minister and her Government over this issue. More Western Australians
have participated in debate on this issue than on any other issue since this Government has
been in office.
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The Minister for Heritage cannot present himself as a Minister who proclaims a
parliamentary ambition of achieving social justice and participation and then in his first test
turn around and do what is unjust and specifically prohibit that participation. That does not
make sense to me, it does not make sense to the people of this State, and it certainly does not
make sense to the Aboriginal people of this State. Not only the 62 per cent of people who do
not want this project but also a number of interest groups have expressed concrete concern
about this project. Those groups include people who are interested in alcohol and its effects
and in woad trauma, the Royal Automobile Club, doctors from Royal Perth Hospital, the
Aboriginal community, conservationists, and so on. Opinions have been expressed from all
sources about this monstrous wreck on Mounts Bay Road. The Minister for Heritage's
response has been to say, "I am not interested in what you have to say. I am the Minister
responsible for heritage. I will use whatever is in my power that I can use, and I will misuse
that which is not in my power, if I have to, to bring about the result that I want."
I leave this debate with one final thought: Given the total lack of support for this proposal
and the opposition to the Government's stand on it, would one not think that the Government
would take the opportunity to say, "This is really a loser. No one wants it. However, we can
at least give this back to a group of people for whom we have always purported to stand up.
We can give this back to the Aboriginal people of this State, and do that with grace"?
DR ALEXANDER (Penth) [12.30 pm]: I second the amendment moved by the member for
Morley. I want to supplement some of the points he made, and will concentrate on three
aspects.
It is in some ways difficult for me to agree to censure the Minister for Heritage. a Minister
with whom, when I was a member of the Labor Party, I had a number of disagreements but
who basically seemed to stay on the same ground as I when it came to our ideological view
of the world. However now, in 1992, 1 find that this Minister has joined the pragmatic
elements of the Government very firmly indeed and nailed his colours to the mast on one of
the most unpopular and, in my view, unjust developments that the recent history of Perth has
seen. It is nothing new for a Government to be fast-tracking a development project which it
thinks is in the best interests of the Stare. That process has gone on probably since colonial
administration started in this country, and certainly it has been very popular with
Governments of both political persuasions over the last 10 years. In the States of New South
Wales and Victoria, in particular in central Melbourne and central Sydney, Governments
have drawn a good deal of criticism by taking action to fast-track unpopular developments.
However. I did not think I would see the day in this Parliament when a left wing Minister
from a Labor Government would be part of that process, but I suppose it is just symptomatic
of the way in which the Government as a whole has pandered to the interests of the
developers and those with power and influence in the community rather than responded to
the wishes of the constituency it allegedly represents.
Let us look at the matter a little more closely. It is very clear that the Government's action
has divided the community, as the amendment suggests. As to the activities of the Heritage
Council of Western Australia, I ask the Minister how a body appointed by the Government
with very little public input can then take authority for this development out of the hands of
other local and State departments, through an order that has not yet been tabled in this House,
as far as I am aware, and which stands a good chance of being disallowed once it is tabled?
How can the Minister for Heritage justify this development in the public interest? The
Heritage Council presumably has been meeting on this matter for some time, yet all efforts
by people concerned with this development to obtain the minutes of those meetings have
failed. Will the Minister make those minutes available to the public? Will they be tabled in
this House of Parliament so they can be transmitted into the public arena? Apparently not.
Why is it that the Heritage Council, having taken this development out of the hands of other
bodies that are supposed to be doing the job, will not itself be accountable to the public by at
least allowing the public to view its minutes where the decisions on this development are
recorded presumably day by day and week by week?
When the Minister announced this development during the last debate on the old Swan
Brewery he promised to table all relevant documents. At that time all of us were trying to
get over the shock of a firm like Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd's actually being involved.
When I first heard the proposal I thought it was simply a joke. One could not think of a
worse candidate, in a sense, from the point of view of the history of this Government and its
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deals with the corporate sector over the past 10 years. The fact that Multiplex was the
proponent said it all; one would not credit it. However, at that time the Minister promised
the House, "Don't worry, everything will be available to the public. I will table all the
relevant documents and you can see for yourselves the processes we are going through." He
neglected to mention two things: One was that any documents tabled, such as the lease
document, had already been signed, so parliamentary comment on it is almost irrelevant; and
secondly, at that time the Heritage Council was not seen to be taking away the powers of
other bodies, as it is now proposed to do under these heritage orders, and meeting in secret
with no documents regarding its meetings being tabled. Again I challenge the Minister to
release into the public arena all the minutes of the Heritage Council so that the public can at
least get some proper view of what is going on behind those closed doors and just who is
calling the shots in this development.
Not only are local authorities such as the Perth City Council quite rightly indignant that they
are having no formal say in this matter, but also other Government bodies - such as the Swan
River Trust, the Department of Marine and Harbours, the Department of Planning and Urban
Development, the Main Roads Department and the Health Department - apparently are being
consulted in some informal way, but we do not know exactly how far. Not only that, but the
Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee, surely a body of prime concern in this regard given
the Aboriginal significance of that site, is not being consulted in any formal way and is
having no input into this process. In response to my question in this House the other day the
Minister said he believed that that was not necessary; that somehow the previous
development, the Gregson development, was approved by the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs - in dubious circumstances, but approved in the end against court challenge - and
therefore this development did not require that clearance. I do not believe that is the case,
and I notice that in his reply to my question the Minister was very careful to say that he was
not presenting a considered legal opinion but rather his interpretation of the situation. Legal
opinion to which I have had access suggests quite the opposite; that indeed the Minister does
not have the necessary clearances under the Aboriginal Heritage Act for this development,
regardless of this heritage order, so I would be very interested to know how he intends to get
around that legal problem.
It is quite obvious that this whole process is dividing community opinion. In fact, as other
speakers have pointed out, the majority of the community have said clearly and repeatedly
that they do not want this development, particularly in this form of handing it over to one of
the major players in the WA Inc saga. As to what is happening on the site at the moment and
the aggravation and difficulty that is causing, many people are regular visitors to that site and
I suggest that the Minister go down there and talk to some of them if he has not already done
so. I believe they have the best interests of the whole community at heart; certainly they are
doing their best to prevent this development going ahead. Is it not sad that the Minister is
presiding over a development which actually requires police protection to get it under way?
Obviously there is no community consensus when that sort of action is necessary. Many
developments in this community are unpopular and many cut across planning guidelines.
Time and again we have seen planning guidelines breached in the name of the public interest.
This is just one of many instances of that over the past 10 years, regrettably. However, very
few developments, when they get under way, draw a consistent crowd of people firmly
against the development and seeking to prevent work on the site, for a very justifiable range
of reasons which have already been enumerated. Yet this Minister, a Labor Minister who
previously - as the member for Morley pointed out - said this whole issue needed
reconsidering in view of the Aboriginal and other interests in the site, and who previously
would have been critical of any Government which brought in police to protect the State
and/or the private sector, now stands by and indeed sanctions and presumably calls on the
police to go down there and supposedly keep the peace. In fact, the police presence is doing
nothing of the sort. As one might expect, while the police are not necessarily being
confrontationist in their total approach, the very existence of a major police presence - and it
has been very major over the past week - is bound to provoke feelings of hostility when the
peaceful demonstration is under way. The police, by their actions, are preventing the
community picket line from staying across the gates when people and trucks enter. They are
pushing people back, and that is what is leading to the violence. It is not as if a crowd of
people there is provoking violence. In my opinion what is causing the violence is, firstly, the
police presence; and secondly, the Government's determination to push ahead with this
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development no matter what is the opinion of the community. One well known activist in
the race relations area, Sheila Suttner, who has addressed the Labor Party executive on
occasions about race relations in South Africa, was among those at the site last week and was
involved in the situation when the crowd was being pushed back so that police vehicles could
move into the car park which was illegally barricaded by the police the previous evening.
She had a rib broken. I want to read to the House a brief paragraph or two fromn her
statement dated 26 August which begins -

THE DAY I FINALLY FELL OUT OF LOVE WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF
WESTERN AUSTRALIA - AND BROKE A RIB!

It is remarkable that it took her that long to fall out of love with the Government, but that is
another matter. The statement reads -

It was like South Africa Revisited - police vehicles pushing back a wall of non-
violent, passive resisters. As the vehicles pressed forward, so did we, chanting "go
back, go back, go back". I could hear Clarrie Isaacs pleading with the police to stop,
and pleading with us to give way ..

That puts the lie to the media reports that violence is being provoked by the protesters. The
statement continues -

Although we had linked arms, I felt myself falling and as I heard the loud crack and
sharp pain of a cracked rib, I heard a voice saying "Wait, wait, this old lady is
falling." I wondered what would be worse: being trampled underfoot by my
comrades, or driven over by the police vehicle. In the event, neither of these
occurred, but nothing will ever assuage the pain of betrayal: that I had voted for a
government that was prepared to hurt citizens who were exercising their democratic
right to protest against what they perceived as an injustice.
The Swan Brewery has been a site of struggle for many years. Many different
interest groups have been involved in calls for the demolition of the eyesore arid the
restoration of the site to park land. The government and the media, however, have
chosen to treat the matter as an aboriginal issue. This has given open slather to
racists to drum up support for any group or strategy to discredit the aboriginal claim
that the Swan brewery stands on a site of significance to the nyoongah people.

It goes on in similar terms, concluding -

The struggle continues. Despite inclement weather, bales of restraining wire, and a
large contingent of police, the supporters of the 'return of the site to park land for the
pleasure of all the people of Perth' will continue.

I assure the Minister it will continue no matter what action he takes. On whose authority was
the fencing wire, which has been extended to the south west of the brewery site along
Mounts Bay Road and opposite along the car park, erected? For many years now under the
pine trees to the immediate south west of the site people have gathered to protest about the
development. That corner has now been fenced off. As far as I and others who have looked
at the plans can make out, that corner is not actually part of the Government's development
of the area. If that is the case, under what authority has it been fenced off and why is it not
available for the purpose of peaceful protest, indeed peaceful gathering and other activity?
That is a symptom of the sort of thing that has been going on. It has been made almost
impossible for people to gather at the site to protest peacefully. Every day we see another
piece of wire on the road or nearby which makes it difficult to park or walk through. It is not
an accident. The wire on the northern side of the road is so close to the traffic that many
people have commented in the media and elsewhere that it is a traffic hazard in itself. I
would not be surprised if on a wet and windy day that so called protection of the site leads to
vehicle accidents and further injury, if not worse, in the area. That is the sort of thing that
this development has come down to.
It is necessary for the Government, which claims that in the end the populace will support its
actions because it will see a wonderful restored building, in order to achieve its dubious
objective, to use jackboot tactics to achieve its ends. It is having to undertake development
under dubious legal and financial circumstances; secondly, it is having to undertake that
development with police protection; and, thirdly, not surprisingly, that is adding to the
disillusionment of those who thought - falsely - that they could persuade the Government to
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abandon this development. So, we now have people even of the prominence of former
Government supporters, such as Sheila Sutiner, expressing disillusionment publicly and
strongly for the way in which the Government is approaching this development. Clearly, the
Minister has ignored sustained public opinion on the issue because on every occasion when
the public has been polled the vast majority of people have said that they do not want the
development in any forn.
It is all very well for the Government to say that the public will think differently once the
development is complete. That is yet to be seen. However I would be very surprised, given
the history of the development, the strong Aboriginal claim for the site and the strength of
public opinion on the issue, to see that opinion suddenly evaporate and change to support for
the development, particularly given that it is being handed over completely to the private
sector. We will have a few restaurants and possibly an Aboriginal museum, of all things.
The irony of that cannot escape even this Minister. When former Premier Dowding
attempted to persuade the Aboriginal community of the wisdom of having an Aboriginal
artefacts museum in the area he was told in no uncertain terms by the protesters, the fringe
dwellers and others, that they did not want it on the site. It was not appropriate. How can it
be if the site is of considerable significance to the fringe dwellers and others in the
Aboriginal community? How could they possibly accept an Aboriginal heritage collection,
so called, imposed on them by decision makers who think that they know better than the
traditional custodians of the land?
On every occasion that the Government has come to look at the issue it has failed to
recognise that Aboriginal interests and community interests are being damaged, irreparably
in some respects, by the process upon which it has embarked. Whatever heritage values in
European terms the building may have once had, no doubt it is past the point of viable
restoration. For a host of reasons, which I have outlined in previous debates and to which
other speakers have referred, it is simply not a viable proposition to say that we have a
heritage building worthy of restoration on that site. If it is considered necessary to preserve
or conserve the building the Government would find an army of volunteers and other
workers who would readily help the Minister to demolish the building and have it erected at
a more appropriate location. That is a viable option. However the course upon which the
Government has embarked now - which embodies the worst aspects of WA Inc and of a
police State where development must occur under the protection of the police, and which
will continue to do so for months, given the size, number and representation of a cross
section of the community that the protesters represent - will result in a series of ugly scenes
for the Government and the community if it does not review the development.
Much as it gives me some pain, I join in the censure motion. The Minister for Heritage, of
all people, went on public record saying he would ask, force and cajole the Government to
reconsider the controversial matter which, as the Minister knows, is not supported by a
majority of the community. It is not supported by many within the ranks of the State
Parliamentary Labor Party. The Minister would get off lightly with a censure. I would have
joined happily in a no confidence motion in this issue. I urge members to support the motion
which is in the interests of the puhlic. It is a motion which, if passed. may yet persuade the
Government to desist from this disgraceful course of action in supporting this dubious
development.
MR CJ. DARNETT (Cottsoe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.50 pm]: When
framing the original motion the Opposition deliberately concentrated on the propriety and
conduct of the Minister. In doing so we did not address some of the wider issues canvassed
in this debate regarding whether the development should go ahead. Nevertheless, in noting
that point, the Opposition fully supports the amendment moved by the member for Morley
and seconded by the member for Perth.
This whole saga undoubtedly has been divisive in the community. As mentioned in the
amendment, division has occurred among Aborigines and Europeans and even within the
industrial arena, and this continues today. As I indicated in my remarks last week, it is a
very sad day for Western Australia when in 1992 we have such divisive actions literally on
the foreshore of the city. This is a poor reflection on this project, and is a further outcome of
the way in which the Minister has conducted himself. Public opinion shares this view;
undoubtedly, the community in Western Australia does not want to see the ruin redeveloped.
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Mr Graham: They do not want a OST either.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: We will debate the GST any time, my friend! Now, we are talking
about the ruin on the foreshore and the behaviour of the Minister, sitting next to the member,
ini squandering money.
Mr Thompson interjected.
Mr C.J BARNETT: I will answer that question. Public opinion is that the building should
not be retained. If a legitimate heritage value existed, the retention might be supported.
However, the proposal is no different from that put forward by the now discredited Western
Australian Development Corporation. Nothing has changed! We deliberately did not assert
in the original motion that the development was a WA Inc project, but, as indicated by the
members for Morley and Perth, what has changed? This Government has learnit nothing!
Once again, it has undertaken the smart deal; it is too clever by half.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I thank the member for Morley for his amendment, and the support he
and the member for Perth offered to the original motion. The Opposition supports the
amendment.

Division
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (19)

Dr Alexander Mr Cowan Mr MacKinnon Mr Fred Tubby
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Donovan Mr McNee Mr Wait
Mr Blaikie Mrs Edwardes Mr Nicholls Mr Wiese
Mr Blotfwitch Mr Grayden Mr Omodei Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr Clarko Mr Kierath Mr Shave

Noes (22)

Mrs Beggs Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mr Cunniingham Mr Marlborough Mr D.L. Smith Mr Wilson
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr PJ. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mr Grill Mr Read Mr Thompson

Pairs

Mr Court Mr Taylor
Mr Strickland Mr Leahy
Mr Minson Dr Edwards
Mr H-ouse Mrs Henderson
Mr Ainsworth Mr Gordon Hill
Dr TurbullI Mr Catania

Amendment thus negatived.
Motion Reswned

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot) [12.56 pm]: I support the censure motion. The
Government's successive decisions on the old Swan Brewery issue show a trail of
dishonesty, deceit and disaster.

Sitting suspended from 12.57 to 2.00 pm.
Mr MacKINNON: I support this censure motion unreservedly. From its inception the
brewery issue has been handled dishonestly and deceitfully, and it is a disaster for the
taxpayers of this State. It can be viewed as another sorry and sad chapter in the pages of WA
Inc- Nothing in the latest decision changes in afly way my opinion. I argue strongly that
although the censure motion is directed at the Minister for Heritage, Mr McGinty, it should
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also be directed at the Leader of the House, Mr Pearce, and the Premier, who I will
demonstrate has also been one of the pantics involved in this disgraceful affair. Last, but by
no means least, is the member for Darling Range. Without his support for the Bill that came
into the Parliament in the last session, the project would not have succeeded. The blame falls
equally on his shoulders and he should be censured. To understand the importance of this -

Mr Ripper interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: I will answer the Minister for Community Services in a moment, because
he is part of this.
Mr Graham: Soeam]I.
Mrs Beggs: And 1.
Mr MacKINNON: Very much so, and I will come to that later.
It is necessary to recap some history to show the continuing dishonesty and deceit that has
led to this disaster for the taxpayers of Western Australia and indeed for all the people of
Western Australia. Members will recall that the Leader of the House was involved in the
acquisition of the site. It was purchased for $5 million after the intervention of the then
planning Minister, Bob Pearce, from Yasse Goldberg, a significant and substantial donor to
the Australian Labor Party. It was purchased three months after the Minister had said that
$4.5 million was the Government's final offer, and seven months after the then Premier
Brian Burke had said that $4 million would have been too much to pay.
Why did the Government buy the property in the first place? I argue strongly that, because
of the WA Inc nature of the deal, the purchase had nothing to do with heritage and
everything to do with helping out a Labor mate in Yosse Goldberg. It is little wonder that
the people of this State oppose this project and that they are still protesting on the site when
one considers an advertisement which appeared in The West Australian on 18 November
1985, in which Hon Bob Pearce the then Minister for Planning called for submissions. It
stated -

The Old Swan Brewery belongs to you
Now we want your ideas on how it should be used
... The property has been acquired as a possible extension to Kings Park, a place for
public recreation or for preservation as a place of historical interest

That was the Government's reason for buying the property. In the light of everything that
has occurred subsequently, I ask the Minister for Heritage, to whom does the building
belong? The people of Western Australia have clearly signified that they want it knocked
down. But it does not belong to the people of Western Australia; it belongs to the
Government of Western Australia and one of its mates. That is why I am happy to support
this motion and why the people of this State are so angry.
The next disgraceful aspect that needs highlighting is the excessive amount of money that
has been spent on the site - $9.5 million to be precise. This Government spent money on
things like ethnographic studies, $170 000; compensation to Matilda Bay Brewing Co Ltd of
$300 000 for the proposal that did not succeed; $6 000 on promotional T-shirts; and a
landscape consultant, $50 000 1 raised that the last time we debated this issue. That all adds
up to a disaster, yet it is the type of thing that every member opposite has been supporting. I
refer to those members who interjected earlier to ask whether 1 included them. When did the
member for Pilbara apologise to the people of Western Australia for supporting such a
disgraceful waste of money?
Mr Graham: 1 never apologised to the people of this State for your appalling behaviour, and
I will nor apologise for those either.
Mr MacKINNON: That shows how shallow and inept is the member for Pilbara. He is not
prepared to stand up and be counted and say publicly to the people of his electorate that he
thinks that the development of the old Swan Brewery is a disgraceful waste of money. Next
time he asks one of his Ministers for something in his electorate, they are quite entitled to tell
him to drop dead because he is not responsibly representing the people of Western Australia;
and he should be.
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Mr Graham: Why do you not move a censure motion against me?
Mr MacKINNON: I would like to think some standards remained in this House and that the
member for Pilbara was not iterjecting from another seat. However, that is not for me to
rule on. All members, particularly the new members on the back benches of the Labor Party,
should listen to this Press statement released by the Premier on 25 November 1990 -

The State Government is to scrap ambitious and expensive redevelopment plans for
the Old Swan Brewery on Mounts Bay Road and instead restore the buildings as an
important heritage precinct.

The Premier is quoted as saying -
Consequently, Lhe Government has decided to scale down die project by dropping
plans for a replica of the old stables, a boardwalk, a formal courtyard and an internal
fit-out of the buildings.

She said there was to be no internal fit-out of die buildings and no courtyard! Her comments
continue -

There will certainly be no tavern or multi-storey carpark.
She went on to say -

The cost to complete the project under the new conservation plan -

Members should notice that she said, "conservation plan".
- is estimated at $7.5 million, compared to the $24 million required to complete the
project under previous redevelopment proposals.

The Premier said that the matter had been resolved and that it would not be a grand project.
There was to be no multistorey car park, no courtyard, no internal fit-out - just a historic
precinct. What is proposed now? The proposal is for a multistorey car park, a $40 million
development, not a $24 million development and a reconstruction which will expand, not
reduce, the building.
An Opposition member: It should be aesthetically pleasing from Kings Park.
Mr- MacKINNON: I would have thought so. The present proposal runs contrary to what the
Premier said in November 1990. She went on to say -

Most importantly, this long running issue has been resolved. In a year the Old Swan
Brewery will be transformed from a neglected eyesore to a historic precinct of which
Western Australians can be proud.

Will the State get a historic precinct? No, it will not, it will get a massive, multistorey
development. The Premier continued -

The reality was that the buildings were located on partly reclaimed land and on a site
through which a four-lane highway continued to run.'

She said that the redevelopment would not go ahead because it was too dangerous. In other
words, a four lane highway ran through the centre of the old brewery. It was not I nor an
opponent of the project who said that, but the Premier of Western Australia.
Mr Kierath: How can we believe her now?
Mr MacKINNON: That is a good point. The Premier also said -

All that is proposed is careful restoration of buildings that have been there for nearly
a century.

Does the Minister call John Roberts' Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd's planned
development "careful restoration"?
Mr Lewis: An entirely new building is planned.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier said that the new plans would be faithful to the heritage
value of the buildings and incorporate massive tourist and cultural facilities. What heritage
does the new building have?
Mr Donovan: The Minister does not know because he does not have access to the plans.
The heritage people told me this morning that only Multiplex has access to them.
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Mr MacKINNON: I will come to char point later. The Premier also said -

The conservation plan is a modest and sensible proposal that will give the community
more opportunities to enjoy the Swan River.

The present proposal is for an immodest and insensitive construction on the edge of the Swan
River. In light of information now available I ask members to be the judge of mny comments
about Dr Lawrence: Clearly dishonest, undoubtedly deceitful, and without question a
disaster.
Mr C.J. Barnett: And absent.
Mr MacKENNON: However, the ultimate deceit has been by the Minister himself. He came
to this Parliament a short while back and in his maiden speech, as the Premier so often did,
made a statement of convenience. He thought it was a good idea at the time to say -

I will endeavour in my term in this Parliament, to provide positive measures to
support self determination by Aboriginal people, economic and social self reliance
and generally to enhance the welfare of the Aboriginal people of this country, In this
context the old Swan Brewery site dispute needs to be reconsidered. In my view it is
a social justice issue rather than a simple question of whetlher one ought to preserve
an old building.

The best the Minister could say at the time about the brewery site was that it was "an old
building". That same Minister now wants us to believe that it has a new-found, wondrous
and unique heritage value which needs protection. The words speak for themselves.
Parr of this censure motion concerns the claim that the tender for redevelopment of the old
Swan Brewery was awarded on an open basis. Neither you, Mr Speaker, nor any person in
this House has made a decision on the purchase or construction of their own house in the
amount of time that this Government gave proponents to submit a $40 million development
proposal. The member for Darling Range had the temerity to say in this House last week that
he was supporting the redevelopment proposal because it was being done by private
enterprise. There is no private enterprise about a tender which gave only one person the
opportunity to put in a sensible bid. I call it a nonsense and a favoured render where only
one person could win; and the Minister knows it.
Mr Lewis: The private sector does not own the land, the Government does.
Mr MacKINNON: Exactly. Part of this censure motion is also about the revelation of
details. When we discussed this matter last in this Parliament I asked members to recall
whether the Minister said that it would be a one third larger project than the present building.
He did not tell members that. He said it would be a very sensitive heritage restoration. He
did not say anything about a new construction which would massively increase the size of
the project. I am thinking about the matter carefully - I have read the Hansard. Did the
Minister say anything about the multistorey car park to be built over the road or chat the
redevelopment would be a massive entertainment complex including a series of restaurants,
etc? He said none of those things because he knew that the people of Western Australia
would not abide them. You know that, Mr Speaker, and so do I.
Mr Clarko: Do you think some of the decisions were made on the run?
Mr MacKINNON: I think they were made in haste. I will come in a moment to the
motivation behind those decisions.
Will it be a good return for the State?
Mr Donovan: Twenty-five cents a year for the first 10 years.
Mr MacKINNON: Even Brian Burke would say that is a poor return for the people of
Western, Australia, and Carmen Lawrence, the Premier, who is not strong on economics and
financial matters, would have to agree that that is not a good return. In fact, it is a gift. For
the Minister to try to justify this project on the basis of heritage and 250 jobs indicates how
little the Government has learned in the time that it has been in office.
In relation to planning powers, I said on 4 June when we last debated this matter -

The inister said that zoning approvals would fix any problems. Clearly the
Government will ride roughshod over the planning laws to put in place a deal far
Multiplex.
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The Government has ridden roughshod over the planning laws and put in place a deal for
Multiplex.
Mr Graham: We should make you leader of the Liberal Party.
Mr Shave: You will never make it in your term.
Mr MacKINNON: I thank the member for Melville. Whatever happens in the future in this
Parliament, I make one prediction;, that is, the member for Pilbara will never make half the
rank that I have made in my parliamentary career and he knows that to be the truth.
My predictions about the planning powers were accurate. Very significant questions must be
asked in relation to the project and they are the same sorts of questions the member for
Marmnion asked a moment ago. Why, when there is a significant office glut in Western
Australia - the biggest in our history - are we building more? Why is the Government
involved in a deal with one of its mares to build more? Why the gift on a favoured render
basis? Why did the Government not wait and go through the proper process if that was what
the Government wanted to do? Why is the Government proceeding with this when, clearly,
the criteria laid down by the Minister on heritage issues is nonsense. In the debate on 4 June
he said -

The third criterion in the Heritage of Western Australia Act relates to scientific value,
I received the following advice -

The growth and development of the structures on the brewery area of the
place is representative of the process of rationalisation and technological
change in the Australian brewery industry during the early twentieth century.

What nonsense. Unless there be any doubts about heritage value, I remind the Minister that,
prior to the building being purchased, and even when it had been purchased, the authorities
in this matter were the National Trust - we have spoken about that body before and it had
declared that only the stables had heritage value - and the Heritage Committee, the
predecessor of the Heritage Council. At the rime of purchase - the Minister said that the
Government bought it for its heritage value - the National Trust said that only one part of the
building had heritage value and that was the stables that were subsequently burnt down. The
Heritage Committee assessed the site. What did that committee headed by Avril O'Brien say
about the site. Members should note that the Minister is now ignoring me, He is ignoring
me because that committee advised that the only time that site could have been preserved on
a heritage basis was immediately after it had been vacated by the Swan Brewery because that
is when it had some value in relation to "the process of rationalisation and technological
change". It ruled that the buildings, as they existed at the time the report was being prepared,
had no heritage value. The Minister is now trying to tell us that the Heritage Council which
he has appointed says it has some value.
Mr Lewis: As at end of May, of course.
Mr MacKINNON: I do not believe that and I never will. Why did the Government rush to
give the project to Mr Roberts when he claimed in the newspaper that it would be 15 years
before he broke even on the deal? How old is John Roberts? I reckon he would be 55 or 60
years of age. What does the member for Darling Range think?
Mr Thompson: He could be about that age.
Mr MacKJNNON: It will be 15 years before he bre-aks even and the Government is trying to
tell me that he is mad keen to invest $40 million on something on which he will not get a
dollar back in 15 years! The Government must think we came down in the last shower. I
cannot believe it. Why is the Government supponting a man who so openly tried to promote
conflict by paying Aboriginal people to come to Perth last week? That is the type of person
the Government is dealing with and the type of person with whom I have no truck
whatsoever. The answers are clear to each of those questions. Why did the Government
proceed with the deal? It did so because John Roberts and Multiplex are mates of the
Government. John Roberts has made no secret of that. He has given upwards of $600 000 to
the Government - an incredible amount of money. He has a record of donations and public
commitment.
I again ask members to think about the second reason for this Government's wanting to help
out a mate this time. There is a big problem in the construction industry in Australia; there is
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not much work. What happens when times are tough? The Government helps its mate
because he has been kicking the can for the Government. He is also a union mate, and well
the Minister knows it. The Sunday Times of 16 August reports John Roberts as saying -

I will not be employing non-union labour.
Therefore, not only is he one of the Government's political mates, but also he is a union
mate. I ask the Minister: Is it true that the contract had to be signed, sealed and delivered
before 30 June because on 30 June, new legislation - political donations legislation - would
come into effect. Is it not interesting that we had to rush to get the deal signed by 30 June?
Mrs Beggs: Did you not oppose the legislation?
Mr MacKINNON: Did he not give the Government lots of money - $600 000? The Minister
has provided this development with an open chequebook because item I of schedule 3 of the
document states -

The completion of the restored buildings into any one or more of the following:
offices, retail premises, residential premises, hotel, restaurant premises

The only reason he is not building a hotel or residential premises is, in his words, that they
are not commercially viable. For the Minister to say that it will not be a hotel or residential
complex is nonsense. Of course it will be. As soon as it is worthwhile, John Roberts will
convert the offices into a hotel. John Roberts is not a saint. He is out there trying to make a
profit and the Government has given him that opportunity. The Government has tried to tell
us that the parking lot across the road will be only three storeys. It will be much bigger than
that and the Minister knows it.
The role of the member for Darling Range in this debate is interesting. I listened carefully to
what he said last week and I read with some disappointment his comments in The West
Australian of 26 August when he claimed that the Liberals first suggested a censure motion
when they believed there was provision for a hotel or residential development in the
development plans. However, he said that that had proved not to be the case. Mr Thompson
was quoted as saying that he wondered about the sincerity of the Liberal Party going ahead
with the censure motion. He said that it was just being obstructionist. Let us consider the
performance of the member for Darling Range in this matter. On 15 May 1991 the late Mrs
Pam Buchanan moved a motion in this Parliament relating to the Swan Brewery site - which
the member for Darling Range supported - calling on the Government to abandon its
attempts to restore the old Swan Brewery buildings. In that debate the member for Darling
Range said -

As I see this situation, the only achievable outcome, if this motion is passed, is for the
Government to accept the expression of opinion of this House - and that is all it is.
There is nothing binding on the Government; it is an expression of opinion of this
House that the building should be demolished. I put it to the House that if this were a
vote that was free and open, very few people would vote in opposition to the motion
moved by the member for Ashburton.

The member for Darling Range said that a majority of the members of this House wanted the
buildings demolished. Hie now has the temerity to change his mind and to say that the
Opposition should change its mind. What a load of poppycock! The member for Darling
Range also said -

I do not agree with some of the points of view they expressed, but I agree with them
that the situation has now got to the point where the only possible outcome is for that
building to be demolished.

I could not agree more with him. Only three groups of people in this Parliament have been
consistent in their attitudes on this issue; that is, the Liberal Party, the National Party and the
Independent members who sit together at the moment. Those groups have never changed
their position. Only one person has changed his mind - the member for Darling Range. Why
did he change his mind? That is a good question.
I do not have time to include all the comments I intended to, but undoubtedly, this deal
qualifies as a WA Inc project when one considers various aspects of it. A WA Inc project is
one where the initial decision is made for questionable reasons, usually to help a mate. It is
one where the decision is explained to the public as being something else initially and
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subsequently - and that happened. Millions of dollars of taxpayers' money were wasted in
questionable ways, with no apology or accountability to Parliament for the waste. Finally, a
deal has been made in sight of an election for political - as opposed to economic - purposes.
The most disappointing part of all with regard to this State and this Parliament is that for the
past seven or eight years members, such as the member for Pilbara, have blindly endorsed
what is happening because their only interest is to remain seated on the Government side of
the House. They are not concerned about whether it is right or wrong, or dishonest and
deceitful, but are greedily and desperately trying to hang on to power. That has motivated all
members opposite and they disgust me because they have learnt nothing. That is why I am
happy to endorse what I think is a very good motion.
MR C.J. RARNETIT (Cottesloc - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.33 pm]: I thank all
speakers in this censure motion and I now welcome the opportunity to make a brief response.
In doing so, I note from the outset for the public record that the Premier of Western Australia
did not speak in the debate; she did not come into the House to defend the Minister for
Heritage. That should not be lost on anyone. The Premier did not stand by her Minister.
What is worse, the Premier is involved in this deal but when it came to the crunch she did not
speak. As the member for Jandakot said, much about this deal is similar to the deals of the
1980s. Where is the Premier? She is nowhere to be seen. If anything, the Minister for
Heritage deserves our sympathy. He was left to carry the can on this deal; some might even
suggest he was set up by the Premier because when it comes to the crunch he is the person
looking bad in the public eye and the Premier is not here to defend him.
Mr Graham: Where is your leader?
Mr CiJ. BARNETlT: The censure motion is not against the Liberal Panty or any members of
the Opposition; it is against the Minister for Heritage, a senior Cabinet Minister, and the
Premier of the day does not come into the House to defend him or her Government.
Since notice was given of this motion and the debate started last week, another development
has occurred; the most shameful action by a Labor Government member involved in
inducing Aboriginal people to go to that site to protest. Anyone would defend the right of
anyone else to protest in any way they wanted, but a Labor Government member has been
involved in the organisation, funding, rounding up, and busing of a group of protesters
against the other people protesting. The Government and the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs
have talked about reconciliation and such things for Aboriginal people but a member of a
Labor Government is inducing racial hatred and racial violence. What does the Minister
say? She does not have a single word to say on the matter.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J BARNETT: Members opposite laugh, snigger and joke but when it comes to the
crunch they have no respect for the people of this State. The Minister is found wanting when
brought to the line on an issue. She does not stand up for Aboriginal people, and she does
not have the courage to condemn the Federal Labor member who took this action.
Dr Watson: Yes I do.
Mr CiJ. BARNEfl: Stand up now and condemn him.
Several members interjected.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: I seek your advice, Mr Speaker, as to whether it is now proper for
members to interject when they are not sitting in their normal seats. If so, members should
be advised accordingly. If it is not proper, I ask you to bring the member for Pilbara to order.
The SPEAKER: Those members who are well versed in our Standing Orders, and not many
appear to be, know that it is highly disorderly for a member to interject, even from his own
seat. Perhaps, the member for Cottesloe should get on with his speech now that everyone is
acquainted with that.

