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Tuesday, 25 November 1986

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

LIBERAL PARTY
Leadership

THE SPEAKER: I have to advise that I
today received correspondence from the sec-
retary of the parliamentary Liberal Party which
advises as follows-

Following a meeting of the Parliamentary
Liberal Party this morning, it is my duty to
inforim you that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition in the Legislative Assembly is Mr. B.
J. MacKinnon, the Member for Murdoch.
The new Deputy Leader is Mr. I. * J
Laurance, the Member for Gascoyne.
These changes are effective as from today.

It is my intention to recognise these two mem-
bers from the seats normally occupied by the
Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition.

ACED PERSONS' ACCOMMODATION
Busselt on: Petition

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [2.17 p.m.j: I have a
petition which reads as follows-

The Honourable the Speaker and Members
of the Legislative Assembly of the State of
Western Australia in Parliament
assembled.
We the undersigned request that the land
bounded by West Street, Adelaide Street
and Marine Terrace, Busselton, previously
occupied by the Busselton Hospital
(Reserve No. 3702) be reserved for the
purpose of aged facilities and accommo-
dation.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 78 signatures, and I certify
that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 66)

DEATH PENALTY
Reintroduction: Petition

MR TUBBY (Greenough) [2.18 p.m.]: I have
a petition from the people of Mullewa and sur-
rounding districts, which reads as follows-

To the Honourable the Speaker and
Honourable Members of the Legislative
Assembly of the Parliament of Western
Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned are very concerned at
the increase of violent, sadistic, senseless
murders being committed in this country.
Therefore, we wish it to be known that we
want the re-introduction of the death pen-
alty for people who have committed mur-
der or murders and who, by their actions,
show that they have no regard for human
life. Those who have been convicted by a
court of law, beyond all reasonable doubt,
that they have committed murder or mul-
tiple murders must face a punishment fit
for the crime.
We feel that a change in the law is impera-
tive and that we must have a deterrent by
way of severe penalties for crimes of ex-
treme violence leading to death and these
crimes must be punishable by the death
sentence.
Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter your earnest
consideration and your Petitioners in duty
bound will pray.

This petition contains 389 signatures, and I
certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders
of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See pet ition No. 67)

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer), and read a first
time.

ALUMINA REFINERY AGREEMENT
AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Parker (Minister for Minerals and Energy),
and read a first time.
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Second Reading

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for
Minerals and Energy) [2.22 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to obtain parliamen-
tary ratification of the agreement entered into
on 20 November 1986 between the State and
Alcoa of Australia Limited to amend the
Alumina Refinery Agreement 1961. The 1961
agreement was ratified by Act No. 3 and with
its amendments to date will be referred to as
the "principal agreement", with Alcoa of
Australia Limited being referred to as "Alcoa".
Before explaining the provisions of this vari-
ation agreement I will briefly outline the
intended effects of its implementation.

This variation represents a further step
toward the creation of secure conservation and
recreation reserves within the northern jarrah
forest.

Four separate areas to be known as the Mon-
adnock, Dale, Serpentine, and Lane-Poole Re-
serves will be set aside as "A"-class reserves
once this variation has been ratified by Parlia-
ment. Arrangements are in place for speedy
reservation of the State forest areas within the
reserves. Parliament has agreed already to the
necessary excisions and reserve plans have
been prepared. I expect the reserves to be
created before the end of the year apart from
some small areas of freehold land which are in
the ownership of the State and will be included
as soon as possible.

There has been an extended period of consul-
tation and negotiation involving the State,
Alcoa, timber interests and the conservation
movement that has led to the arrangements
embodied in the variation. Under the variation
Alcoa has agreed not to mine within the Mon-
adnock, Dale, and Serpentine reserves, and the
conservation areas within Lane-Poole, unless
the State agrees that the conservation values no
longer exist. The conditions under which these
areas and the recreation area within Lane-
Poole are to be reserved and vested are spelt
out in detail in schedules to the variation. The
reserves will be vested in the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority.

In conformity with the recent Cabinet de-
cision, water storage is not a use permitted
within the Lane-Poole Reserve. Additionally,
the boundaries of the other reserves are such
that water storage does not need to be included
as a future use.

I expect that funther conservation reserves
within the Alcoa mining lease will be based on
conservation management priority areas within
the forest that were the subject of System 6
recommendations and will be created using the
formula arrived at for the present variation.
Negotiations are at an advanced stage in re-
lation to these additional areas.

I believe the arrangements reached represent
a landmark in balancing the needs for suitable
and secure conservation areas that properly
represent the diversity of the northern jarrah
forest with the need for long term access to the
bauxite resource within the same forest. I con-
gratulate those involved in the difficult nego-
tiating process on the sensible outcome that has
emerged from that process.

I turn now to the specific provisions of the
variation agreement scheduled to the Bill be-
fore the House which are contained in clause 4
of the document. The variation agreement pro-
vides in subelause (1) of clause 4 for additions
and variations to the definitions contained in
clause 2 of the principal agreement. These corn-
pnise-

A new definition for the term "Minister t ';
a definition for the National Parks and
Nature Conservation Authority estab-
lished under section 21 of the Conser-
vation and Land Management Act;
a definition for the Conservation and Land
Management Act 1984;
a definition for "conservation area" as be-
ing the areas of Alcoa's mineral lease
within the solid black boundaries on plan
E known respectively as Dale, Serpentine,
and Monadnock, and pants of the reserve
known as Lane-Poole;
a definition for "plan E" consisting of four
pants which I now table;,
a definition for the Land Act 1933;
a definition for "recreation area" as being
the area of Alcoa's mineral lease within the
broken black boundary on plan E and be-
ing pan of the reserve known as Lane-
Poole.

Subclause (2) of clause 4 -of the variation agree-
ment introduces into the principal agreement a
new clause 9A containing five subelauses which
detail the provisions that shall apply to both
the conservation area and the recreation area
that I have referred to earlier.

Subclause (1) of clause 9A places an obli-
gation on the State upon ratification of this
variation agreement to have both the conser-
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vation area and the recreation area reserved
and classified Class "A" under the provisions
of the Land Act. The conservation area is to be
reserved for the purposes and subject to the
conditions as set out in the first schedule to this
variation agreement. The recreation area is to
be reserved for the purposes and subject to the
conditions as set out in the second schedule to
this variation agreement. I will refer to both
schedules a little later.

Subclause (2) of clause 9A contains an under-
taking by the State not to vary or revoke a
classification or vesting order made in relation
to the conservation area or the recreation area
without prior written consent of Alcoa. One
exception is that water may be added as a pur-
pose provided that Alcoa is first given reason-
able opportunity to mine any areas that may be
flooded.

Subdause (3) of' clause 9A ensures that any
management plan prepared for the conser-
vation area and the recreation area is consist-
ent with, and does not prejudice, Alcoa's rights
under the principal agreement.

Subelause (4) of clause 9A contains a
covenant on the part of Alcoa not to carry out
mining operations on the conservation area.
Alcoa will however have access to the conser-
vation area for such purposes as the construc-
tion and use of any railway, road, conveyor, or
pipeline for transporting ore mined by Alcoa.
Before exercising this right to access, Alcoa is
required to consult with the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority to ensure
that such access is compatible with the conser-
vation aims of the area.

Subclause (5) of clause 9A details the circum-
stances under which Alcoa may give notice to
the State if it wishes to mine in any pant of the
conservation area that it considers has
degenerated or deteriorated. Paragraphs (a),
(b), and (c) outline the procedure to be followed
in considering any such request from Alcoa.

Subclause (3) of clause 4 of the variation
agreement contains the first and second sched-
ules to which I referred earlier.

The first schedule lists five conditions that
will be contained in the proclamation of the
conservation area as Class "A". In brief these
are-

(1) The conservation area is to be re-
served for the purpose of conservation
and the alumina refinery agreement,
as defined in section 2 of Act No. 3 of
1961 and vested in the National Parks
and Nature Conservation Authority.

(2) The circumstances under which Alcoa
may have access to the conservation
area.

(3) The circumstances under which Alcoa
may carry out mining and forest re-
moval.

(4) The preparation of management plans
for the area.

(5) Specific ights reserved to the State
being-

(a) The right to lay future main water
linkages through the area known
as Serpentine;

(b) the right to prant permits and li-
cences for the sale of produce
from the pine plantation within
the area known as Monadnock;

(c) the right to remove vegetation to
preserve sight lines from
trigonometrical stations; and

(d) ight of access to the area by
officers of the State.

The second schedule sets out five conditions
that will be contained in the proclamation of
the recreation area as Class "A". In brief these
are-

(1) The recreation area is to be reserved
for the purposes of recreation and en-
joyment of the natural environment
and the agreement.

(2) Alcoa may continue to exercise its
rights under and subject to the agree-
ment in relation to the recreation area.

(3) The preparation of management plans
for the area.

(4) The State may permit removal of for-
est produce under specified circum-
stances.

(5) Right of access to the area by officers
of the State.

The House will appreciate that this variation
agreement is the culmination of an extended
process of consultation and negotiation with
Alcoa, timber interests, and the conservation
movement.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr
MacKinnon (Leader of the Opposition).

(See paper No. 548.)
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VIDEO TAPES CLASSIFICATION AND
CONTROL BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Parker (Minister for The Arts), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for The

Arts) [2.30 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to provide for the
compulsory classification of videotapes for pri-
vate sale and hire, to control the advertising,
exhibition, and supply of videotapes, to estab-
lish a comprehensive range of offences, and to
amend the Indecent Publications and Articles
Act.

Mr Thompson: Your crowd poch-poohed my
efforts.

Mr PARKER: We have always said we were
reviewing this legislation. I have been respon-
sible for this portfolio for only six months and
we have had this under consideration for all
that time. I am pleased now to bring this Bill
before the House.

At a meeting in 1983, the Commonwealth
Minister and all State Ministers with responsi-
bility for censorship agreed to a compulsory
and uniform system of classification for
videotapes, each State being required to legis-
late the system into effect. The Australian
Capital Territory classification of publications
ordinance, which was drafted in consultation
with State and Territory Governments, was ac-
cepted as suitable for use as model legislation
in the implementation of the uniform classifi-
cation scheme.

All States and the Territories, with the excep-
tion of Western Australia, have now introduced
a compulsory classification scheme for
videotapes based on the ACT ordinance.

Wbile the proposed Western Australian legis-
lation is modelled on the Commonwealth legis-
lation, it is based largely on the New South
Wales Film and Video Tape Classification Act.
The model legislation'has been adopted'by the
other States with the intention of providing
uniformity throughout Australia on videotape
classification and distribution.

Provision has been made in the Bill for the
State and the Commonwealth to enter into an
agreement which will enable the Common-
wealth Film Censorship Board to classify
videotapes and collect fees on behalf of the

State. Where there is no arrangement in oper-
ation, provision has been made for the appoint-
ment of a State censor.

Western Australia will be able to accept
classifications assigned by the Film Censorship
Board in the four categories G (general exhi-
bition), PG (parental guidance), M (mature
audiences), and R (restricted). There is no pro-
vision to accept any other classifications which
may be assigned by the Film Censorship Board.
X-rated videotapes are prohibited.

It is recognised that certain material is of
such a nature that it should be refused classifi-
cation altogether. Classification will continue
to be refused where material depicts child por-
nography, promotes, incites, or encourages
terrorism or offends against generally accepted
standards of morality, decency, and propriety
to such an extent that it should not be classi-
fied. It will be an offence to sell, hire, deliver,
or advertise such material.

The procuring of a child for the making of a
child abuse videotape will also be an offence. A
power will exist for the Minister to review,
vary, or revoke a Film Censorship Board classi-
fication. The Minister will be able also to
exempt persons and bodies from compliance
with provisions of the proposed Act, subject to
such conditions as may be specified.

Point of sale controls will feature strongly in
the legislation and will include the need for
approved classification markings to appear on
all videotapes and associated advertising. Par-
ticular attention has been given to restricted
and unclassified videotapes and the protection
of minors. The sale of restricted videotapes to
minors will be an offence.

A comprehensive range of penalties has been
included and the legislation will render it illegal
to sell, display, exhibit, or advertise a
videotape which has not been classified or
which has been refused classification.

It is proposed that video outlets be registered
on payment of a prescribed fee in order to pro-
vide a means of control over the local distri-
bution of videotapes and to ensure that adults
and children can be afforded some form of pro-
tection and guidance in the selection of suitable
material. Consequential amendments are
required to be made to the Indecent Publi-
cations and Articles Act to delete from that Act
matters relating to videotapes which will now
be covered by the Bill.

The Bill is the result of a continuing cooper-
ative effort between the Commonwealth and
the States to establish a uniform videotape
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classification scheme. It will promote national
unifornity and ensure that a compulsory classi-
fication scheme is in operation throughout
Australia while retaining the State's power to
make such particular decisions as it might,
from time to time, wish.

For Western Australia, the Bill fills a legislat-
ive vacuum.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

WESPLY (DARDANUP) AGREEMENT
AUTHORIZATION AMENDMENT BILL

Int roduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Bryce (Minister for Industr and Tech-
nology), and read a first time.

BIOLOGICAL CONTROL BILL
Introduction and Firs: Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [2.35 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

Biological control is the use of one living organ-
ism to control another. Commonly, insects,
fungi, or bacteria are used to control pests of
various kinds. Some examples of successful
biological control in Australia are control of
rabbits with myxomatosis, prickly pear with
the moth Cacioblastis cactorum, and the water
weed salvinia with a weevil, Cyriobagous
singularis.

Western Australia has many insect, weed,
and animal pests which are suitable targets for
biological control. Early in.the history of devel-
opment of Western Australia many species
which were introduced by accident or design
subsequently became serious pests and are now
difficult to control by conventional means.
Most of these originate from Europe, the
Mediterranean basin, or South Africa, which
were either embarkation points for colonists or
places where animal feed containing undesir-
able species was taken on when rounding the
Cape of Good Hope or coming through the
Suez Canal.

Usually in their home environment these
species are kept in check by the action of pred-
ators which had evolved with them. However,
it is rare for predators to have arrived with pest

species, and the pests were able to multiply
unchecked on arrival in Australia. Biological
control programmes involve returning to the
natural home of the pest, identifying its pred-
ators, and introducing them to Australia to
control the pest. Biological control offers a
.,soft" or ecological approach to pest control.
Some examples of pests which would be suit-
able for biological control in Western Australia
are doublegee, dock, blackberry, Patersons
curse and Parkinsonia.

Biological control programmes are initially
expensive as they involve prolonged collection
and testing of agents in overseas countries be-
fore they are introduced to Australia. This is to
ensure tbat the introduced species is specific to
the target pest, and would not go off target and
attack species which are either economically
desirable Or part of Australia's natural flora or
fauna. The screening procedures are exhaus-
tive.

The huge advantage of a biological control
programme is that once released, the organisms
multiply naturally and live on the host species
without further intervention by man. This
means that pest control is achieved without
significant further cost. This contrasts with
other pest management techniques which rely
on continuing application of control measures
involving recurrent annual expenditure. For
example, farmers spend millions of dollars an-
nually to control the weed doublegee in their
crops and pastures. Effective biological control
of doublegee would remove this cost burden.

Biological control is particularly useful in
situations such as national parks and pastoral
leases where problems of accessibility, cost,
and environmental damage prevent control by
conventional means.

Biological control is a well-recognised tech-
nique which has been in use for many years, as
illustrated by the prickly pear and rabbit
examples mentioned earlier. However, there is
a feature of biological control programmes
which has pointed to the need for uniform
complementary legislation between the State
and the Commonwealth covering the identifi-
cation and declaration of targets and agents for
biological control.

Biological control agents do not recognise
man-made boundaries such as fences or State
borders, and once released will spread to
colonise the target species. In a country such as
Australia, with its diverse environments and
primary industries, it is possible that a biologi-
cal control programme which could bring about
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economic benefits in one State could cause the
opposite in another. As the release of a biologi-
cal control agent is, in practical terms, irrevers-
ible, it is most important that all parties likely
to be affected are notified of the intention to
declare a particular species a target for biologi-
cal control, and secondly, that there is a clear
understanding of the effects the agent is likely
to have on the target organism and organisms
closley related to it. This is the reason for, and
main thrust of, the present Bill.

In 1984 the Commonwealth passed the Com-
monwealth Biological Control Act. To bring
the Act into effect, complementary legislation
is being passed by the various States. New
South Wales prepared a model State Bill fol-
lowing a meeting of legal representatives from
all States and the Commonwealth. The West-
ern Australian Bill presented here mirrors the
New South Wales Act with a few minor differ-
ences which will be outlined later.