Debate Reswned
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I turn to the substance of the motion. When introducing the motion last
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week I raised the matter of heritage, which is most dubious on that site, and the issue of
Aboriginal heritage. I queried whether it was a WA Inc deal but I did not assert that. The
member for Jandalcot has raised new material today which makes one question whether this
project has anything to do with funding for the Labor Party in the next election. No doubt
the truth of that matter will eventually emerge. The first of the four points of the motion
questioned whether the project was awarded on the basis of an open and competitive public
tender process. Even the Minister for Heritage must concede that it was not an open and
competitive tender process. It was about as far from that as one could get. One could argue
that it was deliberately covert and of short duration, and it was intended that the number of
final biddens be limited. In every sense of the words it was a sham and mock tender. There
is no way out of it - it was not a genuine tender process. In this case the firms were given
eight working days in which to make a submission.
The second point of the motion stated that the Minister failed to reveal vital details of the
project when announcing it to the Parliament. He did not tell us about the multistorey car
park, the additional buildings on the site, or the potential for an overpass across the highway.
Those details were left out. In fact, the contract is absolutely open ended.
More importantly, the Minister for Heritage has not provided details of the financial analysis.
The Sunday Times of 30 August states that, "Heritage Minister, Jim McGinty, said yesterday
a Government analysis showed that any profit to Multiplex would be about $20 million.'
Where is that Government analysis? Table it. Let that analysis be put out to public scrutiny.
Let the financial advisers and property developers go through it. Let us find out whether the
return to Multiplex will be just $20 million. Where is this open and accountable
Government? Where is that document, Minister?
Mr Mcointy: Last time we asked independent commercial assessors what to do, they said
you were completely wrong.
Mr C.J. BARNETIT: Okay. Table the financial analysis. Prove to us that the profit to
Multiplex will be only $20 million. Here is the Government's opportunity to be open and
accountable. Where is the document? The Minister has no answer.
The third part of the motion refers to the financial arrangements that were entered into. A
number of speakers argued that this was a bad deal for Western Australia because not only
had $14.5 million been spent on the project, and that had effectively been given away to John
Roberts and Multiplex, but also the deal was a lousy deal.
Mr Shave: You are being very kind. It is not lousy. It is corrupt.

Point of Order
Mrs BEGGS: Mr Speaker. I ask the member for Melville to withdraw that remark.
Mr Shave: Which remark? It is a corrupt deal and I will say it again.
The SPEAKER: Order! Wait a minute until I make up my mind. I am contemplating the
sort of action that I might take on this point of order. Under normal circumstances in this
place. I would clearly ask for that remark to be withdrawn. However, it is only by
substantive motion that members of this House can take action against other members and
accuse them, if you like, of improper conduct. This is a substantive motion; it does accuse
people of improper conduct. It does not become the House for members to use that sort of
language, but I will simply leave it at that.

Debate Resumed
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister for Heritage stated during the debate in this House on
26 August that, "Clearly at the time of considering this proposal, it was at least a $26 million
job, and if the project as it now stands is ultimately accepted, the Multiplex proposal
represents a $40 million job." That sounds nice. However, the contract makes no reference
to building costs. What the Minister has stated to this House may well come to pass, but it is
not part of the contract. The contract is complex and long, but it contains no commitment on
construction and building costs. The Minister claims that Multiplex will make only
$20 million out of this project. He asserts and would have us believe that somehow
Multiplex will be a public benefactor: It will help to save this heritage building, and it will
do a great job and a great favour for this State. We know that Multiplex has helped out the
Labor Party.
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I remind members of some of the elements of the contract that have come up in this debate.
The agreement with Multiplex is for a ground lease for 65 years. The rental payable for the
first few years will be $ 1.00 a year, for a site of some 16 000 square metres.
Mr Donovan interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. It has gone through the roof. It is now up to $1.00. The Minister
struck a tough deal - he got the rent up from 200 to $1.00!
The contract contains a schedule of lease payments up to 30 years, which is the first cut off
point. Those lease payments will total $2.35 million. If we discount that back by any normal
rate of time discount, the best we can say is that, in present value ters, Multiplex will pay
$500 000 for the project. Therefore, we are giving away that large piece of prime, riverfront
real estate, with very open ended use, for $500 000. That is the great deal that the Minister
for Heritage would have us believe he has negotiated for this State! Do members remember
the Minister's talk last week about how he used the key and unlocked the deal? What a
terrific deal - $500 000 for something that has already cost the taxpayers $14.5 million! The
Minister would have us believe chat there will be great returns in the future. After 30 years.
the State will get a share not of the gross rental - and bear in mind there may be
12 000 square metres of rental space - but of 10 per cent of the net profit, however defined.
Therefore, when everything has been taken out, and one would not have to be too clever to
take a lot out, and there is bugger all left, the State will get 10 per cent. Well done, Minister!
Another triumph!
The Minister then stated that the deal will get even better because the State will get 20 per
cent of the net capital gain. The Minister is really on the ball. However, he does not tell the
House that clause 16,4(c) of the contract states that Multiplex can sublet or agree to sublet
the whole of the premises for any term up to 21 years without having to pay to the
Government the 20 per cent capital gain. In other words, the site can be let and there will
never be a capital gain, let alone a return to the Government of 20 per cent of the net capital
gain. That is another triumph by this financial guru, the Minister for Heritage! In what I
have been saying, I have not even taken into account the car park and the revenue that that
will generate. Depending upon the assumptions one wants to make about whether it will be a
100 per cent or a 90 per cent let out, and if we assume a normal, fairly conservative rate of
return, then in about year four this project will generate about $4 million a year in lease
income. The rental income will be substantial. That is an extremely good deal for
Multiplex. If we work up to the 30 year timetable and assume that there is the normal
growth in rental income, the present value of that contract to Multiplex will be between
$75 million and $125 million. That is what the project is worth, not $500 000.
Mr Thompson: When you come out and say that you will cancel the contract when you are
in Government -
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Darling Range has been notably -

Mrs Edwardes: Chirpy.
Mr C.J. BARNET7: Yes. I will not say what I was going to say because, Mr Speaker, you
might find reason to chastise me.
After 30 years, the capital value of this project in the hands of the owner, whoever that might
be at that stage, could well be around $300 million. Members should bear in mind that at
that stage the lease will have another full 35 years to run. This is a superb deal for Multiplex.
It is the best property deal it has ever done. Multiplex did some pretty good deals with
Westralia Square and a few others during the 1980s, but this is by far its best deal. Little
wonder it did not go to public tender; it is a great deal for Multiplex. There is a relationship
between the tender process and how good the deal is. In letters from the so called "other
tenderers", who never had a fair chance, the comment by Civil and Civic was that at this
stage, being uncertain as to this commitment and in relation to issues pertaining to heritage
and land rights, it declined to provide a more detailed submission. Sabemno responded by
saying that it would be prepared to be part of a cask force consisting of representational, key
groups such as unions, heritage and Aboriginal, for the purpose of establishing some tangible
development solution in a non-adversarial manner and to fully cost such a solution.
Clearly, the hesitancy on the part of other tenderers was based on two grounds: First, they
did not have time and, second, they had legitimate concerns about the approval process.

4320



[Wednesday, 2 September 1992) 32

There were questions of Aboriginal heritage and other issues relating to the planning and
heritage status of the building. Why were Multiplex and John Roberts so keen? Could it be
they had received the assurance that the project would be streamlined? Could it be that all
the approvals would be delivered under the Heritage Act, something for which it was never
intended? The other tenderers did not have any such assurance. What would have been their
response if they had been told that we would put through all approvals overnight under the
Heritage Act? There would have been much more commercial interest in the project. The
other tenderers were never given a chance and were never given the information on the
enhancement of the project that the approval procedure gave.
I move to the fourth point of the motion which relates to heritage powers. This amounts to
the absolute misuse of those powers. It has been done not for legitimate reasons to preserve
heritage; it has been done solely to enhance the project!
Mr Donovan: It may be an insurance policy or a protective provision;, it was a blanket
insurance policy.
Mr C.J. BARNETT. The Minister for Heritage has taken the risk from the project; he has
used the Heritage Act to do so.
Mr McGinty: Do you want it demolished, at a further cost to the taxpayers?
Mr C.3. BARNETT': Demolish it! Knock it over! Finally the Minister is beginning to
understand. If we were to put out a public request for donations to knock over the building
we would be flooded, If it costs $500 000, knock it over,
Mr Gordon Hill: Where is the rate of return on that?
Mr C-3. BARNETT': The Government has done its $14.5 million cold, just as it did the
$1.5 billion in the 1980s. It is gone. The Government may as well get rid of the old Swan
Brewery building.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': This is an important motion. It seeks to censure the Minister for
Heritage for the way in which he has conducted himself and for the way in which he has
represented the Lawrence Government in this deal. It is not so much about the heritage
nature of the building, or whether it should be retained; it is entirely about the process
involved. This deal is no better than the events that took place during the 1980s. This is an
important vote for this House. The Government would like to portray to the public that it
now stands for accountability and openness in Government. Here is the opportunity to prove
that. The Government now has a chance, witnessed by the people in the Public Gallery, to
show where it stands on this issue.
Mr Thompson: And you have the opportunity to tell the same people what you will do about
the building when and if you proceed to Government. Will you cancel that contract?
Mr C.J. BARNETT': The member for Darling Range who has done nothing for his reputation
by behaving this way during debate, has continually interjected to ask what I would do about
it. Without doubt the Liberal Party, with the support of the National Party, honours
contracts.
Mr McGinty: Hon Phil Pendal does not know that.
Mr CTJ BARNETT: The Minister raises the issue of the approval of these powers under the
Heritage Act. The Minister was too smart by half when he gave an undertaking to Multiplex
to rush through the approval process. He forgot that he needed the approval of Parliament.
The upper House member, Hon Phil Pendal, is perfectly entitled, as a member of Parliament,
to move to disallow those powers. If the Minister has set up a contract without the power to
do so it represents one more wrong thing he has done.
The member for Jandakot said that this is another WA Inc deal. The more I hear about it, the
more I am inclined to that view.
Mrs Beggs: Have you changed your mind?
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I have said that this matter does not refer to WA Inc. However, the
conduct of the Government is outrageous. This is a rotten deal for the State. I urge all
members who wish to stand for integrity and openness, who believe things were wrong in the

4321



1980s, to take the opportunity to show the public of Western Australia where they stand. I
look forward to witnessing the actions of the member for Darling Range when the motion is
put to the vote.
Question put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the House divided,

Remtarks during Division
Mr MacKinnon: The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs is sitting on the other side. I am Sony,
Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER: I have had some concern about people in the gallery making interjections
from time to time. I have decided, however, that it is a very controversial issue and I am
pleased that the public are here and that they feel strongly about the issue, so I have ignored
it. Having ignored interjections from the public, and accepting they will make interjections
from time to time because they feel so strongly, I will not tolerate a member of Parliament
interjecting in the way that the member for Jandakot did to incite the people in the Public
Gallery to interject some more; on top of that I am on my feet. The member should take
some action on this matter.
Mr MacKinnon: Ilapologise, Mr Speaker.

Result of Division
The division resulted as follows -

Nr Alexander
Mr CiJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bioffwicch
Mr Clarka
Dr Constable

Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Donovan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mir Kierath

Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough

Ayes (22)
Mr Lewis
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland

Noes (23)
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P1. Smith

Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Wan
Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw (Teller)

Mr Thomas
Mr Thompson
Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Minson
Mr McNee
Mr House
Mr Ainsworthi
Dr Turnbull

Mr Taylor
Mr Lcahy
Dr Edwards
Mr Wilson
Mr Riebeling

Question thus negatived.
MOTION - TRANSPERTH

New Ticketing Machines Purchase Concern
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [3.02 pm]: I move -

That this House expresses concern -

(1) At the decision by Transperth to purchase -

(a) bus ticket vending machines; and
(b) ticket validating machines
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from Wayfarer Transit Systems through its local agent Delairco Banaol in
preference to purchasing from the competitive local manufacturer ERG
Electronics Ltd.

(2) That although Transperth and the Premier gave a commitment chat they would
not proceed with letting the contract until the finding of a dumnping action was
decided, equipment from this contract was delivered prior to that dumping
decision being handed down.

(3) That the Government's actions do not fit in with its policy of purchasing
Western Australian made products.

The purchase of Transperth's new ticketing machines is an incredible story of deceit,
bungling and hypocrisy. It shows the Government at its worst. It goes to the heart of the
Premier's credibility. I hope the Premier will be in the House this afternoon while we debate
this motion, because I will show where she has misled companies in Western Australia
which have been trying to win this type of contract. The saga of the ticket machines raises a
question over the Ministers involved, the head of Transperth and the union bosses involved
with the Transperth operations. It has exposed a tender process that is not working correctly.
Finally, it shows that this Government is only paying lip service to its "buy Western
Australian" goods campaign that it is promoting.
Mrs Beggs: flat is rubbish!
Mr COURT: The Minister says it is rubbish; she should wait until the facts are spelt out. It
would be most helpful if the Ministers for Services and State Development and the Premier
were present.
Mrs Beggs: Why?
Mr COURT: Because, along with the Minister for Transport, four Ministers are involved in
this saga.
Mr Gordon Hill: It would not help our listening to you.
Mr COURT: The new Minister for Small Business might laugh, but a major contract which
could have been awarded in this State has gone overseas. It would be shameful if the
Minister for Small Business were not interested in this issue. I will briefly go through the
history of this deal: In 1991 the Government put out to tender for the purchase of electronic
ticketing machines. The Government awarded the contract to a United Kingdom
manufacturer, Wayfarer Transit Systems. ERG Electronics Ltd, a local company which
missed out on that contract then filed a dumping claim with the Australian Customs Service
on the prounds that the selling price of the Wayfarer machines was lower than the selling
price in its home market. The conclusions reached by the Australian Customs Service
preliminary inquiry stated -

Based on available evidence, Customs concluded that:
there is a threat of material injury to the Australian industry because of likely
exports of ticket validating machines from the UK at prices lower than the
normal value of the goods (that is, at dumped prices);
there is likely retardation to the development of an Australian industry
capable of manufacturing validating machines.

At this stage it is important to realise that the State Government's current policy clearly
states that Government agencies should not purchase equipment where dumping - no matter
what level of dumping - is suspected. In this case, dumping has been proven.
Mrs Beggs: No, it has not.
Mr COURT: In the preliminary study carried out by the Australian Customs Service, it was
stated that the goods had been dumped - I have just quoted the report.
I am glad that the Premier has comne into this House. She should remain in this place because
her deceit in this matter is as bad as the other Ministers involved.
Mr Fred Tubby: She couldn't even support the Minister for Heritage.
Mr COURT: A censure motion, which is virtually a motion of no confidence, was moved
against one of the Premier's Ministers and she did not even stand to defend him.
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The "Western Australia Supply Policy Manual" states that Government agencies, when
assessing offers from Australian and overseas manufacturers, have a responsibility to refrain
from purchasing an item of overseas manufacture where it is suspected that the item has been
dumped. The policy guidelines stare that all Government agencies which perform a
purchasing function muss be aware of the provisions and operations of the Customs Tariff
(Andi-Dumping) Act as amended. Notes to the policy guidelines state that the policy is an
interim measure pending the development of a more comprehensive policy and guidelines.
On 2 January 1992 the Chairman of Transperth, Tony Middleton, said that Transperth would
nor proceed with the Wayfarer contract if dumping were proved. In this case the tender
pricing was pretty close and she differences, for the type of goods supplied, were not great at
all in relation to the supply of the electronic equipment. As I will show later, ERG put in a
render for a different and better technology, the Smart Card technology, which was
$1 million cheaper than that which originally came our.
Mrs Beggs: We did not think the Smart Card technology was suitable. That had been
assessed and evaluated as not suitable for conditions in Western Australia.
Mr COURT: I will come to that. On 14 May, Tony Middleton, the Chairman of Transperth,
wrote to the company advising it that Transperth was not going ahead with the contract. He
said that Transperrh had "decided to await the outcome of the dumping inquiry.'
The Premier, in a letter dated 17 June, said -

As you may be aware, the preliminary findings of she Customs inquiry into the
dumping allegation were -

negative for the ticket issuing machine (-5.8 per cent), and
positive for the ticket validator (+5.8 per cent).

The positive finding on validators was automatically referred to the Andi-Dumping
Authority for a final finding and determination of a dumping duty, if justified. This
review will be concluded by 7 August 1992.

The lesser goes on -

In she light of the procedure that has been set in motion, and after taking
comprehensive legal advice fmom the Crown Solicitor's Office and policy advice
from the State Supply Commission, Transperth has properly decided to await the
resolution of the dumnping issue.

Is states further -

In any case, as you may also be aware, Transperrh's Chairman, Mr Tony Middleton,
has announced that no further action will be taken on this tender until the final ruling
of the Anti-Dumping Authority is made public.

I ask she Premier whether that is correct.
Dr Lawrence: You missed out a few bits in between.
Mr COURT: I realise that.
Dr Lawrence: Yes, as long as you acknowledge that.
Mr COURT: I remind members of the letter written by the Chairman of Transperth, Tony
Middleton, on 17 June which stated -

. .. Transperth's Chairman, Mr Tony Middleton, has announced that no further action
will be taken on this tender until the final ruling of the Anti-Dumping Authority is
made public.

That decision was to be completed by 7 August. 1 think it was handed down on 25 August. 1
ask the Minister for Transport whether that is correct.
Mrs Beggs: Correct.
Mr COURT: This is the crux of the issue. On 8 July, Tony Middleton, she Chairman of
Transperrh, wrote to the Chairman of the State Supply Commission, Mr Graham, and said
that Transperth was going ahead with the contract. That was only a couple of weeks after the
Premier had given a commitment that nothing would happen. The letter states -
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As you point out, the decision to proceed with the contract was taken after advice
from the Crown Solicitor confirmed there were no legal barriers to such a course of
action.

Mr Shave: Did the Minister just say to the Premier that she did not know?
Dr Lawrence: She was talking to me, not to you.
Mr COURT: The Minister has agreed with everything I have said so far. The letter dated
17 June by the Premier said -

... no further action will be taken on this tender until the final ruling of the Anti-
Dumping Authority is made public.

Yet, on 8 July, the Chairman of Transpenth wrote to the Chairmnan of the State Supply
Commission as follows -

As you point out, the decision to proceed with the contract was taken after advice
from the Crown Solicitor confirmed there were no legal barriers to such a course of
action. However, the more compelling influence on the decision is the Trust view
that the dumping issue has now clearly been resolved. Firstly, the Anti-Dumping
Authority has confirmed the Customs finding of no-dumping in relation to the
Electronic Ticket Issuing Machines. Secondly, the Ticket Validating Machines will,
under the specific terms of the Transperth contract, be partially manufactured and
assembled in Western Australia. As they will be local products as defined by
Customs, clearly no question of dumping can arise.

Is that not interesting? The result of the inquiry had not even been announced when
Transpenth went ahead with the contract. The Premier had said that it would not go ahead
with the contract.
Mrs Beggs: Transperth did not go ahead with the contract.
Mr COURT: It said it had. It started supplying equipment before the dumping decision was
made.
Mrs Beggs: Did they?
Dr Lawrence: You are not correct.
Mrs Beggs: What equipment was supplied?
Mr COURT: I have a letter from the Chairman of Transperth which states -

Dr Lawrence: That is not what you said.
Mr COURT: The Premier thinks she is pretty tricky; we have not got to the real part yet.
We have shown already that she gave a commitment that the contract would not go ahead. A
few weeks later, Transperth said that the decision to proceed with the conrct was made
after advice from the Crown Solicitor. That is the exact opposite of what the Premier said.
There was now a problem with the contract in that the Government had to face a dumping
inquiry and so it found a clever little loophole. It said, "We will get around the dumping side
of it by getting the company to do just enough local assembly on the imported goods that
they can be classified as local goods." The Government accepted a tender on something that
would be imported and then changed the rules so that the company was able to do local
assembly work to enable it to say that the equipment had been made locally. It is ineresting
that, at the time the Government was making the decision about whether it would choose the
ERG product or the Wayfarer product, the State Transit Authority in New South Wales was
also making the same decision between the two companies and it chose to use the WA
product. The New South Wales Government decided to use the local product and the WA
Governiment decided to use an imported product!
Mrs Beggs: What is the imported content of the product being used in New South Wales?
Mr COURT: Allow me to finish this story.
Mr Shave: This is great after yesterday.
Mr COURT: Yes, this is the buy WA goods policy of the Government.
The price for die magnetic system the Government bought was approximately $8 million for
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the ERG product and the price for the other system was $8.5 million. There was a $500 000
or $600 000 difference for that equipment. The Smart Card technology would have been
$1 million cheaper than that which Transperth originally purchased. The price difference on
a $9 million contract was $600 000.
The Government found a clever way to get around the problem of dumping. How would the
Department of State Development act in this case? Do members think it would support the
local people or the people who imponted the product? It advised that the contract would go
back to tender. Because of the information with which it bad been provided and because the
rules had changed after tenders had been completed, the department advised that it would go
back to tender. However, nothing happened. It did not go back to tender because Transpenth
said there was no need to wait for the decision on dumping - although the Premier said that
she would wait for that decision - because it had found a way around the local content
problems. If that was so, why did an article appear in the Press on 20 July, more than a
month before the decision on dumping was given, announcing that Transperth would go
ahead with the Wayfarer contract?
Mr Shave: Tell us, Minister.
Mrs Beggs: You have it all wrong. I will inform the House, event by event, of what
happened. It will be embarrassing for the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr COURT: It will not be at all embarrassing. I have heard that before when we debated
the WA Inc deals. The Minister for State Development, the Minister for Services, the
Minister for Transport and the Premier are all involved in this deal. What position did the
Trades and Labor Council take? Rob Meecham promotes Western Australian industry.
Mrs Beggs: So he should and so do we.
Mr COURT: How can the Government be promoting Western Australian industry when it
has made this decision?
Mrs Beggs: Is the member saying that no matter what the price or value for the goods, the
local contractor should get the job?
Mr COURT: No, not at all.
Mrs Beggs: I am glad the Leader of the Opposition is not saying that.
Mr COURT: When the Liberal Party made inquiries throughout the industry it was advised
that this local company has the best technology in the world.
Mrs Beggs: With whom in the industry did you check to find out whether it is the best
company in the world in this field?
Mr COURT: The first person I checked with was the Premier and she said that in the recent
Industry and Export Achievement Awards ERG Electronics received the award for
outstanding export achievement and it also received the Premier's award for excellence in
industry.
Mrs Beggs: That is correct. I have no problem with the company at all.

Mr COURT: The Premier handed this company an award for excellence in industry, ahead
of 300 local companies, and the Minister is saying that its technology is not up to standard.
Mrs Beggs: I did not say that.
Mr COURT: What did the Minister for Transport say?
Mrs Beggs: I said the Smart Card technology had been evaluated and it was considered
unsuitable for our public transit system.
Mr COURT: The company tendered for the magnetic system or the Smart Card. It was only
one contract, but one part of it was for the electronic issuing machines and the other was for
the ticket validating machines. I said earlier that the ticket issuing machines were not
dumped, but the others were. The Minister for Transport ran away from the dumping issue
by saying, "We will not abide by that because we can get enough assembly done locally to
get around that problem."
At the samte time this Government made its decision the New South Wales Government
bought the Western Australian system. The Greater Manchester Passenger Transport System
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bought a huge number of the Western Australian machines at a value of $16 million. While
the Western Australian company was trying to win the Manchester contract this Government
was refusing to buy equipment from it. However, the company did win the Manchester
contract. Are members aware that the Greater Manchester Passenger Transport System is
replacing the machines this Government is buying to put into OUr buses? Members can
imagine what this Government's action has done for the company's confidence especially
when at the time it was trying to win the Manchester contract it could not obtain a
commitment from this Government.
In November last year I raised this issue in the Parliament because it concerned me, The
Government did not take any action in spice of my concern. I presumed that by raising the
matter in the Parliament the Government would go back to the drawing board and try to do
something about resolving the problem.
Mrs Beggs: Are you suggesting we were not concerned? The whole thing was re-evaluated.
Mr COURT: I spoke to the member for Eyre because he is one of the few members opposite
who genuinely wants to help local industry. I told him I had raised the matter in the
Parliament and I asked him to use his influence to encourage four of his Ministers to assist
local industry. I know he did his bit to try to have that contract won for this State. It is
interesting to note the defence of the Minister for Transport to my question without notice.
Her answer reads -

The consistent advice I received, as did the Deputy Premier, was that after an
extensive trial period with equipment from both companies, the overseas product was
found to be superior to the local product.

Further on it reads -

However, there was a significant price difference and we also had to take that into
account.

The price of one system was $8 million and the other system was $8.6 million. If the
Government had opted for the Smart Card system, which the peopte in the industry have told
me is the latest and best technology and the Government should be using it, the Government
would have saved $1 million. It is interesting that the contract allows for a variation in
pricing. Apparently at the time the contract was signed the exchange rate was $O.455 to the
English pound and today it is $O.356, which is a difference of 22 per cent. According to the
contract, we could have a situation now where the equipment will cost considerably more. I
will be interested to hear the Government's reaction to this. The Minister for Transport's
answer to my question continues -

However, I must say that the trials that were conducted convinced Transperrh, and the
people who will operate those machines, that the overseas product was far superior
than the local product.

The Premier was handing out an award for excellence for the technology used by the local
company while the New South Wales Government and the Manchester transport authority
were buying products from a Western Australian company. However, we were told in this
Parliament that the local machines were inferior to the products supplied by Wayfarer Transit
Systems.
Mrs Beggs: Not inferior at all. It was a different system.
Mr COURT: The Opposition has become a little suspicious because companies around the
world are buying the Western Australian product. Since the Government signed its contract
the local company has sold its product to two transport authorities in Denmark, two in
Norway, two in France and one in Argentina. I have already mentioned the Manchester
contract.
Dr Lawrence: Not that product. You have not bothered to find out.
Mrs Beggs: There are two different systems.
Mr COURT: The members opposite do not understand. I have just given the tnmes of the
countries in which the local transport authorities have purchased the ticketing machines from
the Western Australian company. Some of those countries have purchased the magnetic
system and some have purchased the Smart Card system. The company can supply either
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system. The New South Wales Government had to purchase the magnetic system because it
had to interface with its train and ferry systems and the same app) jes to the other countries I
mentioned.
On 25 August the Premier handed down the Government decision that it would not go ahead
with the contract. Even though we have that assurance in writing the Government went
ahead with the contract. The Department of State Supply and the Department of State
Development should have been trying to promote the local product but it would appear they
have been completely impotent in this exercise. Transperth and the union involved in
Transperth made it clear from the beginning of this process that the imported product will be
used come hell or high water and they did not like the local product. Even though the local
company's product has become the best selling electronic ticket machine around the world
the Government is not prepared to use the local product. Transperth went ahead even though
the Premier had given a commitment that it would not go ahead with that contract.
Dr Lawrence: It did not go ahead.
Mrs Beggs: That is misinformation. It did not go ahead.
Mr COURT: Are the members opposite saying that we cannot take the word of Tony
Middleton, the Chairman of Transperth? In his letter to Lloyd Graham he said -

Thank you for your letter of Friday, 3 July, concerning Transperth 's Ticketing
System contract.
As you point out, the decision to proceed with the contract was taken after advice
from the Crown Solicitor confirmed there were no legal barriers to such a course of
action.

Those people may have been ight; there were no legal barriers.
Mrs Beggs: They did not proceed because they were informed by the Premier, the Minister
for State Development, the Minister for Services and me that they should not proceed.
Mr COURT: It was reported in The West Australian on 20 July that Western Australia had
won the ticket system work. The Minister was caught out on this exercise.
Mrs Beggs: No, we have not been, because they did nor proceed.
Mr COURT: I raised this matter in November last year. The Opposition did not want to
make a fuss about the matter because it hoped that the Government would be prepare-d to
show some commonsense and find out who was calling the shots. We see the Minister for
Services, the Minister for State Development, the Minister for Transport and the Premier
telling the local manufacturer, "You can go and jump." When a dumping decision was made
the Government used its typical smart alec tactic and said, "How can we get around this
dumping decision? We can put a bit of local content in and we do not have to comply with
that dumping decision." The Treasurer had the gall to say in this Parliament - and to repeat
publicly yesterday in front of the television cameras - "We want to support Western
Australian-made products."
Dr Lawrence: The Leader of the Opposition well understands that people, companies and
Governments make price comparisons on the basis of need. We fully support local products,
but they will not always succeed in open competition. Sadly, they cannot succeed every
time. However, we provided an interest free loan to ERG so that it could expand its capacity
in Balcatta.
Mr COURT: Does the Minister for Transport understand the national preference agreement
scheme?
Mrs Beggs: Yes.
Mr COURT: Was that applied in this case?
Mrs Beggs: The Leader of the Opposition got it wrong because he did not bother to check.
Mr COURT: I checked. The Minister for Transport said there were two reasons why the
local product was not purchased; firstly, its price; and secondly, that the technology was
inferior.
Mrs Beggs, Not suitable. Everybody buys the technology that suits their public transport
system. Do you know better than the operator and public transport planners?
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Mr COURT: The Minister said that the trials conducted convinced Transpertli and the
people who will operate these machines that the overseas product was far superior to the
local product.
Mr Shave: Who said that?
Mr COURT: The Minister.
Mrs Beggs: I did not say the local product was inferior.
Mr COURT: There are two areas where the Minister said the machines were unacceptable.
The first was price, and I have explained there was not much difference in price. The
technology must have been good because the Premier gave them the Premier's award for
excellence for their technology. The New South Wales Government buys this product, as
does Denmark, Norway, the United Kingdom, France and Argentina, Despite that, our
Government does not buy the product. Why is this so? Was there a cosy deal between
Transperth and the unions?
Mrs Beggs: Yes, sure, that is a real nice reflection on the people at Transperth! What a
disgraceful, disgusting thing to say.
Mr COURT: I will tell members what happened. This matter got the Minister for State
Development into trouble and he has just been demoted, and was unable to get his way on
this matter, the Minister for State Services was unable to get his way; and Rob Meecham,
head of the Trades and Labor Council, was dead keen for local industry to get the job. They
are pretty powerful people
Mrs Beggs: We would much prefer local people to get the job.
Mr COURT: In that case, why did the Minister not go for that?
Mrs Beggs: A system of tendering is in place. Is the Leader of the Opposition saying we
should interfere with and abandon that system?
Mr COURT: No.
Several members intetjected.
Mrs Beggs: That is political interference in the tendering system.
Several members intetjected.
Dr Lawrence: It is giving special preference to some companies over others.
Mr COURT: I am not asking for special preference.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! We are presently debating matters related to Transpenrh.
Mr COURT: The Western Australian supply policy manual also says that Government
agencies should not purchase equipment where dumping is suspected. In this case the initial
customs finding was that the validating machines in question had been dumped. 'The inquiry
conducted into this matter was done on three trial machines and did not take into account
what would be the situation if all the contract machines were supplied. That did not matter,
anyway, because the Government found a tricky way of circumventing the situation. I
believe chat if there is not much difference in price, and the technology involved is being
purchased by sophisticated companies around the world, the local people should have a good
chance of winning a contract. It gets down to the main point that I am making which is all in
writing here -

Mrs Beggs: I do not know what point you are trying to make!
Mr COURT: The point I am trying to make in simple terms is that the Government's "Buy
Western Australian' policy and its Western Australian-made policy about which the
Treasurer made a great deal yesterday are absolutely hypocritical. If this Government had
any decency it would have the Minister for State Development and the Minister for Services
present during this debate instead of there being only three Government members sitting
opposite. The Government says it wants to help small business;, well, it has been a terrific
help to this company!
Dr Lawrence: ERG's profit increased last year by 157 per cent, a terrific performance by the
company, which is a tough company able to sell in many markets.
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Mr COURT: Can the Premier tell me what incentive exists for ERG to stay in Perth?
Dr Lawrence: The company has just committed itself to extend its plant at Balcatta as a
result of an interest free loan from the Government. It is doing that in a joint venture, so do
not give me that nonsense.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: New South Wales and overseas companies are prepared to buy this equipment.
If the Government is genuine about helping co establish a strong manufacturing base in this
State it must be prepared to get behind local manufacturing companies.
Dr Lawrence: What about Multiplex? Is that not a local company?
Mr Shave: You must be really proud of your deal with them.
Dr Lawrence: You are highly selective in what you say.
Mr COURT: The Premier is also highly selective; she has so little confidence in her Minister
that she did not come into this place and support him during a censure motion.
Dr Lawrence: If it were a serious one we would have all been standing on our toes, but this
debate has gone on for so long the Opposition had made itself look ridiculous.
Mr COURT: The Opposition has a genuine commitment to assisting local manufacturing
companies. We have here a prime example of a company able to break into international
markers using technology regarded as the best in the world in its field, yet for some reason or
other the Minister for Transport will rise in a moment to defend the importation of overseas
equipment being used in preference to the local product.
MRS BEGCS (Whitford - Minister for Transport) [3.40 pm]: When notice of this motion
concerning the Government's purchase of bus ticket vending machines was given yesterday
in the Parliament I was very surprised to see that it said in part -

That although Transperth and the Premier gave a commitment that they would not
proceed with letting the contract until the finding of a dumping action was decided,
equipment from this contract was delivered prior to that dumping decision being
handed down.

Although I1 asked the Leader of the Opposition three times, he did not demonstrate which
equipment had been provided and which contract had been signed. He was not able to
answer that, and I think that says everything about this motion.
Mr Bloffwitch: Are you categorically saying it was not?
Mrs BEGOS: I will tell the member exactly what I am saying. The Government is very
strongly committed to supporting local industries; we have demonstrated that repeatedly and
I think itris absolute amazing that this Opposition is attacking the credibility of Transperth.
Although Transperth is one of the few Government enterprises which must import many of
the components it needs, the fabrication of its buses is done here by two local companies.
Interestingly enough, one of those companies is in Kojonup in the south west.
An Opposition member: They have been doing it for years.
Mrs BEGCS: Exactly. It has just completed two contracts for Transperth.
Mr Bloffwitch interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: It is absolutely appropriate.
Mr Shave: Surely you do not think we thought Transperth worked exclusively with overseas
companies? Obviously, if it is a local authority it will deal with many local companies.
Mrs BEGGS: The Leader of the Opposition has just spent 30 minutes speaking to this
motion, even suggesting that there was some sont of impropriety in the way in which
Transperth had dealt with this company. I can tell members now that that is the most
revolting and terrible accusation for anyone in this House to make.
Mr Court: That is not an accusation, it is in writing.
Mrs BEGGS: What is in writing?
Mr Court: It is spelt out in writing that the decision to proceed with the contract was made -
not was about to be made, but was made. Are you saying he was incorrect?
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Mrs BEGGS: It was not proceeded with.
Mr Court: The decision to proceed with the contract was made. One of you is not telling the
truth - either Transperrh is not telling the truth or you are not.
Mrs BEGGS: If the Leader of the Opposition listens, he will learn the chronological
sequence of events.
Mr Court: I have the chronological sequence.
Mrs BEGGS: The Leader of the Opposition also started questioning the whole tendering
system. The open tender is the fairest and most objective way of achieving the best value -
Mr Shave: And your Premier used the good example of Multiplex!
Mrs BEGGS: As a Government we have adopted, and we review continuously, the
appropriate supply procedures and policies. Some of chose things that have been reviewed
include the antidumping policy, which is under review by the State Supply Commission. I
do not think that review has been completed yet - or perhaps it has. At this stage the national
preference agreement provides for a 10 per cent cost advantage for goods and services
produced in Australia. If we look back at what happened with this whole -

Mr Shave: Sorry mess.
Mrs BEGGS: It is not a sorry mess at all, it is a perfectly logical conclusion to the
endeavours by a public transport authority to find the best on-board and off-board ticketing
system to suit its requirements.
Mr Court: And they announced it in the newspaper on 20 July, a month before the contract
decision.
Mrs BEGGS: The funds were approved to replace very outdated ticketing equipment during
the 1991-92 financial year, and at that time Transperth sought tenders fronm internationally
recognised manufacturers. I have here some of the information concerning three of those
companies which finally tendered. The detailed proposals came from Associated Electronic
Services Ltd of Balcatta - or ERG Australia Ltd, as it is now called - in association with
Prodata of Belgium; Ansett Technologies of Melbourne, in association with Monetel of
France; and Delairco Bartrol Pry Ltd of Sydney, in association with Wayfarer Transit
Systems of England. The tenders closed on 17 June and, at a preliminary demonstration of
the equipment in August 199 1, AES stated that Prodara had confirmed about 35 per cent of
local content on the ticket validating machines - that is, those on the buses, not those on the
ticket selling machines, So AES said that its local content was about 35 per cent and the rest
was imported. That was in line with what the company was producing for the New South
Wales transit system, so it was not as though the company could provide a totally locally
produced product.
Mr Court: We know who wrote your briefing notes - it is the Transperth line!
Mrs BEGGS: No, that is a matter of fact. This information came from my files. During the
evaluation process all aspects of the equipment were evaluated. Transperrh examined how
the user would relate to the equipment - which is very important in any public transport
system - as well as reliability, track record, and how the equipment had operated in other
places. A team of officers representing all areas of Transperrh across the board, including
the bus operators, was involved in the evaluation. I think that is totally legitimate. The
Leader of the Opposition tried to make a song and dance about that, as though the bus
operators should not have a say in the sort of equipment they would eventually use.
After all the technical and operational aspects of the equipment were tested the decision of
the evaluation team was that the Wayfarer equipment scored higher than the local equipment
in nearly all categories evaluated. I understand that the decision was unanimous in the case
of the bus operators and that they chose the Wayfarer equipment over all other equipment
evaluated. However, more importantly, when the financial, technical and project
management capabilities of the tenderers were taken into account the national preference
agreement was rigorously applied, because I think that is something oft which all Government
agencies are very conscious. They are not people who will decide that they should go
against the policy of the Government or the State Supply Commission. They are all aware of
those provisions. Apart from that, because of their concern that perhaps Wayfarer Transit
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Systems might be accused of antidumping, I understand that Transperth also sought overseas
information regarding pt-ices of the equipment from existing users, and confidential
information was supplied to Transperth by the East Scottish Bus Company and the Dublin
Bus company showing that Wayfarer was not selling at a price below the home market price.
So there was a good deal of confidence among people at Transperth that the dumping issue
would not be proved.
Mr Lewis: But it was proved, wasn't it?
Mrs BECGS: No, it was not proved. That is the issue: No dumping has been proved.
Mr Court: Initially the customer said that the validating machine had been dumped. Then
the antidumping inquiry inquired into the three machines brought in for those trial purposes
and made a decision in relation to those machines.
Mrs BEGGS: That is correct. So?
Mr Court: That is not the contract as a whole. It is not as though they would supply the
contract as a whole. It is quite normal to bring in three machines.
Mrs BEGGS: No, the decision was made by the Anti-Dumping Authority that there was no
dumping in regard to these machines.
Mr Court: But that decision was made more than a month after Transperth publicly
announced it would go ahead with the contract. Do you not understand that that is what the
issue is about? We have it in writing that it announced it before that decision even came
down. You cannot have it both ways.
Mrs BEGGS: In November 1991 it was decided to award the tender to Delairco Bartrol Pty
Ltd. That is history. We all know that soon after, in December, the AES alleged dumping by
Wayfarer of both ETIMs and the ticket vending machines, and it made a formal complaint. I
discussed the matter with Transperzh and it was discussed at length with Cabinet. I also had
discussions with the Premier.
Mr Shave: What decision was made?
Mrs BEGGS: It was communicated by the Premier to the company. The Customs
department, in January 1992, decided to investigate the dumping allegations. Transperth
then suspended the cont-act negotiations.
Mr Court: Until when?
Mrs BEGGS: No contract has been signed yet.
Mr Court: That is what I was saying. Someone is not telling the truth.
Mrs BECGS: I have a letter from Transperth that says the suggestion that equipment was
delivered to Transperth prior to the dumping decision being handed down is incorrect, and
that no equipment was delivered and no contract has yet been signed.
Mr Court: So Mr Middleton is the one who did not tell the truth.
Dr Lawrence: The Leader of the Opposition is making a reference to the original decision in
1986.
Mr Court interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: It was not proceeded with. The trust sought legal advice. The trst made a
decision that there was no legal impediment to its proceeding with the contract. It wrote this
letter. I told them they were not to sign any contracts until the dumping allegations had been
finalised. Nobody did. The inform-ation that the Leader of the Opposition has is incorrect.
Mr Court: This is a letter from Tony Mididleton to the Chairman of the State Supply
Commission.
Mrs BEGGS: We have already said that the Government intervened; it said the trust should
not proceed.
Mr Lewis: Why did he write a letter?
Mrs BECGS: Because the trust made a decision. Mr Middleton was told by the
Metropolitan Transport Trust that the trust had legal advice to say it could proceed with the
contract, but that was against the wishes of the Government. The trust did not proceed.
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Mr Lewis: The Minister has said that the Government does nor interfere!
Mrs BEGGS: It was because of the dumping allegations; of course we would not let it
proceed.
Mr Shave: He is one of your people.
Dr Lawrence: He is a chief executive officer who is carrying out his duties very well.
Mrs BEGGS: It is disgraceful that the member opposite has attempted to impugn his
integrity this afternoon.
Mr Court: I want to go on -
Mrs BEGGS: We have heard it! I do not need to hear it again.
Mr Court: He said chat the validity of the price of the original tender was due to expire on 30
June. They had to go ahead before that date. Someone is not telling the story truthfully.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition has made his point, If he
wishes the matter to go further!I suggest another speaker take it up and develop the argument
properly, otherwise we will not get anywhere.
Mrs BEGGS: Work proceeded towards a pilot program. That was agreed on the basis chat
all costs associated with the program would be borne by the vendor, with no obligation
against Transperth. In April, the Customs Service's investigation concluded that there was
no evidence of dumping in the case of ETIMs, but in the case of the TVALs there was some
preliminary evidence to support the AES allegation. The Anti-Dumping Authority
confirmed the Customs Service findings that ETIMs had not been and would not be exported
by Wayfarer at dump prices. On 26 June 1992, the trust accepted an offer from Delairco
Barrol to partially manufacture the TVALs in Perth, representing over 30 per cent of the
content -

Mr Court: There was only one contract to purchase both machines; so, you had gone ahead
with the contract!
Mrs BEGGS: No.
Mr Court: The Minister has just said that they had gone ahead with 30 per cent of the
contract
Mrs BEGGS: I said that the trust accepted an offer to partially manufacture TVALs in Perth.
Mr Lewis: What does that mean?
Mrs BEGGS: Delairco came back and said that it could manufacture the TVALs in Perth.
Mr Court: The Minister has misled the Parliament. She said that no contract has been
signed.
Mrs BEGGS: No contract has been let!
Mr Court: But you have accepted the offer.
Mrs BEGOS: The trust accepted an offer by the company; it is not a signed contract.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs BEGGS: It accepted an offer, which is not a contract -

Mr Court: That is a binding contract.
Mrs BEGGS: It is not, because the company was saying, "We will do this if you give us the
contract-
Mrs Edwardes: In law school, an offer and acceptance is a contract.
Mr Court: Theme was only one contract for both machines. Now the Minister has accepted
an offer for 30 per cent.
Mrs BEGGS. No. The company wrote to the trust and said chat it was prepared to do certain
things if it were awarded the contract.
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Mr Lewis: And you accepted the offer.
Mrs BEGGS: I did not. I am talking about the crust, It stated what it thought appropriate,
but no contract was signed.
.Mr Lewis: Did they accept the offer?
Mrs BEGGS: Is that not part of the negotiating process? Members opposite claim to
understand business.
Mr Shave: You are backing aw ay!
Mrs BEGGS: ILam not!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs BEGGS: The Anti-Dumping Authority has since found no evidence of dumping of the
TVALs.
Several members interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: I will not stand here and give a lesson to members opposite on how a position
is negotiated before a final contract is signed.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs BEGGS: The Minister has accepted the finding, and Transperth was notified of the
decision on 25 August. This is the bid which talks about the current status of the contract.
The date is 2 September. The Minister's decision on 25 August stated there was no evidence
of dumping of the TVALs. That is the current status of the contract. Transperth is in the
process of negotiating a contract with Delairco and Wayfarer for the supply, installation and
maintenance of the electronic ticketing equipment. It is intended that the formal contract will
be signed in the next few weeks.
Mr Court: You have already accepted the contract.
Mrs BEGGS: We have not.
Mr Court: You accepted it before 30 June because the price of the original tender was due to
expire on Tuesday, 30 June, and delay beyond that date would have increased the cost of the
equipment.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs BEGGS: To date, no contract has been signed.
Mr Shave: You have been caught out.
Mrs BEGGS: No, the member has been caught out because he took the word of someone
without bothering to check.
Mr Court: I took the word of Tony Middleton.
Mrs BEGGS: To date, no contract has been signed, and no funds have been paid in relation
to the ticket equipment tender. All the equipment brought into Australia to date has been at
the vendor's expense to support the pilot program, which is legitimate. No equipment was
delivered to Transperth, and no contract was entered into prior to the dumping decision being
handed down, so the basis of the motion is incorrect. A negotiating stance was taken by the
company. The trust said, "If we can proceed with the contract we would accept that as a
reasonable proposition by the company."
The Leader of the Opposition made the point that the local ticket machines had been sold to
New South Wales and all over the world. He argued that if it was good enough for a local
company to sell machines to New South Wales, why was it not good enough for us. The
Leader of the Opposition's emphasis was on the dumping allegations, yet in excess of 70 per
cent of the system being provided to the State Transit Authority of New South Wales will be
fully imported from Belgium.
Regarding local jobs, Delairco Bartol employs Western Australians and has a considerable
amount of equipment which is manufactured by Plummer Industries Pty Ltd of Cloverdale.
Orders have been placed with that company for $1 million-worth of switchboards to be
manufactured to its requirements.
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Mr Count: They changed to the local assembly after the dumping decision was made.
Mrs BEGGS: That is incorrect!
Mr Court: It is all here in the correspondence. They have agreed to assemble some of the
content locally so they do not have to go through the dumping action.
Mrs BEGGS: The company is using our manufacturers to make equipment which will be
exported. The company has demonstrated good faith. Everybody who has been associated
with evaluating the equipment has supported the decision; however, that is not to say that the
local company's equipment is inferior.
Mr Court: You said that it was.
Mrs BEGGS: I did not; I absolutely refute that!
Mr Court: You said that the overseas company's product was superior, therefore the local
product is inferior. Superior and inferior are opposites.
Mrs BEGGS: That does not always follow. A different type of equipment was tested and
evaluated, and a decision was made on what was most suitable.
I oppose this motion on the basis that the information within the motion is totally incorrect.
Mr Court: You have just confirmed all of the information within the motion.
Mrs BEGGS: No contract has been signed. The motion said that the equipment had already
been delivered, yet there is no contract.
Mr Court: You accepted their offer. A formal deal has already been made.
Mrs BEGCS: The Leader of the Opposition may be able to convince himself of that, but he
will convince no-one else.
As a result of the dumping allegations, and because the Government did not want to
disadvantage local companies and suppliers, the decision regarding this equipment was
considerably delayed. The contract has still to be signed, and, unfortunately, this means that
the equipment will not be available for the integration of the northern suburbs rail and bus
system. That is of some concern. I hear all the time on my travels that it is hard, with the
outdated ticket equipment, to ensure that people are paying the correct fare.
Mr Court: How much do fares represent Of revenue?
Mrs BEGGS: It is about 26 per cent, and it should be higher. That is of concern to the bus
operators.
Mr Court: Does that represent about $56 million?
Mrs BEGGS: I forget what it is in monetary terms.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! We are moving away from the subject of the motion.
Mrs BEGGS: Despite the interjections from members opposite, I was attempting to explain
that the bus operators and transport planners at Transperth are anxious to have the new
equipment installed because the current equipment is outdated and leads to a great deal of
frustration on behalf of the bus operators.
Mr Court: It is a British conspiracy!
Mrs BEGGS: That is a very racist remark.
Several members interjected.
Mr Court: The Leader of the House thought it was funny.
Mrs BEGOS: I think it is Very racist; I am proud to say that 68 per cent of people in my
electorate are British born or have British parents. That was a cheap shot.
The bus ticketing machines will do the job very adequately for Transperth. I am sure that
users will find a real difference when these machines are installed.
Mr Court: Is this the first part of the "Buy WA" campaign?
Mrs B3EGGS: A big component of this matter involves "Buy WA", and will produce about
10 jobs in Western Australia. We took this into account when considering the whole matter.
08%e4-8
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The impact that the foreign supplier decision will have on its business was an exaggeration
on the part of the local company.
It is hypocritical for the Opposition to say that no politicisation of the tendering process:
should occur. We debated for almost two days the fact that, in the Opposition's view, an
open and fair tender system did not take place, yet members opposite criticise when a tender
system is applied. They cannot have it both ways.

MR DONOVAN (Morley) [4.06 pm]: Given the large scale inconsistencies in debate in
this place today regarding matters of State, it is very tempting to support this motion.
However, I am unable to do that.

I have become used to the art of research on the run, as I have been doing with this matter for
the past half hour. However, I had my ears to my speaker downstairs when the Leader of the
Opposition was speaking.

Mr Court: I listened to you in the brewery debate today.

Mr C.J. Barnett: You were very good, too.

Mir DONOVAN: Those members MUSt be masochists!
Mr Court: I cannot wait for your Notre Dame speech.

Mr DONOVAN: That will be something from which the Government will not take much
comfort.

It is true that a substantial evaluative process took place on this matter. I have just been
speaking to the Transperth union secretary, Mr Bernard Terry, as [ wanted to clarify a couple
of points raised by the Leader of the Opposition. Although the Minister went into some
depth on the issue, it is worth simplifying the points a little.

One of the main differences between the two products was that the European product was
designed by bus drivers who use these machines all the time. The local model has had very
little user input, and I understand that the local manufacturer now acknowledges that; in fact,
the local manufacturer has gone to the Transperth union asking for help in producing its next
version of these machines. Certainly chat put the company out of contention in the case in
question, but as these machines have a working life of some 10 years it will be in the
foreground for future tenders. The local manufacturer has recognised, and admitted to the
union people, its errors.

The Minister mentioned the use of thermal paper which, in our conditions, simply does not
work. It is used in facsimile paper and, as members would know, even without sunlight
images on thermal paper distort quickly. In sunlight the images disappear; therefore, the
material is quite useless for facilities such as the Multirider ticket.

Mr Bloffwitch: How do they go in Sydney - or doesn't the sun shine over there?
Mr DONOVAN: The sun does not shine quite so much as in Perth. I do not know how they
go in Sydney. I must stress that the local manufacturer acknowledges these mistakes.

Mr Bloffwitch interjected.

Mr DONOVAN: I do not know; I cannot answer that. I can only reiterate that the local
manufacturer acknowledges the difficulties which were overlooked in its research and
development. The first concerned the basic issue of paper and the second concerned
guillotining as a method to be used for separating the tickets. I understand guillotining is a
mechanical activity which has a very high failure rate. It would not be a very smart move to
use it on urban transport systems operating at fairly rapid levels. The third error
acknowledged by the local manufacturer, after consultation with the Transport Workers'
Union, was that the keyboard configuration for the locally developed machine was not
workable by bus operators in a rapid transport system. I am sure there are other areas.

Mrs Beggs: Transperth wanted a paper ticket issued at the console. That is something the
local company, ERG Electronics Lid, could not supply.

Mr DONOVAN: On those three issues alone, after consultation with the union, ERG
acknowledged the difficulties.
Mr Lewis: That is only hearsay; you don't know that.
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Mr DONOVAN: Yes, I do know that. It would be rather an unhappy research and
development partnership, which is now under way between the Transperth union and ERG, if
in sustaning this argument the Transperth union were simply telling lies which would
seriously disadvantage ERG

Mr Lewis: You are stating it as fact. It is not fact.
Mr DONOVAN: It is a fact that those two groups are involved in developing ERG's next
round of machines. Can the member for Applecross not see that it would be a pretty
unproductive environment to work in if one of the partners, namely, the Transperth union,
told lies which were obviously a direct disadvantage to the people with whom they were
working. Even my imagination, which is pretty colourful at times, has difficulty taking on
board that prospect.

In conclusion, although, as I said at the outset, it is very tempting to support a motion which,
on the face of it, reflects this Government's acting again inconsistently with its public
policies, when one looks underneath the surface, one sees some very real productive,
industrial and commercial reasons for preventing the Government from doing anything else.
It has made a commercial decision. I wish the machines could have been manufactured
locally, as does everyone else. Nonetheless, unfortunately, the Government had to make a
commercial decision based on practical problems and issues with the local machines. That
seems to be the end of the line. Because of those practical difficulties it would be
inconsistent of me, however much I appreciate the point which has been made, to support a
motion which expresses concern about those issues when the Government has no choice but
to make a practical and sound decision.

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [4.14 pm]: This motion is all about this Government's
credibility. It is also about perception and how, yesterday, the Government rediscovered a
"Buy WA" logo which was formerly introduced and promoted by the conservatives and free
enterprise parties in this Parliament and which lapsed into oblivion during this decade of
Labor Governments. The Government has grasped it as something new to carry forward and
support its claim that it is in the community promoting jobs for Western Australians.
However, the Government's hypocrisy is an indication that it is not genuine in its motives.
Notwithstanding the antidumping charges and the overtures to a Western Australian
company which would have hired 20 people in Western Australia, the Government goes
ahead with all the deception in the world to try to show that it has done the right thing, that
the Western Australian technology was wrong and that it must go along with the overseas
product. Nevertheless, it thinks 10 people may be employed. In the interim, the overseas
company has shored up a few contracts locally so that it can employ 10 people. That is the
deception. The Government is saying one thing and doing another.

The scuttlebutt I have heard around town in my capacity as spokesperson on transport is that
Transperth fought so vigorously to give the contract to an overseas company because the
union will receive kickbacks. I do not know whether that is true. I have heard that
commitments were made. Indeed, the Minister said that the commitments had been made.
She accepted an offer of 30 per cent of the contract.
Mr Court: She asked the question, "Do you expect us to break the contract?" The
Government then said there was no contract.
Mr LEWIS: As 30 per cent of the contract with ERG had been accepted, obviously the
Government was obligated to go along with it. The Minister thinks we are all 12 year olds.
What gobbledegook! The Minister said that the Government accepted the offer- then she
said there was no contract, because it was 30 per cent of the contract, and that the
Government was obligated. What will the Government say to ERG - "Sorry you have
supplied 30 per cent of the contract; suffer the loss, you cop it, too bad"? What nonsense!
Why has the Government been so dug in on this decision? Why is it proceeding against its
own policy that a preferment should be given to local manufacturers on up to 10 per cent of a
contract price. I understandthat the contracts, totalling approximately $4.5 million, varied by
about $200 000. That represents about 4.5 per cent to five per cent. If the Government were
complying with the national policy of giving preference to a company which was under that
10 per cent threshold the contract would automatically be given to the Australian owned
company. Yet the Government has defended the contract's going overseas. It gave the
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excuse that it was for commercial reasons and that the Government did not want to interfere
with Transperth's operations. It has become quite obvious to me,. and I am sure to most of
the commuters of Western Australia who travel from the southern suburbs, that Transperth
does not run Transperth; the Transport Workers' Union runs Transperth. The union wanted
this technology and it told Transperth to accept it or it would have problems.
I shall give some of the history to this issue. In 1982, prior to this Government obtaining
office, the then Western Australian coalition Government signed a contract for 900-odd new
bus ticketing machines.'Of course, there was a change of Government in 1983. Guess what?
The unions were implacably opposed to that technology at the time and the 900 ticketing
machines were never installed. They sat in a warehouse for years, and two or three years ago
were flogged off by public international tender. I believe a couple of hundred are still
floating around in the warehouses of Transperth. Transpertb is not running the show; the
union is. That is evident every day of the week when one travels across the Kwinana
Freeway. That freeway has a dedicated bus lane, built to international standards with
bridges, rights of way, and special ramps, and it probably cost tens of millions of dollars.
However, because one unfortunate accident occurred in that bus lane the Transperib union
me~mbers will not use it. This Government has been unable to resolve that problem for eight
weeks and does not appear to know what to do. This debate is about the non-government by
this Government. We see the insipidness of Transperth in its being run by the union and the
insipidness of this Government in directing Transperth to do its job. This debate is all about
those matters.
I refer to the machines themselves. The member for Morley said that in a technical sense
they are not up to scratch and the Minister has said that the overseas Wayfarer system is
superior to the local product. That is on the record. Of course, the member for Morley
believes that too, because he has been talking to union members and they, after all, are
running Transperth at the moment. Why has this local company, which has entered
international markets and landed significant contracts, been told that another product is
superior to its product? That indicates that the local product is inferior. That is the natural
conclusion to be drawn. Why is this happening? A couple of excuses have been presented
this afternoon by the Minister to the effect that an offer had been accepted, no contract had
been signed, Transperth was obligated and would sign a contract next week, and that
Transperth confirmed the contract was signed in June at the time when antidumping inquiries
were taking place. It is a sorry mess indicative of non-government.
The Minister said that Opposition members were hypocritical because they said the
Government should not interfere in the tender process for Government contracts. The real
hypocrisy in this situation is that the Premier has made a big deal of telling people to buy
Western Australian-made products, yet she has failed the first test. We have heard many
lame excuses. Let us place firmly on the record the real reason for this problem, which is the
same as the reason that in 1983, 900 brand new ticketing machines were not installed but
were sold offshore; that is, the union does not want the system. It did a deal that the system
would not be applied no matter what the Government wanted. That is the truth. It is causing
a division within the Cabinet and creating a lot of acrimony within the Labor Party
membership and among the trade unionists. On the day after the Government's buy Western
Australian products campaign - which it pinched from the Opposition - it has failed the first
test. That is an indication of the Government's credibility when it is put in the spotlight.
The other point that should be expanded on was made by the Leader of the Opposition who
said that overseas contracts are written at current exchange rates either in American or
Australian dollars or British pounds sterling, and that any smart overseas country would not
make a contract in Australian dollars with the current instability of our currency. However,
if they did so, they would include clauses allowing for hedging of the currency in their
favour or provide for the contract to be varied in accordance with the exchange rate. The
Minister gave the reasons that the contract was given to Wayfarer and said it was more
beneficial in financial terms. The original difference in the two products was $200 000 in
favour of Wayfarer, but since then the exchange rate has varied by four to five per cent.
How has that affected the original tender price? Has the price now blown out to be in excess
of the local product price? That is a valid query and an explanation should be provided to the
Parliament.
I have very firmly made my points on this issue. The whole argument revolves around the
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credibility of the Premier the day after she launched her campaign to persuade people to buy
Western Australian products. She failed that test. It is also a test of the Government's
honesty in the negotiation of these contracts, the answers given to this Parliament and those
given publicly which are the opposite to information in correspondence written by the chief
executive of Transperth. It also calls into question the credibility of the Minister when
answering questions. Who is running Transperth. Is it the Government or the union?
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [4.29 pm]: I want to say a few words on this
issue as much as anything to put paid to some of the observations of the Opposition. It is
transparently clear that the motion is incorrect in fact. No contract has been let and certainly
no products have been purchased at this stage. The Opposition quite clearly is tryig to
make capital in the current circumstances in a very transparent way of a very good campaign.
the Birthmark campaign. The Government paid credit to the member for Jandakot for having
initiated this campaign some time ago and for bainging to the attention of the people of
Western Australia all the products made in Western Australia. There is also the question of
the proportion of products made in Australia. A great many products made in Western
Australia are made in part with imported components or imported raw materials, but that is
not to say that employment is not created in Western Australia. As everyone knows, in this
case all the companies which tendered had both local and overseas content. However, one of
the companies, again as part of a joint venture, is a locally owned one, which is doing
exceedingly well and for which I have enormous respect.
Mr Lewis: You said it did not need any help.
Dr LAWRENCE: I did not say that. I said it did not need mollycoddling, which is a
different thing. That company, ERG Electronics Ltd, was reported in today's The West
Australian as having achieved an increase in profit of 151 per cent. That company is doing
exactly what we want to be done in Western Australia; namely, developing local ideas and
working with other companies, many of them international, to develop new markets.
One area in which we have been able to provide assistance to ERG is in respect of a joint
venture with the Finnish company Nokia Telecommunications. Recently, an agreement was
signed between Nokia and ERG for a technology transfer. Therefore, ERG is getting the
ideas and technology from that Finnish company and is then manufacturing locally
telecommunications equipment for use by Optus Telecommunications. That is an extremely
good result, but one cannot say that that is all local. There is certainly a local component.
which we have supported through an interest free loan over 10 years so that ERG can
purchase industrial land and establish a new manufacturing plant next to its existing plant in
Balcatta for the manufacture of this telecommunications equipment, because we recognise.
as does ERG, that there is a huge market in telecommunications equipment with the advent
of Optus in this country as a competitor to Telecom.
In our view, that Government support will result in significant telecommunications research
and development. There was a risk that without thai Government incentive that would be
lost to Western Australia. The estimated 350 jobs that will flow from that are very important
to Western Australia. Optus has signed a contract for $250 million worth of equipment over
the next few years, and that is extremely significant for the local company. Much of that
equipment will be made in Western Australia. We wish ERG well, and I am sure that it will
do extremely well. Therefore, to suggest that we are indifferent either to the general
principle of buying Western Australian products or, indeed, to the needs of this company, is
simply wrong.
Members opposite have tried to link the letting of contracts by Transperth with the
Government's recent observations about buying Western Australian products. The fact is
that the contract was initially agreed to and the tender was accepted a long time ago, well
before we embarked on that campaign. At the time that the assessment by the Transperth
board in favour of the partly overseas-owned company, Delairco Hantoi/Wayfarer Transit
Systems, was made there was concern in Cabinet for precisely the reasons that have been
outlined. The local company, which I might say is very energetic in promoting its own
interests - and good luck to it.- and which at times is very determined, drew the matter to the
attention of the relevant Ministers in Cabinet. The matter was discussed in Cabinet because
it is an important principle that local companies - and I stress that not all of this product was
local, by any means - should be given 100 per cent support. However, at that stage both the
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price and the assessment of the suitability of the equipment were such that had we interfered
it would have been political interference. We do not second guess the tender process.
Mr Shave interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I did call for order several times, and I suggest that we
return to the subject before the Chair. Perhaps I did not say it loudly enough because,
immediately after I said that the member for Melville got into an exchange with the Minister
for Transport, both of whom continued that exchange. I ask for that to cease, particularly
when I am on my feet. If exchanges continue to occur, we will just have to resort to rule
72A.
Mr Shave: Mr Deputy Speaker, you are not asking me if I am familiar with that rule, are
you?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I think the member probably is by this stage. Rule 72A refers to
warnings, and once a warning has been given three times - and take this as the first one - the
member may have to spend the rest of the day in another place.
Dr LAWRENCE: When it was drawn to Cabinet's attention that the Transperth board had
gone through a reasonable process of assessment of the product and price - as far as anyone
can tell, and even the Leader of the Opposition has not suggested otherwise - and had settled
in favour of the largely imported product. Cabinet became concerned. Cabinet rarely
becomes involved in the discussion of contracts, for the good reason that the handbook on
the letting of contracts and supplies states that that process should be undertaken at arm's
length - and it was in the case that was referred to earlier - and Cabinet became involved only
because of the energetic protestations of the company. The matter was discussed in Cabinet,
and Cabinet agreed - despite the observations made by the member for Applecross - that it
was a significant problem but that we should not interfere unless -

Mr Lewis: You should just say that you agree with what the member for Applecross said,
not "despite".
Dr LAWRENCE: Despite, because the member for Applecross tried to suggest that there
was some division in the ranks of Cabinet. There was not. We made the proper decision that
it would be improper for us to interfere simply because the local company was protesting.
However, the local company then went forward, as it is entitled to do, and made a charge of
dumping, which was then investigated. During the course of that investigation, and after the
first report, it was apparent that at least in respect of one of the items referred to there was a
case for further discussion about whether the product had been dumped. I believed that there
should be no further action on negotiations towards a contract until that matter was settled,
and I made that clear to the principals of ERG. The Leader of the Opposition also read from
a letter from the Chairman of Transperth to the same effect.
It became obvious to the Minister for Transport, the Minister for Services and me that
discussions were still going on within Transpenth and between the Transperth board and the
company that was being accused of dumping. As soon as the Minister for Transport and I
became aware of that we said to Transperth, "You shall not proceed. We have given a
commitment to the company that you shall not proceed towards the contract and shall not
undertake further negotiations on this score, and nothing further is to be done until the matter
is resolved." That is where the matter now stands.
Although Transperth may have been somewhat more enthusiastic about proceeding, the
Government at that point, given that there was a question of dumping, and given that a
commitment had been given to the local company that the matter would not proceed,
intervened to say, "You shall not step any further along that moute, despite your view that that
may be a preferable product."

Mr Court: You accepted the offer before 30 June.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Government accepted no offer until the matter of dumping was
resolved, which it now has been. I am sure that members opposite will acknowledge that it
has now been resolved and that it is now open to Transperth to proceed. As also indicated by
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the Minister, and contrary to the misinformation in this motion, no contract has been let and
no product has been purchased, and the commitment that was given to the company that that
would not occur has been honoured.
I want to ensure that local companies are given preference, and the guidelines allow for that.
I want to ensure also that the tender process is at arm's length from either Ministers or
Cabinet, except when there is reason to believe that things have proceeded in ways other than
those outlined in the supply and contract procedures under the State Supply Commission.
When we became aware that there was an issue in respect of dumping, we intervened and
went to Transperth, which was very enthusiastic to get this ticket system up and running, and
prevented it from going further until such time as the matter was resolved. It is now
resolved. The contract, however, has still not been let.
In answer to the member for Applecross, I expect that the effect the exchange rate might
have on the prices of both products - because there is a heavy imported component in the
local one as well - will be properly assessed before the contract is let. That is likely to be
within the next two or three weeks. That is the end of the matter. The Opposition tries to
link it in that lame way with the "Buy WA" campaign, where it is difficult for all of us to
know exactly what is a WA-made product, and how much of it one must say is WA-made
before that becomes an issue. We want to improve employment but we also have a tender
process which, while it gives local preference, cannot be overturned simply because a
company feels that it has been disadvantaged.
I wish ERG Electronics Ltd well. It is a company that will do well. It has explicit
Government support in the form of a low interest loan to provide for a $250 million
investment and a very significant number of jobs; that is, 350 over the next six years. I am
sure its profit results this year will be repeated year in, year out. It does not need the sort of
publicity involved in a squabble of this kind. It will not do the company's interests any
good, and although Opposition members think that it helps their position, it simply makes
them look foolish.