The present Bill contains the following pro-
visions-

It establishes a biological control auth-
ority for Western Australia. The authority
is the Minister who sits on the Australian
Agricultural Council (AAC). Normally (his
is the Minister for Agriculture.

For an organism to be declared a target
for biological control or for an agent to be
released, it requires the unanimous agree-
ment of the Australian Agricultural Coun-
cil. This prevents one State acting in a way
which might deleteriously affect another.

Where the AAC decides unanimously
that an organism is a target for biological
control, the decision is publicised
Australia-wide. The purpose of the adver-
tising is to provide the public with an op-
portunity to give their views on the pro-
posal.

Following advertising and submissions,
the authority consults with the council. If
it appears that people or the environment
could be adversely affected if the organism
were declared and an agent released for its
control, a public. inquiry may-be ordered
by the unanimous decision of the AAC. No
further action takes place until an inquiry
is made.

There is provision for appeal against de-
cisions of the authority and the council.
This is the only part of the Bill which dif-
fers significantly from other State and
Commonwealth legislation. Under the
Commonwealth and Victorian Acts ap-

peals are heard by an Administrative Ap-
peals Tribunal, under the New South
Wales Act by a Land and Environment
Court, and under the South Australian Act
by the Supreme Court of South Australia.

After considerable examination, and in
the absence of an Administrative Appeals
Tribunal in Western Australia, it was de-
cided to bring into being, under the
proposed Act, a Biological Control Ap-
peals Board consisting of a judge of the
District Court and two persons appointed
by the Governor with experience in mat-
tens the subject of the appeal.

With the Commonwealth Act and the
other State Acts, the Bill provides that
where biological control agents are re-
leased under the terms of the Act, this is
not subject to actions for damages or legal
proceedings intended to prevent the activi-
ties from being undertaken.

The Commonwealth Act was passed in 1984.
New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania and
South Australia have passed legislation based
on the New South Wales model Act over the
past year without significant amendment. To
provide a nexus with the complementary Com-
monwealth legislation and legislation enacted
or being enacted by other States, it is important
that this Bill also be passed without significant
alteration. This will ensure that the
administration and legal status of biological
control has a uniform basis throughout
Australia.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Crane.

MIDLAND ABATTPOIR LAND SALE
SELECT COMMITrEE

Leave to Sit: Standing Orders Suspension
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) (2.43 p.m.1: I move-
That so much of the Standing Orders be

suspended as would prevent the following
motion being moved forthwith:
-That leave be granted to-the Select Com-

mittee inquiring into the Sale of the Mid-
land Abattoir Land to sit during sittings of
the House.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of
the Opposition) [2.44 p.m.]: The Opposition
will not oppose the motion; however, I express
concern that we have reached this late stage of
the sitting, yet it is necessary to move such a
motion, particularly bearing in mind the press-
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ure of work coming onto the Notice Paper and
onto the Opposition as a consequence of the
Government bringing in so many Bills at this
late stage.

Some figures prepared for me yesterday
indicated that during this pant of the session,
which began six or seven weeks ago, 40 per cent
of the Bills introduced into this House have
been introduced in the last two weeks. Those
extra Bills, including those introduced here and
in the Legislative Council today, will make it
that much harder to handle properly, in the
way we should, the legislation being brought to
the House.

Mr Pearce: A number of those Bills will be
allowed to lie over until next year.

Mr MacKINNON: I hope so. In any event,
we will not oppose the motion. We sincerely
hope the committee can meet and finalise that
report so that the Parliament may have the
opportunity of debating the report prior to our
adjourning at the end of the week.

MR COWAN (Merredin-Leader of the
National Prny) [2.46 p.m]: The National Party
does not oppose this motion, but one thing
needs to be clarified; that is, the question of
whether the House will have the opportunity to
debate the recommendations contained
in the report when it is handed down- I would
like an answer from the Leader of the House on
when he expects the report to be presented to
the House and whether time will be allowed for
the House to debate the recommendations in
the report.

It seems to me that it would be pointless to
allow the committee to sit while the House is in
session, and to deliver its report to the Parlia-
ment while we are still sitting, and for us not to
have -the opportunity to debate the
recommendations in the report. It would defeat
the purpose of allowing this motion to pass.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [2.47 p.m.]: I thank members opposite
for their support of the motion. Obviously the
intention of the move is to allow the committee
to sit while the House is sitting is so that the
report of the committee can be made available
to the House before the session concludes. That
is the whole purpose of the motion.

With regard to the provision of time for de-
bating the committee's report, that would occur
in the normal course of events. The House is
now operating under time constraints with re-
gard to the finalisation of its work for this
session. I have already given an undertaking to
the new Leader of the Opposition and his depu-

ty, whom I understand will act as Leader of the
House for the Opposition, that as the week
progresses we will finalise negotiations about
what will be dealt with during the course of the
week; and I give the same undertaking to the
Leader of the National Party. If it is the desire
of the Opposition to find time to debate the
committee's report, time will be found.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: I have counted the House

and satisfied myself that an absolute majority
is present, and, there being no dissentient
voice, declare the motion carried.

Question thus passed.

Motion
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [2.48 p.m.]: I move-
That leave be granted to the Select Com-

mittee inquiring into the Sale of the Mid-
land Abattoir Land to sit during sittings of
the House.

Question put and passed.

BILLS (2): MESSAGES
Appropriations

Messages from the Governor received and
read recommending appropriations for the pur-
poses of the following Bills-

I . Business Franchise (Tobacco) Amend-
ment Bill.

2. Biological Control Bill-

WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND
ASSISTANCE AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Cognate Debate
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-

ister for Employment and Training) [2.49
p.m.]: I seek leave of the House for this Bill to
be debated concurrently with the Waterfront
Workers (Compensation for Asbestos Related
Diseases) Bill and the Acts Amendment
(Workers' Compensation and Assistance) Bill.

In support of that request, Mr Speaker, I in-
form you that the Bills cover matters with
which, under Standing Orders, it would be ap-
propriate to deal by way of a cognate debate.

Leave granted.

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 19 November.
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [2.50 p.m.]:

Before dealing with the Bills, I would like to
extend my congratulations to the members for
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Murdoch and Gascoyne on their recent elev-
ation to the positions of Leader of the Oppo-
sition and Deputy Leader of the Opposition of
the parliamentary Liberal Party and at the
same time, record my appreciation to Hon. Bill
Hassell for the job he did while he was Leader
of the Opposition.

One of the concerns that I have with respect
to politics is that people vote on their percep-
tions of a situation rather than on the facts of
the matter. If people were to understand the
facts of the matter, Hon. Bill Hassell would
clearly have had a lot more respect and support
front the community than he has. The unfortu-
nate fact is that people vote for and assess all
politicians on their appraisal of the situation
and not on the facts. It became clear to mem-
hems of the parliamentary Liberal Party that the
Leader of the Opposition was not acceptable
and that was the reason for the challenge.

The Bills before the House relate to workers'
compensation, and four issues are involved.
The first relates to the level of compensation
that should be paid in the case of a worker who
has been permanently incapacitated. Another
relates to directors of companies who may also
be employees of those companies. The legis-
lation covers also the provision of compen-
sation to people who have suffered injury as a
result of handling asbestos, and in that regard- I
refer to waterside Workers.

Another Matter is the onus of proof in re-
lation to a member of the work force who is
injured while travelling to or from work. Some
current claims before the workers' compen-
sation authorities will result in quite significant
sums of money being paid to workers who have
become permanently incapacitated. I am told
that the payout figure today is in the order of
$2.5 million.

On the basis of recent court decisions, there
is the prospect of payouts of these exceptionally
high sums. This Parliament simply cannot
stand by and ignore the impact of these very
high workers' compensation payouts on the
general community. Clearly, the insurance
people would be in a lot of trouble, and
substantial rises in workers' compensation
would be necessary. The view of the Oppo-
sition is that that situation was never intended
under section 122 of the Workers' Compen-
sation and Assistance Act. The sums of money
which can be paid to workers under this section
should not be this high.

The Opposition supports the legislation to
limit the amount that a court may award by
way of compensation. It recognises fully that
workers should be'compensated adequately,
but also, it believes that there is a limit beyond
which the community should not go in
determining that level.

Much concern has been expressed by em-
ployers about the level of insurance payouts
awarded. It is to the Government's credit that
it has brought this legislation here to limit that
liability. Employers are facing increasing diffi-
culties in maintaining their viability. If
workers' compensation premiums were to in-
crease significantly, I am sure many more em-
ployers in this State would either go brake or
seriously consider getting out of the business of
employing people. It is the Opposition's view
that it would be in the best interests of the
wider community if this legislation was passed.

In the late 1940s and early 1950s, a number
of waterside workers were required to handle
shipments of asbestos from several pants of the
world, including South Africa, in the course of
their duties. In those days, there was no single
employer of waterside workers. Each morning a
number of employers would do a pick up of
available workers. Each ship that came to a
port in Western Australia would appoint an
agent who would engage a stevedore who, in
turn, would go to the morning pick up and
obtain the necessary labour to work on those
ships.

There is no disputing the fact that several
waterside workers are suffering diseases arising
out of their handling of asbestos, and that they
incurred that disease as a result of the work
they did. The problem that confronts the indus-
try and those workers today is being able to
identify the employer and thereby the in-
surance company which should be held respon-
sible for payment of these workers' compen-
sation claims.

Mr Peter Dowding: If there was one.

Mr THOMPSON: I am advised in most
cases there would be one, but the difficulty is
firstly establishing on which ships these men
carried out the work which eventually gave rise
to their contracting cancer. There is the bind.
The proposition is that the employees' indem-
nity supplementation fund should be used to
pay compensation to those waterside workers. I
suppose a great deal of argument could be ad-
vanced as to why that should not occur. Many
employers contributed to that fund which was
set up to cover cases where employers did not
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have adequate workers' compensation. In such
cases, the employee was denied access to ad-
equate compensation.

The fund was set up for the purpose of ensur-
ing that workers would be covered in those
circumstances. What has been proposed in this
legislation is a complete departure from that
principle. However, on balance, the Opposition
is of the view that it is fair and equitable for the
fund to be used in that way. It has been pointed
out that the money involved is not likely to
exceed the amount of interest already accrued.

The capital base is not likely to be eroded,
therefore the protection of workers which is
enshrined in this fund is not likely to be
undermined.

The Opposition finds absolutely no conflict
Or problem in supporting this legislation. It is
unfortunate that the problems of asbestos-
related diseases were not recognised in earlier
years. Indeed, in my earlier days as a trades-
man and as an apprentice, 1, too, was probably
exposed to a lot of danger from asbestos. In
those days, however, people did not think
about it and waterside workers were quite
willing to continue working with asbestos be-
cause they did not know of any problems
associated with it. They loaded those ships with
asbestos and I am told that in those days the
working conditions were absolutely horren-
dous.

I have the greatest degree of sympathy for
those workers who have been affected by asbes-
tos. I think it would be heartless of this Parlia-
ment not to pass legislation which would pro-
vide some financial support and relief to the
workers affected, although I recognise that the
physical and sociological impact of the diseases
these workers have contracted cannot be eased
by dollars and cents. However, dollars and
cents are able to provide some comfort and
support to workers who have been affected in
this way. The Opposition supports this legis-
lation and wishes the workers well.

One of the other principles addressed by this
legislation relates to the situation in respect of
company directors- A court ruling made re-
cently indicated that a company director could
also be assumed to be an employee and, for the
purposes of workers' compensation, ought to
be covered- The legislation now before the
House simply clarifies that position. A
company director would also need to identify
himself as a company employee and an appro-
priate sum of money would need to be paid in
respect of a premium, and the company direc-

tor would thereby be covered. In my view, it is
totally inappropriate for people who make no
payment, or for whom no payment is made, to
an insurance fund to be the beneficiaries of that
insurance fund. The provisions in the Bill
simply correct that situation.

The Opposition supports another measure
which is covered by this Bill. This relates to the
onus of proof in respect of deviation from
journey to or from work by an employee in the
event of that employee being involved in an
accident while H. is undertaking that journey.
There is no question that an employee's
workers' compensation cover to and from work
should be allowed. In the past, however, argu-
ment has arisen about where the onus of proof
should lie in respect of determining whether it
was justifiable for an employee to make a devi-
ation while travelling to or from work. Until
1980 or thereabouts the obligation was placed
upon the employer to justify any deviation.
Legislation in 1982 varied that so that it be-
came the responsibility of the employee.

This legislation simply allows the onus of
proof to revert to the employer, who must
prove that an employee was undertaking an
unjustifiable deviation while travelling either
to or from work. It is not a matter of great
concern because I am told that the amount of
money involved and the impact that these
claims have on the various workers' compen-
sation schemes is minimal. It is apparently a
crunch issue with the Trades and Labor Coun-
cil and with the trade union movement gener-
ally. The Opposition really does not see it as
being a vital issue, but it is one of the things
included in this package of legislation about
which the trade union movement feels very
strongly. I have taken the trouble to speak to
employer organisations which have informed
me that they have no great quarrel with it,
although they feel that the present situation is
fair and equitable. The Opposition supports
the principles tied up in this package of Bills.

With those few words, I am happy to indi-
cate that the Opposition supports this legis-
lation. However, at the same time I would ask
the Minister some questions in respect of the
intention of the legislation as far as the em-
ployers' indemnity supplementation fund is
concerned. The Opposit ion is happy to support
the legislation to the extent intended in this
respect: To compensate those waterside
workers who have sustained injury as a result
of handling asbestos. However, the Opposition
would be very unhappy about any extension
beyond that point. The Opposition will cer-
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tainly be seeking an assurance from the Minis-
ter that it is not intended to have the fund used
beyond the extent which is intended in this
legislation. The Opposition can see a situation
where the capital sum tied up in the fund could
start to erode and the responsibility would then
fall back on the employer to top up the fund.
The Opposition certainly would not support
that without there being very significant
reasons advanced for that situation to occur.

The Opposition recognises the plight of
waterside workers who have been affected by
asbestos-related diseases and to that extent is
prepared to support a supplementation fund
being used in that regard, but the Opposition
certainly would not like to see other cases and
other claims being satisfied from the fund, be-
cause clearly that will place a greater impost on
employers than can be justified.

The Opposition supports these three Bills.

DR WATSON (Canning) [3.08 p.m.I: I want
to speak specifically to the issue of workers'
compensation for waterside workers with
asbestos-related diseases.

I wish to elaborate briefly on the need for
that compensation and to pay tribute to the
Asbestos Diseases Society, which has been very
active in the pursuit of just compensation for
people with asbestos-related diseases. It has
been estimated that up to 2 000 waterside
workers who worked in Fremantle in the 1 950s
and 1960s lumping sacks of asbestos shipped
mainly from Wittenoomn face a high risk of
contracting one of the asbestos-related diseases;
that is, lung cancer, asbestosis, or
mesothelioma. Well into the 1 970s no pre-
cautions were taken to protect workers from
asbestos exposure, although asbestosis was
compensated for in Britain by 1931 and in
America by 1952, when the first successful
claim for lung cancer occurred.

Some of the Western Australian waterside
workers were exposed to risk for More than 20
years. Apparently asbestos was shipped in open
bags, like wheat bags, which split regularly.
People report working ankle-deep in asbestos
fibres. One waterside worker, who has
mesothelioma, said that at times no-one could
see the sun through the haze of asbestos fibres.
The bags had often rotted so asbestos had to be
shovelled up and rebagged.

Not only were those men not protected
against inhaling asbestos but also their casual

employment conditions with the stevedoring
industry, which remained right up to 1968, I
think, made it impossible for them to claim
compensation because they could not, and can-
not, identify the employer on whom they might
have been able to claim compensation.

The Bill provides for the payment of com-
pensation from an existing fund, so some kind
of justice can be provided for those men and
their families.

My main reason for speaking is to pay re-
spect to the men and women of the Asbestos
Diseases Society who have foughit long and
hard for this kind of justice-and who still
have long and hard struggles ahead of them.
The society was established in November 1979
as a voluntary support group for people with
asbestos-related diseases and- their families, In
June 1984 Community Employment Pro-
gramme funding was granted to the society and
it was able to establish quickly a very valuable
structure of volunteers and professionals to the
point where now it is considered one of the
contacts on a world-wide information exchange
network. I am told the society has the respect of
such authorities as Irving Selikoff, the father of
knowledge of asbestos-related diseases. So, a
unique and valuable community service has
been established and expertise built up with a
capacity to exchange information between the
society, doctors, solicitors, and social workers.

Its membership is now approximately 700
wvith over half coming from non-English speak-
ing backgrounds. Only two years ago, 70 per
cent of its membership was from non-English
speaking backgrounds and it is believed that a
big change has come about because of the
membership of people employed in the water-
side industry and the building trades indus-
tnies.