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cortesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.41 pm]: How
incredibly ironic it is for the Premier to talk about Cabinet, herself and her Minister's non-
interference in contracts when only today the Minister for Heritage boasted about how he
was able to negotiate contracts. The history of WA Inc indicates blatant interference by
Government Ministers in contractual procedures, therefore I find that claim extraordinary.

As to our support for Western Australian industry, which is what the motion is all about, I
remind the House and the now absent Premier of her performance a couple of years ago. I
recall the Premier standing on a platform at Jervoise Bay with a megaphone accusing
Woodside Offshore Petroleum Pty Ltd of being un-Australian for not awarding module
contracts to Western Australian firms. She was virulent and outspoken in her criticism of
that company. Indeed she has continued ad nauseam to criticise Woodside for that reason.

Mr Court: She was alongside Rob Meecham at that time.

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is right. How quickly the position changes. At that time she
criticised the company for not supporting Western Australian companies. Another irony is
that this issue has occurred at the very time the Premier is reactivating the "Buy WA"
campaign. It is all very well for the Premier to talk about preferences and grants and
assistance schemes. Any business that receives those preferences will gratefully take what is
going. However, for companies such as ERG Electronics Ltd that have a high tech product
which must be sold in an internationally competitive market, the single most important
aspect is to be able to approach prospective customers and offer a product which is proved
and supported in the company's home town. The first question the company will be asked is
where the product is used, and it will be asked whether the product is used in Perth, Western
Australia. That is a critical question. As soon as the company says that its State Government
does not support it Within the State's public transport system, the company faces a credibility
problem which must be overcome. Local backing is more important than any $200 000. If
the product is not competitive technologically, or if the price is outrageously above the
market rate, the Government cannot go down that path.

I have heard nothing this afternoon to suggest that the technology of ERG Electronics is not
equivalent to that of its competition. As stated by the Leader of the Opposition, it is far
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superior, and the price differential is marginal at 4.4 per cent. The best that could be done
for any Western Australian company is to let it take its credentials to the international
market; that is, credentials that state that the local transport system supports it. By not doing
that, a barrier is created; it is an impediment to the international market. It is a very sad irony
that the Western Australian Government and Transperth do not support the local company to
give it the international stature that home market sales would provide.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.44 pm]: I have listened
carefully to the debate. I acknowledge that I am not all that familiar with the public transport
system in the metropolitan area. I have gleaned from debate that only one issue appears to be
beyond doubt, and that is the total inadequacy of the antidumping laws in this country.
Regardless of whether a contract has been signed or whether a contract has been verbally
agreed to between Transperth and the British company supplying the ticketing machines, if
we can get around the dumping laws in this country by merely claiming that a percentage of'
a product is locally made we should consider carefully those antidumping measures. That is
the only point that has been made in this debate.
I have not heard anything conclusive, nor seen any document tabled by the Minister or the
Premier, to indicate that no contract exists between Transperth or any other party for the
supply of these products. It would have been appropriate had the Minister been prepared to
table such documentation.

Mrs Beggs: How can I table something that is not a contract? How can I table a non-
contract?

Mr Lewis: You accepted an offer. Did not they make an offer in writing?

Mrs Beggs: They were negotiating with Transperth.

Mr COWAN: I do not know how the Minister runs her office but I suggest -

Mrs Beggs: I do not get involved in the tender process.

Mr COWAN: Allow me to complete the argument: I suggest that at some stage of the
dispute about whether products were dumped in this country the Minister must have had
correspondence with the companies or with Transperth; that correspondence would have
indicated clearly that no contract would be signed or pursued until the issue had been
resolved. That would have indicated clearly that no contract was signed at the time of the
alleged signing. The Minister chose not to provide that information; therefore I still do not
know whether any agreement has been reached between Transperth and Wayfarer Transit
Systems that says it will be pursued and be honoured as soon as the dumping question has
been cleared. That is disappointing to me because I am sure that the Minister would have
written evidence somewhere to give an indication whether the contracts have been signed or
whether agreement has been reached.

The history of the State Government indicates that on other issues a number of Ministers
have stated that no guarantee was given - and I could cite a number of instances which would
indicate that the word of a Minister in this place is not necessarily particularly reliable. I
hope that the Minister for Fuel and Energy is listening. It would have been preferable to
back up the verbal statement with some written statement to show unequivocally that the
Minister was correct in what was said. Had the Minister been prepared to do so, it would
have been appropriate to put beyond doubt that no agreement existed between Transperth
and Wayfarer on this issue, and that the matter must effectively start again.

The next point is extremely important. I refer here to the 'Buy WA' campaign which the
Government wishes to revitalise. I have received the Press release issued through the
Premier's office indicating the Government's position in respect of the purchase of goods
which were allegedly being dumped in this country. I agree with that position; it is correct.
We cannot continue with a contract under that situation. However, when one looks at the
broader policy of promoting Western Australian-made products, two factors must be
highlighted. The first is that the Government has in this case indicated that it has no
intention of becoming involved in what should be a strictly commercial arrangement between
Transperth, a Government statutory authority, and a company which is bidding to supply a
product. That highlights the inconsistency that creeps into the Government's operations.
Prior to this debate members were arguing about another matter which was not the subject of
a commercial tendering system, but for which an expression of interest was called. Through
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that process a contract was finally signed for the development of the old Swan Brewery. On
that basis the Government was heavily involved. There was no commercial operation, no
tendering system; it was a straight negotiation between the Government and a selected party.
In this case, the Government is going in the opposite direction and is saying, "We want to be
at arm's length from a transaction." I recognise that the different circumstances in these two
issues would require a different approach, but I prefer the arm's length method of dealing
with Government.
The "Buy WA" campaign is very important. The first step that must be taken by the
Government was outlined by the Minister for Health, who made it clear that Western
Australians would find it difficult to identify whether a product was Western Australian
made. The Government must ensure that that identification can be clearly made and put in
place precise rules about the definition of Western Australian made. Those rules must not
only be set, but also enforced. In addition, products must be clearly labelled. Quite often I
have seen products labelled as Australian produce, but when one investigates a little further it
is found to be an Australian product chat has been processed in Zimibabwe, China, or
somewhere else and returned to this country for marketing. Originally the product was WA
grown, but certainly nor WA processed. That informnation is often contained in the fine print
thar one does nor always read. If the Government were dinkumn about its "Buy WA"
campaign it would put emphasis on the identification of the product, the need for clear rules
for identification, the enforcement of those rules, and the distinct labelling of Western
Australian products so that the public can identify a local product and buy that product. That
could not be more important than in the food industry. This country seems to have a
somewhat lopsided approach to product inspections. I cannot tell the House precisely how
many inspectors inspect products for export, but I can say that only seven inspectors are.
assigned the task of inspecting products coming into this country. It is my view that
thousands of people would be inspecting our products to ensure they meet the necessary
standards and controls that other countries impose, but for some reason we are indifferent
about the quality of products brought into this country. I recognise that is a Federal
responsibility. Not only must we increase the level of inspections of products imported into
the country, but also we must have a greater level of inspection of labelling. The rules must
change so that labelling is clear and people can understand them quickly and readily; that is
where the black and gold logo of Western Australia would be an advantage. If the
Government gave producers the right to put that logo on packaging, given that the product
had a very high level of local content, it would make some progress in promoting the
purchase of Western Australian products. In turn, that would lead to jobs, which the Premier
referred to as the centrepiece of the Budget which was handed down yesterday. It will
stimulate demand for local products and that will stimulate jobs. I am not telling members in
this House anything they do not already know. I still have some doubts about whether some
agreement was reached between Transperth and Wayfarer for the purchase of the ticketing
machines, of which I understand there are two types.
Mrs Beggs: Their tender was accepted, but then a dumping charge was made and the
contract was not signed at that time.
Mr COWAN: Was it postponed?
Mrs Bcggs: The signing of the contract was postponed.
Mr COWAN: If Transperth were instructed by the Government not to sign the contract, it
would be interesting to know whether the company had any redress against the Government.
Mrs Beggs: The contract has not been signed.
Mr COWAN: That is the first time I have heard that. There is some doubt about the
commitment given by Transperth to this company. Clearly the contract has not been signed -
we have been able to elicit that much - but the tender was accepted, and to what extent that
holds force in law will be interesting.
Mrs Beggs: Transperth will sign the contract.
Mr COWAN: By saying, "Yes we are going to sign the contract" the Minister is negating the
fact that the Premier is promoting "Buy WA". It may be that ERG Electronics Ltd could
provide precisely what Transperth wants.
Mrs Beggs: No it can't and that is the problem.
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Mr COWAN: I think it could. It might even be able to supply a better product. For that
reason, the National Party has no difficulty in supporting this motion. As I said, there is
doubt about the position of Transperib in relation to this contract but there is certainly no
doubt that we should promote WA made goods. For that reason alone, if not for the first, the
National Parry supports the motion.
MR MeGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Services) [5.00 pm]: The debate on the
Transperth ticketing tender has focused attention on a number of very important policy
questions. The first question relates to the antidumping policy. One issue that came to the
fore was the problem with Federal antidumping laws. It became apparent that if a contract
was entered into by a State agency - $1.5 billion worth of goods is purchased by the State
Supply Commission on behalf of Government agencies each year - and was subsequently
found to involve the dumping of goods in Western Australia, the purchaser, the State
Government, could do absolutely nothing about it contractually. It was contractually bound
and, unless it wished to face action for breach of contract, it had to honour that contract.
Mr Court: That is why your policy says that if you suspect something you don't go ahead
with it.
Mr McGINTY: I was about to explain why that policy has been changed to accommodate
that significant shortcoming. Quite often the policy was not incorporated in the tender
documents. It also gave rise to the problem of suspicion of dumping arising after the
contract had been entered into. Quite often the contract would be entered into before a
suggestion of dumping arose and quite often a rival company that was not successful in the
process objected to the awarding of the tender and complained about dumping. All too often,
if the situation arose, it would be too late to do anything about it.
In addressing that issue the Government agreed that a clause dealing with the dumping of
goods and their purchase by the State would be inserted in all future tender documents.
Essentially, there are three components to this new clause in the standard tender
specifications to the State. The first is a clear statement that dumped goods are not
acceptable. By "dumped goods" we mean goods that are imported into Australia at a lower
price than normal and which cause or may cause material injury to Australian industry.
Those goods ame not acceptable so that, where at any stage during the tender process goods
are found to be dumped, the contract will be bought to an end with all costs to be borne by
the dumper, the supplier of those goods.
Another provision which deals with a reasonable suspicion of dumping has also been written
into the standard tender documents. Where a public authority reasonably suspects that goods
have been dumped, the contract will be suspended to enable the Anti-Dumping Authority to
continue its investigation to determine whether dumping has occurred. Again, the costs will
be borne by the dumper or the supplier of the goods that are suspected of being dumped.
There is also provision in the standard specifications to allow the State Supply Commission
to purchase dumped goods. That will occur where goods are considered to be essential or of
an emergency nature. However, as a general policy, dumped goods are not acceptable to the
State Government. An authority for the acquisition of those goods will require the approval
of the State Supply Commission.
I am pleased to advise the House that the Government has addressed that problem to the
extent it was able. It is still reliant, however, on the Commonwealth to determine whether
dumping has or has not occurred and it will still, under this arrangement, rely on the
Commonwealth to make that determination. However, we have given the Government some
contractual force in supporting its antidumping policy. That was always the essential
weakness in the position that existed before and to which the Leader of the National Parry
has just alluded; that is, if a person were contractually bound, nothing could be done about
dumped goods.
This is a positive step forward. Major national and international suppliers of goods have
indicated to me in recent weeks that they are somewhat surprised that this Government has
made that decision because, to the best of their knowledge, the decision has not been made
by any other State. Therefore, Western Australia is the first to address the problem. It could
be said that that arose directly out of the circumstances relating to the Transperth ticket
tender system. Whether the State was contractually bound to acquire those goods on behalf
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of Transperth is not the question, but it showed up a potential weakness depending upon die
legal position and that position will not arise again in relation to the supply of goods to the
State Government.
The second important issue that the Transperth bus ticket tender focused attention upon was
in the pipeline anyway. For some time there has been widespread concern that accepting the
lowest tender for goods was often counterproductive to the interests of the State. The
decision to accept the lowest tender often did not achieve the Government's objectives. It
could be argued, in this case, that the adoption of the cheapest up-front tender in dollar terms
may not have been in the best interests of the State.
The State Supply Commission which regulates purchasing on behalf of State
instrumentalities, and whose policies are binding on all instrumentalities, has adopted a value
for money policy to regulate future purchasing. It is important to note that the sorts of
criteria that will be applied when considering Government tenders in the future include under
this value for money principle whether the contract is cost effective over the life or period of
use of the goods in question, rather than considering the dollar value of the tender up-front.
Therefore, the whole of life question, including other questions apart from the up-front cost
of acquiring goods and services, will be taken into account in future.
If a tender won under this value for money guideline is not the cheapest, a of the factors
associated with the whole of life cycle or total cost of ownership will be quantified and then
considered as to whether they justify an additional cost beyond the cheapest tender being
considered and therefore the tender being awarded to someone who may have a more
expensive up-front product, but when looked at over the whole of life cycle or total cost of
ownership of the goods or services being tendered for justifies the cheapest tender being
awarded.
The third factor taken into account is that any additional expenditure or cost penalty can be
justified on the ground of involving significant benefits to the State in economic, social or
environmental protection areas. In looking at these Sorts of issues we are moving away from
the straight economic issues involved in the tender process, and one might look to the
question of assistance to State industries or industries within the State of Western Australia,
the employment effects which will have a beneficial effect on the State, the sont of goods
made and the way in which those goods are made. Finally, the other component of the value
for money criteria is whether the proposed procurement or contract will support competitive
local industty with long term prospects for growth. I hope all members of this House will
endorse those value for money criteria adopted in the course of this year by the State Supply
Commission of Western Australia as the basis on which tenders will be awarded in future as
an appropriate and responsible path to be taken in the interests of promoting industry in this
State and, therefore, the interests of the people of this State.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [5.11 pm]: At the beginning of this
debate I said that this whole saga of the Transperth ticketing machines was a story of deceit,
bungling and hypocrisy and this debate today, particularly the input by the Minister for
Transport, has highlighted and confirmed our worst fears - it is exactly as we thought. The
Government said today that no deals were done before 30 June 1992. The Premier's
credibility is at stake in this matter because commitments were given that no action would be
taken until after the antidumping inquiry decision was handed down. It was explained today
that the Government accepted an offer prior to 30 June, and Transperth people have said that
the validity of prices offered on the original tenders was due to expire by Tuesday 30 June,
and delay beyond chat date would have increased the cost of the equipment with no benefit to
the community. As the Leader of the National Party said, it will be interesting to see from
the documentation whether a commitment was made prior to 30 June.
Leaving that aside, the Government has said that it will support Western Australian industry
and Western Australian made goods, but this is a classic examnple of its bending over
backwards to make sure the local company did not get the contract. I had hoped the Minister
responsible for the State Supply Commnission would explain why the Government did not
contract to buy the locally made product. It can be seen from the price and technology that
there is not a great deal of difference between the imported and local products. The Minister
for Services did not provide that explanation. The only saving grace in the Minister's
comments is that he did not make a personal attack on me and my family on this occasion,
which is rare for that Minister.
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The Minister for State Development, the Minister responsible for the State Supply
Commission, the Minister for Transport, and the Premier have allowed this contract to be
given for imported products. 1 urge the House to support this motion and I hope that in
future we shall have a Government that is prepared to support the Western Australian made
product.

Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (21)
Mr CiJ. Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Nicholls Mr Wat
Mr Blaikie Mr Grayden Mr Omodel Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwitch Mr Kierath Mr Shave Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr Clarko Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Court Mr Mac Kinnon Mr Thompson
Mr Cowan Mr McNee MAr Fred Tubby

Noes (24)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr D.L Smith
MrBridge Mr Grill Mr McGinty MrThomas
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr React Mr Wilson
Mr Donovan Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Minson Mr Taylor
Mr House Mr Leaby
Mr Ainsworth Dr Edwards
DrTurnbull Mr Troy
Mr Trenorden Mr PJ. Smith

Question thus negatived.

MOTION - ABORIGINAL VIOLENCE IN COMMUNITIES
MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) 15.18 pmal: I move -

That in the opinion of this House the Government should take immediate action to -
(a) minimise the violence that is taking place in many Aboriginal communities on

a fortnightly basis when social security payments are received by the
community; and

(b) protect and assist the large numbers of Aboriginal and Islander women
presenting at health and medical establishments with serious physical injuries
and severe mental health problems directly related to such family violence,

In Western Australia there are approximately 120 Aboriginal communities, 50 in the
Kimberley and the balance scattered throughout the State. In almost all those communities,
with very few exceptions, the level of violence which takes place on a fortnightly basis is
extraordinarily high. It occurs when large sums of money come into the communities, which
happens as a consequence of four things. It can be the social security payments made
fortnightly, the community development employment project payments, again made on a
fortnightly basis, or when someone wins a significant amount, such as $4 000 or $5 000, in a
card game. In most of these communities card games are played extensively with two or
three games going on at the same time, and a person can win several thousand dollars. The
fourth method by which large sums of money come into the community is when the
Commonwealth Government makes a grant for a person to attend, for instance, a seminar on
the other side of Australia or a course or something of that kind. That money is frequently
spent on liquor for the whole community. Large sums of money usually come into the
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communities on a fortnightly basis for a start because of social service or community
development employment payments. On receipt of chat money individuals may ring a town
120 miles or thereabouts away and order a truck load of liquor. If trucks are unavailable,
taxis ar ordered with loads of liquor. In many cases people order one or two plane loads of
liquor to be delivered. Violence occurs as a consequence of that liquor arriving in a
community. That means that the Flying DocOto must fly to those remote communities, often
in dangerous conditions. Another result is that staff of the local or regional hospital must
attend the unnecessary injuries incurred. The result is pain, suffering and long termn
disabilities for the people affected by the violence that, I repeat, is occurring fortnightly
throughout Western Australia when Commonwealth payments are made, or when members
of these communities win large amounts at cards or two up.
Recently the Aboriginal community in Alice Springs did a lot of work on this issue. A book
has been published by Maryanne Sam titled Through Black Eyes. The book refers to the
level of violence in these communities as follows -

Many of our health and medical services report large numbers of Aboriginal and
Islander women presenting with serious physical injuries and severe mental health
problems directly related to family violence.

The report continues that some physical injuries have included bruises, bums, black eyes,
swelling, cut and stab wounds inflicted with knives, axes and other objects, welts, attempted
strangling, unconsciousness caused by head injuries, severe bleeding, internal injuries,
miscarriages, rape and related injuries and infections due to untreated injuries.
I repeat that this book relates to Alice Springs. However, it is typical of what is happening in
Aboriginal communities throughout Australia. The book continues -

At Alice Springs Hospital, of 155 women reporting with serious physical injuries,
109 were the result of violent assault. Quite a number of women are suffering these
types of injuries over and over again, some on a day-to-day basis. Apart from the
obvious pain and potential damage it can do to her body this physical abuse can often
lead to mental stress and trauma.

Recently, I saw the spectacle of the front page of the Kalgoorlie Miner running the headline,
"Fringe dwellers in fear of domestic violence". The article states -

Fringe-dwelling women are being beaten senseless by their husbands and no-one is
able to stop it.

The article continues later -

The women tell of vicious attacks with broken bottles and rocks and the men who
claim they have the right to do it - "she my woman".

The article continues -

Every Morning, social Worker Pat Nunn sees battered women too scared to tak to
her.

The article continues later -

In one week on the breakfast run Ms Nunn counted 19 of the 23 women as being
victims of domestic violence.

Ms Nunn continued later-
The worst beatings are during pension week. On the Tuesday before pension day, we
get knots in our stomachs. From Wednesday to Saturday it is the worst.

No charges result from these assaults. They happen throughout Western Australia on the
fortnightly basis that I have mentioned. So far as I can ascertain, the Government is doing
absolutely nothing to minimise that type of violence. Members know what happens when
children on those 120 communities are brought up thinking that that is the norm. When they
gravitate to small country towns, the wider community and the cities in Western Australia
they continue those practices. They have been brought up with that violence and think it is
the norm.
As I have mentioned previously, we have 120 Aboriginal communities in Western Australia.
About 115 hospitals and nursing posts scattered throughout Western Australia look after
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diem. Some hospitals are treating numerous cases weekly or fortnightly, but principally
fortnightly with odd cases in between. The hospicals to which I principally refer are
Carnarvon; Broome; Derby; Fitzroy Crossing; Halls Creek; Kalgoorlie; Kununurra;
Lavertoni; Leonora; Osborne Park; Roebourne; Wiluna nursing post; and Wyndham. Those
are die hospitals that I imagine will see these injuries all the time.
Relatively recently, the Australian National University carried out a survey of Aboriginal
violence. The survey was carried out by researcher Audrey Bolger, who has a lot to say on
this matter. I will quote a number of things she has said as statements based on research are
sometimes better appreciated by members as being more firmly based than those made by a
member. Her article is headed "Aborigines safer in jail than their own communities: study"
and states -

The new study, by Australian National University researcher Audrey Bolger, is based
on the experiences of aborigines living in all situations, from traditional communities
and "outstations" to town camps, flats and houses and areas like dry creek beds
inhabited by the destitute "fringedwellers" of large Northern Territory towns.
Violence in communities is so bad thac, despite the number of black deaths in police
custody during the 1980's, "Aboriginal people are considerably safer in Northern
Territory jails than they are in their own communities.'

That is Ms Bolger's comment after her exhaustive study of the violence occurring in
communities in the Northern Territory which is typical of the violence occurring in Western
Australia. The article continues -

Records for 1987 and 1988 showed that weapons used in domestic violence included
sticks, rocks, iron bars, knives, spears, guns, firesticks, bottles and ropes. "Knives
and sticks of various kinds accounted for half the weapons used, with another quarter
consisting of rocks and iron bars or star pickets", Bolger's report states. "Injuries
sustained included bruising, lacerations, bums, broken bones, internal injuries and
stab or gunshot wounds. The most common were lacerations."
In 1987, 44% of all homicide victims in the Northern Territory were Aboriginal
women. These victims were mostly partners or ex-purtncrs of the offenders (nine out
ofII in 1987, five outcofsix in 1988).
In one six-week period in Alice Springs in 1988, 109 Aboriginal women were
recorded as being treated for assault injuries.

I will read one more quotation from this paper. Ms Bolger says -

Violence towards youth, including sexual violence, is perhaps the most heart-
wrenching part of the problem. While perhaps an exaggeration, it was claimed by an
interviewee that in one town camp there was no girl over the age of 10 who had not
been raped. Of all victims of domestic violence in 1987 and 1988, some 20% were
between six and 15 years of age.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.)I
Debate thus adjourned.

IQuestions without notice taken.J
Sitting suspended from 6.-00 to 7.30 pmn

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION AGREEMENT BILL 1991
Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [7.32 pmJ: Earlier today I explained to the House that the
National Rail Corporation Agreement Bill was not beneficial to the public of Western
Australia. I outlined the advantages of such an agreement and I will now refer to the
disadvantages. Before I do, I will briefly recap the advantages: The National Rail
Corporation has already been formed, notwithstanding whether Western Australia takes an
equity partnership in it. The NRC will certainly bring more efficiency and, I would like to
think, economy of purpose to the rail freight system in Australia and, from a national point of
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view, that will be an advantage. The basis on which Western Australia will take an equity
partnership in the corporation is that it will have a representative on the board who will have
a window into the operations of the corporation. It is assumed chat Westrail will be able to
use the bargaining power of the enterprise agreements negotiated with NRC and that would
certainly be to its advantage. A further questionable advantage is that the State will have a
4.9 per cent equity in the corporation at a cost of approximately $8 million with the hope,
further down the line, of sharing in the profitability of the corporation and that will mean a
turnaround from the current loss of $320 million. The advantages are few in number and one
must have good reason to have an equity shareholding in any business deal one enters into.
The disadvantages are numerous and they are the reasons that this State Government should
not enter into the agreement. The first disadvantage is that the State will be giving away
20 per cent of Westrail's total business which returns approximately $20 million per annumn
to offset the loss making rail services which Westrail currently provides. Many of its
services are to the rural areas of this State and if $20 million in profits is taken out of that
overall package obviously that amount of money will not be available to help the rail system
which services our rural areas. I accept the fact that protection for five years of losses may
be foregone because of the State Government's taking an equity participation.
The second disadvantage is that it will cost the State $8 million for 4.9 per cent of equity for
an initial period of five years. We are really buying back a percentage of the business we are
giving away far $8 million and that is more than a good enough reason why we should not go
into this deal.
The third disadvantage is that if the NRC does not do as well as its business plan has
suggested and it does not turn the corner at year four and make a profit in years five or six it
will need an infusion of capital. The State is not limited to the $8 million in the agreement
and it could be called upon to contribute more capita], depending on the extent of the losses
in that time.
The fourth disadvantage is the State's exposure to liability. If one has a shareholding
participation in a company and it expends its capital and needs to keep going, a liability is
generated if the company falls into loss. The State is not protected from further infusions of
capital after five years and if the losses continue the State will be exposed to the ongoing
losses. Currently the losses run at $320 million and the corporation will need to undergo a
massive turnaround if it is to make a profit within five years.
The fifth disadvantage is that under the terms of the agreement the NRC will have the ability
to determine what access rights, infrastructure and rail facilities it needs to carry out its
business. In other words, it is in a position to tell this State what it needs and to take the best
of what Westrail has for its use. Therefore, over time the State, as per the agreement, can
receive capital for those assets, but if it does not want to transfer the assets to the NRC it will
not be accredited with capital and, at the end of the day, its shareholding will decrease. The
fact is that this new company will come to Westrail and say, 'This is what we want; too bad
if you don't like it, because you have signed the agreement. We will take what we want."
The sixth disadvantage is that when the assets are valued, they will be included in the tota
balance sheet of the National Rail Corporation with those of the other equity holders, and the
shares will be finally allocated in equity on the basis of the return on those capital assets. In
other words, the profitability of those assets will determine their value. Of course, States
such as New South Wales and Victoria, which have quite extensive assets and much more
rail traffic than Western Australia, will be able to show at the end of the period that they are
generating more profit from those assets. Therefore, the equity which goes across will have
a higher value and Western Australia's share of 4.9 per cent at day one could end up as low
as two or three per cent. That is not a good deal for Western Australia.
The seventh disadvantage is that if the State Government says that it will only give National
Rail track running rights or rents from time to time for leases of the infrastructure or the
terminals required, the National Rail Corporation will have the ability to determine what rent
it will pay. It will not be up to Westrail as the owner to determine the value of the property
and a fair and equitable rent, and then say that it will have that matter arbitrated. That is not
in the deal at all. The deal is written so that the National Rail Corporation has the ability to
determine its standard costs on an Australia wide basis. It then opts to pay Westrail, as the
landlord and owner, what it deems is a fit and proper rent for the use of those facilities and
the crack. If that is a good deal, I will go he.
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The eighth disadvantage is that where the National Rail Corporation gains the ownership of
the asset, and where Westrail wants to use it, the same terms of rent do not apply. This is an
area in which the State Government must be most vigilant. I am very nervous about this
aspect because, knowing the Government, it will transfer anything across to try to appease its
political masters in Canberra. Westrail is to pay the National Rail Corporation an amount
equivalent to the cost of providing the asset. On one hand the National Rail Corporation says
that it will use Westrail's asset, but pay only what it thinks it should pay, based on what it
considers to be its best standards; but where Westrail must use the National Rail
Corporation's asset, which the State may have transferred, the boot is on the other foot. The
National Rail Corporation will have the power and it will say that it will charge Westrail
what it is going to cost. Why does it not work both ways? I can use the analogy of the
shopkeeper and the shop owner. Of course, the shop owner is the person who owns the
premises, and it is usually his right within arbitration to determine what is a fair ground rent
for tetrn on capital and all the other things that go into it. The shopkeeper, as the tenant, is
obligated to pay that rent. However, on the basis of this agreement, the shopkeeper, the
National Rail Corporation, by virtue of the agreement tells the shop owner, Wescrail or the
State of Western Australia, what it will pay. That is not a commercially viable situation.
The ninth reason this proposal is not good for Western Australia is that there will be great
social and economic disruption to towns such as Merredin and Kalgoorlie, and to a lesser
extent to the people working at Kewdale. There will be a considerable impact on those
towns. As I understand it, in the long term probably 40 families will lose their jobs in
Merredin. Unless other industries are established to provide jobs in Merredin, those families
will be dispossessed. That will result in a very severe social impact on those people. In
addition, there will be an economic impact on those towns. I do not believe the State
Government had looked at addressing that situation until today when the Minister produced
undertakings as a result of the National Party's concern about this matter. At the eleventh
hour the Minister has finally conceded that that is a serious downside to the agreement. They
are good reasons why we should not go into this agreement.
The tenth disadvantage is the question of redundancy. Part of the agreement is that the
National Rail Corporation has the option to hand-pick from Westrail the staff which it wants.
It will take only the people it wants. Obviously some people currently employed by Westrail
will lose their jobs, and the State Government will have to pay the redundancy packages for
those people. The eleventh disadvantage, which perhaps may be corrected in the legislation,
is that the Bill will give power to the Minister to dispose of the Westrail assets without
referring the matter to Parliament. That is an absolutely untenable situation. I have also
noted that there is an eleventh hour amendment by the Government, based on the National
Party's amendments, which recognises that that situation is unacceptable, and I trust that
those amendments will be passed during the Committee stage of this Bill. Those
amendments will ensure that neither Westrail nor the Minister will have the power to make
decisions without the approbation of the Parliament, by regulation or otherwise. The real
problem is not the transfer of assets or the long ternm leases; it is how the State will grant
access rights and what rights will be granted. If the Minister is not well advised, or if she is
dictated to by Canberra as the Government has been, she will sell the State short.
Mrs Beggs: You can hardly say that about me.
Mr LEWIS: We will be watching the Minister very closely. The twelfth disadvantage is that
this is a deal from which the State cannot escape. The State will be taking up equity in a
company operating in a very closed market and if it turns out to be a lemon in five years'
time, to whom will we sell our shares? If the NRC is making losses, do members opposite
think that New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia or the Commonwealth will want to
buy our equity for $40 million or $50 million, or whatever its real value will be? No-one in
the commercial market will buy those shares. We will be saddled with those shares for ever
and a day and saddled with a liability, putting in money year after year to prop up the
National Rail Corporation. That may be a pessimistic outlook, but it is the reality and it
could occur.
The thirteenth reason is that it is in no way in the best interests of Western Australia. The
State is giving away 20 per cent of Westrail's business, which generates approximately
$20 million a year.
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I will quickly go through a report to the Minister by a committee which she commissioned to
advise her on what she should do about this situation. The report of the National Rail Freight
Corporation State Steering Committee to the Minister for Transport stated on page 3 that -

In summary, even with improved operating efficiencies from capital investment, the
financial results show the NRFC to be a marginal prospect commercially, but a
considerable improvement from a national perspective over the alternative of separate
interstate rail freight systems.

Therefore, it is marginal. It is not good for Western Australia. We will not get anything out
of it, but the Eastern States certainly will.
Mrs Beggs: When you say Western Australia, who do you mean?
Mr LEWIS: The public of Western Australia. The report states also at page 6 -

Arrangements for the use of the permanent way by the NREC have yet to be finalised.
The Task Force believes, however, that for the NRFC to achieve the efficiencies
identified, it should have control of the permanent way. This control would either
come through direct ownership or lease arrangements, with the rail systems
negotiating running rights from the NRLFC for their intrastate freight task. In either
case the financial results for the NRLFC do not include any payments by the NRFC for
the control and use of the permanent way over and above the NRFC's planned capital
expenditures.

In other words, it will not have to pay for the use of the track.
Mr Bradshaw: Will it maintain it?
Mr LEWIS: No; we will. The report states also at page 9 -

As outlined later in Section 4 of this paper, on the basis of the information available,
it is estimated that the recommended proposals will have an adverse impact on
Westrail's and the Government's financial position of some $1051n over the next five
years.

I accept that the deal has been done to shield Westrail from that loss for five years. but what
will happen after five years? We will get a recurring deficit in Westrail's income, which at
that date will probably be $25 million or $30 million. The report continues -

It is considered that Western Australia should oppose the principle of transferring
assets for equity until some indication of the mechanics and likely outcome of the
process is available.

How true! These are all the recommendations to the Minister about why we should not enter
into this agreement. The report states at page 10 -

Passing control of the permanent way to the NRFC could present real operational and
financial risks to Westrail's intrastate freight and passenger services. While
acknowledging the NREC's view, a mare satisfactory position would be for the
NRFC to negotiate running rights on the track from Westrail.

Again, how true! The National Rail Corporation should pay the real price. The report
continues -

It is of general concern that the Task Force's results show that, at the very best, the
NRFC is commercially only a marginal pmoposition. Such a result clearly
demonstrates the extent of the inefficiencies and lack of investment in the Eastern
States rail systems.

Once again, how true! The report continues -

This State could therefore face significant additional costs in providing further equity
injections.
It should also be recognised that the Task Force's projected results do not include any
payments by the NRFC to the States for the lease or acquisition of the permanent
way. If such payments were made, then the NREC's financial result would
deteriorate substantially.

The only reason that it will break even is that it will not pay for the use of the facilities.
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The report states also -
That Westrail has been obtaining a positive contribution over long run avoidable
costs for interstate freight for many years, while the other States have been incurring
heavy losses on these services.

Every page of this report gives us a jolly good reason why this State should not be an equity
partner in the National Rail Corporation, yet what did the Minister do? I think she went to
the Premier and said, 'Hey, do not sign it", but the Premier signed it in order to fall in line
with what Bob Hawke wanted. We in Western Australia will be saddled with a lemon which
will cost the citizens of this State hundreds of millions of dollars in the long term.
Mrs Beggs: Do you suggest that we should close the railway line?
Mr LEWIS: No. This Government should not accept the deal and it should negotiate a
better deal for Western Australia.
Mrs Beggs: We did negotiate a better deal.
Mr LEWIS: The Government did not negotiate a better deal for Western Australia.
I recommend that members listen to what I have to say because I think I know more about
this subject than does the Minister. This deal is bad for Western Australia. We have been
sold short. Our profits will be used to prop up the Eastern States. We will pass to the
National Rail Corporation control of our intrastate rail network, so that when in the long term
minerals come out of the eastern goldfields and mining companies want to transfer product
by rail, we will have to go to the National Rail Corporation and ask whether we can use its
lines. Is that smart? We support the spirit of the National Rail Corporation but not under the
terms that have been negotiated, because they will be detrimental to the future of Western
Australia. We should introduce an enabling Bill to allow the National Rail Corporation to
operate in Western Australia but pay a true ground rent. Let the National Rail Corporation
use our track and facilities; but the components of the ground rent - and we must remember
that we are not setting the rent, the National Rail Corporation is -
Mr Cowan: Yes we are.
Mr LEWIS: No we are not. One component of the ground rent should be the repayment by
the National Rail Corporation for the intrastate business that we will be giving away, which
should be paid for and amnortised over 20 years. A second component of the ground rent
should be a fair return on the existing capital assets. A third component of the round rent
should be the payment of the ongoing maintenance cost of that track, which will have to be
maintained to the National Rail Corporation's standards. A fourth component of that ground
rent should be the ongoing provision and depreciation of that track and infrastructure.
Mr Speaker, I do not have a lot More to say but I would like the opportunity to finish my
comments, bearing in mind that this is an important matter for Western Australia.
[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended.]
Mr LEWIS: I thank the Leader of the House.
We should repudiate this agreement.
Mrs Beggs: Will you do that?
Mr LEWIS: We will vote against it for the defeat of the Bill.
Mrs Beggs: Where is your enabling Bill?
Mr LEWIS: We are not the Government, for goodness' sake!
Mrs Beggs: So you will just vote against it but you do not have an alternative. That is very
irresponsible.
Mr LEWIS: We are not the Government. The Government would not even pay for us to
obtain legal advice about the agreement. We had to cajole the National Rail Corporation into
paying for independent legal advice to advise us on what position we should take.
We should encourage the National Rail Corporation, and when in Government we will
welcome and facilitate its operation in Western Australia, but on our terms and not on its
terms. We would grant it track rights. We would pass an enabling Bill to allow it to operate.
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However, we would ensure that it paid its fair share for the business that it has sequestered,
for the provision and depreciation of the track that ir is using, and for a fair return of profit on
the existing capital assets on that track. It would not be on the corporation's terms of saying,
"We will pay you what we think is fair based on our Australian standard."
Western Australia will preserve its right to be in control of its own destiny, so that if we have
a major industrial expansion in the goldfields, and if mining operators want to freight their
produce to Kalgoorlie, Fremantle or Perth on the standard line, we could go straight to them
and negotiate rather than having to go cap in hand to the National Rail Corporation in the
Eastern States to get permission to do a deal with people because it might be good for
Western Australia. The corporation could say that we cannot do that because its freight takes
precedence. Is that smart? The Liberal Party is prepared to take pressure from the Prime
Minister and Treasurer Dawkins, and from Premier Lawrence. We are prepared to take
pressure from whoever might want to bring pressure to bear. We will stand resolute in order
to ensure that Western Australia's interests are not sold out for some cheap political stunt to
back up a failed Prime Minister of Australia.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [8.01 pm]: It should be
acknowledged that the proposed National Rail Corporation has had a somewhat dubious
genesis inasmuch as while uniformity of the national land transport system has been
proposed for a long time, whether through the rail system or through the roads, the advocacy
has always been that we need to adopt a uniform approach to land transport matters. Without
doubt every member would agree to that on the understanding that some efficiencies would
be put in place as a result of that uniformity. The concept of uniform transport operations
has been much discussed, but in most instances we have not reached the stage of taking a
conclusive step. People have calked for many years about having a uniform rail system
which can transport a product from one side of the country to another or from one end to
another, but nothing concrete has been proposed. It was nor until about four or five years
ago when someone invented the terminology "microeconomic reform" and "macroeconomic
reform" that the rail system was put into the bracket of microeconomic reform which might
be useful to this nation. Consequently, some interest was shown in considering the ways and
means to bring the States together to produce a national uniform transport system for rail at
some time in future.
In the normal process, that would be negotiated over a rather protracted time. It might be
that some of the difficulties being experienced, particularly by the National Party, in respect
of this legislation, could have been overcome other than by way of negotiations with the
Minister and her office and with Westrail staff over the past two or three days. Nevertheless
the principle behind this, as the member for Applecross said, is a matter which most people
would support. The degree of objection relates to the different perception that individual
parties put on the whole principle and the way in which it has been put in place. No-one
could argue that it was nor originally put in place in haste. I have no doubt that the incoming
Prime Minister wanted to deliver something to the Australian people which he could call his
own, and which would allow him to put his own special brand of helrnsmanship on the
country. His decision was to build a policy statement around microeconomic reform. In so
doing, one of the reforms he targeted was the provision of a National Rail Corporation.
Consequently the National Rail Corporation signalled in the One Nation package was agreed
to by all Premiers at the Premiers' Conference in Brisbane. The Premier of western
Australia would have gone to that conference with the intention perhaps of supporting a
corporation but not signing any heads of agreement presented to her. However, the argument
must have been quite persuasive because we find ourselves with legislation in this place that
gives some substance to the heads of agreement signed by the Premiers at that conference.
The difficulty with doing things in that fashion is that many of the issues which must be
resolved are not addressed before the legislation - in my view, final legislation - reaches this
Chamber. A great many things should have been clearly settled before the legislation found
its way to this place. We are already some six to eight months behind the schedule set for the
implementation of the National Rail Corporation and the transfer of the operation for
interstate freight to the corporation from Westrail and Australian National Railways. A
number of issues impact on the State through this legislation. I can say with a degree of
accuracy that the person who will be most affected is me.
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The SPEAKER: And your electorate.
Mr COWAN: Because my electorate will be affected more than any other electorate, it will
rebound on me. I can see myself having to tell the Wescrail employees at Merredin that of
the 43 train crew sets that operate out of the town - and about 45 per Cent of them work the
standard gauge - half of them no longer will be required by Westrail. If they are lucky they
may be offered employment with the NRC. Whatever happens, around 11 crews - that is, 22
families - will be told they have no further employment with Westrail in the town of
Merredin. The last thing Merredin needs is co be told that one of the major Government
services is withdmawing its personnel from the town. This will have a direct impact on my
electorate and, as a result, it will have a direct impact on me. These are the issues that should
be negotiated very clearly with the people involved.
The Government reached a memorandum of understanding about the National Rail
Corporation with the representative of the trade union movement at the Federal level - the
Australian Council of Trade Unions - with the clear intention that there would be a new best
practice enterprise award. That award will have a serious impact on the operation of the
National Rail Corporation and Westrail, which will be transferring its portion of interstate
freight operations to the National Rail Corporation. Although the memorandum of
understanding has been signed with the ACTU there have been no conclusive negotiations
between Westrail and the 15 unions involved in che rail system in Western Australia. There
certainly have been negotiations and some progress may have been made, but at this moment
no agreement has been reached on what will happen. The ACTIJ has said there will be a
new enterprise award, and the number of unions representing railway workers will be
reduced from 15 to two. However, this legislation has been introduced into Parliament
before it has been successfully negotiated wich the local union movement. I am surprised
that a party which purports to represent the union movement has introduced legislation into
this Parliament without reaching an accord - if I dare use that word - with the union
movement in Western Australia. The memorandum of understanding between the ACIU
and the NRC to accept a new award has not been accepted by the 15 unions in Western
Australia.
Governments have a social obligation to communities and to the people they represent. I am
sure the Minister would agree that the Budget was flagged by the preliminary documents that
were published by the Government in the build up to the Budget; that is, the WA Advantage
package, the Social Advantage package and any of the other packages the Government was
keen to introduce. Most people would accept that the Budget did not contain a great many
new ideas. Those packages were produced in a period coinciding with the successful by-
election in Ashburton and the Budget, which will fund those initiatives. In all those
packages the terms "social justice" and "equity" were predominant, yet the Government is
introducing legislation to ratify an agreement to establish a National Rail Corporation
knowing full well that, to achieve the microeconomic reforms upon which the whole system
is to be based, there will be significant impacts: Firstly, on the people who are working
within the transpon system, particularly rail; and, secondly, on the communities in which
these people reside.
Mrs Beggs. That is no different from what happened with waterfront reform.
Mr COWAN: It is no different from what happened when Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd
pulled Australian Iron and Steel Pty Ltd out of Kwinana. The Government made no real
attempt to address that issue and we saw 500 people unemployed overnight, and the Kwinana
and Medina region of Penh suffered serious socioeconomic problems. That is a classic
example of where the Government should have met its social or community obligations
when making decisions or when somebody else makes a decision to opt out of an
arrangement or agreement. In this case, the Government is opting to go into an agreement
and there will be an impact on communities in Mentedin and Kalgoorlie; and certainly the
people of Forrestfield will suffer some social and economic impacts.
Mrs Beggs: We are acknowledging it.
Mr COWAN: Yes, it is about to be acknowledged. I am sure some work has been done
behind the scenes that would allow the Minister to demonstrate it has been acknowledged,
but an acknowledgment at this time is not good enough because the economic circumstances
in Western Australia are deteriorating. If the Government is to throw some people onto the
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scrap heap it must publicise the redundancy packages available to chose people and the
redeployment proposals that are being put to chose people who re- not offered a position with
the National Rail Corporation. In addition, there must be a clear understanding of the
socioeconomic impact of those transfers of job structures on the town in which those people
resided when they held the job with Westrail. If the Government is going to take the
interstate freight operations from Westrail, the NRC can absorb only a certain number of
people from Westrail to undertake the transport task. The Government has an obligation to
inform everyone about the redundancy and redeployment packages available to people, what
social obligations the State or its agent Westrail is prepared to accept in lieu of the
employment prospects of a town, and the impact of the job losses that will be suffered by that
town. When Westrail dumped a great number of its staff the town of Merredin felt the
impact, but the underlying theme was chat it would be a more efficient service as a result and
therefore we let it happen. No recognition was given to country towns such as Narrogin and
Merredin that were railway points. No specific package was put forward that would offset
some of the disadvantages experienced by those staff losses. We are going through another
phase where there will be staff losses. In this instance it is confined to the town of Merredin,
but it is time the Government acknowledged its social obligations attached to entering into
agreements of this nature. It is important that is recognised by the Government and
something is done about it.
I listened carefully to the comments of the member for Applecross that the State would have
no say in the arrangements that would be made in the transfer of assets, access to track or the
lease or purchase of rolling stock. I read the agreement some time ago when it was first
introduced into the Parliament. Because of the comments by the member for Applecross, I
reread those clauses in the agreement Bill which deal with access to and transfer of assets. It
makes it very clear in every case that the access to and transfer of assets will be the subject of
negotiations between the Commonwealth and the States or the company and the State.
Therefore, the State has some say in what happens to those assets that belong to Westrail and
which the National Rail Corporation, in its corporate plan, may identify as being necessary
for the operations of the corporation. If it identifies that there is a requirement upon the
State - I imagine the State would appoint as its agent Westrail because it happens to be
Westrail's property - negotiations would take place between Westrail and the National Rail
Corporation to reach some agreement.
There is no doubt that there is some obligation on Westrail and the Stare to reach agreement.
Nevertheless, the State and Weso-ail have a function to negotiate that agreement. The only
obligation as I see it is that they must be sure that they provide access in the most efficient
manner and, the agreement goes on to say, to allow the company to meet its service standards
specified in the contract. I accept that; I cannot see any hidden agenda in that. All I can say
is that, given the terms put into this contract, if Westrail or the State are not capable of
negotiating the best possible deal for the State of Western Australia, it would be an indication
of the degree of incompetence of the people in Westail or the Government who negotiated
the deal. Therefore, there will be a fair degree of responsibility upon those people.
Nevertheless, the terms of the agreement are not, as I understand it, ones which will allow
the corporation to dictate to Westrail or to the State; the State and Westrail have a capacity to
negotiate those terms, notwithstanding the fact that they are obliged to negotiate them, and
they must be mindful of negotiating terms which, as I have said before, allow the company to
meet its service standards. I think that is what we are aiming for, anyway.
Mr Lewis: You are not right. Read the legal opinion.
Mr COWAN: I learned a long time ago that legal opinions are not worth the paper they are
written on because I can produce one which will say precisely the opposite. Until they are
tested in court, they have no value.
I have read and reread the agreement and it indicates clearly that the State and Westi-ail have
a part to play in the negotiation of terms. However, I want the Minister to reinforce that in
her response. She should make it clear that there is no provision in the agreement or that I
have misread those provisions which will not allow Westrail to be right in there negotiating
as tough and hard a deal as it can; it has the right to do that.
One thing with which I am in accord with the member for Applecross, who is the
Opposition's spokesperson on this matter, is the transfer or sale of assets. Under no

4355



circumstances will the National Party agree to any asset sale to the National Rail Corporation
or anybody else by an agent such as Wescrail on the instructions of this Government. I am
sure you will forgive me, Mr Speaker, if I place on record my doubts about the capacity of
this Government, given its long history of negotiations with business enterprises, to handle
this in a way which indicates that I should have complete confidence in it and that it does not
deserve to be scrutinised. Therefore, as a consequence of that, the National Party is prepared
to support this legislation provided the Government clearly ensures that, no matter what
happens in relation to the sale or transfer of assets to the corporation, there is some
involvement by the Parliament. In other words, where such a sale or transfer has been
negotiated, it is important that that successful negotiation is not valid until such time as it
receives approval by this Parliament.
Mr Lewis: What about the ground rent?
Mr COWAN: That is a commercial operation which will indicate the competence or
otherwise of the people involved in the negotiations. I am concerned about the actual
transfer of assets, particularly the sale of assets, to the National Rail Corporation because
once we have flogged them off we will have no chance of getting them back.
Mr Lewis: A long term lease is just as bad.
Mir COWAN: I do not agree that a long term lease is as bad, because a lease is exactly that;
it is something given to someone conditional upon the provisions of the lease. Again,
because Westrail has the capacity to negotiate the lease, it is my view that it should be given
the opportunity to do so. However, the sale of the State's assets is a different matter. I am
not prepared to permit this agreement to include any clause which allows the State and
Westrail to negotiate a sale without the Government bringing the agreement back to this
Parliament for approval. That is a very important feature of the National Party's position. I
also make it very clear that if parliamentary approval is introduced into the agreement by the
Minister, the legislation will have our support. This extra provision affords some
accountability in this legislation. I chink that is important because, as the member for
Applecross said, he and his party have very serious doubts about a number of things. I do
not have the same sense of -
Mrs Beggs: Pessimism?
Mir COWAN: Yes, pessimism is probably a good word - about there being some
conspiratorial aspect or hidden agenda in this agreement.
Mr Lewis: Not conspiratorial, just dumb business.
Mr COWAN: Okay, I am encouraged. Once again, I have read the agreement and we must
consider the decisions that have been made before we can say it is dumb business. My view
is that I would like to give Wescrail officials the benefit -

Mr Lewis: They had no choice.
Mr COWAN: I think they did and I would like to pay them the compliment of saying that I
think they have the capacity to negotiate the best possible deal for Western Australia. It is
important to acknowledge that Western Australia is ideally placed to enjoy great benefits
from the National Rail Corporation. There is no doubt at all that with a very efficient rail
transport system - one that is much more efficient than the existing system - much greater use
could be made of Fremantle, particularly through containerised traffic. If we can produce a
transport organisation that will encourage the use of Fremantle as a container terminal, we
could build traffic on that interstate line much faster than if we were to leave it as it is, where
freight forwarders must negotiate with two or three different companies to get their product
from Fremantle to Sydney. With one operator it will be possible for people assembling
products in Singapore to put them in a container for shipment to Fremantle rather than
through the eastern seaboard. We shall be able to attract a great deal of direct traffic, and
redress the present 4:1 imbalance with respect to traffic from east to west compared with
traffic from west to east. Western Australia has an opportunity to find this niche and enjoy
the benefits of an improved interstate transport system. We want those safeguards built into
the legislation, but we are prepared to support this in the hope that it will produce a more
efficient transport system that will give better productivity and a lower operating cost.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [8.32 pm]: I share many of the concerns expressed from the
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Opposition side about the formation of this National Rail Corporation. While it is
economically logical, I can accept the idea only with great reluctance, particularly given the
impact it will have on the rate of unemployment in this State. I am very pleased to hear of
amendments proposed by the National Party which may go some way towards making those
impacts on our rail system and, more importantly, on our social system, clear and also allow
some greater accountability in the negotiation process between Wescrail. the Government and
the proposed corporation as far as the Parliament is concerned.
Over the past 10 or more years considerable rationalisation has taken place in the Westrail
work force, which has been referred to on numerous occasions in this Chamber. This
National Rail Corporation, while everybody can see the logic of linking the nation with one
system, will continue that process. I understand that more than 100 workers will lose their
jobs as a direct result of the signing of this agreement. I am told by Westrail that if this
agreement were not signed that process of rationalisation would continue, regardless. Thai
may be true because of the processes that have been set in train - members will forgive the
-pun. One of those processes is deregulation, and over the past 10 years wool and fertiliser
traffic has been deregulated. A move has also been made to deregulate the transport of oil
and general cargo.
Mr Shave: They have all gone off the rails.
Dr ALEXANDER: We could take this to ridiculous extremes and talk about the buffer
between various systems!
Mr Thomas: Keep on the track.
Dr ALEXANDER: The only goods left to rail are the bulk mineral cargoes and wheat
although, of course, moves have been made to deregulate wheat traffic in the past few years.
Mr Cowan: It has been deregulated.
Dr ALEXANDER: There is some protection for the transport of wheat by rail. Westrail is
left with very little in the way of guaranteed freight traffic and, while the economic
rationalists and the supporters of a totally free enterprise system may say that is how it must
be because rail must show up in valid competition to road transport, the social cost has been
high in many ways. Firstly, there have been direct job losses in the rail sector and, secondly,
road maintenance costs have risen, particularly in rural areas) because of the increased truck
traffic.
With regard to the national rail proposal particularly, I have read the publication which was
circulated recently to all members of Parliament and looked with some trepidation at this
team of nine men - no women are included - who are to head the organisation. With no
disrespect to engineers and economists, I see that all members of the team are either
engineers or economists.
Mr C.LL Barnett; Not a planner to be seen.
Dr ALEXANDER: One describes himself as an engineer and a planner. However, there are
no social scientists in that team and no people who are likely to bring with them a broader
vtew. Any organisation top heavy with engineers and economists must be suspicious! Also,
there are no rail workers as part of that management team. I am not trying to have a go at the
people who are part of the new management team but I want to underline the point that it has
been approached in far too narrow a fashion. Only now are we seeing the fallout with people
beginning to realise the impact of these measures. Rail workers have realised, of course, for
some time that this concept will be a threat to at least some of their employment. It is
apparently the case that in rural areas jobs will be lost. As the Leader of the National Party
has pointed out, that is likely to be centred in the eastern areas of the wheatbelt, particularly
Merredin. Overall, it is estimated that 130 jobs spread between different country areas and
the city will be lost.
Westrail has indicated that it will offer these people redeployment, voluntary redundancy or
retrining into other areas. We have heard that before, for instance, with regard to the guards
on the suburban rail system. Often in that situation people feel they have no option but to
leave with the golden, or, more likely, silver or bronze handshake. People in their 40s or 50s
who are faced with the prospect of moving, say, from a job in Moora, Merredin or Geraldton
to Forrestfield may not have an option. Are they likely to want to uproot their families, leave
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the town they have lived in for 10 or 20 years - however good the member representing
Forresrfield may be - and move to a completely new area at chat age? The answer for many
people is no. One way or another these people are forced onto the job market. While their
payout may last a few years, most people planning sensibly for their retirement at the age of
55 or 60 years want some employment in the meantime.
According to analyses that have been done for Westrail under the title "The Social Impacts of
Rail Systems Rationalisation" - which has now been published by the Australian Government
Publishing Service, but the version from which I am quoting is the unpublished one - the
chance of rail workers displaced in those areas finding alternative employment are, in most
cases, less than good. It does not take a genius to realise that, but in this study it is all
mapped out and quantified according to various assumptions. The re-employment rates of
non-urban rail workers in these rural areas are estimated to be, variously, upwards of 40 per
cent. In other words, people have a less than four in 10 chance of finding another job in that
area, and in many cases they have only a two or three in 10 chance of finding alternative
employment.
I amn sure that is not news to those members who represent the rural areas, because they
already see many people forced out of jobs due to Government service closure and
rationalisation. Even if those people move elsewhere they do not have much of a chance of
finding a job in the city these days, but if they stay in their area their chances of re-
employment are often very low. The tables and maps in this publication show quite clearly
that that adverse social impact is centred on the towns between Perth and Kalgoorlie, as one
would expect when one looks at the national rail system. 1 understand that because of the
distribution of the depots and so on, to which reference has already been made, the impact
will be particularly strong in towns like Merredin. A relatively small town like that could not
easily withstand 10 to 20 rail workers being thrown out of work, and there would be little
chance there of alternative employment. Furthermore, the impact on the town's population
and growth prospects obviously would be adverse.
Mr Cowan: There are only two ways to deal with it. The First is to increase the volume of
domestic traffic, which could be done, for example, by restarting Koolyanobbing and
running two or three trains a week out of there. The other alternative is to have not the same
people but different people from Westrail, such as a maintenance crew, operating out of
Merredin. The Minister should take the hint.
Dr ALEXANDER: It is good to hear that some options are being suggested and I hope they
will be examined, rather than having people face the rather bleak prospect of moving to an
area with which they are not familiar if they do not want to do so.
That is the basis for my concerns about this Bill, and for that reason I am very pleased to see
a proposed amendment which talks about reviewing the adverse impact on country towns
and changes to the work force jasing from the implementation agreement, with that sont of
information having to be tabled in the Parliament so that it is obvious to everybody in the
Parliament before agreements are signed - and subsequent to their being signed - what will
be the adverse impacts on these rural areas. Despite my earlier kind words about social
scientists, the studies to which I have referred are fairly obscure. They are based on many
assumptions which may or may not prove to be true - there are many regression equations
and so on. The output of those sorts of studies is only as good as their input. It is not a
question of saying, "garbage in, garbage out" but if the assumptions are not right the results
may not be right either. However, regardless of that, there is no doubt that we are facing
large job losses or job dislocation as a result of this legislation.
I refer now to the structure of the National Rail Board. I understand that Western Australia
will have some guaranteed representation on the board but I want to hear a little more about
how much influence that will actually give Western Australia when we sit down at the table,
compared to the new board. That was not quite clear from my briefings, or perhaps I did not
hear correctly.
Mrs Beggs: Western Australia has an equity contribution of $8 million, an equity share of
$5 million, and 15 voting rights. That certainly does not outweigh the combined voting
rights of the Commonwealth, New South Wales and Victoria. However, I think that the
National Rail Corporation will be operating in the best interests of the corporation at all
times. One hopes it will do that and that each party to the NRC will not vote on parochial
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issues, otherwise it could bring the whole thing down. With Western Australia as an equity
partner one hopes that decisions are made in the best interests of the corporation, which will
mean Western Australia will get a return.
Dr ALEXANDER: I understand that, but the trouble is that in a situation where some
regional jurisdictions have more to gain from this than do others, as the member for
Applecross suggested earlier, they will not necessarily vote with that national interest in
mind. 1 suppose that is the problem with any national organisation so far as a small State like
Western Australia is concerned. My concern is that we can document and lay upon the Table
the findings of the review of adverse impacts, and can be very concerned about them, but
what can we actually do about it in terms of the sorts of alternatives being suggested by the
Leader of the National Party? For example, will Western Australian representation on that
board allow this State to have any influence over final decisions on the disposition of the
work force and depots? It might be regarded as more efficient from a national angle if
depots are moved further east, but for Western Australian workers and for the whole
community it might not be the best solution.
For too long we have accepted the idea of deregulation and the economic rationale when
looking at the social and community costs of these decisions. With high unemployment,
particularly in certain areas, it is now becoming obvious that the deregulation band wagon
needs to be reviewed, because economic efficiency can often come at a very high price. I
reluctantly support this legislation.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldron) [8.48 pm]: I will not support the National Rail
Corporation Agreement Bill, for some very sound and convincing reasons. I cannot
understand how well educated people can enter into a deal such as this. We have already
seen what happened with the Australian Securities Commission. We have seen what
happens when we give Government grants and money to individuals; we have seen the fiasco
and what can result from it. What should really concern us is that Western Australia is to be
one of the directors of the National Rail Corporation; so if the venture goes diabolically
wrong and if the current loss of $348 million a year not only continues but increases - and
that must be a possibility, no matter how distasteful it is to us - guess who will have io put its
hand in its pocket to bail it out? It will be good old Western Australia! Are we so naive that
we cannot see why South Australia and Queensland, the other less populous States, have said
they do not want any of the action?
We will not oppose the national concept because, like the Minister, I agree that it should be
brought into being. However, different ways exist to do these things. A classic example of
this is our health system. I listened to the Minister for Health bleating about how unfair the
Commonwealth was and how little money we received for health resources. The Minister
gave me an example the other day of how over the past five years he had been starved of
funds and about how the funding ratio had changed. However, I am expected to listen to
those comments and then believe that the Commonwealth will do the right thing by the
National Rail Corporation. If it is not happening with the Health Department arid many other
examples, why should it happen in this area? Every time the Commonwealth wants the
States to hand over control, it squeezes the money belt.
Why did we have to become a shareholder in this scheme? Why could we not have followed
South Australia and Queensland? The Opposition supports the concept of the corporation, a
standard gauge from Brisbane and two unions in the industry - all those reforms are
necessary. However, Western Australia should not pick up the $368 million loss of Victoria
and New South Wales each year; we want no pant of that. That problem should be sorted out
by those States. We should give them access to our facilities, as the Bill stipulates, but we
should charge for them. A member indicated that he had trouble reading the Bill, I have
read it three times and I still do not understand who is to pick up the bill for track
maintenance. If the Minister can assure me that that is a Commonwealth responsibility, I
would feel a little better.

Mr McNee: I would not bet on it.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Indeed. This is an extremely complex matter. Why did the State enter
this agreement when it had the option not to do so? What big carrot made us become a
shareholder in the scheme? The Minister indicated that we will start with 15 per cent of the
overall equity, and after five years that figure will reduce to four per cent. At board meetings
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we will have a one in nine representation and vote. What sont of influence will we have?
Members of national organisations are chosen by vote. I was a member of a national oil
agency, three-quarters of whose members were from the east coast. Half of the remaining
quarter came from South Australia and Western Australia, yet no Western Australian was
ever represented on the board of five. The Senate was formed so that the less populous
States could be represented fairly, yet we are entering this unbelievable agreement. Neither
Queensland nor South Australia, which would have similar interests have joined the scheme.
Also, the cost of the scheme is of concern. The total State Budget is approximately $5
billion, and the New South Wales Budget is between $40 billion and $45 billion; Victoria's
is much the same, although a little less. When discussing capital injection, we will be
snowed under because in the matter of population and revenue raising we will be in the
wrong league. Nevertheless, we are volunteering to walk down the aisle to be part of this
scheme!
The issue of national uniformity will arise more often in the future. We hear cries for a
national rail and a national licensing system, but we should take guidance from our
forefathers. Probably their greatest challenge was that of federation. Which path did they
choose? They did not say, "Let us become a national republic"; they said, "Let us keep our
individuality as States.'
Mr Thomas: They prevented the national gauge rail. They said, "We will keep our
individuality; we will not have the same as the rest of the States." That is exactly the attitude
which needs to change because we have been suffering from it ever since.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: The member's answer to the problem is to give all control to the
Commonwealth. We should duplicate what is done in other States, but we should retain
control. We should keep charge of our own destiny. I keep hearing how the National Rail
Corporation will open up avenues to have goods topped off in Fremantle to be transported
to the Eastern States. However, most manufacturing is based in the Eastern States. Most of
the cars delivered actually pass Fremantle on their way to Melbourne.
Mrs Beggs: That is what we hope they will not do.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: It will still happen because we take, say, 10 per cent of the product in
this State and it is far easier to send the 90 per cent to Melbourne and send the remaining
10 per cent back to the west. If the Government and its gurus have not worked that out, my
confidence in them is reducing considerably as each issue arises.
Mrs Beggs: I know that you have a car yard, but that is not the only product shipped into
Australia.
Mr BLOFFWTTCH: Is the Minister going to tell me that more goods are shipped from
Fremantle to the east than vice versa? If the Minister says that, my respect for her will
decrease. Industry will not change because Western Australia is a shareholder in the
National Rail Corporation. In fact, we will be helping the economies of New South Wales
and Victoria because we will help write off the $389 million debt every year.
Mr Thomas interjected-
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Will the member be making a speech when I have finished? If not, he
should listen to my comments. We will not change the manufacturing base or the population
distribution of Australia because we enter this scheme. Nothing wilt change.
I have grave concerns about the area which I represent and in which I live; that is, the mid-
west region. In that area is a standard gauge railway which enters the very heartland of the
mining industry. The National Rail Corporation agreement proposes that the NRC will
decide not only whether rail will go to Esperance, but also whether it will go to South
Australia because it will be "so efficient and cheap". Will that not do wonders for my little
area and does it not give me confidence in what the Government intends?
The Government must decide whether it has the opportunity to become part of an unknown
liability and at the same time carry existing costs of $389 million each year. Like most
cautious business people and like the other two very wise States, it should stand back and
study the operation. What really concerns me is the fact that the Labor Government will not
be in office after next February or March and the Liberal Party will have to live with what
the Government has done to Western Australia. It is selling the State down the drain.
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Several members interjected.
Mr Thomas: We'll be there, don't you worry about it.