The society provides a translating and
interpreting facility for its members and gives
assistance in the pursuit of what are usually
very complex workers' compensation claims
and social security entitlements, as well as with
medical, legal, psychological, and social proW
lems.

The society has contributed to policy devel-
opment. This work is made very difficult by the
fact that its members are needing all the time to
come to grips with the fact that the people they
are fighting with and for are dying and being
faced with the tremendous indignity of pursu-
ing these complex claims and having the onus
of proof put on them while they are dying.
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We know that asbestos-related diseases are
not expected to peak until 1990 and that per-
haps 8 000 of the 20 000 people who worked at
Wittenoiom between 1943 and 1966 can be
expected to contract one of these diseases. A
service such as the society provides will be
needed for the next 10 to 20 years.

In paying tribute to the society I want to state
clearly that, with this community service, the
society has provided and is providing a lot of
information on asbestos and the consequence
of its use, and measures which can be taken to
prevent asbestos-induced diseases. It has
supported research both here, interstate, and
overseas into asbestos-induced diseases, and
has given very special assistance to migrant
people who are suffering asbestos-induced dis-
eases and their families.

The society has provided very professional
and special assistance to people who have de-
veloped either asbestosis, cancer, or
mesotheliomna and has assisted the families of
these people through their illness and their be-
reavement. It has made a remarkable contri-
bution to compensation justice in this State,
not only in the amount of compensation that is
available to these people, but also in the
administration of their claims.

I see this Bill as one step forward in the
pursuit of this kind of justice. Perhaps it would
not have happened so speedily without the sup-
port of both the Asbestos Diseases Society and
the Seaman's Union.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.15 p.m.]: I
want to point out a few facts and figures to the
House and I will speak firstly to the Acts
Amendment (Workers' Compensation and As-
sistance) Bill, a Bill which has followed a prom-
ise made by the Premier some months ago in
the south-west, I think in Esperance. He
promised then that benefits would be paid to
waterside workers affected from the inhalation
of asbestos fibres as a result of their handling
asbestos prior to 1968.

1 do not object to these men receiving ben-
efits, but to the fact that the Hill provides that
the funds for their compensation are to come
from the supplementation fund.

The Government clapped its beady eyes on
$5 million sitting under the control of the in-
surance industry of Western Australia's sup-
plementation fund. That fund must not be used
for the funding of the compensation to be made
possible under this Bill.

The fact is that that fund was raised from a
one per cent levy imposed on employers for a
number of years. That cost was taken off em-
ployers on 30 June 1986, only a few months
ago. We read in the Press a few days ago that
one reason we lost the submarine contract was
the cost of workers' compensation payments in
this State. The deletion of the one per cent levy
should be applauded by the House and not
reintroduced.

The $5 million in the supplementation fund
is to cover the liquidation liabilities of three
companies which went into liquidation-
AGIC, Palmdale, and Bishopsgate. Those
companies went into liquidation leaving a
number of people high and dry.

The insurance industry in this State ought to
be congratulated for the excellent way it has
covered those liabilities. In no way should
those funds be earmarked for a purpose which
is totally unrelated to the purpose they were
raised.

Some years ago protection indemnity clubs
and the shipping industry were admitted as in-
surers, and that is where we believe the liability
should lie. The asbestos handled by these men
did not come only from Wittenoom; it came
also from South Africa and Canada. Therefore,
the liability should not remain within this
State.

The protection indemnity clubs and the
shippers who moved this asbestos into our
State through the labour of the waterside
workers are the bodies who should be liable.
The Government should be seeking ways to
raise the money from them and certainly not
from the employers here who have been levied
one per cent of their workers' compensation
premiums for a considerable time to contribute
to the supplementation fund to cover the
liabilities of other companies. This is just not
on.

The member for Canning spoke about com-
pensation justice, but what justice is there for
the employers who contributed to the fund but
had no direct involvement with this asbestos
problem? Why should they pay?

Dr Watson: They wouldn't have had to pay
so much had they had safe workplaces.

Mr TRENORDEN: The employers who
contributed to the fund have had nothing to do
with the shipping or the asbestos industries, so
why should they pay?
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The member for Canning also said there
would be a 10 to 20 year funding requirement
for these people. I agree that these people ought
to be compensated, but the people who should
pay are those who were involved in the indus-
try. Why make people who are not involved
pay?7

The other point is that the three companies
that went into liquidation years ago left a lot of
people high and dry.

That $5 million in the fund is to cover that
liability, and it should not be earmarked for
anything else until that liability has been met. I
will not accept the Government's proposition
in any way, shape or form. We do not agree
with the Opposition and the Government. The
fact is that money will have to be paid out, and
the funds should come from the people who
were associated with this problem. As usual,
the Labor Party did not look at this issue before
it acted. It saw the $5 million and did not fully
understand that that money was for the people
affected by the liquidation of the three
companies I have mentioned and others. The
liabilities of those people ought to be mret first.

Referring now to the Acts Amendment
(Workers' Compensation and Assistance) Bill,
this raises a totally different issue-that of the
uninsured funds. One of the reasons this has
arisen is that a contractor in South Australia
came over the border to do some work and
rolled his car after the job was done. He was
kied on his way back to where he was staying.
His estate looked at getting compensation for
his death and considered the workers' compen-
sation Acts in Western Australia and South
Australia. It saw that the Western Australian
Act paid better benefits, and application was
made under that Act. It was agreed there was a
liability against the fund, and it was paid out.
As a result there was a problem with the
uninsured fund.

This fund is funded by insurers in the indus-
try through a levy on their total premium in-
come. It exists to cover those people who are
not covered because their employers have
failed to take out a cover. and money cannot be
retrieved from any other sources. It has cost the
insurance industry $16 000 to reinsure this
fund because there is an increasing liability-
more and more claims are coming to the fund.

We support the amendments in this Bill, but
in doing so we recognise that many people
operating in family companies or family trusts
do not consider themselves liable to pay these
premiums. There is a catch 22 situation here

because unless the loophole is closed many
situations will arise in which a substantial
claim will be made on the uninsured fund and
premiums will have to be increased. It is a
losing situation whichever way one looks at it.

I feel uneasy about the situation because pre-
miums payable in the rural sector will be thou-
sands of dollars extra, and many people will
find it hard to fund.

Mr Peter Dowding: Many people have those
insurance policies already.

Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, but many people
are not declaring their wages because they do
not see themselves as workers although
technically that is what they are. I hope the
workers' compensation board will look at an
education programme to make sure those
people who have their heads down and back-
sides up working full belt to make ends meet
understand the situation and that they are not
hit with a penalty of$l10 000 because they have
not complied. Many people are not complying
with the provisions of the legislation, not
deliberately, but because in their minds they
believe they are not workers who are covered
by the workers' compensation Act. They will be
classified as workers under the Act from the
time this Bill is passed.

I hope a fair and reasonable period will be
allowed in which an education programme can
be put into operation, not only for rural people,
but also for city people who will be caught in
the net of workers' compensation. They should
know that they have a further liability to meet
in their budgets of at least $1 000, and up to
$2 000, depending on their'salaries.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Employment and Training) [3.25
p.m.I: Referring to the opening remarks of the
member for Kalamnunda, I have a message for
the new Leader of the Opposition. It is a quote
from Cicero who said that no wise man ever
thought that a traitor should be trusted. I hope
he puts on a metal coat when he has his back to
the member for Gascoyne.

Mr Thompson: Tell the Premier-that.

Mr Lightfoot interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Thomas):
Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: There are a lot of
raw nerves opposite. Cicero said that many
years ago, and it still holds true. One can see
that from the sort of remarks that are made by
people like the member for Murchison-Eyre.
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I thank the Opposition for its support of the
legislation. The member for Avon has ignored
two elements in relation to waterfront workers
in his criticism of the Bill. The first is that there
is some urgency about this matter because
people are appearing with the symptoms of this
disease.

Mr Trenorden: I am not worried about that
aspect.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Let me put the
member in the picture. The onset period is
about now, 20 years after the event, and there
is simply no way in which those people are able
in the short time available to them-and in
relation to mesothelioma we are dealing with a
potential life span of only about 18 months-to
identify and litigate to secure their entitlement.
That urgency exists, and I admit it is a matter
of compassion.

On the other hand, the advice we have
received is that the current balance of the em-
ployers' indemnity supplementation fund is
well in excess of all known and potential out-
standing claims against that fund; so, there is
that element as well. The third element which
is of great importance, is that under clause 9(l)
the commission will have the task of
identifying the employer and the insurers, and
will be able to recover for the fund the money
that has been paid out from the fund on their
successfully making that identification. So
although there are a potential number of claims
for people who may have been employed at the
time by employers who were not insured or by
employers whose insurance arrangements have
disappeared, there will be a portion, and it may
be a significant portion, Of Workers in respect
of whose claims reimbursement will be made
into the fund.

The total fund which stands at $5 million
will not be depleted by all the claims made
against it. That is a relevant consideration
when determining the propriety or otherwise of
the availability of this fund.

The final proposition is that the money has
to come from somewhere, and the only place
one can obtain it if one wants to sheet responsi-
bility home in terms of identifiable responsi-
bility, would be from people involved 20 years
ago in the asbestos or transport industries. The
fact is that many people involved in those in-
dustries are only the successors in title to those
people, or alternatively many of them have
businesses which no longer are involved in
those industries.

Wherever one looks one can find an
anomaly, and the Government's task was to
look at a situation which would impact as little
as possible on the existing arrangement. This
fund has the capacity to pay, and the legislation
respects the integrity of the fund by providing
an opportunity to recoup payments into the
fund over a period.

Mr Trenorden: The fund will be in trouble if
it cannot recoup enough.

Mr PETER DOWDING: No, because the $5
million well and truly exceeds any identifiable
or potential level of claims.

Mr Trenorden: Who gave you that infor-
mation?

Mr PETER DOWDING: That is the advice I
have received from the departmental officers of
the Workers' Assistance Commission. Obvi-
ously, this is a palliative which is a short-term
arrangement. In the long term we may be look-
ing at other arrangements. In any event, I com-
mend the three Bills to the House.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Peter

Dowding (Minister for Employment and Train-
ing), and transmitted to the Council.

WATERFRONT WORKERS
(COMPENSATION FOR ASBESTOS

RELATED DISEASES) BILL
Second Reading

Order of the Day read for the resumption of
debate from 19 November.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Peter

Dowding (Minister for Employment and Train-
ing), and transmitted to the Council.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (WORKERS'
COMPENSATION AND ASSISTANCE)

BILL
Second Reading

Order of the Day read for the resumption of
debate from 19 November.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee. etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Peter

Dowding (Minister for Employment and Train-
ing), and transmitted to the Council.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN EXIM
CORPORATION BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 13 November.
MR COURT (Nedlands) (3.39 p.mn.J:

Although this is the first time this Parliament
has had the opportunity to debate the forma-
tion of Western Australian Exim Corporation
Ltd, today we are debating the establishment of
Exim as a body corporate. I will explain shortly
that Exim was originally set up in a devious
way.

We must face the fact that all socialist
Governments dream of owning their own
trading house. The Hawke Government has
resisted the temptation of forming the
proposed Overseas Trading Corporation, but
this Government jumped in hook, line, and
sinker, and a couple of years ago it established
the Western Australian Exim Corporation Ltd.

I will outline the history of the original Exim
and explain to the House the concerns which
the Opposition had at the time it was formed. I
will outline the reason for the proposed new
body; that is, the establishment of Exim as a
statutory authority. The Opposition will
vigorously oppose-its formation.

Mr Parker: I heard Bill Hassell say that last
night, but is it still the case now that he is not
here?

Mr COURT: That is a smart alec comment
by the Minister for Minerals and Energy. Yes-
terday, the member for Cottesloc made it clear
that this matter would be brought before the
party meeting today and it was.

(149)

Mr Parker: Was that before or after he left?
Mr COURT: I ask the Minister for Minerals

and Energy not to be so stupid. I can assure the
Government that the Opposition will
vigorously oppose this legislation.

I shall be examining in some detail the track
record of the old Exim. I will refer to the old
Exim and the new Exim because both are called
the Exim Corporation. We shall show evidence
of a string of failures, financial mismanage-
ment, senior officials granting interest-free
loans, business being misled by Exim officials
and small businesses battling to be paid by
Exim. We believe considerable damage has
been caused to Western Australia's credibility
overseas because of some of Exim's activities.

We shall also make the point that the
Government should quite rightly be promoting
exports but that it has adopted a very frag-
mented approach to this subject. The Govern-
ment's attempts to improve our export per-
formance have been uncoordinated and there
has been tremendous duplication. I refer for
example to the WADC, Exim, WAOPA, the
Department of Industrial Development, the
Department of Resources Development, the
Small Business Development Corporation, the
Small Business Investment Corporation, the
South West Development Authority and many
other departments that have been involved in
one way or another in the export business. it
has been a fragmented effort.

The Exim story has been a sorry saga, rather
like a cyclone crossing this country; it has left a
trail of damage, failed businesses and individ-
uals sent broke, with the Government using its
public relations machine running behind trying
to repair the damage. It has gone to great
lengths to keep the facts from the taxpayers. It
must not underestimate the damage it has
caused in some areas. It is crazy to expand the
Exim concept. It is completely against the Lib-
eral Party's philosophy of allowing the private
sector to Compete openly in the marketplace
without this type of interference from the
Government.

We urge the Government to cut its losses
before irreparable damage is done to the State's
trading reputation. We are also concerned that
although we are being asked to debate this
legislation in Parliament, as at the beginning of
this session, we have not been able to get a copy
of Exim's report on its trading to 30 June.

We read in the Press during the weekend that
the report has been finalised and profit figures
were announced. The chairman said on the
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radio today that the report was out. However,
the last time we tried to get a copy at 2.20 p.m.
today, we were told that the corporation had
only six copies and it would try to get one to us.
That is after a number of attempts had been
made to secure a copy.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not unusual. You go
from feast to famine. You accused me of not
wanting to debate this Bill after a request from
your former leader, and now you want us to
delay it.

Mr COURT: That is typical of the Premier.
Of course, we want to debate this subject, but
did the Premier not regard it as his responsi-
bility when introducing a Bill of this nature to
the Parliament two weeks ago, to make sure
that the Opposition had the necessary infor-
mation so that its members knew what they
were talking about?

Mr Brian Burke: Do I have to do your work
for you?

Mr COURT: I do not know whether the
Premier realises it but this Bill, as well as refer-
ring to the new corporation, also refers to the
existing Exim corporation. That corporation
received a $6 million grant from the Federal
Government, had $5 million approved through
this Parliament last year, and it started off with
$2 million. We are not talking about a petty
cash exercise but a very substantial operation
which the Government wants to change. It is
only reasonable that the Opposition should be
given the true financial situation, not only as at
30 June but also a summary of what has oc-
curred in the corporation to the present time.
That would be quite reasonable and normal
commercial practice.

Mr Brian Burke: That would not be in the
annual report.

Mr COURT: We want a copy of the annual
report plus a summary of the financial situ-
ation of the corporation.

The proposed statutory authority will take
control of the existing body.

Mr Parker: If you were successful in your
opposition to this Bill, Exim would continue as
it is without statutory backing and without
needing to report to the Parliament. You do
not achieve anything.

Mr COURT: The Minister does not seem to
be aware of what the legislation will do; it pro-
poses to establish a new Exim Corporation as a
statutory authority and the existing corporation
will remain.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not the case, the
Exim Corporation becomes accountable to Par-
liament.

Mr COURT: The original Exim Limited re-
mains as it is now with its subsidiaries all in-
tact.

Mr Brian Burke: You do not understand the
legislation; that is not fight. I do not think you
have read the Bill.

Mr COURT: Under this legislation the two
separate bodies, WAOPA and the old Eximt
Corporation will be established as a new statu-
tory authority-the new Exim Corporation
WAOPA comes into that body, hook, line and
sinker; its assets and liabilities are absorbed
and it goes out of existence. The new body does
not bring in all the assets and liabilities of the
current Exim Corporation and that is why the
Bill has a technical section, clause 41, which
refers to the transfer of the old body.

Mr Parker: The old body has to be
transferred and there must be a mechanism for
that transfer. It is not a parallel organisation.

Mr COURT: The Minister must understand
that the Government wants to keep a corporate
structure as well as having a statutory auth-
ority. It will have the ability to transfer assets
and liabilities to its timetable. The reason the
Government has kept the corporate bodies-
according to the briefing and as explained by
Tony Lloyd from the Treasury and Jan
Sherriff, who drafted the legislation-is that it
wants Exim to carry out certain functions
which require a corporation. In the Eastern
States and overseas statutory authorities have
some restrictions with regard to functioning as
a trading organisation.

Mr Parker: It will come under the authority
of this Parliament.