Mr BLOFFWITC-: I am not worrying; I am sure that the member for Cockburn is. It is
interesting that whenever a Government deal is proposed a special arrangement is included to
waive stamp duty. The Minister for Transport may not have had any experience of stamp
duty. However, I pay it on vehicles every day. I have not heard it stated in her budgets that
stamp duty will be waived for the little businessman. However, I notice that mega projects,
such as the Multiplex Construction Pty Ltd deal, receive a bit of a lift. The National Rail
Corporation Agreement Bill includes a provision for exemption from stamp duty. Why will
the corporation not be charged? No-one has said to me, "Bob, you are having a hard time,
we will not charge you stamp duty." However, the Government wants to do everything it can
for the National Rail Corporation because it has $389 million to make up. It will take a great
deal of making up.
I do not know whether anyone is aware of what happened in the Victorian emergency
services scandal.
Mrs Beggs: We all know about used car salesmen.
Mr BLOFEWITCH: I am a new car franchise dealer with a staff of 35. 1 will not argue that
issue with the Minister, but my point is valid. That Victorian emergency service scandal
illustrates what can happen with corporate structures in Australia.
Mr Bradshaw interjected.
Mrs Beggs interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I apologise to the member for Geraldton for interrupting his speech.
One of the things I will not tolerate in this place is any action by a member designed to cast
aspersions on another member's family. Without saying anything more about whose family
that is I expect the member for Wellington to apologise and that will be the end of the matter.
The next time I hear that I will take action against the person. There will be no opportunity
to apologise; I will eject him immediately.
Mr BRADSH-AW: I apologise.
Mr BLOFFWITCW: People seem to want to denigrate the used car trade. I happen to know
many fine business people in that area, many of whom I am very proud to call my friends. It
is interesting to hear the Minister commenting about used car sales people as though it is a
shame to be one.
The SPEAKER: Order! Discourse is taking place on my left which is making it difficult for
me to hear what the member for Ceraldton is saying. I would appreciate it if the people
involved would either cease or go elsewhere.
Mr BLOFFWITCI- I was referring to the ramifications for the directors of National Rail
Corporation. New limits have been set concerning directors' liabilities to creditors. The
directors on the National Rail Corporation Board will have a huge number of creditors. At
present the creditors outweigh the corporation's profits by $380 million a year. I shudder to
think that, at the end of five years, a loss of about $1.6 or $1.7 billion will be incurred. Does
the Government realise that, as a director and shareholder, it will be responsible for that
debt? I reiterate that the Government is committing this State to the responsibility of that
huge debt. Has it not done enough damage? Have we not seen enough chaos in the financial
world? Have we not seen the $10.8 or $11 billion debt which my son and daughter will live
with, despite the effonts which will be made to reduce it by the Liberal-National Party
Coalition when it becomes the Government. The liability that this Government will put
around the State's neck will be extremely difficult to reduce. The other lesson to be learnit is
that when one is involved with companies one cannot bail out, or say barleys, or that the
water is too hot, or that one has had enough. The beauty of a corporate structure is that it
bounces along irrespective of whether directors attend meetings or have anything to do with
it.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Once you are in, you are in.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: That is exactly right.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: They are the ones who will be our; we will be in and we will be wearing it.
Mr BLOFFWITC-: This legislation offers nothing but disadvantages for the railway
structure in my area even with this Government's involvement. I hope that we can turn
around over five years the $1.7 billion loss which, at today's rate, will accrue and,
consequently, the rental and costs will be paid out of the net profit. 1 reiterate chat the
corporation will be dominated by the Commonwealth and the Eastern States. Does the
Minister believe that Western Australia is receiving the right treatment from the
Commonwealth in respect of its health and other services? I refer to the stance this
Government adopted over the 0.05 per cent blood alcohol content legislation, Initially it
would not be blackmailed by the Federal Government into introducing the 0.05 legislation
but when its black spots road funding was put in jeopardy the Government succumbed, as
most State Governments throughout Auscralia were forced to do.
I will remember the debate on this Bill for many years to come because the outcome will be
very costly to this State. I sincerely hope that the National Rail Corporation will be
successful because if it is not it will be a legacy that will strangle me, my children and their
children. I do not support the Bill.
MR McNEE (Moore) [9.11 pm]: The member for Applecross gave 12 good reasons why
we should not suppont this stupid National Rail Corporation Agreement Bill. This
Government continues to govern in the way it knows best. It is a destructive Government
and it is doing what its mates did: It is stripping this State of its assets. This Government's
mates did exactly that and some of them have found themselves serving time and a few more
will follow them.
It is strange that the man this Government loves to criticise, Sir Charles Court, is the man
who, more than any other man in Western Australia, was responsible for establishing the
raway line. I was in Merredin the day the railway line was opened.
Several members interjected.
Mr McNEE: He was the man who made a real contribution. But what are the parasites
opposite doing? I reiterate they are stripping this State of its assets. The Premier stood in
this place and spoke about this State's debt as though she knew what she was talking about.
There used to be a comic scrip character called Mandrake who was able to make things
disappear. I do not know what the female counterpart of Mandrake is; in our modern
vernacular it could be "Persondrake" or "Misdrake".
An Opposition member: Did you say "Msdrake" or "Mistake'?
Mr McNEE: The Premier is a mistake. All the Government does is make mistakes. I would
not mind if it paid for its mistakes; but members in this House and in the Public Gallery pay
for them. What is more, our children will pay for them. As the member for Geraldton said,
unless we put a stop to the Government's actions our children's children will be paying for
this Government's mistakes.
I could not believe my ears when I attended the briefing on this legislation. We have all
made deals and we know there are Mickey Mouse deals and other deals, but this deal is a
right royal Mickey Mouse deal. After examining it carefully I decided to give it a miss
because it has absolutely nothing going for it. This State's financial contribution to the
National Rail Corporation will be huge, but its financial gain will be non-existent.
This crummy Government has sold out the employees of Westrail who work at Forrestflelcl,
Merredin and Kalgoorlie. Westrail operates very efficiently in spite of this Government.
However, I am appalled that it takes four crew changes to cart a load of fertiliser 200 kmns
ftrm the pick up point to my electorate. However, the Government wants Wescrail to cart
600 tonne loads and to have a 10 hour turn around. The Government will not allow Weserail
to operate properly and the danger is that if it becomes a party to this agreement this State's
rail system will suffer. Western Australia has proved that it can operate an efficient rail
system and there is no reason that it cannot continue to do that.
Yesterday when the Premier delivered her Budget speech she spoke of a four per cent growth
in the Budget and said that she anticipated an increased performance from the agriculture.
sector. The Government has spent the last decade killing the agriculture industry, but now it
is cuddling up to it and wants it to work harder this year. It has made the same request of the
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mining industry even though it has nor made a decision in its favour in the last decade. The
Premier should understand that agriculture needs a sound transport system. I am not
suggesting for one minute char people should be locked into using either the rail or the road
transport system, but they should be given a choice based on efficiency.
The National Rail Corporation will do nothing for Western Australia. It will seize Westrail's
assets in a way similar to a bailiff removing someone's assets. In the second reading speech
the Minister said that before the end of the first three years of the NRC's operations it will
have access to any of Westrail's assets. What sort of assets will it require? Does it require
the Midland saleyard scrap heap? I do not think so.
Mr Nicholls: Everything was valued.
Mr McNEE: I suppose it will claim the new locomotives.
Mr Nicholls: Only the best ones.
Mr McNEE: Of course it will want only the best ones. We should not forget that when the
best locomotive is handed to the NRC, Westrail will become less efficient. The NRC will
not choose the old equipment; it will cream off the best gear. We should not be a party to
that. How much of Kewdale will the NRC want?
I cannot believe that a Government which lacks such credibility has the temerity to talk about
turning a loss into a profit. I am not sure of the exact figure -

Mr C.I. Barnett: The Victorian rail system loses $1 million a day.
Mr McNEE: I remember that when Bob Hawke the TV presenter was Prime Minister, he
talked about turning a loss into a profit in five years. It concerns me, because he was the
man who said chat by 1990 there would be no child living in poverty and we all know what is
the situation today.
The only thing that has less credibility than the One Nation policy is the Federal Budget - it
took only 24 hours to blow it clean out of the water. We do not hear anything about One
Nation now.
Mr Shave: The Premier supports it.
Ms McNEE: She is the only person who does. Under the One Nation policy the Eastern
States were promised an integrated power system. We now have a land bridging railway
business that we hope will work. The member for Ceraldton made clear what happens in his
industry in relation to a product that is supposed to be taken from west to east by rail and
comes from east to west.
Mr Bloffwirch: Name a product that travels the other way at the moment.
Mr McNEE: There is no such product. If one considers heavier agricultural machines such
as combine harvesters and tractors one finds that many come from the United States of
America, are landed in Sydney and are. trucked to dealers' yards around Western Australia.
If the Government wants to kid itself that it can turn that around, it should go ahead, but it
should leave me out of the debt involved! However, that is not possible because no
Government member has any semblance of an idea of what is done in business.
Mr Bloffwirch: I thought the Leader of the House had more brains.
Several members interjected.
Mr McNFE: Members should not forget that these are integrated systems. The other nasty
bit is the national vehicle licensing system which is to be implemented. Has any member
stopped to think that perhaps the two could be interrelated in some way because of the
centralist philosophies involved?
Mr Bloffwitch: If the cost of licences is increased the railroad will be more successful.
Mr McNEE: Yes, highly successful overnight. It will have no problems!
Several members interjected.
Mr McNEE: This Government has spent a decade ruining businesses. These are the people
who have made profit a dirty word and destroyed the jobs of Western Australians.
Several members interjected.
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Mr McNEE: They have made deals with their mates, these people who have wrecked
Western Australia. If this Government believes, in its wildest dreams, that it will get another
whack at government, I think it is incorrect. This deal has gone through, but what is in it for
Western Australia? Western Australia will be a net loser because it is locked heavily into
primary production including mining and needs an efficient railway system of which the
State is in charge. If the national railway wishes to run on our system I am happy to see a
deal struck, because I believe benefits could be gained from that happening and I will not
walk away from a benefit. However, I will not put my head on the chopping block, as this
Government has, at any price. The Premier marched off to Canberra where I suspect she
signed this deal over a bottle of nice red with the Prime Minister. We are now expected to
fall in line. I will not be falling in line. No thought has been given to this whole deal. I
doubt that in her beant the Minister for Transport supports this move, but I think the Premier
overrode her. The Minister should make no mistake, I will not be supporting- this Bill.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [9.24 pm]: The Opposition will not be supporting the
National Rail Corporation Agreement Bill. The Select Committee dealing with uniform
legislation presented its report last Thursday. I will take the opportunity, while dealing with
this intergovernmental agreement, to establish a National Rail Corporation agreement, to
deal with the delegating of this Parliament's functions - not just to a Ministers' or Premiers'
Conference, or the Council of Transport Ministers, but to a group of people from whom our
Ministers cannot necessarily get the best for Western Australia.
The second reading speech outlines the processes involved in this matter. This agreement
can be implemented by Ministers, bureaucrats, people in the industry or a whole lot of other
groups or organisations. The second reading speech identifies the fact that a committee was
established in 1989 which dealt with representatives of the five Government owned railways,
the Australian Council of Trade Unions and major users of interstate rail services. It is now
September 1992. The committee said that substantial national benefits could be achieved
from the integration of interstate rail freight services in this country. Its recommendations
were taken up and developed further by State and Commonwealth Transport Ministers
through the Australian Transport Advisory Council resulting in an agreement committing the
States and Commonwealth to the establishment of a National Rail Corporation. That
agreement was signed by the Premier, the Prime Minister and other heads of Government at
a Special Premiers' Conference in October 1990.
Advisory councils, Ministerial Councils, and other bodies are taking over the role of
Parliament and making decisions for Western Australia and other States. I do not care about
the other States, but am concerned about that happening in Western Australia. The
Parliament did not get an opportunity to make any input or to say whether anything in the
National Rail Corporation agreement would benefit Western Australia - it had no input
whatever! I suggest that Cabinet, let alone the Minister, had no input prior to that agreement
being signed by the Premier in October 1990. 1 am talking generally as well as specifically
about what has been the case. This is a matter of concern for Cabinets not only in Western
Australia but also around Australia; that is, that Ministers on advisory or Ministerial Councils
are binding their Cabinets to proceed down the path of uniform legislation, or to other
agreements, without the full consent of their Cabinets prior to those agreements being
entered into.
The second reading speech identifies the fact that when the agreement was signed it included
a condition - a clause was inserted - that Western Australia would not be financially
disadvantaged by the agreement. When the Premier signed she was agreeing to the national
agreement but sought to ensure that Western Australia was not financially disadvantaged. It
was later said that the formation of the National Rail Corporation would benefit the Eastern
States substantially but that the benefits to Western Australia were less clear. The second
reading speech states that after further negotiation a more equitable arrangement was
reached. What was that more equitable arrangement? The committee came down with a far
more attractive proposal, but it does not say in that proposal that Western Australia will
receive a financial advantage by joining the National Rail Corporation. It does not go quite
to that extent. It states that it was a far more attractive proposal than that which was
originally offered. Members of this Parliament are elected by their constituents to be their
representatives, and when we look at agreements for uniform legislation we need to identify
clearly the benefits to Western Australia and balance those against the benefits of uniformity.
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The first recommendation of the Select Committee on Parliamentary Procedures for Uiiifonn
Legislation Agreements was -

That the primary consideration in decisions on participation in intergovernmental
agreements and uniform legislative schemes should be whether Western Australia
will be better served by the enactment of uniform law than by Western Australian
legislation specifically drafted to address Western Australian needs and requirements.

While we are referring in that instance to general uniform legislation, it can be related to
intergovernmental or national agreements of the sort that we are debating at the moment. We
need to ensure that any decision to achieve uniformity is made in full consideration of how
Western Australia will be affected by that decision and that the advantages of uniformity
clearly outweigh the disadvantages to Western Australia. It was not pointed out in the
second reading speech how the advantages of Western Australia's entering into this
agreement will outweigh the disadvantages. All we know is that we are getting a far more
attractive proposal than was originally offered.
The Select Committee recommended that the Parliament establish a mechanism whereby it
can have some input into uniform legislation schemes. There will always be a push towards
uniformity, and that was recognised by the Solicitor General when he stated in his
submission to the committee that -

While we must be watchful of our own State interests, our destiny necessarily will be
shared with the rest of Australia. The challenge will be to strike a sound balance
between the constitutional structures which Meet OUr separate needs as a Stare, and
the interests of the nation as a whole.

Therefore, the Select Committee recommended chat a Standing Committee be formed to put
in place the processes and mechanisms whereby the Parliament could have some input into
uniform legislation. Draft agreements of this sont could go to that Standing Committee,
which could comprise representatives from each party, and that Standing Committee could
report back to the Minister or to the Premier, who would then be more informed about the
agreement and could say to the Ministerial Council, "Our Parliament has given a clear
indication that it will support this position but it will not support that position." Therefore, it
would not be quite so easy for Governments to come into this place with uniform legislation
and have it accepted. Governments around Australia have been very quick for many years to
introduce uniform legislation. Uniform agreements are not new. People think that the
Corporations Law was the first example of uniform law. That is not the case. Members may
recall the air navigation agreements in 1937.
It is very easy for a Government to say, "We have agreed to this package and we have got the
best deal for the State, and nothing that you can do will alter this agreement. We come to
you with this package. You either pass it in its entirety or not at all." Those words were used
when we visited the Eastern States. That may sound very familiar, not just on this occasion
but also on many other occasions when uniform legislation has come to this House. There
will be many more occasions when the Parliament will have to decide whether to accept or
reject a uniform legislation package in its entirety. It is important that we put in place a
mechanism whereby the Parliament will have the opportunity of amending an agreement or a
piece of uniform legislation before it gets into the Parliament.
There is no ready access to information about intergovernmental agreements. This is not a
new problem. I refer to an article about intergovern mental agreements in Canada and
Australia, which was first published in 1980, and stated -

Intergovernmental agreements represent one of the most significant yet least known
or understood elements in the transformation of the Westminster system of
government in the federations of Canada and Australia. They have come into being
for a variety of reasons and to serve many purposes but their proliferation has been
gradual, constant and silent. The central problem is the question of who is to be held
accountable for the creation and implementation of these agreements, to whom, and
in what manner. For the most part such agreements are designed away from public
scrutiny by the executive and implemented for fixed periods of time by methods
which escape any searching analysis or debate in municipal, provincial or national
parliaments.
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It is not new for a Government to say, "Accept this agreement. We have got the best deal.
Pass it in its entirety or not at all." The article continues -

. .. very few intergovernmental agreements are debated in either federal or
provincial/stare parliaments before or after they are negotiated.

We in Western Australia need to stand up for what we believe. Executive Governments are
far too ready to accept an agreement which may not necessarily be in the best interests of the
State.
The second reading speech does not state that any major benefits will come to Western
Australia from this agreement. It states only that we have a more attractive proposal than
that which was originally offered. That may not be very much, because when we look at
what was originally offered, we see that the benefits to Western Australia were not identified.
Therefore, I have grave doubts about whether this Government has accepted an agreement
that will be of real benefit to Western Australia. Western Australia has had no opportunity to
have an input. All we have been asked to do is rubber stamp this agreement in the name of
uniformity. We have been led to believe that Western Australia's benefits have been put
forward but they have not been identified clearly enough.
This type of legislation is not new. The United Kingdom faces the same problems with the
European Economic Community. It has set in place a series of committees whereby
legislation or agreements are put through in draft form. If the legislation is of a substantive
nature it might be recommended that it go to Parliament. If it is not of a substantive nature,
being purely administrative, it could receive a tick. These types of agreements have been
likened to a car travelling down a one way street, out of control. This could become a reality
once we step onto the railway line. Maybe we will have no chance to get off; maybe all we
will do is travel straight down the track. That is, we will have no way to get off once we
embrace any agreement.
This issue did not begin when the legislation came to Parliament, when the final agreement
was embraced, or when the Premier signed the agreement in October 1990. It started earlier
than that, in 1989 when the first committee was established. That was the stage when the
Parliament should have gone back to the Premier or to the Minister to discuss whether they
wanted to go down that path of uniformity - whether for the railway line, roads or uniform
legislation. Shortly we could have before Parliament some mutual recognition laws, and face
the same dilemma. That law needs to be passed by 31 October in order to be implemented
by I January next year. It is the same sort of issue. We have agreed to the package. We
have the best deal We can do nothing to alter it.
Mrs Beggs: You can reject it.
Mrs EDWARDES: Yes, we could reject it. We have no chance to amend it. We either go
the whole way with what has been agreed or we reject it.
The terms of the Standing Committee will ensure an opportunity for Parliament to make
some input; they will give the Government some real bargaining power. It can return to the
Ministerial Council or the advisory council and say that it could never get the legislation
through State Parliament. In that way, the Government would be free to make a decision; it
will assist the process in this place, and it will give the Minister some assistance. She will be
able to argue, and consult, and get the best deal for Western Australia. That is how we
would deal with the matter. We would obtain the best deal for Western Australia.
Mr Marlborough: That is what the Minister has done. You cannot get a more democratic
process than that which brings together the States. Each Minister would have gone to that
conference representing his or her State regardless of politics, to try to get the best for each
State.
Mrs EDWAR.DES: The point is that the best deal for Western Australia has not been
identified. If the member wishes to talk about democracy, he should remember that he was
elected by his constituents. We were all elected by our constituents and we have been put in
this place to represent our electorates. Members of Parliament collectively make up this
Parliament. The Executive cannot make decisions on its own. A very clear line exists
between the Executive power and the power of the Parliament. The Executive must bring
those agreements and deals to this place. In the name of uniformity, it is said that we accept
or do not accept such agreements. We cannot amend them. That is noc acceptable, unless we
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are told that the best deal for Western Australia has been achieved. It is not good enough to
come to this place at the second reading stage and say that a far more attractive proposal to
that originally offered, has been accepted. That is not saying that the best deal has been
achieved for Western Australia. We have been elected to represent Western Australia, not
Australia, and certainly not to make laws supposedly in the interests of uniformity but to the
disadvantage of Western Australians.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.45 pm]: It has
been made clear by speakers from the Liberal Party that we support the concept of the
National Rail Corporation. The National Rail Corporation offers the prospect of an
integrated freight service throughout the country; it offers so-called microeconomic reform -
a much used but rarely understood concept. It overcomes some of the legacies of the farce of
the colonial days when we had multiple gauges and a rail system that almost defied interstate
traffic. It also brings scope for single management. All of these aspects are admirable
objectives and worthy of support.
Our disagreement with the Government is not with the objectives, but with the vehicle which
is being used to achieve them. That is the problem. The members for Applecross and
Kingsley made it clear that we can support and have what the National Rail Corporation
offers by simply having enabling legislation in this Parliament, by providing the National
Rail Corporation with full access to the rail track, to the rolling stock, the Kewdale facilities,
and to the expertise of Westrail. I cannot think of anything that could not be made available
to the corporation in good spirit. The corporation should pay a commercial rent for the
services but at the end of the day thai matter can be negotiated if we need to help to get the
corporation under way. We want to see it work. We want to make it work.
The problem is that the Minister has brought before this House a matter which represents an
all or nothing choice. We are not being given any meaningful opportunity to contribute to
what has been negotiated and signed by the Premier. It is either all in or all out. That is the
choice that the Parliament and therefore the people of Western Australia face.
In practice, if the agreement is entered into and the legislation is passed it will indicate that
we have given up our effective power to negotiate. We will be a small minority shareholder.
The deal will be laid down and set in concrete. It will be dominated by the interests of New
South Wales and Victoria. Without doubt, just as Canberra is dominated by the interests of
New South Wales and Victoria, we will not have an effective voice or an effective
negotiating position. Our only opportunity, our only time and position of strength is now.
This is the only time that we can strike a good deal for Western Australia. It is the only time
that we have decent bargaining strength.
I now draw attention to the comments of other speakers. I refer to the costs of the National
Rail Corporation project for Western Australia. In doing so, I distinguish between the direct
and indirect costs. As to the direct costs, it is an act of faith on behalf of the Government that
the loss making operations in the Eastern States will be turned around by the National Rail
Corporation. It is an act of faith, a little like waterfront reform that has gone on and on but
has not achieved tangible success. As I understand it, the total Victorian rail system loses in
the order of $1 million a day or more. It is probably above that figure, because massive
losses are being incurred, as well as appalling work practices. Reform is very embryonic in
the rail systems in the Eastern States.
I refer now to the financial impact that the National Rail Corporation will have on Westrail.
I refer to the report of the National Rail Freight Corporation State Steering Committee to the
Minister for Transport - a report for the Minister and presented to the Minister. The report
reads -

At this stage, insufficient information has been provided to reliably assess the
financial effects of the Task Force's proposals on Westrail but it is clear that the
effect would be adverse.

No doubt it will have an adverse effect on Westrail. The report continues -

Estimates of the financial impact of the NRFC on Westrail for the five year period
1991-92 to 1995-96. .. shows that Western Australian Government finances could be
$105 million worse off after five years if the NRFC! proceeds as currently envisaged.
There is also a real risk that the impact could be much worse if the performance of

0049the NRFC falls short of expectations.
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On the most optimistic scenario Western Australia will lose $105 million over five years.
The more probable scenario is that losses will be significantly more. It is not a question of
whether we get out of this on a break even basis, it is a question of how much we will lose. I
will be happy to hear the Minister refute the report that was presented to her, but it is here in
black and white. The Minister will have that opportunity. This is a well constructed report
and has been researched and produced by people of expertise.
Mrs Beggs: The Premier made a statement in this Parliament on 28 March 1991 stating that
the task force proposals, which are what the member for Cotresloe is reading, were not
acceptable to Western Australia and that further work was needed to develop acceptable
recommendations before Western Australia would sign the agreement.
Mir Lewis: Why did you sign the agreement two months lacer?
Mrs Beggs: We negotiated.
Mr Bloffwicch: They give you $20 million a year for five years and then nothing - and you
cook the deal.
Mrs Beggs: The Premier's statement was in March and the agreement was signed in July.
Mir C.J. BARNETT: The gross losses to Westrail, and therefore to the State of Western
Australia, are immense even under the best case scenario. What will be the direct losses of
the tirade that Westrail will be effectively handing over, for nothing, to the National Rail
Corporation? The task force report states -

Underlying Western Australia's approach should be the fact that Westrail's interstate
freight business generates revenue substantially in excess of operating and
replacement capital costs. The relevant figures in 1989-90 were revenue
$42.8 million, avoidable operating and capital replacement costs $28.7 million,
giving a contribution to fixed overheads of $14.1 million. By contrast other State
systems generally do not cover their operating and capital replacement costs. Thus
the other systems are facing major benefits in passing interstate freight services over
to the NRFC while Westril will be wade worse off by the lost contribution to
overheads.
In addition there is a real danger that there will be delays in the NRFC realising the
projected efficiency gains. This could mean a further requirement for shareholders to
contribute funds to meet operating losses or to inject further equity beyond that stated
in the Task Force report.

Apart from the aggregate $105 million loss there will be losses to Westrail's business. The
other States are losing money so why not handball over to the Commonwealth! Westrail is
making money, yet Western Australia is handballing it over under the same conditions. It is
nonsense and poor commercial practice; it is not a swant deal. The legislation will have very
clear direct costs on Westrail and on the State's finances. It also has some indirect costs and
at the end of the day -

Mrs Beggs: What are the direct costs on users? Members opposite are talking about the
Western Australian position, but shouldn't we be talking about benefits and advantages to the
users of a national rail system?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will look at some of the indirect costs and, indeed, indirect benefits.
Interstate trade runs on the ratio of 4: 1; that is, four times the value Of produce coming into
Western Australia is returned. Clearly a national freight system in that sense is of more
importance to Eastern States' producers and exporters than it is to Western Australia.
Nevertheless, that link is essential to this State and no-one would suggest otherwise.
However, if one took $20 million-worth of profit from Westrail from that line what would be
the impact on other Westrail customers? The interstate business generates $40 million of
revenue - that is, about 20 per cent of Westrail's revenue - and is a significantly profitable
part of the business. Those profits are protected for five years, but what will be the impact
on users after five years? Westrail will not have that source of profit to cross-subsidise the
rest of its operations. If I were an agricultural producer and relied on Westrail to take my
grain to the market or to provide ferriliser to the farm, I would be concerned. The
implication of this, if it goes as the Government's reponi suggests, is that Westrail would not
be able to provide cross-subsidisation to agricultural users of the rail service. The
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implication of the National Rail Corporation for non-intrerstate routes is a higher cost for rail
transport - there is no doubt about that.
Mrs Beggs: That is not demonstrated.
Mr C.I. BARNETT: Perhaps it is not demonstrated, but it is a clear implication. If the
Government took the profit centre out of the State rai] system, in this case the interstate trade,
it would take away any formi of cross-subsidisacion into the rest of its operations. There can
be no doubt that, unless some radical reforms were achieved, the implication is that other
Westrail services will pay the price. I would be most concerned at this proposal if I were a
fanner.
Mr Cowan: They are.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: They will pay more for rail services in five years' time.
The other implication is that of Western Australian producers selling products into the
Eastern States. An example, which is no longer current, is Chamberlain Holdings Ltd. That
company considered whether it should relocate its tractor production somewhere else in
Australia and went through complicated investigations to see where was the cheapest place
in Australia from which to ship its product. That was Western Australia, because the
company was able to take advantage of back rates. What will happen to back races, which
are an advantage to Western Australian manufacturers and exporters? Under this legislation
will they lose their advantage? It is far more likely that there will be some sort of uniforn
tariff and that Western Australian exporters and manufacturers will lose that commercial
advantage of relatively cheap back rates on rail services. I do not know if anything in this
Bill protects that, but I doubt it. At the moment the market gives WA producers and
manufacturers a benefit. I am willing to bet that under the National Rail Corpoation
Agreement Bill Western Australia will lose what little advantage it gets out of back rates.
The third indirect cost relates to State development as it affects the agriculture and mining
industries. The rail track from Kalgoorlie to Kewdale is effectively the spine of the rail
system and the spur lines work off that. As the member for Applecross; said, to get mineral
development in areas such as the north eastern goldfields and the Forrestania region that rail
system is critical. Western Australians need a Government that can negotiate directly with
producers and to do the sorts of deals that will allow projects to take place. Under this
proposal a Government in Western Australia will not have that freedom; the National Rail
Corporation will hold the whip hand. It will take one more tool of economic development
policy out of the hands of a Western Australian Government. That has a potential downside
and is one of the worst disadvantages of this legislation. The provision of rail services was
used progressively and successfully in Queensland in developing the economy of that State.
It is significant that the legislation has social implications, but I am willing to say that the
Government must wear them, bearing in mind that it wants to see a national rail freight
corporation come into place- It is the conditions under which that happens, not the event, to
which the Opposition objects. It will cause disruption and social dislocation. Our
understanding is that the rail unions strongly support the Liberal Party's position. T1hey want
to see a National Rail Corporation come into being but on terms and conditions that are
attractive to Western Australia. They want to see ultimate control stay in Western Australia.
I find it somewhat ironic that earlier today the Premier boasted during question time that she
would mount a High Court challenge against the goods and services tax on some sort of
States' rights basis. That is the same Premier who effectively signed ant agreement to hand
over one-fifth of Westrail's operations to the National Rail Corporation and signed away the
right of the Western Australian Government to dictate and control development policy. I am
not taking a passionate States' rights position here. However, if the Premier were consistent
about what she said about the goods and services tax which is another debate, she should be
consistent here and should be fighting to bring about the National Rail Corporation in a way
which does not mean surrendering control of WA's rail system. We need to control that
system, not for some parochial States' rights reason, but to facilitate development in this
State. The rail system is an important tool of development which this Government is about
to hand out of this State.
Mrs Beggs: Would you subsidise the rail rate for a development project? That is what you
are saying.
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not saying that, but it is not such a foolish notion. It is far better to
assist development projects through infrastructure than it is through all of the two bob
schemes that the Government promotes. It may not be a bad thing for a Government to
decide chat part of a State agreement would be to give rail concessions in the initial years.
That would be up-front.
Mrs Beggs: If the State thought it was necessary to give a rail concession, it could negotiate
that with the National Rail Corporation.
Mr C.I. BARNBTr: Maybe it could. However, I am suggesting that once we are in this, we
are in for good. Under this agreement, the National Rail Corporation will hold effective
control over the lines in Western Australia. It will have the superior position. The
negotiations will be dictated by its requirements on the tracks. It will take away the freedom
to negotiate anything a future Government may want to negotiate. For example, we may be
able to have a different scenario. There is nothing in the nature of a natural monopoly about
a railway engine and rolling stock. The part of the natural monopoly element which may fit
rightly within public control and/or public ownership is the rail system itself. What is wrong
with, in the future, an agricultural cooperative running its own trains on the State rail system?
What is wrong with a mining company running its private trains on the State rail system in
the future? What is wrong with negotiating that? That is not a foreign concept; it is common
throughout the world. It is the sort of genuine microeconomic reform we should be looking
at. Just as we talk about private power stations sending electricity through the transmission
system, why not have private trains and rolling stock on a publicly owned system. That
would be true competition. How possible will that be as a genuine State development policy
for the future when the National Rail Corporation has control?
Mrs Beggs: What you are saying is that the attitude of the National Rail Corporation will not
be in the best interests of Australia.
Mr C.J. BARLNET7: Its attitude will be in the best interests of interstate freight. That is its
task.
Mrs Beggs: You said that Governments should be giving concessions.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Could.
Mrs Beggs: Do you support corporatisation of Government trading enterprises or
commercialisation?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister has used two different terms. I challenge her to define the
difference or to distinguish them from privatisation. The point is that a range of managerial
reforms can take place. My view is that corporatisation and commercialisation are very
much a second best solution to privatisation. It is a halfway house.
Mrs Beggs: I know you support privatisation, but you were talking about concessions on rail
freight which will be provided by the State Government -

Mr C.. BARNETT: Could be.
Mrs Beggs: - but, if there is commercialisation of a Government trading enterprise like
Westrail, I would expect that it would prevent the Government from saying, "You will
deliver the freight task at a certain rate" because it could not be done. The Government
would have to find another way to provide the incentive for that company to develop the
manufacturing industry because the Government wrading enterprise, whether Westrail or the
Water Authority, would have to operate on a purely commercial basis. Therefore, your
argument loses strength.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It does not. A corporatised-commercialised Westrail would have a
corporate goal, not explicit, to protect its market position. It would want to protect its local
monopoly. Any company would. It may not be in the public interest, but it is logical from a
self-interest corporate view. However, the public interest may be better served by having
competition from multiple users.
Mrs Beggs: That is a different issue.
Mr C.J. BARNETIT: No, it is the sort of issue that a forward looking Government should be
thinkting about into the 1990s. This Government is not looking at that type of development
and the way it can be facilitated in the future. We have a crisis in this State in providing
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infrastructure. It is very expensive and difficult to provide. It will need lateral solutions.
The Government is experiencing that with power generation and it applies equally to a water
supply to the goldfields. These infrastructure problems cannot be solved in traditional ways.
That is one way of tackling the transport infrastructure issue. There may be better ways.
However, I am concerned about the closing of that option and the taking away of the ability
for the Government to be a leader in chat area and giving it to the National Rail Corporation.
Mrs Beggs: That means that this Government should never lose control. It should never
have Government trading enterprises that are commercialised or corporatised because that
would take thern out of the sphere of Government influence.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is an entirely different argument. Contrary to popular opinion, I
am one of the greatest defenders of a role for Government in various commercial activities
because I believe I understand what is the appropriate role of Government. However, that is a
different debate.
The objectives of the National Rail Corporation are admirable. They are in the national and
this State's interests. We want to see it come into being and succeed. However, we want to
see it succeed in a way chat does not impinge upon the finances of Wescrail and the State and
in a way that does not limit future development options for Western Australia. It can be done
in a better way. It could be done through enabling State legislation, even on generous
commercial terms, giving the corporation full access to the track, Kewdale facilities, rolling
stock and whatever it wants. The point of this debate is whether Western Australia can eat
its cake and have it too. It can have both. Why do we not do it? We do not have to
compromise or limit the National Rail Corporation. We can keep our options open and have
our cake and eat it too. Why would the Government be so foolish not do it? I am at a loss to
understand why.
On behalf of the member for Applecross I wish to place on record the appreciation of
members of the Opposition for the briefings officers of the National Rail Corporation
provided for the Opposition, for the open way the information was provided, and for the
legal advice they have made available. Its public response to us has been exemplary and we
appreciated it.
MR MacKIINNON (Jandakot) [10.10 pm]: I make a brief contribution to this debate
because I and the Liberal Party support the concept of a national rail service across Australia
run by one organisation, with the objectives of improving the service and efficiency,
providing better competition to the other transport services, and allowing microeconomic
reforms, as referred to in the Minister's speech. I have been calling for such a reform to the
Indian Pacific rail service, which I think is 20 years behind the times but which could be, if
handled properly, leading not just the recovery of the rail system of Australia, but also
providing a major impetus to tourism across the length and breadth of Australia, and
particularly Western Australia.
However, I do not support a sell off of the State's rail assets in a manner that is not clear.
The Minister tonight while debating this Bill cannot give a detailed response or an analysis
of what will happen. Nor am I prepared to support a system that will allow the Eastern
States to dominate our interests. I have listened carefully to the speeches made in tonight's
debate and one of the best, if not the best, was made by the member for Geraldton. I urge the
Minister for Transport to heed carefully his comments about how Eastern States' interests
dominate Western Australian interests in this type of situation. That undoubtedly will
happen with the new corporation. Neither am I prepared to support a situation with an open-
ended agreement which will almost certainly see Western Australia's intrastate as well as
interstate rail service taken over by the Commonwealth by the year 2000. That is almost
inevitable, and in those circumstances we shall not have a Westrail system run by Western
Australia carrying any freight whatsoever. It will be a national rail freight system. Why do I
say that?
I refer members to the Minister's second reading speech and the contents of the Bill. Ihe
Minister said in the second reading speech in November 1991 -

I emphasise, however, that, in relation to Western Australia, the NRC will be
providing only interstate rail freight services. While the agreement provides for the
NRC to operate intrastate services this can be done only with the formal approval of
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the relevant Stare and only on a commercial basis. The Government has no intention
of asking the NRC to operate intrastate rail services in Western Australia.

When I read that comment and went to a couple of briefings and questioned the people
involved, I recognised that from the implementation of this agreement it will not be
necessary in future for it to come back to the Parliament to be amended. The Minister of the
day, whoever that might be, will be able to alter the form of the agreement and cede
intrastate rail freight services to the Commonwealth Government, if that is the Government's
wish, without referral to this Parliament. I find it quite astounding that the Minister should
come to this Parliament with such a proposition. The Premier of Western Australia spoke
today in question time, when trying to cast aspersions on the Leader of the Opposition, as
though she is the great fighter and protector of Western Australian State rights, but she has
signed an agreement that has not just sold out our interstate nail service on a basis I do not
find appropriate, but is almost certainly indicating that she intends to do it in future in a way
that -

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I draw your attention, Mr Speaker, to the state of the House, and to the
fact that not one Minister is present in the Chamber.
The SPEAKER: Is the member drawing my attention to the fact that there are no Ministers
in the Chamber, when I can see five Ministers, or does he want me to ring the bells for a lack
of a quorum?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not believe there is a quorum.
Mr D.L. Smith: I hope that Hansard shows that one National Party member and three
Liberal Party members are in the Chamber at present.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is arguably the most important legislation to be debated in the
Parliament this session.
A Government member: Then get some of your members into the Chamber.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have been carrying this Parliament for the whole session.
[Quomum formed.]