Mr COURT: It will still exist as a corpor-
ation and it will not be subject to the same
auditing requirements as the new statutory
authority will.

I suggest that the Minister do his homework
on this legislation. The draftsman went to great
lengths to explain why this tricky legislation we
have in front of us was set up.

When the concept of the old Exirn Corpor-
ation was announced, we said it was just
another example of the Burke Government
intervening in the private sector.

Mr Brian Burke: Just as you said about the
WADC.
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Mr COURT: Yes, and we warned the private
sector not to be lured by what sounded quite
plausible initially. We said at the time that it
was another version of "Come into my parlour,
said the spider to the fly", because the new
legislation is the same. Everything we warned
about is quite true. No matter how innocuous it
was when it started, it has progressively be-
come more powerful and has interfered in the
operations of both small and large concerns. it
has, and no doubt it will continue to, enter into
competition with existing private traders.

The origins of the old Exim Corporation are
quite interesting: Parliament was totally
deceived by the Premier when he introduced
the Northern Mining Corporation Acquisition
Bill. No mention was made in that Bill, nor in
the second reading speech which consisted of
only a handful of paragraphs, that the Northern
Mining Corporation would sprout a wholly-
owned subsidiary to become a trading house.

Mr Parker: You didn't ask.
Mr COURT: We did not ask? I would have

thought that we could take the Premier's word.
in that second reading speech he specifically
said that the Northern Mining Corporation Ac-
quisition Bill was introduced to enable the
Government to purchase an interest in a dia-
mond mine.

Mr Brian Burke: You know as well as I do
that we are on record as promising to establish
the South-East Asian Marketing Corporation.

Mr COURT: The Premier was quite deceit-
ful. In that second reading speech he said, and
we took his word, that the Government wanted
the Bill to pass the Parliament to enable the
Government to purchase an interest in a dia-
mond mine.

Mr Brian Burke: And that was the purpose.
Mr COURT: Well why, in a clever, tricky

fashion, did the Government change the cor-
poration's name to WA Government Holdings
and then sprout off a number of subsidiaries?

Mr Brian Burke: I will tell you: Because we
wanted to on-sell Northern Mining's asset, and
we did that successfully, to the profit of the
public. Secondly, in honouring our commit-
ment about the South-East Asian Marketing
Corporation, we sought to do it as efficiently
and profitably as we could, and that was the
way to do it.

Mr COURT: It was a very clever way to by-
pass this Parliament, and now the Premier's
clever tactic has started to backfire on him be-
cause the Government is being held responsible

for the corporation's financial mismanage-
ment. The Opposition raised concerns in this
Parliament about some of Exim's operations
back in July, and the Premier chose to ignore
our warnings. Because the Government has
refused to give a full and frank disclosure about
what has been occurring in Exim, the Oppo-
sition has a responsibility to inform the public
of some of the things that have been going on.

I believe I have covered the proposed new
body very briefly: How the Government wants
to try to achieve the ability to absorb the West-
ern Australian Overseas Projects Authority op-.
eration but retain the ability to have a corpor-
ation so it can act outside the powers of a stattu-
tory authority, thereby having the best of both
worlds. I did not mention to the Minister the
other reason the Government wants to do that;
that is, it sees the possibility of selling off some
of its subsidiary companies. For example, it
was mentioned that it might want to sell off the
subsidiary company running the pastoral leases
in the Kimberley.

Mr Brian Burke: That is one area in which
Exim has done quite well, from All reports.

Mr COURT: I will get on to that in a minute.
Just look at WAOPA, the body which will be
brought into the new Exim Corporation and
then go out of existence. That body has had a
very creditable track record.

Mr Parker interjected.

Mr COURT: I will explain what WAGPA
does if the smart-alec Minister does not keep
interecting. The Leader of the House knows
that I try to cooperate in these matters, but if I
am going to get continual interjections from the
Minister and the Premier, I am only too willing
to sit here all night. It is about time we had a
decent debate about the Exim Corporation in
this Parliament, and about time the Govern-
ment came clean with some of the things that
have been going on.

WAOPA has had a creditable track record. It
is not a large organisation but if one looks at
that record, which was tabled recently, one sees
that over the years it has been able to establish
considerable reserves. The original aimi of that
body was to assist private industries to help
themselves. The Government would take a
prime role with back-to-back contracts, with
the private sector actually carrying out the
work.
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Mr Parker: Thai is not the case at all; that
was not its main thrust. The biggest thing it
did was to market things being done by the
Government sector.

Mr COURT: It could not market projects, it
could only market its services. It tried to get
private industry from Western Australia to par-
ticipate in those various projects. In many ways
it is hard to determine the success of a body
like WAOPA, which believes it is a success if it
attracts and finds export markets for local
businesses. In recent times it has been targeting
areas such as Malaysia, where it has seen big
opportunities. It has learnt, if only in a small
way, from the team it has built up, that it must
do a great deal of homework before it can start
breaking into some of these markets. In that
particular case-Malaysia, Sarawak, and the
like-it has been successful in building up good
relationships.

All in all, the WAOPA organisation had very
tight rules under which it could operate. We
believe that if the Government wanted to be-
come further involved in trading operations,
one thing it could do, without worrying about
Exim at all, is free up the rules under which
WAOPA operates, and simply work through
that body.

The track record of the old Exim Corpor-
ation really is a sorry tale of business failures,
financial mismanagement, and, we believe,
Government cover-ups. People in business
have been disappointed with its activities. The
common theme of those activities has come
out, not through what we have heard the
Government say in its Press releases but from
what we have heard from people who have
come to the Opposition very concerned about
the position they are in with their various
businesses. I will run through those various
businesses to give an example.

This is how it works: Exim has wanted to get
into projects where it can see a quick quid and
make some quick money. I want the Premier to
realise what I am saying. In recent months a
new chief executive officer, Mr John Williams,
has been appointed to run the new corporation,
so I do not hold him responsible for any of the
businesses I intend to talk about now. I have
been told that MrT Williams is a very capable
person with a fine track record in the business
field.

Mr Brian Burke: That augurs well for the
future of Exim, doesn't it?

Mr COURT: It augurs for a better future.
What it does is become excited about the huge
prospects, as many people do when they go into
business. The picture the corporation paints is
always that something will be super-big, bigger
than Ben Hur, and it promises the world. It
assures the participants that Exim is a big,
strong organisation; an arm of Government
which has Government backing. It tells them
everything will be okay. It makes plenty of
promises but tends not to put them in writing.
We know of examples where the corporation
says, "Sure, we will guarantee that", but when
the crunch comes there is no guarantee there,
and that is why some of the messy problems
have occurred. The corporation tells people to
go ahead and expand, employ staff, and that
the corporation will sort it out and is right
behind them. Then, if it gets cold feet because
things are not going well, it leaves those people
high and dry. That has been the common
theme of those who have come to the Oppo-
sition expressing concern about Exim's oper-
ations.

Over Exim's first 18 months or so in oper-
ation, its management must have told the
board some real doozies as to why some of the
businesses Exim went into ran into problems. I
hope that one day the board of Exim might
write a book about how the management of
Exim handled its entry into many of these
businesses, and the ensuing problems and how
they extracted the corporation from the mess.

I will briefly refer to the Emanuel properties,
because this is typical of the type of deal with
which hxim has been involved. In rather
simplistic terms, Exim saw an opportunity to
make a big buck out of these pastoral leases in
the north. The Premier had arranged for the
Federal Government to grant Exim $6 million
to help it purchase the Emanuel leases. That
was not a bad start. The plan was that the
Government would then resume the Australian
Land and Cattle Company leases from the cur-
rent owners and that it would then put these
together, managed by Exim. In addition, these
properties would be revamped and then would
be sold off at a big profit. This was all done in
the name of the restructuring of the pastoral
industry of the north-west.

M r Taylor interjected.
Mr COURT: I know what I am talking about

because the plan was detailed in writing. Exim
prepared its plans and for the Minister for
Lands' sake the Federal Government assisted
Exim with $6 million to buy the properties.
The Government was then going to resume the
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ALCCO leases. If the Minister would like me
to, I will read out Exim's report on this particu-
lar subject and how it was going to revamp the
properties, sell them off, and make a big profit.
It all looks simple enough on paper but things
have a habit of going wrong. Exim found that it
could not just walk in and resume the ALCCO
leases. The Government is now facing a rather
lengthy legal battle which could go on for years.
Exim prepared an extension report which the
Government disowned only when the Oppo-
sition made it public in this Parliament. The
report was somewhat racist and it outlined a
few home truths about the Government's ori-
ginal intention for those properties. Members
may recall that the $6 million granted by the
Federal Government had a commitment at-
tached to it. The letter from the Under
Treasurer to WA Livestock Holdings confirms
the transfer of $6 million to WA Livestock
Holdings-the Exim subsidiary handling the
Emanuel leases-and stated the encumbent ob-
ligation to Aboriginal interests. The letter reads
in part as follows-

Western Australian Livestock Holdings
Limited will make provision for Aborigi-
nal interests to obtain without additional
cost to the Commonwealth one or more
viable pastoral units equal in area to at
least 25 per cent of the Emmanuel leases in
the Fitzroy valley region...

The report continues as follows-

. .The crucial wording of course means
that W.A. Livestock Holdings is not
obligated to fulfil this commitment from
the actual Emmanuel leases themselves.

The publicly held view in the Kimberley,
in the absence of knowledge of the actual
agreement, is that Aboriginals are going to
end up with large tracts of Emmanuel
country. The belief remains as one major
stumbling block to acceptance within the
industry of the Government's reconstruc-
tion plans.

This is the pant that I found offensive, as did
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, Mr
Bridge-

No self respecting pastoralist (and this
includes the Western Australian Livestock
Holding Management Team) will give his
support to a project that may result in Ab-
originals ending up with a large pant of the
Emmanuel leases. These leases are held to
be amongst the most productive leases in
Western Australia and of such vital im-

portance to the Kimberley Pastoral Indus-
try that no chance can be taken with Abor-
iginal ownership on those stations.

I raised this point during the debate in July.
The $6 million which went from the Federal
Government to the Treasurer and then to WA
Livestock Holdings, a subsidiary of Exim, had
attached to it a very clear commitment about
25 per cent of the land, or its equivalent. I
asked the Premier quite openl y in debate about
this matter. I asked, "Doesn't that mean that
there should be a contingent liability that Exim
act to meet the commitment?" I have not yet
received an answer from the Premier.

Just like the Goldrock exercise, this matter
was swept under the carpet. I am looking for-
ward to seeing the annual accounts to deter-
mine whether that contingent liability is there.
If it is not Exim's commitment to meet that 25
per cent requirement, whose is it? The Under
Treasurer stated quite clearly that it is Exim's
responsibility, but this is just one of those mat-
ters which has not been addressed although this
is the second time I have raised it in this
House. Despite this, the Opposition still has
not had an answer from the Government. In
fact, at the recent Northern Development Con-
ference, Mr Holding himself wanted to know
when the Aborigines are going to get that par-
ticular land.

Mr Brian Burke interjected.

Mr COURT: That is not the point. I am
talking about the proper accounting of Exim,
which the Government has been happy to have
running as a corporation under the corporate
affairs Act and meeting those obligations.
When Exini moved into this operation, the per-
son who became the guru initially was Mr
Keith Gale. He was employed by the Premier
in a capacity which has never been made clear
to the public. I do not think he was employed
by Exim; he was some sort of consultant. Any
questions that the Opposition asked on this
subject as to his fees or the expenses that the
State was paying for were not answered because
they were commercially confidential to Exim.

Mr Gate was not experienced in cattle prior
to this, but I have been told by people in the
Kimberley that he learned pretty fast. Just
prior to the last election he left the scene. As I
said, it is just another matter about which the
Opposition was not able to find any infor-
mation. The Opposition wanted to know how
much it cost the State to have that sort of con-
sultant working for Exim and being involved
with the Exim Corporation. Exim poured a lot
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of money through WA Livestock Holdings into
the Emanuel properties. Those properties need
a lot of funds; they will need even more funds.
The Aborigines want to know when their side
of the deal will be honoured. There appears to
be some confusion as to how the properties will
be cut up now that the Govenrment cannot
bring the ALCCO leases in with them. We have
a Government trading house tring to run pas-
toral properties. I believe that is something that
the private sector pastoralists should be doing.

Mr Brian Burke: They ran the country into
the pround over generations.

Mr COURT: The Premier should look to the
Government's record to see how this corpor-
ation is running those pastoral leases because it
is now not all rosy. WA Livestock Holdings has
very expensive overheads, with offices in Perth
and in the Kimberley and people who have to
fly between the two regions. If the Government
wants to restructure the pastoral industry in the
Kimberley, it should be the facilitator. If it
wants to restructure industry, it should work
with the private sector to achieve those goals.
However, the typical socialist attitude of mem-
bers opposite is that they should own all the
properties, so that they can then engineer the
sort of change they want. That is not the role of
a Government corporation, let alone a Govern-
ment trading corporation.

I refer now to Goldrock. When the Oppo-
sition raised the matter of Exim investing in
this jewellery company, the Premier again
found it very convenient to sweep the whole
thing under the carpet. I believe that this is a
scandal of the worst kind and the Government,
and the Premier in particular, should hang
their heads in shame because they have not
been prepared to make a decision. This sorry
state of affairs should come out into the open
so that the public can have a look at what took
place. We might be talking only about
hundreds of thousands of dollars, not millions
of dollars, but what took place in respect of this
operation is cause for great concern. The facts
are that the Exim officials tried to offload this
particular investment, and when the Oppo-
sition started asking a few questions in Parlia-
ment these officials tried to cover their tracks.
The Premier knew what was going on all the
time.

We had the absurd situation in this House
where we asked questions and got an answer
saying yes, the Government had sold its
interest in Goldrock and giving details as to
how it sold, and a couple of weeks later,
through some sort of magical mystery event,

the investment came back into Exim's hands.
The Government was very keen to keep the
whole thing quiet.

Let us look at the background. The Premier
said on radio yesterday that this was old news,
but the details of what took place have never
been brought out in this House. Even if it was
old news the Government certainly did not do
anything about this matter at the time.

Mr Brian Burke: Be fair in repeating what
you say I said. I said it was reported in The
Western Mail in July, and then I quoted your
comment in inverted commas saying the ar-
rangements never proceeded-and I cannot re-
member the exact words, but you said the
company ran out of money.

Mr COURT: I will relate what took place.
The Premier knows because he is the principal
player in the Exim exercise. We have had to
piece the story together, and now we have the
information we will tell the Parliament what
took place. We can give the Premier as much
detail as he wants.

The operation began in June 1985 to market
a special type of gold jewellery. Exim built up a
46 per cent equity in the business, but the oper-
ation quickly ran into trouble. Capital of
$500 000 was raised and most of it was spent
very quickly.

Mr Parker: Do you want to know how?
Mr COURT: I can tell the Minister in detail

if he wants the detail. More than $ 100 000 was
spent on a calendar.

Mr Parker: It was not Exim.
Mr COURT: I said it was Goldrock, the

chairman of which was Mr John O'Brien of
Exim.

Mr Parker: Do you know whether some of
the expenditure was authorised by the board,
or whether it was done with the knowledge of
the board, or in some cases against the express
instructions of the board?

Mr COURT: This could be a very lengthy
debate because I can go through and
particularise each item of expenditure if the
Minister so requires. We have the full set of
minutes of the company's operations. I am sure
the Minister does not want me to go into that
sort of detail.

Very early in its life Goldrock ran out of
funds because it was not selling anything. It
had budgeted to sell products, but the sales
were not coming in. It is interesting to read the
minutes of the company because the material
which dates from its inception would make an
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exciting navel. By February 1986 the finances
of this company were not looking very good-
and the minutes outline the continual problems
of creditors demanding payment-and the
company seemed to lurch from one crisis to
another.

Mr Parker: Did Exim Corporation have con-
trol over the company?

Mr COURT: It had the chairman, and it was
the largest single shareholder.

Mr Parker: Did it have control of the
company?

Mr COURT: I will come to that because
shortly after that time it had acquired 64 per
cent of the company.

Mr Parker: I know that, but did it have con-
trol when the expenditure was incurred?

Mr COURT: The Premier tried to raise that
excuse last time, and it did not work.

Mr Parker: Did it have control?
Mr COURT: Yes, Exim had effective control

of the organisation.
Mr Parker: How did it have effective con-

trol?
Mr COURT: I will go into that detail. At a

board meeting on 6 February, the chairman,
John O'Brien, said the company had four
options to pay creditors. Firstly, existing unit
holders could take up new units in Goldrock
Unit Trust; secondly, existing unit holders
could loan funds to Goldrock Investments and
be paid interest on those loan funds; thirdly,
the unit trust could go into liquidation; and
finally, a new investor could be introduced to
Goldrock Unit Trust, thereby providing more
equity capital. Later in the meeting Mr O'Brien
reported that Exim Corporation would be
willing to invest more funds to ensure that
Goldrock could continue to try to return to
profitability, probably on the basis of the unit
holding held by each investor.