Debate Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: I refer to the report of the National Rail Freight Corporation State
Steering Committee to the Minister for Transport on this matter, dated March 1991. A
person who had read the recommendations of this committee would shake his head in
absolute amazement if he heard that the Minister and the Premier had arced to sign the
document before us in the Bill in the light of that advice. The document states at page 9 -

As a result the ultimate effect on equity shares of the transfer of assets cannot be
determined but the result could be that equity shares come to predominantly reflect
assets contributed by the larger rail system.

That is the truth. Western Australia has a minority interest and will have no effective say in
the conduct of the corporation. This will favour States such as New South Wales and
Victoria. The Minister had the temerity during the debate to ask why the Opposition
opposed the agreement, bearing in mind that Nick G~reiner supported it. Why would he not
support it? He has just been bailed out and, as this document points out, the States of New
South Wales and Victoria are significantly favoured by the agreement. The report also
states -

It is considered that Western Australia should oppose the principle of transferring
assets for equity until some indication of the mechanics and likely outcome of the
process is available.

As I said in my earlier comments, that is still not the case. It is still not available. The report
continues -

Passing control of the permanent way to the NRFC could present real operational and
financial risks to Westrail's intrastate freight and passenger services. While
acknowledging the NRFC's view, a more satisfactory position would be for the
NRFC to negotiate running rights on the track from Westrail.
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The report is saying that if Western Australia enters this agreement on the basis outlined in
the Bill, Western Australia's passenger and intrastate freight services will be at risk. As the
member for Applecross said, the document states that even on the best financial analysis the
system may break even. I do not believe that will occur. If it does not break even, not only
shall we miss out intrastate freight and passenger services because they will lose more money
as a consequence of the NRFC's imposition, but also we must again kick the can and pay
money.
Mir Shave: How long before you get uniform rates on all rail tracks in Australia? Who will
pay for that? Western Australia and the primary producers in agriculture and mining.
Mr MacKINNON: That is the point I was about to make: What will it be for? It will be to
prop up the consumers - the freight users - of New South Wales and Victoria.
The SPEAKER: Order! I point out to members that there have now been eight or nine
speakers on this matter and 1 do not think I am wrong in saying that each and every one of
them has raised that point. We are reaching the stage of tedious repetition. That is not to say
that the member should not raise it; however, he should not dwell an it but should move to
other matters.
Mr MacKINNON: I will not dwell on it, Mr Speaker, but the report of the NREC State
Steering Committee to the Minister for Transport has been referred to only by the member
for Applecross and I want to use it to reinforce the most important point; that is, that this
agreement is not in the best interests of Western Australia in the future. In fact, in the form
in which it has been signed it will be to our great cost. The agreement went on to say on
page 13 -

However there are real operational and financial risks to Westrail -

Again it talks about risk -

- (and presumably other rail systems) if the NRFC has control of the permanent way.
For example intrastate freight and passenger services operating over these lines could
well be given lower transit priorities resulting in cost penalties and potential revenue
losses. In the total, the volume and revenue of these other traffics using die line (eg
grain, bulk ores, general freight, inter and intrastate passenger) is very substantial and
important to the State's finances.

That report speaks for itself. It is not in the best interests of Western Australia to enter into
this agreement. I could understand it if the Government were to come to us tonight with an
agreement like that which was the subject of our debate on the Australian Securities
Commission, where every other State had agreed to a common agreement; but that is not the
case. Queensland has shown that a State can enter into this arrangement and can prescribe to
the National Rail Corporation without selling its soul in the process.
Mr Lewis: And do a better deal. Queensland was not an initial signatory. It stood back and
came in after the fact, and did a far better deal.
Mir MacKINNON: That is absolutely right. I can put that down to only two things: Either
the Premier and the Minister, when they concluded the agreement, were badly advised; or
they were so politically and commercially naive as to sell the State down the drain. Probably
that is the reason, or it could be that it is the philosophical view of this Government, as a
socialist Labor Government, that centralisation of power and control is the best way to go.
After all, that is the philosophy which underpins the Labor Party. Either way, I want it to be
placed quite clearly on the record that I will not support or vote in favour of this Bill in this
form. It is an agreement that is against the best interests of Western Australia and, as I said
earlier, I predict that by the year 2000 this State will no longer have control over its rail
system. That will be a very dark day indeed for the future of our State's economy, which
was largely built in the first half of this century on the rail system throughout the State.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!
MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Transport) [10.23 pm]: I thank members for their
contributions to the debate on the second reading of the National Rail Corporation
Agreement Bill 1991, which is a very important piece of legislation. Several members
referred to the report prepared by the NRFC State Steering Committee, which made
recommendations into a report of the National Rail Freight Initiative Task Force. It is very
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important to put that into context. It is true that that report made recommendations which
were estimated to have an adverse effect on Westrail and the Government's financial
position of $105 million over five years, but in a statement made to the Parliament on
28 March 1991 the Premier reaffirmed that the task force's proposals were not acceptable to
Western Australia and that further work was needed to develop acceptable recommendations.
Every speaker tonight has supported the principle, the concept and the objectives of a
National Rail Corporation. One argument I have not been able to understand is that which
says that, because there will be a revenue loss to Westrail of $20 million a year when it is
estimated that there will be a resulting boost to the national economy of $1.2 billion, Western
Australia should not become a shareholder in the National Rail Corp~oration:
Mr C.J. Barnett: Whose is the $1.2 billion?

Mrs BEGGS: That is the estimate.
Mr C.J. Barnett: But where is it? To whom does it belong - the Government, Westrail, the
people?
Mrs BEGGS: It belongs to the people of Australia. It is one thing to argue a loss in revenue
to a Government agency as against what is in the best interests of the users all over
Australia -

Mr Lewis interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: No, and I resent the fact that it was said here that I am just kowtowing to what
is proposed by the Federal Government.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You started to fight and then gave up. That was the mistake.
Mrs BEGGS: No, I did not give up. It was said that I was selling out to the other States and
looking after the interests only of New South Wales and Victoria. Members would know
that not once but on many occasions when I have attended Ministerial Council and advisory
council meetings, when 1 have known that we have had a position to protect and where it
could not be demonstrated that there were huge national benefits, I have voted against those
proposals.
Returning to the statement made by the Premier on 28 March 1991, she said that further
work was needed to develop acceptable recommendations. That further work was done and
equity and funding issues were undertaken by a committee of officials of the various States
and the Commonwealth, as was mentioned by the member for Kingsley. The report of that
committee proposed arrangements very different from those proposed by the task force, and
they were the arrangements which formed the basis of the agreement signed by the Premier
in July 1991.
It is true, and it is something I have stated in my meetings with the National Rail Corporation
and in my discussions with Westrail, that I find it very difficult to come into the Parliament
with legislation where some of the questions are impossible to answer. However, we do
many things based on what we believe are best estimates of what a position will be in three,
five, seven, 10 or 15 years' time. The member for Jandakot said that he was very supportive
of the concept of a single operator for the Indian Pacific service.
Mr MacKinnon: Preferably a private operator.
Mrs BEGGS: That is not a position I support, but that has not been an easy decision for us to
make either, in terms of what the position will be for Western Australia. I support the
concept, but some risks are attached to it; but the member is wholeheartedly supporting that
without thinking of the ramifications in 10 years' time.
Mr Lewis: We are critical of you because of (he commercial naivety you have shown in the
deal you have struck.
Mrs BEGGS: That is a reflection not just on me but also on all the people involved. The
member for Applecross is talking about people in Treasury, Westrail and the Department of
Transport. They did not sign the agreement.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Those four or five members who are vociferously interjecting in a
deliberate attempt to override the speech being made by the Minister should cease, and
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should recall the respect they were accorded by the Minister when they were contributing to
this debate.
Mrs BEG3GS: The equity and funding arrangements in the agreement include aspects with
particular reference to protecting Westrail's financial position for five years and a much
reduced equity contribution for Western Australia, which overcome all the concerns
highlighted in the steering committee's March 1991 report. A potential loss to Westrail of
$20 million a year has not been a secret. It was identified early and has been discussed and
debated.
Mir Lewis: It has been secret.
Mrs BEGGS: It has not.
Mr Lewis: Do you know how we found it? It was through that document which fell off the
back of a truck. You did not make it available to us.
Mrs BEGGIS: The agreement insulates Westrail from any such loss for five years.
Mr C.J. Barnett: What will happen after five years, which is not very long in the
development of the State's economy?
Mrs BEGCS: Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition have a crystal ball? Has he
purchased shares in any company?
Mr C.J. Barnett: Not of this type.
Mrs BEGGS: Has he purchased shares in any company? I am sure he has.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Of course.
Mrs BEGGS: On what basis did he decide to buy those shares?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I fail to see the relevance.
Mrs BEGGS: It is very relevant.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Obviously for the purpose of capital gain.
Mrs BEGGS: The member would have made a decision on the basis of the best information
available to him at the time. Whenever one takes an equity share in anything, one can make
that decision only based on what one considers the position will be in three, seven, 10 or 15
years' time. However, no guarantees are available of what that position will be. That is why
the Premier and 1, on the advice of Treasury, Westrail and Department of Transport experts,
made that decision. I do not profess to be a guru in this area, but I respect the advice
received.
Mr Lewis: It is not altogether true. A number of people did not think we should have joined
the scheme.
Mrs BEGGS: After five years have passed the potential loss to Westrail will be offset by
reductions which will have been achieved in Westrail's fixed and overhead costs. These will
reflect the changes in Westrail's freight tasks and ongoing efficiencies and by the value of
the State's equity holding in the NRC.
The member for Geraltiton raised questions about South Australia and Queensland.
However, the position with those States is totally different. South Australia has virtually no
interstate rail, and what it has is operated by Australian National.
Mr Wiese: We will be like that soon.
Mrs BEGGS: But the member supports this proposal. The member for Jandakot said that
the NRC could take over intrastate rail without reference to Parliament. However, for that to
happen two things would be required: First, State Government approval of the move; and
second, legislation introduced to refer that power to the Commonwealth. That relates to the
power to hold shares in a company which operates intrastate. The other States did not
include that provision in their legislation and gave that power to the NRC.
Mr MacKinnon: That is not what the Bill says.
Mrs BEGGS: It is exactly what it says.
Mr MacKinnon: Where?
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Mrs BEGGS: I cannot find it now.
Mr MacKinnon: The clause does not say that, and your speech did not say that.
Mrs BEGGS: Yes it did. Another question was raised about stamp duty. I am advised -

Mr Bloffwitch: I was working from the second reading speech.
Mrs BEGGS: Assets transferred to the NRC under transport orders, as specified in the
legislation, will not be liable to State taxes which would normally be payable had the assets
been transferred by some other instrument. Therefore, the legislation requires the Minister to
ensure that, before making a transport order, arrangements are made for payment to the State
for the amount of State taxes forgone.
To their credit, all members referred to the issue of social dislocation as a result of people not
being required for the NRC's task. That has been a matter of concern to me and I have tried
hard to address the matter with representatives of various workers in those locations. It is
very difficult to know exactly what a situation will be with workers in various locations.
However, where employees are identified as being surplus to ongoing requirements in a
particular location, and the workers do not wish to take the option of voluntary severance or
redeployment or alternative Government employment, they will be transferred to similar
employment in Wesirail. Where employment is different, appropriate training will be
provided. Generous relocation and transfer arrangements are in place in Westrail.
Mr Lewis: Who picks up the bill?
Mrs BEGGS: It will be picked up by Westrail. As a State, do we have a responsibility in
these matters?
Mr Bloffwitch: To look after our interests.
Mrs BEGGS: Exactly. We also have a responsibility as a Government and a Parliament to
look after the interests of the nation. Ministers of the Crown have such a responsibility, and
it amazes me that people who are so anxious to shift sides in this Parliament and to occupy
the Treasury benches always take a parochial view. Members opposite accuse the
Government of not being visionary and not helping to put in place the right climate for
business to develop and prosper, yet -

Mir Lewis: You are worried about Eastern States' traffic and not that coming across.
Mrs BEGGS: We are worried about ensuring that we have a rail system that can compete
with road, and also offer to its users a reliable and competitive form of transport. If that is
wrong, members opposite should think again.
I could go through all the provisions which apply to Westrail workers regarding transfer and
relocation arrangements. I will give the Leader of the National Party a few examples. An
employee who is transferred from Merredin to Forrestfield upon the implementation of the
NRC agreement will be eligible for the following relocation and transfer benefits: A
minimum of eight weeks' notice of transfer; the cost of relocating furniture and personal
effects; $420 to cover accelerated depreciation on effects because of transfer, out of pocket
expenses and 50 per cent for meals for physical relocation; no lost time for pay purposes for
two days either side of movement for packing and unpacking; and a resettlement allowance
which will provide between $1 140 for an employee without a spouse and $2 280 for an
employee with a spouse and $383 for each dependant child. Those points are important in
recognising that Westrail has a good policy regarding ensuring that those employees -

Mr Nicholls: For those who have a job, but not for those who will lose a job.
Mrs BEGG3S: We have given an absolute commitment that nobody will be made to retire
compulsorily. Opposition will always arise to redeployment, but options are available to
transfer within Westrail, along with redundancy arrangements. That is the choice of the
worker. No forced retrenchments will occur as a result of the implementation of the NRC. I
gave the workers that commitment, which I am sure they respect.
Of course, some social impacts will be involved to towns like Merredin, and I am
sympathetic to that.
Mr Cowan: We need more than your sympathy.
Mrs BEGGS: The Leader of the National Party has asked for certain commitments. These
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are the kind of commitments that I could simply give now to the Parliament, but I cannot
legislate for such commitments because no guarantees exist in any areas regarding how many
people will be employed. As the member indicated, in private enterprise people are
dismissed every day because of economic circumstances or the transferring of operations out
of the State.
It is impossible for the Government to give a commitment that an agency will provide a
stable work force in any town. However, this Government has addressed that issue as much
as possible and has taken it into account when making decisions. At the same time I am sure
the Leader of the National Party understands also that the other aspect of problems in the
rural areas, such as his constituency, is to ensure that Westrail becomes more efficient. It is
important to ensure that grain and fertiliser rates can remain at a reasonable level. It is
difficult to find a balance between those problems, However, I emphasise that I will be
ensuring that once the decisions are made by the National Rail Corporation about who will
be required in the various locations, the people who will be surplus to requirements will be
dealt with by either Westrail or the NRC in a dignified and responsible manner. The
Government will do its best to ensure that the impact on those people is minimnised as much
as possible.
Mr Lewis: Did you tell the railway unions at a gathering that the Liberal Party would fall
into line and support this legislation?
Mrs BEGGS: No.
Mr Lewis: Yes you did.
Mrs BEGGS: I did not. I do not know how I could have said that, I said that I thought
Parliament would pass the legislation.
Mr Lewis: You said the Liberal Party.
Mr Pearce: The Minister probably said she thought the Liberal Party would show some
sense.
Mrs BEGGS- I said that my understanding was that the Parliament of Western Australia
would pass the legislation. I did not ask members of the Liberal Party how the party was
going to vote. I arranged for members to be briefed.
Mr Lewis: I am referring to only a fortnight ago at Kewdale.
Mrs BEGGS: I said that the Parliament would pass the legislation.
Mr Lewis: We don't like your assuming what the Liberal Party might do.
Mrs BEGGS: By a slip of the tongue I might have said the Liberals, but I did say that I was
fairly confident chat the Parliament would pass the legislation. Other issues were raised
during the second reading debate which I will not address now. I understand that some of
them will be raised during Committee when I will address them. I am very pleased that the
National Party will support the legislation. It is sensible and visionary and I believe that the
national benefits will outweigh some of the disadvantages which may be felt by Westrail in
the short term. I am confident that the corporation will provide enormous benefits to the
nation. If we are to have a viable rail industry in Australia, whether freight or passenger, it is
essential that we solve same of the major problems. If the National Rail Corporation will
benefit New South Wales and Victoria, of course the nation will benefit. This State cannot
afford to address only the parochial issues whenever these matters arise,
Mr Shave: You say all the time that Western Australia does not get a fair go and this is
another example of that.
Mrs BEGGS: Of course I say that. In this instance I am supporting the establishment of the
National Rail Corporation because I think it will benefit not only New South Wales and
Victoria but also, in the long term, Western Australia. The Leader of the National Party
pointed out that it would benefit Western Australia and be of enormous benefit to land
bridging. As the Minister for Transport I have responsibility to be a little visionary about
these matters. I thank the Leader of the National Panty for sharing that view.

Division
Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Catania
Mr Cowan
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop

Mr CJ. Barneu
MrfBlamke
Mr Bloffwitch
Mr Court

Mr Graham
Mr Grill
Mis Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr House
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough

Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr Lewis
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes (26)
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper
Mir DL. Smith
Mr PS. Smith

Noes (14)
Mr MoNee
Mr Nicholls
Mr Shave
Mr Fred Tubby

MrThomas
Dr Watson
Mr Wies
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Mr Wa
Mr Bradshaw (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Taylor
Mr Leahy
Dr Edwards
Mr Troy
Dr Lawrence

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second rime.

Rouse adjourned a: 10.48 pm

Mr Minson
Mr Strickland
Mr Kierath
Mr Clarko
Mr Omodei
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

RETIREMENT VILLAGES ACT - RETIREMENT VILLAGE INDUSTRY CODE OF
PRACTICE

Industry Representatives Consultations - Industry Input and Continent Report
964. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) With respect to the Retirement Villages Act 1992 and the accompanying
Retirement Village Industry Code of Practice -

(a) which industry representatives were consulted with respect to the
above legislation and code of practice;

(b) what were their comments?
(2) (a) Is there a report or some other document available which summarises

industry input and comment;
(b) if so. how can it be obtained?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) (a) The Retirement Villages Association and the Voluntary Care

Association - now known as Aged Care Australia Inc.
(b) Their comments were provided over a period of four years in written

submissions to me and at regular meetings of the retirement villages
consultative committee. The committee, which I chaired, provided an
ongoing forum for industry to put its views on the developing draft
retirement villages Bill and code of practice.

(2) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable.
TRANSPORT, DEPARTMENT OF - TRAVERS MORGAN

South-West Perth Metropolitan Region Transport Study
1012. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has the Department of Transport in the past two or more years commissioned
the consultancy group Travers Morgan to undertake a study of transport in the
south-west Perth metropolitan region?

(2) If yes, will the Minister table in the Parliament the text and recommendations
as reported?

(3) If no to (2), why not?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Travers Morgan has undertaken two transport studies in the south west Perth

metropolitan region. The first study titled the "South West Corridor
Community Transport Study' was undertaken in mid 1990 with the
recommendations submitted to the Department of Transport in November of
that year. The study focused on the provision of transport services for those
sections of the community defined by the consultant as "trarnsport
disadvantaged'. The recommendations of the study were condensed into a
summary paper that was distributed to local authorities and community groups
within the study area. The second study titled "South West Metropolitan
Transport Planning Study" was a preliminary investigation of the transport
strategies available to manage transport demand in the region over the next 25
to 30 years. The study report was made public in February 1992.

I have arranged for the summary of the "South West corridor Community
Transport Study" and the report on the "South West Metropolitan Planning
Study" to be tabled.
[See paper No 342.]
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RAILWAYS - SUBURBAN PASSENGER RAIL SERVICES
Arrival Times

1023. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Transport:
(1) What percentage of the new suburban trains arrive -

(a) between 0 and 1 minute early;
(b) between 1 and 2 minutes early;
(c) greater than 3 minutes early;
(d) between 0 and I minute late;
(e) between 1 and 2 minutes late;

(f) greater than 3 minutes late;
(g) on time, defined as -

(i) within 5 seconds of the scheduled time;
(ii) within 10 seconds of the scheduled time?

(2) At which stations were these figures compiled?
(3) (a) Are these the latest figures to be collected;

(b) if not, why not?
(4) Why do so few trains arrive on time as defined in (1)?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(l)lnformation is not collected in the form requested, but I can advise the member as

follows -

Timekeeping statistics used for Transperib's suburban passenger rail services
are consistent with those used for other international systems.
Target reliability for the suburban service is 97 per cent of trains arriving
within three minutes of scheduled time.
For the week ending 22 August 1992 -

3.0 per cent of services arrived three to five minutes late. 1.3 per cent
of services arrived more than five minutes late; and .15 per cent of
services were cancelled. This represents 1.45 per cent below the target
which I still believe is an excellent result in that these statistics
translate into 2 582 on time trains out of a possible 2 702. There are
no systems known which measure delays to a matter of seconds.

(2) The figures are completed at Perth, Arrnadale, Fremantle and Midland for
every trip.

(3) Yes. On time statistics are reviewed daily and collated weekly.
(4) Answered by (1) above.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER ACT - AMENDMENTS
Parliamentary Commissioner's Jurisdiction Extension

1044. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Will legislation be presented during the current Session of Parliament to

amend the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971 so as to broaden the
Parliamentary Commissioner's jurisdiction?

(2) If not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(2)

Legislation is currently being prepared. With the Opposition's cooperation in
managing the business of the Parliament it may be possible to debate the
legislation this year.
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TAXI-CAR CONTROL ACT - REVIEW
Completion Date

1046. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Has the review of the Taxi-Car Control Act 1985 yet been completed?
(2) If not, when is it expected to be completed?
(3) If it has been completed, when will the report be made public?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) No.
(2) 1 expect to receive the BDO Nelson Parkhill report on the review of the Taxi

Car Control Act later this year.
(3) Not applicable.

SPENT CONVICTIONS ACT - PROCLAMATION
1047. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Justice:

(1) Has the Spent Convictions Act 1988 yet been proclaimed?
(2) When was the Act passed through the Parliament?
(3) If the Act has yet to be proclaimed, why is this so?
Mr DL. SMITH replied:
(1) Yes, on I July 1992.
(2) December 1988.
(3) The delay in proclaiming the Act arose from the need to put the appropriate

procedures and resources in place within the Police Ministry arnd the need to
identify what areas of employment would still require disclosure.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS - MINISTERIAL
RESPONSIBILITY

Six Pilot Projects for Unemployed
1051. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister representing the Minister for Education,

Employment and Training:
(1) Which Minister is responsible for the Western Australia Youth Conservation

Corps?
(2) Which are the six pilot projects involving 90 long-term unemployed people

under the age of 25 thai will be set up this year?
(3) Who determines the projects upon which the young people will work?
(4) Who determines, and on what basis, the people who will participate in these

courses?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education, Employment and Training has provided the
following reply -

(1) Minister for Employment and Training.
(2) Five projects have been approved at this stage for 75 participants -

Westrek: restoration of the East Perth Cemetery
Parkerville Children's Home: bush regeneration and tree planting
program
Men of the Trees: training in all aspects of the planting cycle
Murray Job Link: modernisation of drainage, protection of bushland
etc.
Greenhouse Corps: (Denmark) conservation and repair of land
damage.
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(3) Sponsor organisations identify and develop projects which are
submitted to the Department of Employment, Vocational Education
and Training for consideration and then to the Minister for approval.

(4) The sponsor organisations, in conjunction with the Department of
Employment. Vocational Education and Training, determine the
program's participants following referrals from local youth
organisations and the CES. Disadvantaged, unemployed young people
who will benefit most from the program are selected.

CAPE PERON STUDY - FINAL REPORT COMPLETION
1052. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Has the final report of the Cape Peron Study been completed?
(2) If not, when is it expected to be completed?
Mr DL. SMITH replied:
(1) No.
(2) It is expected the final report will be completed towards the end of this year.

TAXIS - LICENCE PLATES
Government Repurchase Intention

1056. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is it the Government's or any Government agency's intention to repurchase

taxi licence plates?
(2) If yes, what is the consideration or price of repurchasing such plates?
(3) If yes, what is the reason for the Government to expend over $100 million to

repurchase taxi licence plates?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(3)

Not applicable.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE - COMMUNITY FUNCTIONS
Electorate Campaigning Functions - Use of Taxpayers Funds Guidelines

1071. Mir COURT to the Premier:
What guidelines has the Premier implemented for herself and her Ministers'
use of taxpayers' funds to run community functions at Parliament House and
out in the electorates when these functions are used for campaigning
purposes?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Taxpayers' funds are not used for campaigning purposes.

HOMES WEST - HOUSING
Ages and Type, Rural and Metropolitan Areas

1080. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Housing:
Will the Minister provide a breakdown of -
(a) the ages;
(b) the type (i.e. asbestos/tile, brick/tile etc.),
of Homeswest homes -

(i) in the country;
(ii) in the metropolitan area?
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Mr McGINTY replied:
Homeswest is responsible for housing provided under the Commonwealth
State Housing Agreement, Government Employees Housing Act and
Industrial and Commercial Employees Act. The following breakdown is
inclusive of all housing controlled.
(a) Ages Country Metropolitan

0 -10 years 4680 7345
11-20 4683 3892
21-30 4048 7 155
31-40 1554 3799
41-50 1141 1894
50+ 74 70
Total 16 180 24 155

(b) Type Country Metropolitan
Asbestos Cement Cladding 6916 2338
Weatherboard on Dado, 317 267
Masonry Veneer 5 767 5 090
Full Masonry 2 107 1.5795
Transportable 257 8
Full Weatherboard 425 565
Others 391 92
Total 16 180 24 155

TOURISM - SKILLS DEVELOPMENT
Government Funding

1081. Mr COWAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Employment and
Training:

For each of the last three years, what has been the overall level of
Government funding for skills development for the tourism industry in
Western Australia?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Employment and Training has provided the following re-ply -

Direct Government funding for skills development in the tourism industry was
approximately $5 million, $5.9 million and $6.8 million respectively in the
last three years.

STATE DEVELOPMENT - REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITIES
Procedures for Appointment Involving Local Comm unities in Decisions

1084. Mr COWAN to the Minister for State Development:
What are the formal and informal procedures followed by the Government for
involving local communities in decisions to appoint or reappoint persons to
the various regional development authorities?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
In the capacity of Minister for State Development and Minister for Goldfields
I have responsibility for the Great Southern Development Authority and the
Goldfields- Esperance Development Authority. The procedures for
appointment to the Great Southern Development Authority are as follows -

All executive positions within the Great Southern Development
Authority are appointed in accordance with the Public Service Act.
All vacancies are advertised in the manner prescribed in
Administrative Instructions. The chairman, deputy chairmakn and other
non-executive board members are appointed by me. While there is no
formal procedure prescribed, the board maintains a balance of local
govern ment and community leaders. The chairman is asked to provide
a list of possible candidates whenever a casual vacancy occurs. While
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not a statutory requirement advertisements for nominations to the
board have been placed in local newspapers, when vacancies have
arisen. The non-executive advisory committee selection procedures
are formalised by the GSDA Act and are implemented as prescribed
under section 25 of the Act.

The procedures for appointment to the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority are as follows -

All executive positions within the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority are appointed in accordance with the Public Service AcL.
All vacancies are advertised in the manner prescribed in
Administrative Instructions. The chairman, deputy chairman and other
non-executive board members are appointed by me. While there is no
formal procedure prescribed, the board maintains a balance of local
government and community leaders. The chairman is asked to provide
a list of possible candidates whenever a casual vacancy occurs. While
not a statutory requirement advertisements for nomination to the board
were placed in local newspapers prior to the establishment of the
current board. The non-executive advisory committee selection
procedures are formalised by the GEDA Act and are implemented as
prescribed under section 25 of' the Act.

ANIMAL WELFARE COMMITTEE - MEMBERSHIP
Current Issues Consideration

1086. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Who is on the Animal Welfare Committee?
(2) What issues are the Committee currently considering?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) The committee members are -

Dr Alan Purcell - Chairman - Superintendent of Animal
University of Western Australia;
Mr Ian Cowie - Department of Local Government;
Ms Karen Lang - Australian and New Zealand Federation of
Inc;
Mr John Allent - Percare Information & Advisory Service;
Mrs Susan Lewis - WA Animal Ethics Group;
Ms Ruby Benjamin - The Ruby Benjamin Animal
Sterilisation;
Ms S. Carryer - Humane Society of WA Inc;
Dr Don Harris - community representative;
Mr Ken Pech - WA Municipal Association;
Dr Paul Psaila-Savona - Health Department;
Mr Geoff Griffiths - Department of Agriculture;
Mr Eric Ball - RSPCA;
Dr Dianne Hopkins - Australian Veterinary Association;
Mr Allen Clarke - WA Farmers Federation;
Mr David Roberts - Pastoralists & Graziers Association; and
Ms Lyla Elliott - community representative.

Facilities at the

Animal Societies

Foundation for

(2) The committee is currently reviewing the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Act as its first task.

FAMILIES - MARRIAGE GUIDANCE OR FAMILY CRISIS COUNSELLING
Non-Governent Organisations Assistance - Governent Agency Services

1098. Mr COWAN to the Minister for the Family:
(1) Which non-Government organisations currently receive State Government

assistance for the provision of marriage guidance or family crisis counselling?
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(2) Which State Government agencies currently provide counselling for a family
that is at risk of breaking up?

(3) How many of those in (1) or (2) provide the service in country areas?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Marriage Guidance Council
Centrecare - Perth
Centrecare - Bunbury
Communicare
Family Care & Counselling
Treloar Family Counselling
Pilbara Mobile Counselling
Central Agcare
Geraldion Family Counselling
Mobile Counselling
Southern Agcare
The following groups received marriage education grants in 1992 -

Hedland Multicultural Association 11 940
Kinway 15000
Life in Focus 15 000
Wesley Central Mission 15000
YWCA 19886
Australian Association for Marriage Education 2 000
Catholic Engaged Encounter 4000
Beldon Community Centre 9592
Marriage Guidance WA 30000
Goad Shepherd Care 3 000
Outcare 6952
Community Creche & Neighbourhood Centre 10 000
Catholic Migrant Centre 5 000
Centecare 10000D
Midland Debt Counselling 4000
Shiloh Faith Centre 2 300
Ministry to the Newly Married 2 000
Anglican Engaged Encounter 2 500
Catholic Diocese Bunbury 3 500
Karingal Neighbourhood Centre 3 300

(2) Family Court Counselling Service
Department for Community Services - Divisional Offices and Crisis Care.

(3) Of those groups in (1) above eight are based in the country. Of those in (2)
above the Family Court Counselling Service visits the country once a month
and I11 Department for Community Services divisions are based in the
country.

HOMES WEST - RENTAL VALUE OF HOUSES
Calculation Method - Private Rental Market Comparison

1099. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Housing:
(1) How does Homeswest calculate the rental value of its houses?
(2) Approximately what proportion of -

(a) metropolitan;
(b) country houses;
have a rental value that is -

(i) greater than;
(ii) less than
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comparable housing available for rental in the private rental market?
Mr McC3INTY replied:
(1) Horneswest cast rents are the maximum rent charged in accordance with the

Commonwealth State Housing Agreement. The cast rent is the rental charged
necessary to meet all the costs of providing, maintaining and servicing
Homeswesx rental accommodation including an allowance for depreciation.
These costs are spread aver the rental stock Statewide according to size and
type of accommodation. A property is also classified according to high,
medium, intermediate or low for each property type depending on the quality,
age or location of that property. The full Statewide cost rent is not applied in
some country regions because Homeswest cost rents are at or near market
rents.

(2) (a) The majority of metropolitan cost rents are below rents in the private
rental markets.

(b) The majority of country cost rents are at or near market rents. A new
methodology is being developed to allocate cost rents with better
regard to variations in housing and locations.

HOMES WEST - TENANTS
Income Tests Affected by War Service Pensions

1100. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Housing:
How many Homeswest tenants have their Homeswest income test affected by
their receiving a war service pension?

Mr McGINTY replied:
Homeswest currently has 2 203 tenants receiving a Veterans' Affairs pension.

STATE DEVELOPMENT - RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS
Any Agreement to a Feasibility Study into Value Adding Industries, Environmental

Rehabilitation of the Site and Breached by Company Concerned

1107. Mr COWAN to the Minister for State Development:
(1) Are there any current State resource development agreements that include an

agreement to establish or to conduct a feasibility study into -

(a) value adding industries in Western Australia;
(b) environmental rehabilitation of the site;
that has been breached by the company concerned?

(2) If yes, which ones?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Not to my knowledge.
(2) Not applicable.

STATE DEVELOPMENT - RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Environmental or Heritage Approval Procedures, Achievements to Speed Up or Simplify

1108. Mr COWAN to the Minister for State Development:
(1) What achievements have been made, since the Premier's WA Advantage

package was released, to speed up or simplify environmental or heritage
approval procedures for resource projects?

(2) What achievements are expected during the remainder of the current financial
year?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The Minister for the Environment has initiated a review of the Environmental

Protection Act and set up an independent panel to receive submissions and
provide advice to him. This advice will be available shortly. The Minister for
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Aboriginal Affairs has released draft legislation and guidelines for die
Aboriginal Heritage Act for public review ahead of finalisation of the draft.
The Office of Strategic State Projects has been set up within the Ministry of
the Premier and Cabinet with the clear mandate to cut through red tape
holding up projects.

(2) The Minister for the Environment will complete die review of die
Environmental Protection Act and prepare amendments required as a result of
the review. The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs will introduce the new
Aboriginal Heritage Act to the current session of Parliament. The Office of
Strategic State Projects will operate as intended to ensure that projects are not
delayed.

URANIUM - RESOURCES, WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Latest Assessment; Maps Tabling; Current Exploration Licences

1110. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Mines:
(1) What is the latest assessment of the State's uranium resource, both in volume

and in value?
(2) Will the Minister table a map showing the location of these resources?
(3) How many current exploration licences are being used to prospect for

uranium?
(4) Will the Mini~cer table a map showing the areas being explored for uranium?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) The current resource assessment for insitu contained uranium oxide. In the

measured and indicated categories is 96 000 tonnes with a further 52 000
tonnes in the inferred category. The in-ground value of the measured and
indicated resources at the current spot price is $2.3 billion.

(2) See attached map showing significant uranium deposits in Western Australia.
(3) Exploration licences are granted for all minerals. Therefore it is not possible

to definitively categorise activity specifically for one mineral commodity.
From August 1991 to August 1992, there were 54 exploration licences for
which expenditure was recorded as being for uranium exploration.