Exim then looked at trying to sell off its in-
vestment;- and this is where a deal was put
together to sell to Eastmarc with which the
chief executive officer, Mr Brian Easton, had a
connection. The Premier went to great lengths
during the last debate to say that Mr Easton
had severed his connection with Eastmarc. In
fact Mr Easton was and still is owed funds by
the current owners of Eastmarc.

Mr Parker: What funds?
Mr COURT: I believe it is $186000 from

Eastmarc for his sale of shares in that oper-
ation.

Mr Parker: From Eastmarc or the other
shareholders?

Mr COURT: He sold his interest in Eastmarc
to the other owners of the company.

Mr Parker: And they have not paid him for
that interest; is that what you are alleging?

Mr COURT: Yes.
At the 17 February meeting, negotiations

were well down the track and Mr O'Brien ad-
vised that Favonius Nominees Pty Ltd, the
Exim company, would assist with the required
funds to Eastmarc Pty Ltd for the purchase of
350 000 units in the Goldrock Unit Trust
which would be secured by a charge over all
assets of Eastmarc Pty Ltd. So they were
funding the sale of 250 000 units owned by
Exim and 100 000 units owned by another
shareholder from the Diamond Syndicate Pty
Ltd, and they were going to sell them for 30c
per unit.

Mr Brian Burke: Who was that?
Mr COURT: I do not know the full details of

the shareholders, but one was John Withers.
Mr O'Brien further advised that if the sale of

units to Eastmarc was to be successful the
existing unit holders of Goldrock would be
required to provide Goidrock Unit Trust with
the following loan funds to satisfy creditors and
commitments of the trust. One of those was
Favonius Nominees Pty Ltd-that is the Exim
group-for $27 300. This was one of the things
that had to be done to enable the sale to
Eastmarc to go through. Mr O'Brien advised
that these funds would be advanced as loans to
Goldrock Unit Trust to be repaid as soon as the
trust was in a position to do so. We will see
later what the terms were. So for the sale to go
through, those funds had to go in and they
would be repaid when the trust was in a
position to do so. That could be any time.

A couple of weeks later, at a 24 February
meeting, clarification was requested of the
terms and conditions of the proposed loans by
unit holders of the Gold rock Unit Trust. It was
moved that all loans to Goldrock Unit Trust be
interest free, and that these loans be made
available to Goldrock Un-it Trust by 15 March
1986. These loans would be repayable as and
when the unit trust had the financial resources
to do so.

That is only one of the smaller loans. Exim,
which was very keen to get out of its 250 000
unit investment in Goldrock, was prepared to
lend money to a company on very favourable
terms so it could buy those shares. The details
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of these so-called "soft loans" arranged with
WA Exim Corporation were the original pur-
chase loan of $105 000, and a working capital
deposit of $100000, making a total of
$205 000. The first $205 000 is interest-free
until January 1989, after which interest is
charged. In addition to the $205 000 there was
a bank guarantee for a loan of $100000.' So
Exim is giving a guarantee of $100000, plus
the interest-free loan of $205 000 to fund the
purchase by a corporation, Auscorp Hold-
ings-and members will notice that the name
has changed from Eastmarc, because the same
people in Eastmarc set up Auscorp, for the deal
to be done under that name.

The matter for concern was that Exim was
very keen to get out of an investment that was
running into trouble. It wanted to set up a deal
so that it could sell it off. In answer to question
422 on 19 June, the Premier said the shares
had been sold and informed us of the price at
which they were sold to Auscorp Holdings.

I mentioned before that the Eastmarc people
were involved with the people with whom Mr
Easton worked and he was not in the company.

Mr Parker: He had been.

Mr COURT: He was until he sold it but,' as I
said, he still had a financial interest in the
events.

Mr Brian Burke: He was owed money by the
people he sold it to.

Mr COURT: That is what I am sayi ng. I am
saying that he is now selling a business back to
those people.

Mr Brian Burke: If I sell you a motorcar, you
owe me money on the motorcar, and if you
have an accident or a stroke of good fortune,
am I partly involved?

Mr COURT: Does the Premier not think it
strange that interest-free loans from taxpayer's
funds were given out by the chief executive
officer of the Government's trading corpor-
ation to people that the chief executive officer
was closely involved with?

Mr Parker: There are two points. The first
point is that I am not sure that it is true that
Easton was owed money at the time or is owed
money now for the sale of his equity in
Eastmarc to others. The second point is that
whether he was or not, he had no further
financial interest in how Eastmarc, the
company, or any other company that it set up
was formed.

Mr COURT: If what you say is true, his only
interest is in getting whoever it was who now
owns the shares to pay him the money.

Mr Parker: That is a very strong interest, is it
not?

Mr COURT: If that company can be made to
perform, he has a chance of getting his money
back.

Mr Parker: No. If Eastmarc owed him the
money that would be valid. According to you,
the money was owed by someone else.

Mr COURT: The Minister is drawing a very
fine line.

The daughter of one of the other senior
officials of Exim-I think the second-in-charge,
John O'Brien-was also a director of that
company. Does the Minister not think that is
strange? I find it incredible that that sort of
thing goes on.

It was about that time that the Opposition
started asking a few questions about what had
occurred. During the debate, and after we had
been told that the interest had been sold, the
Premier said there was a possibility that the
shares might come back to Exim. Of course,
eventually they did come back although I am
told that the actual registration of the return of
those shares occurred only in the last seven
working days. I have not been able to confirm
that because the records of the Corporate Af-
fairs Department are a little behind. However,
Exim sold off 46 per cent and bought back 64
per cent.

Brian Burke: It bought Mr Withers' shares.
The big problem was, if you want to be strictly
forthright about that, that Exim was not in con-
trol of Goldrock and so it was able to buy Mr
Vertiglia's shares plus Mr Withers' shares to
gain control.

Mr COURT: I said to the Minister pre-
viously that Exim was effectively in control of
the company when it had the chairman and it
made all the necessary arrangements and
provided all the funding for it to be sold off.
The Premier, then, cannot use the story that it
bought it back so it could have a majority
interest.

Mr Brian Burke: You want to blame Exim
and not apportion any of the blame to anyone
else. That is not fair.

Mr COURT: I am giving the Government
the facts. If the Premier wants to defend what
took place that is up to him. I believe that what
actually happened was that the people at
Eastmar; who were asked to buy the company,
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were sold a pup. I think Goidrock was built up
and the people involved in Eastmarc thought
they were getting a pretty good operation.
When they gained control of it, they found they
had not been sold the company they thought
they would get and were only too pleased when
the Government took it back. I feel sorry for
those people because, when they had a good
look into the company they found there was
nothing there. It had no sales performance and
many problems. I believe they had every right
to be concerned about the company. I think
one of the reasons the Government bought it
back was that the people it had been sold to felt
they had some sort of case for criminal negli-
gence because of the condition the company
was in.

Mr Easton's name-he was then the chief
executive officer-will come up fairly often
when I run through the operations in some de-
tail. The Premier made him second-in-charge
of the Public Service Board and he is now re-
sponsible for the Functional Review Com-
mittee which looks into the efficiency of differ-
ent Government operations. That is his reward.

I will come back to Goidrock later. The
member for Merredin will be surprised to learn
that Exim then became involved in the tractor
industry. I will explain briefly Exim's involve-
ment in Acremaster Marketing Pty Ltd. Exim
decided to get involved in marketing tractors.
The Phillips company had run into financial
difficulties and the receiver sold that company
to Zanetic Manufacturing Pty Ltd. Zanetic had
been working with the international organis-
ation in marketing those tractors.

When Exim put the proposition forward to
form Acremaster Marketing to market the
product, Zanetic Manufacturing thought that
would be a pretty good deal. It had read about
this Government trading corporation and it de-
cided to go into the business on a 50-50 basis
with Exim putting in $500 000 and Zanetic
putting in its contribution in the form of stock
and goodwill of types. They obtained a floor
plan facility of $2 million from a subsidiary of
the R & I Bank, Perpetual Finance, and then
things started going backwards. Zanetic learnt
quickly that Exim's involvement in the market-
ing side of things was not the be-all and end-all
of the, matter because they had trouble selling
the tractors. It was a very successful manufac-
turing operation. Zanetic had won an
Australian design award for its product and the
Premier had presented the award at Kewdale.
Who could know that two months later the
company would be broke?

When the orders did not come through,
Zanetic found itself running into problems. It
had bought imported stock in advance, includ-
ing engines, axles, and transmissions, and it
found itself with a considerable cash-flow prob-
lem. Its accountants realised that it could not
survive and would be wiped out because it had
no orders coming in. it was put in the hands of
an agent in possession of the mortgagee and the
agent ended up selling Zanetic's assets and
name to Horwood Bagshaw. I believe that the
plant has since been sold but I do not know
where it went.

Perpetual Finance Corporation Ltd, a sub-
sidiary of the R & I Bank, had no guarantor on
this loan, but it had security over stock. We are
told that when the stock is sold up, it will lose
about $500 000 on that exercise.

Mr Parker: That is a normal thing in such
cases, isn't it?

Mr COURT: I will add up the different
losses.

Mr Parker: But in a floor plan situation, that
is the normal situation. The finance company
which is providing the floor plan puts it in on
the basis of the stock.

Mr COURT: Any floor plan that I have had
has needed a guarantor as well.

Mr Parker: In your case, I am sure that is so.
Mr COURT: That is the case with any pri-

vate sector business. A substantial guarantor
must be put up. I do not mind the snide com-
ments by the Minister, but I am trying to ex-
plain general commercial practice. The Minis-
ter might be aware that when a company is
running into Problems, it is often hard to find
the stock. It tends to disappear at the time
when a company finally closes down. That is
always a problem. Therefore, the company tries
to get as much security as it can.

Mr Parker: Everyone wants as much security
as they can get.

Mr COURT: In this case, Perpetual Finance
gave the floor plan facility without a guarantor
because Exim was behind it. The Minister has
raised a very good point, because it will be
interesting to see whether Perpetual Finance
will now have to have a go at Exim to get the
shortfall. It might be said that there was an
implied guarantee, because Exim may have
said, "Look, we do not have to guarantee this.
We can back that sont of facility". It would be
interesting to see how Perpetual Finance ends
up handling the shortfall it is expected to have
to meet.
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In its final days in May this year, Zanetic was
reconciled to the fact that it was going out of
business. Exim rang Zanetic's bank manager
and said "Don't worry about Zanetic's over-
draft; Exim will cover it". That turned out not
to be the case. Zanetic had a small overdraft at
the time, but by June it had built up to about
$200 000 or $300 000. It turned out that the
verbal contact by phone call from an Exim.
official to the bank promising to cover the
overdraft was quite worthless. The bank man-
ager involved in this particular case has got
himself into all sorts of problems within the
organisation.

Mr Parker: Which bank is that?

Mr COURT: I am not too Sure of the name
of the bank. I can find out for the Minister.
That is another story in itself, and 1 believe that
the fate of the bank manager who was prepared
to take Exim's word will be raised in the other
House.

In early June Zanetic was called by Mr
Easton and told that it would ge a good deal if
it could arrange to sell the business to Farmers
Tractors and combine operations with that
company. Heads of agreement were drawn up.
I amn not sure whether they were signed, but a
deal was prepared. I do not think that that deal
would have eventually gone through, because
by then the circumstances of Zanetic's. financial
position had caught up with it. The member for
Merredin might be able to fill us in there.

The interesting thing was that Mr Easton
spoke to Zanetic who was about to lose every-
thing and said, "We will put the two in
together-you go into Farmers Tractors. Don't
worry, we have another business we can sell
you". It was the old nudge, nudge, wink, wink,
story. Mr Easton said, "Meet me and I will tell
you what the deal is". What was the deal? It
was suggested that Zaneti c buy into Auscorp
Holdings and take over the Goldrock oper-
ation- I can give full details of how the sugges-
tion was made; I would be only too willing to
do so. Mr Easton tried to offsell an interest in
Auscorp. One of the selling features was that
Auscorp had these soft loans from Exim. Mr
Zanetic wanted to put off staff in June because
he had run out of money. But Exim told him to
keep on the staff. Zanetic kept on the staff but
was left holding the baby.

Let us look at the wash-up on the Acremaster
deal. Exim wrote off its investment of
$500 000. in June it pumped in another
$100 000 to try to Meet the Creditors.
Interestingly enough, the money started coming

through from WA Livestock Holdings. It paid
creditors with its cheques. Acremaster was told
by Exim's accountant to write out a letter to
WA Livestock Moldings, thanking it for the de-
posit it had made for the purchase of an
Acremaster tractor with such and such a serial
number, or whatever. That was the way in
which money was obtained from WA Livestock
Holdings for Acremaster.

Mr Brian Burke: Hang on, let's unravel that
big mystery. The way you put it is not quite the
way it is now. WA Livestock Holdings pur-
chased a tractor?

M r COURT: The creditors needed to be paid
so the cheques started coming through in bits
and pieces from WA Livestock Holdings.
Acremaster asked how it could account for the
money, and it was told to write a letter to WA
Livestock Holdings thanking it for the deposit
it had paid for the purchase of an Acremaster
tractor.

Mr Parker: Who said this to whom?

Mr COURT: The accountant at Exim told
the Acrem aster people to write the letter to WA
Livestock Holdings.

Mr Parker: You are saying that WA Live-
stock Holdings bought a tractor, which it did
not pay for. is that right?

Mr COURT: No, Acremnaster was told to
thank WA Livestock Holdings for the deposit it
had made on a tractor, hut there is no tractor.
Where is the tractor?

Mr Parker: I don't know. You are the person
making the allegation. What are you saying?

Mr Pearce: is this a magic trick?

Mr COURT: No, it is not a magic trick.

Mr Brian Burke: I understood that Exim had
sold all the tractors on the floor plan. I can
check on that.

Mr COURT: As I said earlier, Perpetual
Finance had to take over the stock because it
had a $2 million floor plan that had to be paid
up.

Mr Brian Burke: I thought you said that
Exirn had made a guarantee, but I understood
that it had never made a guarantee.

Mr COURT: That is the point I just made.
Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying it should

have given a guarantee?

Mr COURT: No. I am saying that when the
documents for the $2 million floor plan were
signed, a lien was taken over the stock and
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Perpetual Finance wanted the guarantee. Exim
said, "We are the Government; we are big; you
don't have to worry about us".

Mr Brian Burke: Is that what the Perpetual
people said, is it?

Mr COURT: No, it is not what someone
from Perpetual said; it was related to me.

Mr Brian Burke: By whom?
Mr COURT: I will explain this in detail. I

am only too willing to get the necessary papers
and I will table those papers which outline the
Perpetual Finance deal.

Mr Brian Burke: But Perpetual did not say
that and Exim did not say that, so who said it?

Mr COURT:
Acremaster. I am
that took place at

The people involved at
talking about the proceedings
Acremaster.

Mr Parker: So the people at Acremaster told
you that the reason that they could get their
floor plan on the basis of a lien on a stock
without any other form of guarantee was be-
cause the Acremaster people saw that Exim had
told Perpetual Finance not to worry about it
because it was behind the whole thing. Is that
what you are saying?

Mr COURT: No-one likes giving a guaran-
tee, and the Acremaster people did a lot of
talking to Perpetual Finance with respect to
non-provision of a guarantee.

Mr Parker: So now it is a different story.
Now you are saying that Acremaster said to
Perpetual Finance, "You don't have to worry
about a guarantee because we are backed by
Exim".

Mr COURT: Acremaster was told by the
Exim people that they did not want to be in as
guarantors.

Mr Brian Burke: That is fair enough. I agree
with that entirely.

Mr Parker: Acremaster was told by Exim it
did not want to come in as a guarantor.
Acremaster went to Perpetual Finance.

Mr COURT: The Minister is talking about
50 per cent Exim.

Mr Parker: Acremaster went to Perpetual
Finance and said,"We do not need a guaran-
tee."

Mr COURT: It went to Perpetual Finance
and said, "We are backed by Exim; by the
Government."

Mr Parker: Are you saying that Acremaster
said that in the knowledge that Exim had told it
to provide a guarantee?

Mr COURT: That will teach them to believe
publicity.

Another $100000 goes in. Some smaller
amounts were paid. When the payments which
WA Livestock was paying on those cheques
come through, it was made clear they were ex
gratia payments. There were some smaller
amounts for $30 000 where Exim cheques were
sent out to creditors. A big fuss was being
made. The covering note on the cheque said,
"This is an ex gratia payment."

How does the Opposition know about this?
Some very small businesses in this town are not
being paid. They said that when they under-
took work it was specifically requested by
Exim-

Mr Parker: Work for Acremaster?
Mr COURT: Yes, work for Acremaster. It

was specifically requested by Exim that pay-
ment was wanted. To try to keep the peace,
Exim started paying some of those accounts. A
cartage contractor in Merredin had to threaten
it with section 74. He threatened to put a re-
ceiver/manager in, so it paid up in his case.

Mr Brian Burke: If you look at what you are
saying from another angle, Exim might well
have been assisting Acremaster through a
period of extreme difficulty.

Mr COURT: I have gone past that stage.
Mr Brian Burke: Then came the stage where

the rural crisis was so great that Acremaster
was not viable and could not sell the tractors.

Mr COURT: When Exim became involved,
Zanetic did not have to contact Exim, he had a
choice. He had had an offer to deal with the
Fiat people. He had made a profit of $300 000
in his manufacturing operation.

Mr Parker: How did he do that?
Mr COURT: Hang on. Exim lost $ 500 000

one year later, plus another $100000, plus
another $30 000 Perpetual Finance was looking
down the barrel of half a million dollars. Mr
Zanetic was losing $1 million. He has been
wiped out personally.

Mr Brian Burke: We have just given a
guarantee.

Mr COURT: I will get on to that.
Mr Brian Burke: I suppose that is another

waste of money.
Mr COURT: The point I am making is that

more than $2 million has gone down the
gurgier. Many questions will be asked by differ-
ent people involved. There is the problem of
whether Exim was the guarantor for the bank
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overdraft, and then pulled out of that commit-
ment. That is the sloppy sort of thing which has
been going on.

The Premier mentioned that the remaining
tractor company in Merredin is now being as-
sisted. That is good. We must have two
companies. We must keep one of those oper-
ations going.

Mr Brian Burke: It is not a tractor company.
Mr COURT: All right, a farm machinery

company.
Mr Cowan: There never should have been

two operations in Merredin.
Mr COURT: I went briefly into the initial

history of Acremaster. I will not become
involved in whether there should be two.

Mr Brian Burke: The Leader of the National
Party says, in more subtle terms, that it would
have hit the fan a year and a half ago.

Mr COURT: I have discussed the matter
with the member for Merredin. I know the his-
tory only too well. I am giving a specific case.

Mr Parker: You are suggesting that Mr
Zanetic's financial problems are related to his
association with Exim, whereas everyone is
making it clear it would have happened a year
and a half ago, had it not been for this associ-
ation.

Mr COURT: How could it have happened a
year and a half before? They were involved for
only a year.

More than $2 million has been lost in this
exercise. A man has lost everything. It is not
the sort of treatment with which one wants to
be associated.

I will run quickly through some of the other
operations in which these people have been
involved because other members on this side
also want to debate this Bill. This Government
has made a lot of noise about the new Waltzing
Matilda Hotel getting under way in Kununurra.
The member for Gascoyne brought up prob-
lems which arose a few months ago there in
connection with the construction camp. Here is
another involvement, with Exim being paid a
commission to arrange finance.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not exactly what the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition presented.

Mr Laurance: We will see about that.
Mr COURT: I hope funding comes through

and that hotel can be built. There is a connec-
tion with some of the people involved in some
of these other operations I have been talking
about.

We have seen the Government's perform-
ance when trying to go into the flower industry.
What a debacle that was! To the credit of all the
small flower growers in this State, they organ-
ised themselves as an effective unit to say to
the Government, "We do not want you in our
business, we are capable of doing it
ourselves."

Through Exim the Government has taken up
the business migration programme. The private
sector, mainly through the large banks, is trying
to attract people to come into Australia under
the Federal Government's scheme. The situ-
ation is that these private sector banks run
seminars trying to attract people to the State.
Exim is also trying to compete in that market.

Other examples include grain sales. One sale
in particular is to an Asian country where the
Exim representative was asked to arrange a'
quote on feed grain from Western Australia.
Exim said, "We will handle this deal ourselves,
we will not go through experts in this field, we
can do this sort of thing." Exini ended up mis-
quoting the price and the sale had to be can-
celled.

We have details of a fertiliser deal and
another deal where a small operator wanted to
export feral goats out of Derby. They ran into
problems. He had his business undercut as a
result of the actions of Exim.

The Thailand housing deal is an interesting
one. Mr Speaker, I am glad you are interested
in this trip around the world. It takes people
years to build up expertise in certain areas and
to break into markets. In 18 months this
Government corporation has tried to add a
little bit here and there and go into areas where
it does not have the expertise.

I would like the Premier to give a expla-
nation of how the Thailand housing venture is
going. There was a lot of noise about the way in
which this deal was put together. I believe that
a company called Linate Asia Ltd, which I am
told is a wholly owned subsidiary of Exim, is
registered either in Bangkok or in Hong Kong.
That project has not come to fruition.

I would be interested to know what this has
cost the taxpayer, whether it has been success-
ful, and whether it has been able to sell ser-
vices. I was talking to a very successful organ is-
ation selling housing into both Thailand and
India. This group would be interested in this
operation because of its operation in that mar-
ket.

If they ran into problems, they would be keen
to know what the problems were so they could
learn from their mistakes. The Government
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should be providing that type of information
by facilitating and helping local business to get
its housing into those attractive markets like
Thailand, and not be a competitor and keep
quiet about the situation. I would ask the
Treasurer to give me some details on that cor-
poration.

Exim has gone into other ventures that have
not worked, involving other agricultural areas.
I will not go into the details because the people
concerned-even though they are no longer in
those ventures-may receive a backlash.

I refer to the move into airlines. I was
listening to Mr Horgan on the radio today
when he said Exim should take the credit for
the great increase in the number of flights into
and out of Perth. I certainly hope there are
more flights for this busy America's Cup
period. If one analyses the flights coming in
and out of Perth one will find some interesting
statistics.

Mr Horgan, for whom I have a high regard,
made a comment in the paper today-which
might be correct-that Exim had made efforts
in the education area to attract overseas
students to Western Australia. He said that
approximately 1 000 students will come here
next year. This will bring a lot of foreign
exchange earnings into the country.

In answer to questions last week, the
Treasurer said that Exim had done only one
marketing deal with an educational institution.
I refer to the University of Western Australia. I
have some involvement on one of the WAIT
committees. I know WAIT'S business studies
programme has been very effective in selling its
educational services in Singapore and Malaysia
and in bringing those full fee-paying students
into this State.

Exim cannot take the credit for those organ-
isations, even though it has been aggressively
selling education-to the concern of Senator
Susan Ryan, the Federal Minister-for some
years now to try to make ends meet. That has
been a fascinating exercise.

The Opposition is concerned-and we will
cover this matter in the Committee stage-
about what the Government will do with the
new statutory authority it is proposing in this
legislation. We believe it will try to get some
instant credit for the new organisation by
putting an existing statutory authority, which is
operating in the trade area, into that body. The
Treasurer may be able to give us some indi-
cation about what the Government is planning.

Mr Brian Burke: Can you be more specific?

Mr COURT: Is there a current statutory
authority working in the agricultural marketing
body?

Mr Brian Burke: WAOPA?
Mr COURT: No, that is pant of the legis-

lation. l refer to the Meat Commission or some
such body.

Mr Brian Burke: There is no such intention. I
am not saying it will not happen. I have not
been approached.

Mr COURT: That does not mean a great
deal.

I wish to summarise some of the points I
have made in this debate. Exim has been a tale
of financial mismanagement which, in some
cases, has bordered on criminal negligence; for
example, the Goldrock exercise. It has a trail of
failed businesses and unhappy creditors, and in
some cases has damaged our State's reputation.
I do not like having to say that about a Govern-
ment corporation. We have seen, in financial
dealings, associates of senior officials receiving
interest-free loans for their business dealings,
even though it may have been reversed pretty
quickly when the pressure went on. The Chief
Executive Officer of Exim, through business
misadventures, was appointed by the Treasurer
to a senior position on the Public Service
Board and now runs the Government's Func-
tional Review Committee.

Exim has been competing directly with the
private sector and in some cases it is muddying
our State's good image in the trade area over-
seas. The Government has had its own trading
houses for nearly two years and they have been
a failure. Now, it is asking this Parliament to
have a new type of trading house which will
still have the authority to run the corporations
currently in existence. It has tried to be an
expert in all fields of trade, but it has failed.
The Government should be an expert
facilitator and should not be the player. It
should be helping local business get into those
markets.

On the radio today I heard Mr Korgan an-
nounce that Exim's company, Aldetec, had
-won a contract in Hong Kong. That is good to
see. I know that company and the people
involved in that busienss. I know a lot of
people from the University of Western
Australia who set up this business. They have
established some tremendous technology with
respect to the railway area, largely as a result of
working closely with the iron ore companies.
They are even selling some of their technology
to the Brazilians who run similar large-scale
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railway lines. The Government should be
facilitating business and helping a company
like that to get its product across. When it starts
getting involved in the business itself, it will
run into problems.

I hope that John Williams, the new chief
executive officer, takes the attitude that what-
ever the Government will do in this area, it
must perform, help this country to survive and
not let our standard of living decline, as it is
doing at present. It is important that if the
Government is to have a role, it should act as
the facilitator and not try to be a player in the
game.

There has been massive duplication in
Government departments which I have
mentioned earlier, whether it be DID, Exim,
WADC, or the many other Government
authorities all trying to get into that field. We
must all realise that the State cannot afford
another mistake like Exim with our trade being
in such a precarious position. That has been
highlighted by the massive trade deficits in this
country over the past year.

It has been extremely difficult for the Oppo-
sition to find out what Eim does. We tried to
find out by legitimately asking questions, but
everything tends to be secret or the Treasurer
makes a smart-alec comment by saying, "Why
don't you do this, or that?" Today is the first
time we have had a decent chance to bring out
some of the concerns about what has been go-
ing on in that corporation. Ax times, I have felt
intimidated when I have tried to find out infor-
mation about some of its activities.

I do not like mentioning anything in this
House unless l am factually correct.

Mr Parker: You have done that today.

Mr COURT: Can the Minister give an
example of when I have not been factually cor-
rect?

We have gone to a lot of trouble to find out
what is going on. As the public are paying for
this venture with their money they do not want
to see the Government playing games. The
Government should give a full and rank dis-
closure of what has taken place. flack in July
the Premier thought he would be able to sweep
some of these issues under the table. If that is
the sort of practice this Government is to al-
low, and if it gets away with it, what hope do
we have? If the Government cannot set the
example at the top, what hope is there further
down the track?

It has been a difficult exercise for us to find
out what occurs in Exim. I hope the Treasurer
takes the opportunity in summing up the sec-
ond reading debate to tell us about the other
ventures in which Exim is involved. We do not
know all the different ventures-or adven-
tures-in which it is involved. We only learn of
these things when someone comes to us ex-
pressing a concern and then we have to start
trying to piece the whole story together. That
should not be the case and it is quite scandal-
ous that this should be the situation when it is
the taxpayers' money involved.

This proposed corporation will still be able
to keep other bodies in operation. As we will
see in the Committee stage, all this Bill means
is that the Government will have another ve-
hicle and widened powers with which it can
carry out its socialist dream of having its own
trading house. The Government should not get
involved in the private sector in that way; the
Government should be a facilitator and not a
player in the game.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for
Minerals and Energy) [5.02 p.m.]: I want to
participate in this debate in order to indicate to
the House some of the areas in which the Op-
position is trying to create a situation for the
Government and for the proposed Exim Cor-
poration and its new management of being
"damned if you are and damned if you aren't"
in these matters.

Here we have a situation where, for some
considerable time, the Opposition's principal
complaint about Exim has been that Exim has
not been accountable to this House and has not
been required to abide by the normal financial
constraints and audit requirements of the
Financial Administration and Audit Act, and
has among other things been a duplication of
existing services. Some of those things we have
heard referred to again this afternoon.

At the moment the Exim Corporation is a
company under the Companies Code. It has all
of the normal constraints attaching to it, in-
cluding all of the regulations and so on of the
corporate law in this State and the Common-
wealth. It has to operate as a company under
the Companies Code and it is certainly the case
that it has abided by all those constraints.

The Opposition and the business community
would far prefer to see this body operate in
such a way that the Government only had some
equity in it and the body operated essentially as
a statutory authority, having been created an
official statutory authority.
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Originally we had the Opposition saying that
the Government should have Exim and other
such bodies at arm's length to it, and that there
should be no direction by the Government. So
it has been with Exim and the Western
Australian Development Corporation. In fact,
the WADC's own legislation sees to it that it is
at arm's length from the Minister responsible
and is not directed by the Minister responsible,
in this case the Premier and Treasurer.

Yet when we come to matters to do with the
WADC, we get complaints from the Oppo-
sition that the Premier is often not aware of
some of the things it has done and can only
provide information in terms of the limited
knowledge he has of its operations and is un-
able to comment on its commercial operations.
We do not see anything wrong with that, but
the Opposition complains.

The Exim Corporation has been set up as a
corporation in the same way as the WADC so
that its board of directors has full control. The
Government is a shareholder, holding the
shares in the corporation. But the board is re-
sponsible for its day-to-day operations. This
means the board simply carries out its role as a
board of directors, and the shareholder-the
Government-is not involved in any material
sense except from time to time being advised of
its operations in the same way as shareholders
of every company in the Commonwealth are
advised of their company's operations from
time to time.

Shareholders of BHP are not told of the
company's day-to-day operations except by
way of an annual report. Some of the things
BHIP does as a company are public knowledge,
so to that extent its shareholders are involved.
It seeks to raise funds from its shareholders at
times and they are advised about that. it
produces annual reports which give a full ac-
counting of its activities. But ordinary share-
holders, unless they happen to be directors
also, are not aware of the company's day-to-day
business and are certainly not aware of the de-
tail of the commercial transactions in which the
company is involved. And nor should they be,
because no company can operate in a commer-
cial environment if it is required to reveal its
day-to-day operations, whether it be a private
company or a Government-owned statutory
authority.

When we were in Opposition the then
Government used to talk about the SEC be-
coming responsible to Parliament and coming
under the control of the Minister. The SEC did
report to-the Parliament, but the then Govern-

ment always used to say that it did not do so in
every case. We maintained then that the SEC
must be able to negotiate its commercial
position as it thought fit but that it had a re-
sponsibility to report back to Parliament on
certain things at certain times, such as on its
overall profit and loss situation. They
maintained then-just as I do now-that any
of the SEC's activities of a commercial nature
should not be revealed because they would cre-
ate commercial damage for the SEC.

Exactly the same position prevails with
Exim. We believe that it should operate on its
own without having to report on its day-to-day
activities to the Minister responsible. It does
not answer in the sense that a Government
department answers or many statutory
authorities answer to a Minister.

We have tried to recognise the fact that con-
cern has been expressed that a body has been
set up legally and above board-no trickery has
been involved-under the corporate law of our
State rather than under a specific Statute and
this is not appropriate. This has been a view
expressed by the Opposition and sections of
private industry. As a result we have sought to
bring Exim under the control of the Parliament
to ensure that Exim Corporation can be
subjected to direction by the Minister and that
it reports to the Parliament and must abide by
the requirements of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act as other statu-
tory authorities do.

If, as I said by interjection earlier, the Oppo-
sition sees its task as having to persuade this
House that it should reject the Bill, the net
result would be that Exim Corporation would
simply remain as a corporation operating
under our corporate laws. It can continue to do
that just as it has been doing for quite a while.
Changes have been made in management. Like
the member for Nedlands, I have every confi-
dence in its new chief executive being able to
steer the organisation in a very good way. But it
can do that whether or not the legislation is
passed.

The Opposition also complains about the
duplication of having WAOPA as pant of Exim
as well as the Small Business Development
Authority, DID and DRD. Apart from any-
thing else, the vast bulk of those organisations
and that fragmentation was put in place under
the previous conservative Government. But
putting that aside, here we have a situation in
which the Government is saying there should
not be this fragmentation, at least between
these two bodies, and therefore it will create
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one body. The power and authority of the Par-
liament will be used to create that new body
and in terms of reporting it will have to abide
by the Financial Administration and Audit
Act. It will have to report to the Parliament and
a Minister will have the power to direct it. So
we have a position where members will be able
to ask questions about its operations and the
corporation will be more accountable to the
House, something which has been the constant
litany for as long as I have listened to the Op-
position talk on this subject and about what it
has sought to achieve.