(4) See attached map of regions in which uranium exploration expenditure was
recorded in 1991-92.
[See paper No 343.]

URANIUM - EXPLORATION EXPENDITURE
11I11. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Mines:

What is the estimated amount expended by the mining industry in prospecting
for uranium in each of the last six years?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
Uranium exploration expenditure for Western Australia, as reported by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics, was -

$m
1986-87 14.2
1987-88 12.7
1988-89 10.0
1989-90 7.0
1990-91 7.4
1991 to March 1992 3.3

Note: The figure for 1988-89 is an estimate due to confidential reporting in
one quarter.
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URANIUM - KINTYRE DEPOSIT, CRA
Export Markets; Estimated Value - Veelirrie Deposit, Export Contract Renewal

1112. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Stare Development:
(1) (a) What were the export markers targeted by CRA in relation to its

Kintyre uranium deposit;
(b) what is the estimated value of these markets on current prices?

(2) (a) Can the export contracts relating to Western Mining's Yeelirrie
uranium deposit, that were put on hold when the Commonwealth
Government withheld the export permits in 1983, be renewed;

(b) if yes, what is the value of these contracts on current prices?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) (a)-(b) These questions are best directed at CRA.
(2) (a) The Government is aware that negotiations were taking place for

expont contracts for Western Mining's Yeelirrie uranium project.
However, these contracts were not finalised.

(b) Nor applicable.
TRADE UNIONS - MEMBERSHIP, A CONDITION OF EMPLOYMENT

Public Sector Workplaces List Tabling
1115. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

Will the Minister table a list of public sector workplaces where membership
of a trade union is a condition of employment?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
I am not aware of any public sector workplaces where membership of a trade
union is a condition of employment.

FAMILIES - BLENDED FAMILIES STATISTICS
1120. Mr COWAN to the Minister for the Family:

(1) Approximately how many families in Western Australia are blended families?
(2) What proportion is this of all families?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

The following information is from the State Government publication
"Families in Focus in Western Australia" (based on 1986 census).
(1) Approximately 11 180 (1986 census data).
(2) "Families in Focus" identifies that there are 372 826 families in

Western Australia. Of these 2.9 per cent are blended families (1986
census data).

The member may also wish to know that this number, 11 180 families, can
also be represented as 6.6 per cent of families with dependent children.

WOMEN'S ADVISORY COUNCIL - APPOINTMENT
Organisations or Agencies Representation

1123. Mr COWAN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests:
Which organisations or agencies are represented on or make
recommendations for appointment to the Women's Advisory Council?

Dr WATSON replied:
No organisations or agencies are represented on the Women's Advisory
Council. No organisations or agencies make recommendations for
appointments to the Women's Advisory Council. Nominations are called for
bi-annually from women in the community, and advertisements are placed in
The West Australian and the Sunday Times for two consecutive weeks.
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EDUCATION - FOUR YEAR OLDS
Preprimnary Schools - Places

1130. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
As in the document "Education and Training Foundations for the Future' it
states "the Government will ensure four year olds have places in appropriate
programs which are supported by flexible services to meet the changing needs
of families" -

(a) does this mean there will be places made available for all four year
olds at preprimary schools;

(b) if yes, when will this be attained;
(c) will this apply to non Government schools?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(a) No. Provision for four year old children will be coordinated by the
new department being created from sections of the Department for
Community Services and the Office of the Family, in close
consultation with the Ministry of Education. Places will be offered in
a range of centres, including family centres, community preschools,
play groups and child-care centres. Some places will continue to be
made available for four year olds at preprimary schools.

(b)-(c)
Not applicable.

SOIL AND LAND CONSERVATION ACT - CLEARING OF LAND PREVENTION
Comnpensation for Land-holders Losing Income or Value Consideration

1152. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Agriculture:
Given that a number of sections of the Soil and Land Conservation Act 1945
entail the forming of memnorandun and conservation covenants -
(a) will the Minister advise whether the Government will consider

compensation for land holders who have lost income or potential,
income as a result of any refusal by the State of an intention to clear

(b) (i) if no, will the Minister give a commitment to changing the
Soil and Land Conservation Act 1945 with the intention of
allowing compensation to be considered for land holders
losing value or income as a result of the Act;

(ii) if not, why not?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(a) No.
(b) (i) No.

(ii) Land which is protected from clearing under the Soil and Land
Conservation Act is done so to prevent land degradation which is
likely to result from the clearing of that land, and which will be
detrimental to the present or future use of that land or surrounding
land. Consequently to prevent clearing of such land is to prevent the
landowner or occupier incurring a future cost due to the likely land
degradation.

BEENUP MINERAL SANDS PROJECT - DELAYS
1153. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for State Development:

(1) Will the Minister advise whether there have been delays to the
commencement of mining of mineral sands of the Beenup mineral sands
deposit?
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(2) (a) If yes, will the Minister give details of delays by both the Government
and Mineral Deposits Limited;,

(b) if not, why not?
(3) (a) If delays have occurred, will the Government now consider the

Manjimup Beenup power line route;
(b) if not, why not?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) The original schedule for the Beenup mineral stands project has been recently

revised and Mineral Deposits Limited, the project proponent, has deferred a
final decision until approximately mid-1993.

(2) (a) The project deferral described in (1) above reflects a commercial
decision by MDL in response to the current state of the mineral sands
market worldwide. It does not imply any delays by the Government
since all necessary approvals for the project have been issued to MDL
and all Government deadlines derived from MOL's project planning
and agreed with the company have been met.
Prior to MDL's final decision on the project in 1993, a trial mining
program has been approved by the Government and has already
commenced under the first stage of the company's environmental
management plan. The limited trial mining proposal was approved by
the Government in less than three weeks from initial submission by
MDL.

(b) See (a) above.
(3) (a) The deferral will not affect the decision to construct the powerline

between Picton and the Beenup mineral sands mine.
(b) The Picton to Beenup route was selected by SECWA as the most

appropniate route for a new 132 kV Power line to Beenup, on
environmental and economic grounds, following the December 1991
report by the Environmental Protection Authority on the options
presented. The Minister for the Environment gave approval for the
implementation of the Picton to Beenup power line route in March
1992. The conditions associated with the project have not changed
since approval was granted and therefore there is no justification to
reconsider the Manjimup route.

MILK VENDING INDUSTRY - RESTRUCTURE PROPOSALS
Consultations with Milk Vendors Association of WA

1154. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) (a) Will the Minister advise the status of the Department of Agriculture's

proposals to restructure the milk vending industry;
(b) if not, why not?

(2) (a) If there is to be a restructuring -of the milk vending industry, will the
Minister outline the proposals for the restructure;

(b,) if not, why not?
(3) (a) Has the Minister consulted fully with the milk vendors association

before coming to any conclusions;,
(b) if not, why not?

(4) If there is a rationalisation of the industry, from which source would any
compensation come from to assist members of the industry who have suffered
losses as a result of any rational is ation?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:

Reduced Government involvement in milk distribution and the vending sector
of the Western Australian milk industry has been the subject of lengthy
consultation with representatives of all interested parties aver the past three
years. This included the Milk Vendors Association of Western Australia -
MVA. The need for change has been acknowledged by all interests but the
pace of district rationalisation has been the subject of differing points of view.
It has involved striking a balance between conflicting interests. A revised
proposal for rationalisation of Government involvement was submitted to the
Dairy Industry Authority by the MVA in early June 1992 and considered by
the authority. The authority supported the MVA commitment to a program of
change and endorsed the general thrust of several MVA proposals. On 15
June 1992 the authority recommended for my approval the following
rationalisation program -

the complete deregulation of the milk distribution sector from I July
1993;
the adoption of 90 broad zones in the Perth metropolitan area from I
July 1992;
the moratorium on the transfer of licences and addition of
endorsements ro be removed from 1 July 1992; and
the implementation of a distribution adjustment assistance scheme
during 1992-93 based on funding of $2.5 million to be drawn from the
dairy assistance fund.

This has been approved subject to certain conditions. The 90 Perth districts
have been gazetted and the moratorium has been removed. I will be seeking
to amend the Dairy Industry Act to ensure 1 July 1993 changes can be fully
implemented. The Dairy Industry Authority is refining the distribution
adjustment assistance scheme. This is not a compensation scheme but a
mechanism to deal with any financial hardships -as the sector adjusts to a more
competitive environment. I understand the dairy authority expects to be in a
position to advance final details of the scheme for my consideration towards
the end of this year.

FERTILISER - TRACE ELEMENTS
Locations of Deposits - Mt Weld Phosphate Deposit, Development Approval

1156. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Mints:
(1) (a) Will the Minister advise the locations of deposits of fertiliser and trace

elements in Western Australia;
(b) if not, why not?

(2) With reference to the Mt Weld phosphate deposit, will the Minister advise
whether the Government intends to allow for the development of this vital
resource?

(3) If yes to (2), will the Minister advise the advantages of developing the Mt
Weld resource?

(4) (a) Will the Minister give a commitment to advertising for expressions on
interest for the development of the Mt Weld resource;

(b) if not, why not?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) There are two significant known deposits of phosphate in Western Australia,

Mt Weld and Dandaragan. The Mt Weld deposit is located 29 km south east
of Laverton and the Dandaragan deposit is located 50 km north east of
Lancelin. Alunite, a source of potassium, occurs in a deposit at Lake
Chandler, 40 km north of Merredin. Other potassium salts occur in
association with salt operations but none are currently being recovered by the
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salt operators. Specific trace elements are added at the manufacturing stage of
fertiliser production and there are abundant sources in the State.

(2) The Mt Weld phosphate deposit is subject to a granted mining title. There are
no impediments placed on its development by the Government. Any
development proposals would be handled through the established approvals
process.

(3) Development of Mt Weld would have the advantage of establishment of a
secure indigenous raw material source for fertiliser production with the
resultant advantages of employment and import replacement. In addition,
there is potential for reducing sulphur dioxide pollution through its use for
acid production required for the treatment of the Mt Weld ore.

(4) (a) No.
(b) CSBP already holds the rights to the phosphate resource by way of

title granted under the provisions of the Mining Act. In addition to
phosphate, the Mt Weld deposit also contains a significant rare earth
source. A project to develop this resource is currently under
consideration by Ashton Mining.

SHEEP - AWASSI FAT-TA IL
Contamination of Wool Clip Possibility - Breeding Program, Current Status

1161. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Does the Minister acknowledge the possibility of contamination of the

Western Australian wool clip as a result of the intended release of Awassi fat-
tail sheep in this State?

(2) Has the Minister or the Department of Agriculture assessed the extent of
losses which would occur as a result of contamination of the State's wool clip
by Awassi wool fibre?

(3) Will the Minister advise the current status of the Awassi breeding program in
Western Australia?

(4) What is the total cost of the Awassi program to date?
(5) Is it intended that whole or part of the Awassi flock be sold?
(6) (a) If yes to (5) will the Minister give details of the sell-off of the Awassi

program in Western Australia;
(b) if not, why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) No. Regarding the possibility of clip contamination, I expect chat the Awassi

fat tail sheep will be the same as the many existing breeds of coloured sheep,
such as the Suffolk, South Suffolk, Shropshire, Melanian and Karakul, that are
currently fanned in this country and managed according to the Australian
Wool Corporation's code of practice for clip preparation.

(2) The Department of Agriculture is conducting detailed research on wool
contamination in collaboration with the University of Western Australia and
CSIRO. This research, which includes fibre histology, paddock experiments,
and wool processing will provide an accurate assessment of the contamination
issue.

(3) The Awassi sheep are completing a seven year quarantine at the Wongan Hills
Research Station and are scheduled for commercial release in September
1993. Four trial consignments of Awassi cross ram lambs have been shipped
to the Middle East with very encouraging results. The use of the Awassi
carpet wool fleece to replace specialty wool currently imported by the Albany
Woollen Mills and other Australian carpet manufacturers is also being
assessed.
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(4) An information memorandum produced by the Awassi Sheep Joint Venture
has estimated the total joint venture cost at approximately $1.6 million.

(5) Yes.
(6) (a)-(b)

The Department of Agriculture has recently offered 45 per cent of its
55 per cent shareholding for sale, Full details of the offer were
provided in the joint venturer's information memorandum for
prospective buyers a copy of which could be provided if required. The
sale is currently being finalised.

MIDLAND SALEYARD - FUTURE ANNOUNCEMENT
New Saleyard and Abattoir, North of Midland Proposals

1162. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) When is the Government going to make an announcement on the future of the

Midland saleyard?
(2) Has the Minister examined proposals for a new saleyard and abattoir north of

Midland?
(3) If yes to (2), will the Minister advise the Government's attitude to these

proposals?
(4) If the Government is in accord with suggestions for the development of a new

saleyards. abattoir complex, will the Minister give an indication as to the
financial commitment or otherwise to any alternative to the Midland
Saleyards?

(5) If not, why not?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1 )-(3)

1 issued a Press release on Monday, 31 August which announced the
Government's decision to replace the Midland saleyard with a new all-species
salcyard facility on an appropriate site between Upper Swan and Bullsbrvok.

(4) The Government has budgeted up to $7 million over the next two years to
ensure the success of the saleyards project. I will consider the need for a new
abattoir after receiving the Meat Industry Review Committee's report, due by
30 September.

(5) Not applicable.
SOUTH WEST AREA TRANSIT (SWAT) - BROCHURES

Printing Responsibility
1166. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transport:

Who printed the South West Area Transit (SWAT) brochures for the
Government?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
Advance Press Pty Ltd.

MARINE RESEARCH CENTRE - NORTH OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA
ESTABLISHMENT, FEDERAL PROPOSAL

South Coast Facility, Minister's Support
1168. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) Is there a Federal Government proposal to establish a marine research centre
in the north of Western Australia?

(2) If yes, does the Minister support this proposal?
(3) Does the Minister also support the establishment of such a faciliry on the

south coast of Western Australia?
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(4) If yes, what steps has the Minister taken to lobby the Federal Government on
this issue?

My GORDON HILL replied:
(l)-(2)

Yes.
(3) This proposal is not on the Federal Government's agenda.
(4) Not applicable.

MARRON - REGULATIONS
Export Growth Restrictions, Marron Growers Association View

1169. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(I) Does the Minister support the view of the Marron Growers Association that

the current regulations applied to the industry are restricting the export growth
of the industry?

(2) If the Minister does not support this view, will the Minister explain his
reasons to the House?

Mr CORDON HILL replied:

While restrictive, the controls in place have allowed the commercial marron
industry to develop. If all existing controls are removed, it is highly probable
that the marron spont fishery would be placed at substantial risk.

FISHING - RECREATIONAL LINE LICENCES
Introduction Intention

1170. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) Can the Minister confirm whether the Government intends to introduce a

licence for recreational line fishing in the next six months?
(2) If yes, when will it be introduced?
(3) What will be the cost of the licence?
(4) Will concessions be available for pensioners and children?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:

No. However, as previously announced, a recreational line fishing licence
does exist for freshwater angling in the south west. This licence costs $10 and
is half price for pensioners and students under the age of 16 years.

FISHING - RECREATIONAL NET, SOUTH WEST
Attendance at Nets Regulation Review

1171. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) In relation to the response to question on notice 984 of 1992, is the Minister

going to review the regulation requiring constant attendance at recreational
nets set in the south west?

(2) If yes, when will this review be completed?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Yes, I have sought further advice from the Recreational Fishing Advisory

Committee.
(2) I ant expecting a report from the Chairman of the Recreational Fishing

Advisory Committee towards the end of this month or early next month.

4394 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 2 September 1992]139

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES CO, LTD - WA GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS
LTD

Investmenr Borrowings from Treasury Corporation and State Government Insurance
Commission

297. Mr COURT to the Treasurer:
(1) Did WA Government Holdings originally borrow through the Treasury

Corporation and the Stare Government Insurance Commission for its
investment in the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project?

(2) If yes, this year's Budget allows for a $25 million repayment to the ANZ
Bank. Has the SGIC sold this loan to the bank; and if yes, is the interest on
the loan paid for out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund, and what amount has
been allocated for that purpose this year?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

As I understand it, the first part of the question is correct, although I was not
round at the time and I would need to confirm that. In the course of the last
12 to 18 months, yes, the whole Joan has been renegotiated because, as
members know, WA Government Holdings effectively does not exist for the
purposes of repaying those loans. Last year we repaid approximately
$50 million of capital and interest. The allocations this year are broken down
slightly differently in the Budget papers. I do nor have the particular paper in
front of me at the moment.

Mr Court: It had $25 million to the ANZ Bank.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is the capital. I can get the precise details for the Leader of

the Opposition so that the sequence of events is clear. It is on the advice of
Treasury; the amount of interest is payable according to the original schedule
as outlined. So the capital - the $25 million - is repaid; the interest, because
rates have gone down substantially, is rather lower. There are three elements
to the repayment - the capital, the interest, and some legal fees. They are
separately described in the Budget papers and I am happy to give the Leader
of the Opposition a detailed breakdown.

Mr Court: There does not seem to be enough allowed for interest.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Treasury assures me that is sufficient interest on the amount

of capital that is to be repaid according to the original schedule. Of course, as
the Leader of the Opposition will appreciate, the capital goes down each time
we repay $25 million.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE OFFICE - PRIVATISED COMPANY
"Golden Share" Legislation

298. Mr P.1. SMITH to the Treasurer:
Does the Government intend to legislate for a single "golden share" in the
privatised Strate Government Insurance Office to prevent transfer of ownership
outside the State?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I must say that when the Government announced its intention to seUl the State
Government Insurance Office I was pleased that this appeared to have
bipartisan support. After the very considerable assessment that was made of
the options available to the State Government Insurance Commission, as the
parent company, and the Government for disposing of the SGIO, the clear
advice to us was that the best financial return could be achieved for the SOIC,
and in order to retire debt, by a float process. We were also advised that there
was every chance that, given the nature of the assets of the SGIO and the fact
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thac it is trading very successfully in the local market, it would be one of the
biggest companies in Australia - in the top 150 companies, not the top 10; but
it is a substantial company by any standards, national or State - and that by
competition and by the restriction in the early stages of the percentage of
shares that could be held in any one hand, we could ensure that the company
remained local.
I was mightily surprised, given the free enterprise rhetoric of members
opposite, at the very quick response from the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, who I did not think was the spokesman on this issue.
Nonetheless, he was the one who gave the initial answer, suggesting that the
Liberals would ensure that the SGlO stayed a Western Australian company by
having the Government retain a single "golden share". I am sure that
members opposite will be aware char chat received a fairly scathing reception
from the financial and stockbroking community, The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition said the Opposition would not do the best for the State but rather
what it thought would serve its interests.
Ir is worth pointing out that although a golden share is a mechanism normally
used to protect privatised companies it is typically applied to those of national
strategic importance. it has been applied almost always to protect companies
of national strategic importance from foreign takeover, and it is typically used
in relation to defence industries, for instance. 1 do not think it has ever been
suggested that it would be applied in the case of something like the SGIO,
which obviously has many similar competitors in the private sector.

Mr C.J. Barnett. It applies to Wesfarmers.
Dr LAWRENCE: The point of a golden share of chat kind is that it enables the

Government to retain very special powers which, for instance, would enable it
to seize foreign shares and maybe compensate them forcibly if there were any
suggestion of a takeover. The private sector financiers to whom I have
spoken have ridiculed the idea of applying such a mechanism to the SGbO,
because it is far outside the free enterprise ballpark and it would reduce the
value to the market of the float of the 5010.
That is very clearly the advice to Government, and the mechanism we prefer
to use is a restriction on shareholding. I thought it very interesting that that
view, which the financial advisers gave us and which various commentators in
the financial sector in Perth held, was shred by the Federal Liberals. Julian
Beale, during a recent visit to Perth, was very scathing in his criticism of such
schemes. When it was pointed out to him that it was actually supported by the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition I think he was a little surprised to find
members of his own party apparently supporting such a strange proposition. I
have noticed, too, that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who may have
been speaking out of turn, in a recent newspaper article tried to redefine what
a golden share was and said - and I am pleased to see the backdown, franly -
that all it meant as far as the Opposition was concerned was that the
shareholdings of individuals would be limited to a certain percentage.

Mr CiJ. Barnett: That is not true. Those were not my words.
Dr LAWRENCE: If that is his definition of a golden share it is unique, but if it is the

position to be adopted by the Opposition I welcome it. However, I rather
doubt that on this issue, as on other issues, the Opposition has actually got its
act together, and I wonder whether Hon Max Evans was consulted before
members opposite leapt up and down on this issue.

WESTRAIL - REVENUE INCREASE
Accounting Practices Changes

299. Mr COWAN to the Treasurer:
I draw the Treasurer's attention to the increase in departmental revenue of
$141.30? million. In her explanation last night she indicated that this was
because of a change to Westrail's accounting procedures. Can she explain to
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the House precisely how much of that amount is attributed to revenue that
might be generated from changed accounting practices in Wescrail, and from
where the balance comes?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I thought I had thai paper in front of me; there are items in thar which have
grown considerably. The one the Leader of the National Party mentions
makes up by far the greatest percentage of it. By legislative amendment
Wescrail's accounting arrangements have been changed and they now appear
in the consolidated revenue and expenditure when they did not formerly, and
they appear under that heading. From memory, it makes up more than 50 per
cent of that total. A significant proportion of the rest is the 0.2 per cent loan
guarantee arrangements which will be entered into with the Government
trading enterprises, and a further element is included relating to the disposal
of assets, particularly those attached, from memory, to the Western Australian
Development Corporation. I can give the Leader of the National Party the
precise details, should he wish, in writing or on notice.

STATE BORROWINGS - MANAGEMENT
Liberal Party's New Policy

300. Mr RIEBELING to the Premier:
Is the Premier aware of the Liberal Party's new policy on managing State
borrowings?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
This is a good question, because it is a bit hard to find the answer. We have
undertaken a little research on this question, only to find that the Opposition's
policy on it is, sadly, about as elusive as a fine day in Perth at the moment:
One can look and never find it. "Fighcback junior", which members may
remember -

Mr CiJ. Barnett: Which you actually copied large parts of in your Budget.
Dr LAWRENCE: Does that mean that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition believes

it to be agood Budget?
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition may be, in a backhanded

way, saying that he thought it was a good Budget, but I would not accept his
praise if it were based in any way on "'Fighrback junior" which makes peculiar
pronouncements on the subject of debt. When it was released it made
promises about abolishing debt; however, recently the urgings have been to
reduce debt. Members opposite realised chat the proposal to abolish debt by
2010, and to simultaneously increase spending by between $14 billion to
$19 billion - depending on private sector involvement - on capital work
projects, some of which were not costed, took some swallowing. It is
interesting that they now talk about reducing debt. However, those urgings
have seen another change in policy by the Liberal candidate for Albany, who
is happy to support considerable borrowings in that region and rejects the idea
that the user pays system should be applied to headworks costs at the Water
Authority. The Government believes that such costs should be borne by
people using the services. The Opposition is full of contradictions. First it
says, "abolish", then "reduce", and now it wants to borrow funds when users
should be paying.
I would have thought that if members opposite wished to run on the issue of
debt, they would adopt a clear position. The shadow spokesman on finance,
sport and recreation, Hon Max Evans, waded into this debate last night when
he conceded that State debts were too high, yet he accused the Government of
underspending; an extraordinary proposition and one accusation that I thought
members opposite could not entertain.
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It is important that members opposite realise that commentators in the
community recognise what the Government is doing with debt. I draw the
House's attention to Laura Tingle's article in this morning's The Australian
headed "Lawrence holds the line on debt", and the editorial in today's The
Australian headed "Sober, defensible budget for WA". Commentators can
determine this Government's policies on State debt and can comment upon it.
They have great difficulty in beginning to know where the Opposition stands
on this matter, apart from the leader waving wround a Visa card - I gather not
even Bankcard. As someone observed to me this morning, all that shows is
that the Leader of the.Opposition possesses and uses a Visa card.

SWAN BREWERY SITE - MULTIPLEX
$20 million Profit Analysis Tabling - Herriage Council, Planning Control Regulations

Tabling
301. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Heritage:

(1) Will he table the Government analysis of the old Swan Brewery project which
showed chat any profit to Multiplex Constructions Pcy Lcd would be about
$20 million; if not, why not?

(2) Who completed the analysis for the Government, and over what period of
time was the $20 million profit estimate made?

(3) .When will the regulations giving planning control to the H-eritage Council for
the project be tabled in the Parliament?

Mr McGINTY replied:
I shall answer the member's questions in reverse order.
(3) The order made under section 38 of the Heritage of Western Australia

Act is required to be tabled in the Parliament within six sitting days of
being made- Two orders have been made, and it was thought prudent
that they be tabled together. Therefore, the orders will be tabled
tomorrow. This will be two days after the most recent order was
made, and the other order will be tabled in the six days as prescribed
in the legislation.

(2) To the best of my knowledge the financial viability study was
completed within the Building Management Authority. I cannot give
the member the names of the officers concerned, but I understand that
they have the Competence to run a normal computer model on these
issues. The department provided the study to me. The officers
concerned might have obtained independent consultant advice on this,
but I presume the study was conducted internally. The study was
conducted at the same time as the lease was being negotiated, which is
approximately three months ago, and was based on the plans as they
stood at that stage. It must be borne in mind that this was before a
number of elements of the plan were formnalised. Therefore, this must
be read as being purely indicative of the range of issues which were
relevant at the time, and must not be regarded as a precise estimate.

Mr MacKinnon: Over what period of timie was the $20 million calculated?
Mr McOINTY: Over the period of the lease; that is, 65 years.
(1) Yes, I am prepared to table the analysis subject to a qualification. This

qualification will apply to all documents in respect of the old Swan
Brewery project: If legal action is likely to be involved with the old
Swan Brewery project, and this action is likely to be jeopardised by
the tabling of those documents, I will refrain from doing so. However,
in all other cases I will be happy to make the information available, as
I did with the lease document and the offer from Multiplex. I notice
that a question on notice has been asked in the upper House requesting
that the minutes of the Heritage Council be tabled. The answer will be
the same in that situation.
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STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CAPITAL WORKS
PROGRAM MANIPULATION

Deputy Leader of the Opposition Claims

302. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
Is he aware of claims of political manipulation made by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition on radio on Monday about SEC WA's end of year position?

Dr GALLOP replied:
Yes, I am aware of these claims. At the outset I indicate chat SEC WA is more
than capable of defending itself from the cheap political opportunism of the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Indeed, it has already done so in the media
in recent days, and has done so for some time in relation to the energy debate
on which the Opposition, particularly its Deputy Leader, has lost the plot. It
is patently absurd to suggest that the Government has manipulated the State
Energy Commission of Western Australia's capital works program in order
that SEC WA can fudge a strong financial result and deliver tariff cuts. In
making such a suggestion, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is insulting
SECWA workers by failing to recognise their great efforts to better perform
their jobs.
It is about time the Opposition realised that hard yalcka by the workers is
reaping benefits for all Western Australians through the lower tariffs
announced in the Treasurer's Budget yesterday. The last time a SECWA
tariff cut took place was in 1963 - nearly 30 years ago - and with the support
of the State Government, SECWA has restructured its operation and achieved
a stronger financial footing since 1988. Over that period, tariff adjustments
have been held consistently within the inflation rate, something which cannot
be said about the Opposition when it was in Government and led by the
current leader's father.

Several members interjected.
Dr GALLOP: I now refer to a table which indicates tariff increases in this State since

1980. I refer only to residential tariffs: In 1980, the figure was 18 per cent;
1981, 16 per cent; 1982, 13 per cent; and 1983, i5 per cent. I admit that
inflation was rampant in those years - 9.4 per cent, 8.8 per cent, 11.2 per cent
and 10.2 per cent respectively. I seek leave to incorporate in Mansard a table
and a graph which illustrate the State Energy Commission tariff increases in
the industrial commercial and residential areas since 1980. They indicate
what happens under Labor Governments when they are responsible for
electricity and what happens under Liberal Governments. The graph shows
clearly that the Labor Government has contained electricity charges within the
rate of inflation. The Liberal Government could not even keep electricity
charges below the rampant inflation characteristic of its final years of
government. Members should not lose sight of the simple fact that the
Lawrence Government is the first Government in recent history to have seen
the closing of the gap in tariff charges between this State and the Eastern
States.

Government members: Hear, hear!
[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.1
[See p No 4402.1

MIDLAND SALEYARD - NEW SALEYARD NORTH OF MIDLAND
$7 million Commitment, 1992 Capital Works Program; Exact Location

303. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) As the Minister has announced that a new saleyard will be built north of

Midland, will the Minister commit the $7 million earmarked for the new

00064-10 saleyard in the 1992 capital works program?
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(2) Will the Minister advise the exact location of the new saleyard and whether
the site has the appropriate environmental clearances?

(3) As the proposal to build a saleyard north of Midland has an abattoir
component, will the Minister advise whether the State Government intends to
commit $5 million to the proposal as recommended in the review report on
the future of the Western Australian Meat Marketing Corporation and the
Western Australian Meat Commission?

(4) Does the State Government intend to close the Robb Jetty abattoir as a result
of the proposal for the new saleyard?

(5) What impact will the current saleyard have on the viability of the proposed
saleyard nonth of Midland?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) The commitment for the $7 million will be honoured.
Mr Omodei: Is that $7 million in this year's Budget?
Mr BRIDGE: Yes; the Government is examining the plans from commencement

through to the conclusion of a facility. I am saying that the $7 million has
been earmarked for the saleyard.

(2) 1 am unable to give the House an indication of the exact location of the
saleyard. Several areas are under consideration in the area north of Midland
as far as Bullsbrook abutting the Great Northern Highway. Environmental
considerations must be progressed before the ultimate location is determined.

(3) Regarding the future of the Western Australian Meat Marketing Corporation
and the Western Australia Meat Commission, a review is in process which
will be considered by the industry and by Government probably in the next
few months. It would be premature to give an indication of that in advance of
the completion of that review. A decision will be made by me in conjunction
with Cabinet regarding how that money should be spent.

(4) No decision has been made about Robb Jetty. Again, this is under review in
conjunction with the issues in question (3). The outcome will be determined
at a later stage. There is no plan at this stage for the closure of Robb Jetty.

(5) The review will be the basis on which, at least, preparatory work will be done.
It will look at the overall meat industry requirement in this State, which will
provide a clear indication of which path to take with Robb Jetty in relation to
the saleyard north of Midland and whether an abattoir will be considered in
the long term. Measures should be looked at within the broader requirements
of the industry in this State.

GOODS AND SERVICES TAX- GOVERNMENT TRADING ENTERPRISES,
HIGH COURT CHALLANGE

Opposition's Support
304. Mr READ to the Premier:

Has the Premier received any indication of support from the Opposition for
her investigation of a High Court challenge to any imposition of a goods and
services tax on the State Government's trading enterprises?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I thought I might receive some support from the Opposition on this question
given, at least, its record for States' rights rhetoric. The words have been
spoken in the past, but in this case there certainly has been no action. Some
promising signs appeared some weeks ago when the Leader of the Opposition
said that the State's interests should prevail over the ideology of Fightback
and chat at times the State's interests would need to be pre-eminent over Dr
Hewson's national policy. The Leader of the Opposition went so far as to say
that Fightback was not a bible to him. I would have thought that this was an
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opportunity for the Leader of the Opposition to approach Dr Hewson directly
and say that this is the case in which the State's rights should prevail.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: If ever there were a case for the State to take on the Federal
Government, this is one. I would have thought a 15 per cent increase in
electricity, water and transport charges was reason enough in itself. However,
there is a more fundamental reason. Whether it is sales tax, which the State
Governments have resisted, or same other Commonwealth tax, it is a
longstanding principle, I remind members apposite, that the States have
resisted potential inroads by the Commonwealth. The Leader of the National
Party is always talking about States' rights, resisting the Commonwealth and
supporting the State's position. In this case, I hope he might join in this
debate because it is serious. Under section 114 of the Constitution, the States
have a right to resist the imposition of taxes of that kind. However, my hope
that the Leader of the Opposition might be prepared, in this case, to throw
away his bible - Fightback WA - should have been dashed by his comments
when he was asked on taflcback radio what was his view on Hewson's
package and whether he supported it.

Mr Cowan intezjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the National Party is sensitive and well he might be
after the comments John Hewson made about the National Party this evening.
HeI described its members in very unflattering terms on television news. I will
not repeat them in the House, but they were most unkind. He was reflecting
on the position that the Nationals in Queensland had taken of standing against
Dr Hewson in the interests of the cane sugar producers there. They are saying
to Dr Hewson that their industry is more important than his ideology. I hoped
the Leader of the National Party would do that and I had faint hope that the
Leader of the Opposition might do that, but my hopes have been dashed by
their failure to say anything today. In a radio interview, the Leader of the
Opposition said that he was not only behind the Fightback policy, he was 110
per cent behind it. We cannot expect any action from the Leader of the
Opposition on this question - no support for the State of Western Australia; no
support for the State's interest and as far as he is concerned if Dr Hewson
says jump, he will jump.
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Electricity Tariff Increases and the Perth CPI
Residential and Industrial/Commercial Customers
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ELECTRICITY TARIFF INCREASES - SEC WA ______

_______ Tariff % Perth % Tariff %k

DATE Increase Increase Increase

Residential CPI Indust/Comm

1980 MAY 18.00 9.4 18.00

1981 JUL 16.00 8.8 16.00

1982 JUL 13.00 11.2 13.00

1983 JUL 15.00 10.2 15.00

1984 JUL 3.80 6.9 3.80

1985 JUL 3.80 3.9 3.80

1986 JUN 12.00 8.0 8.00

1987 JUL 5.75 10.0 5.75

1988SJUL 0.00 7.1 5.00

1989 JUL 7.00 7.4 7.00

1990 JUL 7.90 8.4 7.90

1991 JUL 2.00 5.1 2.00

1L992JUL 0.00 0.8 0.001
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