If the Bill is not passed not only will Western
Australian Exin Corporation Ltd continue to
operate in the way in which it has in the past,
but also the Premier or the Minister respon-
sible for the legislation will not have the ability
to direct the board except, I suppose, by
requisitioning a special annual general meeting
of the company which, as a shareholder, he
could do. He will not have the opportunity of
directing the board on a day-to-day basis, and
will not be able to Provide the accountability to
this House which the Opposition and others in
the community seek in respect of Exim.

The member for Nedlands wants to tell all
sorts of stories. He talks about plausibility, but
he weaves a web of stories and when one actu-
ally tries to pin him down it becomes apparent
that what he says is often not what is the case.
If one tries to analyse what he says and asks
him what he is alleging, one finds that the situ-
ation is not as he has made it appear. I refer,
for example, to the position in relation to
Acremaster tractors. By way of interjection I
tried to pin down the member for Nedlands.
Before I did so members would have thought
that an assurance had been given by Exim to
Perpetual Finance Corporation Ltd in respect
of the floor plan for Acremaster tractors. When
the member for Nedlands was on his feet I
questioned him about what he had said, and he
said that Exim did not give Perpetual Finance
an assurance. What he said was that
Acremaster tractors said to Perpetual Finance,
"You do not have to worry because we have
Exim behind us", and this was after Exim had
told Perpetual Finance that it was not prepared
to become involved in a guarantee situation.

Mr Court: That is wrong.
Mr PARKER: That is what the member for

Nedlands said when he was on his feet. 1 do not
know what is the situation because not a scin-
tilla of evidence has been put forward by the
Opposition. However, after listening to what
the member for Nedlands said, one finds that

he did not say very much at all. All he said was
that Perpetual Finance was persuaded to the
view by Acremaster tractors that it should pro-
vide a $2 million floor plan, without any con-
tact from Exim, simply on the basis that Exim
was involved in the marketing of the tractors.

The second point which needs to be clearly
understood is that the member for Nedlands
said that Acremaster was making a profit
in its manufacturing business, but not in
its sales business. It is easy to devise a situation
where a profit is made in one sector of the
operations: If the manufacturing division sells
to the sales division at a profit, of course there
is an automatic Profit in the manufacturing
division, but there is no profit in the sales div-
ision unless the sales are made at a profit. Mr
Zanetic did not have to involve himself with
Exim. Presumably it was something he did of
his own free will.

I will give another example to show where
the member for Nedlands is wrong. He was
wrong when he said that at the time he stood
up in this House to make his speech a copy of
Exim's annual report had not been supplied to
the Opposition. I understand a copy was sup-
plied to the office of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition. Maybe that office is in a bit of a hiatus
at the moment, but a copy of the report was
supplied earlier.

Mr Court: It was supplied after I spoke. At
2.20 p.m. today it had not arrived at the office
of the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr PARKER: The member for Nedlands did
not rise to speak in this House at 2.20 p.m.
today. The report had arrived at the office of
the Leader of the Opposition before he rose to
speak. That is a minor point.

The Government has never made any secret
of the fact, and the annual report reveals, that a
$6 million grant was made available by the
Federal Government to Exim in order to en-
able it to Purchase the Emanual Properties.

The member for Nedlands said that a contin-
gent liability should have been shown in the
Exim accounts. It shows that the member for
Nedlands either does not know how to read
accounts or he is not telling the truth in this
Parliament.

Mr Court: Where do I look?
Mr Brian Burke: He is a successful business-

man.
Mr PARKER: The member for Nedlands

could not make a profit running a brothel in a
mining camp.
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If one looks at page 9 of the report-
Several members interjected.

Mr PARKER: The member for Gascoyne is
looking terribly serious. He is becoming serious
now and it will be interesting to follow his per-
formance as Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

If I can draw the attention of the member for
Nedlands to the Exim accounts, not only do
they not need to show a contingent liability,
but also they do not show the $6 million as an
asset. To listen to the member for Nedlands
one would have thought that what had
happened was that Exim had taken $6 million
from the Federal Government and, together
with other moneys, had acquired the pastoral
stations in the Kimberley; had shown them as
an asset in its books and had not shown a con-
tingent liability on its books for the $6 million
it had received from the Federal Government
for which certain understandings had been
reached. That is what the member for
Nedllands said.

However, if he reads the accounts he will see
that all Exim included in its accounts were the
assets it owns. Not only has it not included a
contingent liability in its accounts, but also it
has not taken into account that asset. Exim has
gone much further than what the member for
Nedlands wanted it to do. It has shown that it
has acquired that asset for $1.9 million,
together with moneys from the Federal
Government. I remind members that the asset
cost approximately $8 million.

Mr MacKinnon: On which page?

Mr PARKER: It is on page 9. It shows that
Exim holds an asset valued at $1.9 million. The
member for Nedlands suggested that it should
be showing an asset of $8 million and a contin-
gent liability of $6 million producing a net $2
million. It has gone further than that. It has
said that it is not a contingent liability and that
the moneys were advanced for a particular pur-
pose and, therefore, it is shown on its books as
$1.971 million.

Several member interjected.

Mr PARKER: The figures show an asset Of
$1.9 million. In other words, the $6 million is
not shown as an asset and it is not shown as a
liability.

The member for Nedlands suggested that it
had hidden a grant of $6 million and it did not
show it as a liability or a contingent liability. In
fact, it did not deal with it as a grant because it
valued only that for which it had paid; that is,

$2 million of its contribution to the asset.
There is no contingent liability because Exim
has not taken the $6 million into account.

It is half-truths and misleading statements
such as those which are made by the member
for Nedlands not only in that circumstance, but
also generally, in order to try to create in the
minds of members of this House and in the
minds of members of the public the impression
that Exim is somehow involved-to use his
terms-in matters bordering on criminal negli-
gence. In this case he is wrong. He has used that
sort of statement to try to show that Exini is
involved in some form of illegal, immoral, or
improper financial activity, yet Exim, in its ac-
counts, has been more prudent in the way it has
treated that $6 million than he was suggesting
it should have been.

It has been more cautious, even
overcautious, according to the member for
Nedlands, in how it treated the $6 million. One
of the struts of the argument put forward by the
member for Nedlands-I can remember the
debate in this House about the Exim Corpor-
ation-has completely gone. However, he has
used that and weaved it in with other things of
a similar nature in order to try to indicate that
there is something unsavoury about the way in
which the Exim Corporation operates.

The important point is that in 1983 this
Government made an election promise regard-
ing the setting up of a South-East Asian Mar-
keting Corporation. The Government
indicated that it was willing to do that in order
to facilitate businesses in Western Australia to
develop export markets for themselves and for
the benefit of Western Australia. This would
also have the impact of integrating the indus-
trial development of this State. That election
commitment was fulfilled by the creation of the
Exim Corporation.

The Eximn Corporation is a new corporation;
it has not been around for very long and
already it is involved in areas which have been
extremely successful. The member for
Nedlands referred for example to the an-
nouncement today in relation to the mass tran-
sit railway system in Hong Kong. However, he
did not go through the role played by the Exim
Corporation in that development. The deal
was, in fact, initiated and negotiated by the
Western Australian Exim Corporation for the
companies concerned. This is leading to the
sale worth $ 1.5 million. This is the sort of thing
the Government wanted the Exim Corporation
to do and we indicated at that time that we
wanted to provide the opportunity for the
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small business sector of this State-the sector
that is not involved in massive marketing oper-
ations overseas-to have some of the facilities
which are available to the large business sector.

When the initial discussions took place in
relation to the setting up of a marketing corpor-
ation, I made it very clear within Government
that I was not keen for such an organisation to
become involved in the marketing of minerals,
because we already have operating within the
State large companies which have substantial
marketing organisations of their own. It was
not intended that there be any intervention in
those areas in which already exist companies
with the ability to market their own products.
Therefore, we do not find the Exim Corpor-
ation trying to sell Kamersley Iron's iron ore or
anything of that sort. It does not happen now
and I give an assurance that it will not happen.
However, the Exim Corporation is trying to
facilitate business activity of a nature that nor-
mally could not expect to have those sorts of
developments-

Let us refer to the Goidrock case as an
example: The Opposition has talked about
Goldrock and there is no doubt that for a var-
iety of reasons the Goldrock Corporation has
not been as successful as its promoter, Mr
Withers, initially suggested.

Mr Brian Burke: It has not lost as much as
the Entertainment Centre.

Mr PARKER: No, it certainly has not lost as
much as the Entertainment Centre, nor as
much as Court Marine.

It is true to say that it has not been the suc-
cess that everybody and, in particular, its pro-
moter, Mr Withers, put forward that it would
be. That is why I asked the questions of the
member for Nedlands about who was in con-
trol of the company. Part of the reason was that
although at one stage Exim had 46 per cent of
the company, at that timei the then manage-
ment of the company spent very large sums of
money without the authorisation of the board
and, in some instances, in direct contravention
of decisions made at board of directors' meet-
ings.

The calender to which the member for
Nedlands referred is an example of that. I
understand that Mr Wither was subsequently
terminated from the company when somebody
was in control and had the authority to do so.
That was pant of the problem; at that time no
one had control and could terminate his em-
ployment.

Mr Court: What do you mean by terminate?

Mr PARKER: He had to leave the company.
I do not know precisely the arrangement.

Mr Court: He did not have to leave the
company; he owns 18 per cent.

Mr PARKER: That is true but he certainly is
no longer in the employment of the company.

Mr Court: Are you sure of that?
Mr PARKER: I am advised that it is the

case. When Mr Withers was there in the prime
management role he engaged in activities not
endorsed by the board and as a result it was felt
that the necessary management expertise did
not exist in the company.

Mr Court: Do you have proof of that?

Mr PARKER: Yes, I do.
Mr Court: I have a full set of minutes and I

have not read anything of that.
Mr PARKER: The member for Nedlands

was on his feet for I1h hours and he did not
produce a single item of proof of anything.

Mr Court: I will give you the whole lot.
Mr PARKER: That would be a very good

idea. The position was that at the time the
Exim Corporation did not have control. Exim
did not go into Goldrock because it wanted to
own a proportion of a gold jewellery company
but because it was approached by the
entrepreneur involved and asked to assist him
to get his business going by providing capital.

Because Exim did not have control of
Goldrock and the other shareholders involved
did not have control, it transpired that they
were in a difficult position in terms of
controlling the expenditure of the management
of the corporation, namely Mr Withers. That
was the position.

It is true that Exim did seek to sell its shares
and it was approached by Eastmarc or Auscorp
in order to buy those shares. It is also true that
some considerable time before that Mr Easton
had had a business association with that organ-
isation which he had quit considerably prior to
this approach being made.

It is also true that at the time the proposition
was put to the Exim board that Austcorp would
acquire the shares-it was also made a con-
dition that some of Mr Withers' shares be
acquired in order to gain control and that con-
trol was necessary in order to run the business
effectively; they wanted to control management
and Mr Withers-Mr Easton made his prior
business association with that body very clear
to the board of the Exim Corporation.
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I am not aware of-and my advice is there is
none-an amount outstanding from other
directors of Eastmarc to Mr Easton. However,
even if there were, that does not represent
any financial relationship between Mr
Easton and Eastmarc. Nor does it represent any
financial interest by Mr Easton in the affairs of
Eastmarc because his interests were to be as-
sured by the financial affairs of whomever he
sold the shares to; I gather from the member
for Nedlands and from company records that it
was not Eastmarc but other individuals. His
recourse was against those individuals irrespec-
tive of the way in which the Eastmarc Corpor-
ation operated.

The Government is not saying that every-
thing the Exim Corporation has been involved
in has been successful. In fact, it is quite obvi-
ous, and we have been quite open about it, that
it has not been. The Premier told the Parlia-
ment that the shares had been sold, that the
deal had not been consummated, and that as a
result Exim had got into a situation of owning
the majority of shares of the corporation.

We are now in a position in which the Exim
Corporation does have the control of the
company. It can be said that it is appropriate
for the criticism or praise to be sheeted home
to Exim for the things management does from
the time Exim became involved, but that cer-
tainly was not the case at the time when it did
not have control of the corporation.

I might say that none of the points made by
the member for Nedlands is new. These teasers
were in the Press over the weekend. The
Sunday Times contained a teaser saying there
would be massive new revelations by the mem-
ber for Nedlands, and all the things would
come out that had not previously come out.
Nothing that has been talked about today
which was not part of the debate held in July
and addressed and dealt with at that time in
newspaper articles and various organs of the
media in this State. Nothing new has come out
of anything the member for Nedlands has said
today. That should be well and truly under-
stood. Despite the massive build-up about
Exim, as to what the Opposition's position
would be and the sorts of things it would re-
veal, it has not revealed anything that was not
already publicly known and debated in this
House, and the subject of considerable Press
coverage at the time.

It is true to say that any body which tries to
become involved in a situation where it is as-
sisting business development, however it as-
sists it-whether by way of Government

guarantee, such as in the case of Bunbury
Foods, Mitec, or half a dozen other firms in
which the former Government was involved, or
by agreeing to underwriting, whether it be the
Government or the private sector doing it, or
by providing venture capital-inevitably
people come to the Government-to the De-
partment of Industrial Development, or Exim,
or any other Government agency-to get that
form of assistance because they find it difficult
to get finance from the normal commercial en-
vi ronm ent.

It is possible to devise a rational economic
argument in which one says that there should
not be any Government support for that sort of
thing and that if a company is not good or
strong enough to get support from the private
sector, that should be the end of it, and it
should go into liquidation or not continue.
That is a logical argument. It is not one that
can be sustained if one is looking at the econ-
omic development of the State, but it is cer-
tainly an economically rational argument. But
it is not possible to say that it should not be
done in the way in which Exim is doing it, but
rather in the way in which the Opposition,
when in Government, did it time and time
again-by using other measures.

I support the Bill.
Debate adjourned to a later stage of the sit-

ting, on motion by Mr Laurance (Deputy
Leader of the Opposition).

[Questions taken.1
Sitting suspended from 6.0010o 7.1iS p.m.

I .
2.
3.

BILLS (3): RETURNED
Land Tax Amendment Bill.
Land Tax Assessment Amendment Bill.
Metropolitan Region Improvement Tax

Amendment Bill.
Hills returned from the Council without

amendment.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN EXIM
CORPORATION BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the

sitting.
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [7.18 p.m.]:

The State Opposition stands very clearly for
business development in Western Australia.

Mr Peter Dowding: Here is the back-stabber.
Mr LAURANCE: It stands for increased

prosperity for all the people of the State.
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Mr Peter Dowding: The back-stabber is on
his feet.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr WILLIAMS: I ask that the Minister with-

draw that remark.
The SPEAKER: Order! Quite clearly there is

a Standing Order which states that, if any
member objects to statements by another mem-
ber, he may ask for them to be withdrawn. I am
not happy to pursue this course with this
statement, irrespective of its being distasteful
to certain people in this House. If we had the
situation where, whenever a member in this
House takes exception to a statement, he asks
that it be withdrawn, debates will be very
guarded. I am placed in an invidious position
because if the member pursues the matter after
I sit down, I will have to ask for it to be with-
drawn. I hope that will not be the situation
because it places us in a stupid position in this
House.

Mr WILLIAMS: I do pursue it, Mr Speaker.
We have a new Leader and Deputy Leader of
the Opposition. The Minister from the word go
has tried to be rude and uncouth to both these
members and to this party. For him to say that
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is a back-
stabber is beyond the pale. I ask that it be with-
drawn without hesitation.

Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, I think you have
been fair in attempting to gain cooperation in
terms of withdrawals. However, if any member
persists in asking for a withdrawal, surely, in
the end, the responsibility lies with you to de-
cide whether a term is unparliamentary.

Mr Williams: That is not correct.
Mr PEARCE: It is correct.
Mr Williams: The Speaker has said that it is

a member's responsibility.
Mr PEARCE: That is hot in the Standing

Orders.
Mr Williams: Are you the Speaker?
Mr PEARCE: No, I am not the Speaker, but I

am seeking, as members do, to give the Speaker
some assistance in making a ruling on this mat-
ter.

Mr Clarko: This cooperation is a two-way
thing.

Mr Williams: This is the first day-
Mr PEARCE: It is not the first day. It may be

the first day for the rest of the Opposition's life,
but for the rest of us it is the third last day of
this sitting.

Mr Speaker, although your approach has
been fair in seeking harmony in the operation
of the House to rule that something is
unparliamentary if a member persists in asking
for a withdrawal, the fact is that Speakers over
time have ruled that a whole range of phrases
are parliamentary or unparliamentary. I am not
aware of the word "back-stabber" being con-
sidered to be unparliamentary. As you
indicated, if terms like that are ruled out of
order it will not be possible for us to say any-
thing critical of another member without
the danger of its being considered
unparliamentary.

The SPEAKER: Order! I have reflected on
what I said earlier and I am very much inclined
again to suggest that it would be silly to pursue
this course and I do not want to do that.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: Anything said by the Min-

ister for Employment and Training would not
upset me. I thank my colleague for bringing the
matter to the attention of the House.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not like you, you
are usually very sensitive.

Mr LAURANCE: I am pleased to see that
the new appointments in the Opposition have
made the Government sensitive.

The matter before the House is very import-
ant to this State. I preface my remarks by mak-
ing it clear to the Parliament that the Western
Australian Opposition stands firmly behind the
development of private enterprise business
prospects in this State. It believes that we need
to develop business prospects in the interest of
prosperity for the citizens of this State. When
in Government after the 1989 election, the Op-
position will do everything in its power to de-
velop business prospects. It will make sure that
the Government goes out of its way to facilitate
successful business development-that is what
the Opposition will stand for.

in some ways the Opposition agrees with
what the Government is trying to do; that is, it
is trying to develop further business in Western
Australia. That is the end of our cooperative
stance. The Opposition disagrees with the
method the Government wants to use to pursue
that end.

The Government does not want the people to
succeed in business; the Government wants the
Government to succeed in business. There is a
vast difference between those two things. The
Government wants the Government to succeed
in business and the Opposition wants the
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people to succeed in business. The Opposition
believes that the Government should facilitate
the progress and development of business
opportunities in this State, and that it should
not put people out of business by competing
with them and putting them in a state of bank-
ruptcy. The member for Nedlands ably pointed
out what the Government is trying to do.

The Government is trying to merge an un-
successful Government operation-Western
Australian Exim Corporation Ltd-with a suc-
cessful Government operation in order to give
Exim a cloak of respectability. It will merge
Exim with an authority that has been profitable
and has facilitated business development in an
area in which the Government has needed to
be involved and to give it a back-up to the
private sector, particularly in the Middle East.
To obtain a cloak of respectability, the Govern-
ment wants to merge this failed corporation
with a statutory body that has worked well.

The Opposition believes that Western
Australian Overseas Projects Authority should
be left as it is to continue making a profit and
to support the business sector. The Govern-
ment should admit that it has made a mistake
and should withdraw this legislation before it
wastes more of the taxpayer's money.

Mr Peter Dowding: What is Sir James
McCusker's position in this?

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister for Employ-
ment and Training can bad mouth business
people in this State. The Minister can name
people in this Parliament if he is embarrassed.
I have not named anyone. I have named two
authorities only. One of those authorities is a
dud and a disaster, and the other one has been
very successful. The Government wants to
merge them to give a cloak of respectability to
Exim's failure. That is what it is trying to do
and it will not wash with the Opposition.

We know that the Government is desperate
to get this legislation through Parliament this
week because it has promised between $3
million and $4 million to its failing livestock
operation in the Kimberley.

Mr Brian Burke: I said to your former leader
that I was not breaking my neck to get it
through. He requested we delay it, and I
acceded to his request. It came up today be-
cause the member for Nedlands said we were
scared to debate it, and you say that we are
desperate to get it through!

Mr LAURANCE: The Treasurer said that he
wanted this legislation through both Houses of
Parliament this week.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the arrangement
with your new leader. It was delayed at the
request of your former leader, and it has been
brought on now because the member for
Nedlands said we were scared to debate it.

Mr Pearce: You know perfectly well what is
the situation. We made arrangements to finish
this week to accommodate arrangements made
by members for the festive season. The
Treasurer insisted it be dealt with, and I was
the one who was trying to hold it over until the
next session. There is no suggestion that the
Treasurer is running scared on this issue.

Mr LAURANCE: If the Government were in
Opposition, as it will be shortly, it would do the
same. This Bill has been on again and off again.

Mr Pearce: That is untrue.
Mr LAURANCE: If the Government were

not desperate to feed money into a failing oper-
ation, I think it would do the right thing and
hold this legislation over until the next session
of Parliament.

Mr Brian Burke: The member for Nedlands
asked us to bring it on.

Mr Court: I didn't ask you to bring it on. I
was told by the Leader of the House that the
legislation was not going to be debated this
session.

Mr Pearce: I also told you that the Treasurer
wanted to deal with it.

Mr Court: You came back to me and said
that the Treasurer wanted to deal with it and
the next day you said that it would not be
debated.

Mr Pearce: That is not true. The Treasurer
wanted to debate it.

The SPEAKER: Order! Interjections of this
nature are really not on. If a member wants to
interj ect on the member who is on his feet and
he in turn cares to answer it, that is one thing;
but discussions across the Chamber between
two other members, to the exclusion of the
member on his feet, are unacceptable.

Mr LAURANCE: I will return to the philo-
sophical point I was trying to make. The
Treasurer has entered into arrangements,
through Exim, in order to capitalise on a busi-
ness opportunity in Western Australia.

We do not disagree with that. We would do it
a different way. Our record in Government
over a long period shows that we have been
more successful in doing it that way because
there is no way that a Government can get
involved as one of the operatives. It has to stay
on the verge; it has to be the umpire, not the
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player, as the member for Nedlands has quite
rightly said. When Government gets involved,
a grey area is created. We are not quite sure
whether an operation is in a private enterprise
area or a Government area. Then it gets diffi-
cult for people who get sucked in-and many
people do get sucked in because they are told
that an operation may have the backing of
Exim.

Mr Peter Drnhding: Have the people in this
photograph been sucked in? Are they dupes?

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister was told by
the Premier not to bring up the names of
businessmen, yet the Minister keeps stabbing
him in the back and mentioning these business
people whom he was told not to mention by his
Premier.

Tremendous division is being caused within
the business community because those people
who have been hurt by this Government organ-
isation are very concerned that their business
colleagues are pant of the operation. It would be
all very nice if everything that Exim went into
was a success, but the record shows that most
things in which Exim has become involved
have been disasters.

Mr Peter Dowding: Did it make a profit?
Mr LAURANCE: It made a profit with

Government money-$6 million of taxpayers'
funds.

Mr Peter Dowding: Which of these people
are responsible for the so-called incom-
petence-Sir lames McCusker, John Horgan,
or who?

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister keeps
mentioning these people. It is tedious rep-
etition, with all due respect.

The SPEAKER: I suggest you ignore the in-
teajections.

Mr LAURANCE: The problem arises when
people in the community believe that the
Government is backing a particular operation
or organisation that is prepared to do business
with various people; they believe that in some
way they have a Government guarantee. That
is the danger. Are any members opposite proud
that people who asked for help from Exim were
told by Exim that it would help them, that it
had the backing of Brian Burke, and that those
businesses then failed? Are members opposite
proud of that? What would members opposite
say if we paraded all those people before them
in the Parliament? Would they say that they
were proud of Exim? Would they say that they
did not know much about business, but they

tried to get top people in the business sector to
help them, but that Government businesses
had a habit of making losses and going broke?
Would members opposite tell the man who has
lost $1 million that they are sorry, that they
made a mistake? Will they tell that man that
they will make him an ex gratia payment? Is
that what members opposite would tell the man
who has lost money through the Government
Exim Corporation?

Mr Cowan: I hope you are not talking about
the Acremaster tractor deal, because if you
make that statement I can tell you now that you
should be very careful of your facts because you
could very well be wrong.

Mr LAURANCE: There are people who have
lost money through deals with Exim.

Mr Brian Burke: He is talking about Mr
Zanetic and his investment. The member for
Merredin knows as well as I do the background
to that.

Mr LAURANCE: And the people involved
with Goldrock Investments.

The first principle broken by the Govern-
ment-controlled Exim Corporation was that it
became a player in a field that it did not know
anything about. It has sucked in innocent
people, and those innocent people have lost
money.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is just nonsense.

Mr LAURANCE: I suggest that the Minister
drop off for a minute. People lose money every
day of the week. If they make a business de-
cision of their own accord through dealings
with other business people and the result is not
good, be it on their own heads. It is a matter of
caveat emptor-let the buyer beware. That is
the answer for those people if they go into the
private sector. But when they make an invest-
ment that is backed by Exim and it goes bad
what will members opposite do about it? Are
they proud that things have gone bad, that
people have invested their money and lost it?

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: There is absolutely no

answer except fmom this dill, this failed north-
emn member. He is not even saying to the
people involved that he is sorry. He is trying to
make some half-baked sort of criticism. None
of the members opposite is prepared to say that
he is sorry for having set up a Government-
backed organisation that led these people to
disaster. All members opposite can do is bury
their heads in shame. The Premier is very em-
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barrassed, but he cannot give an answer. Mem-
bers up the back care so much that they have
their heads buried in their knitting!

The first consideration is that people who
put their money into Government-backed op-
erations deserve some recompense. What will
members opposite do about it? People find that
the backing of Exim is not worth a tinker's
CUSS.

Mr Peter Dowding: A McCusker's cuss?
Have you seen the picture of the people who
make these decisions?

Mr LAURANCE: It is not a matter of what
they are going to do about it, but a matter of
what members opposite are going to do about
it. Members of the Government are going to do
absolutely nothing.

Mr Peter Dowding: They make the decisions.
Mr LAURANCE: What a poor apology for a

Minister! He would wave that photograph at
those who have lost money because of Exim. It
will be very cold comfort for those people who
have lost their money to have the Minister
waving in their faces a photograph of some
people.

The people expect that if an organisation has
the hacking of a Government, it should mean
something. It means something to the Govern-
ment when it makes a profit, but when it makes
a loss its backing is not worth a tinker's cuss,
and the Minister knows it.

Mr Peter Dowding: What should it mean if
you have a guarantee from the Government?

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister is talking
through his backside and he should get off it
now and again to make a speech, if he is
capable.

The people who make a loss start full of
hope, backed by the Government, only to find
that that backing is worth nothing. Worse than
that, people close to this organisation have
been given preferential treatment; they have
been given most-favoured status. What about
country members sitting opposite? What about
the rural sector getting some interest-free
loans? Many pasioralists in my area do not like
paying 21 per cent for their loans. They would
like to go to Exim and get an interest-free loan,
but they would have to be related to somebody
in the organisation. Do members opposite back
that sort of nepotism? Is that what they stand
for? Interest-free loans to family members are
just not on. Members opposite know that it
should not happen, let alone be seen to be
happening. If we tried anything like that, mem-

bers opposite would be the first ones to get up
on their hind legs and try to slate us for it. We
are slating the Government quite rightly be-
cause it has used taxpayers' money to give
interest-free loans-most-favoured treat-
ment-to people involved in the organisation.
It is indefensible.

Is the Government becoming involved in
giving backings that are not worth anything? It
is giving most-favoured treatment to people
who should not be getting that treatment; they
are the last people who should be getting it. The
Government should find other deserving cases
who are at arm's length from this organisation
and give them interest-free loans if it must It
might even have our approval if it did so. How-
ever, the Government must know that it must
be at more than arm's length from it. This or-
ganisation has done deals inside arm's length
and the Government knows that that is not
right and that it cannot be j ustif ied.

Mr Brian Burke: It is not even true.
Mr LAURANCE: They are the plain facts of

the matter.
I now consider some of the good things that

Exim is supposed to have done. Let us take the
example of Waltzing Matilda-a huge tourist
resort to be built on the banks of Lake Argyle
outside Kununurra. Exim is facilitating this
project. There was a key amount of $500 000
for introducing the financiers to come into this
arrangement. We were told that this was a de-
velopment which was not proceeding. Along
came the Premier on his white charger waving
his flag like a knight in shining armour, and he
said, "Exim will come to the rescue; Exim will
introduce a financial partner", and suddenly
this magnificent project will go ahead.

The Premier said this in January prior to the
State election. He said, "Here is a wonderful
thing for the Kimberley-a $32.5 million de-
velopment." He said it would go ahead any
moment. Today not a sod of soil has been
turned on that site. Nothing has happened in
10 months. My bet is that nothing will.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.
Mr .LAUJRANCE: The -Minister keeps nam-

ing these people and dragging them through the
mud, butthe should not expect me to. Not only
has this project been an abject failure-Exim
trying to get someone in to make this project
go-but the Premier tried to brag about it. Lt
us remind him of some of the things he said,
there on the shore of Lake Argyle.

Mr Brian Burke: I was not on the shore of
Lake Argyle. You just make th inrgs up.
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Mr LAURANCE: I think you were in the
Kimberley at the time.

Mr Brian Burke: I was not. I made the an-
nouncement down here at a Press conference.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier did not even
go up there? It gets worse.

Mr Court: He put his foot in a bucket of
water.

Mr LAURANCE: It is a long distance foot in
mouth!

On 7 January, The Australian carried this
headline, "Burke challenges Libs on business
links". Not only was he going to get this won-
derful Exim to bring in the money, he wanted
to brag about it. HeI wanted to break up the
Liberal Opposition, saying, "You could not do
it." Danielle Robinson wrote-

The Premier of Western Australia, Mr
Burke, yesterday tried to turn a planned
$32.5 million hotel project into a challenge
to the Liberal Party to detail its policy
towards government involvemeol in btisi-
ness.

Mr Burke said that without the ,cp of
the State Government's con:~ versial
Exim Corporation, developers of the
Waltzing Matilda Hotel would have _und
it impossible to raise finance for the:.. 250-
room project on Lake Argyle, in the heart
of the Diamond Ridge Kimberley region.

Everybody in Western Australia pumped out
his chest and said, "That is our State, that is
where it is happening, our Premier is bringing
in Exim, it is all going to happen". He said,
"The Libs could not do it but Exim can."

Nothing has happened up there. Nobody has
even put a spade on the site. Worse than that,
the Premier has not apologised; he has not re-
tracted; he has not said the Libs know how to
do it better than he. He brought in the Mormac
Corporation.

Mr Brian Burke: You seem to be rabid; do
not bite me.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier seems to be
worried. He will be a lot more worried in the
next two years.

Mr Brian Burke: You are so important to me
I want to keep you there as long as I can.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier took a big
step backwards today.

Mr Brian Burke: It was a big step backwards,
but not for us.

Mr LAURANCE: To continue-
Mormac Corporation, the local 100 per

cent owner of the Waltzing Matilda Hotel
was introduced to Mr Fraser by Exirn Cor-
poration.

That is a statement from the Premier-that the
project was going ahead. Exim had found a
financial partner tn see that it happened.
People started to t-come involved. They saw
in the paper the Mormac Corporation
introduced by Exim would find the money and
people started to do business with the Mormac
Corporation.

One group went out, and on a signed con-
tract from a person introduced by the Premier
from Exim to this project, purchased a con-
struction camp to put on the site. It paid
$550 000 for the camp.

The Premier had said on 6 January the proj-
ect would go ahead, it was a wonderful thing
for the State. The Mormac Corporation signed
a cheque to pay for this constmuction camp and
sent it to this small businessman who became
involved. He thought that it was a big
company-solid and of substance-and that
the Government in some way was backing it.
The Premier crowed about it and said the Lib-
erals could never do it, only this instrumen-
tality could.

I have here a photocopy of a cheque for
1550 000. It is made out to Contract Research
and Management Pty Ltd, and it is dated 29
April 1986. That cheque has never been
honoured. It is six months old. It was given by
Mormac Corporation which was introduced by
the Premier to this businessman.

Mr Brian Burke: I did not introduce it to the
businessman at all. I have never met anyone
from Contract Research.

Mr LAURANCE: The bank said to this man
who presented the cheque, "Would you please
hold the cheque on a collection basis for a
period of 21 days? Please acknowledge receipt
of the cheque on the duplicate of this letter
attached. Refer to drawer."

That is how good the Premier's Exim Cor-
poration is in this matter.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: I have not mentioned

names. When this man said, "I have a cheque
for $550 000 from this organisation the
Premier says is so wonderful, it is going to
build this hotel, but the cheque has bounced,"
he got the run-around. The Government said,
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"I do not know anything about it; the fellow
who replaced him has moved, they are too
busy."

This is just not good enough for the Govern-
ment to be involved, giving its backing to this
operation, only to see it go down the chute,' and
ordinary, decent people being involved. People
think the Government has given its imprimatur
to these things.

Mr Peter Dowding: Have you heard what
they say about you at board meetings?

Mr LAURANCE: I am flattered if such a
giant organisation with such wonderful results,
with cheques floating around for $550 000,
spends time discussing me at its board, meet-
ings! This is just an example of the difficulty
people face when they want to do business with
a Government organisation. When things go
well, everyone wants to know.

I want to move on to the other area of Exim.
Mr Brian Burke: He said they are doing a

marvellous job but he could not say it publicly.
Mr LAURANCE: I did not say that. That is

quite untrue.

Mr Brian Burke: What did you say to him?
Mr LAURANCE: I will tell the Premier what

I said. Patience. All will be revealed in the
fullness of time. I was the Minister for Lands in
the previous Government. I spent a consider-
able period of time on the Emanuel leases with
the then owner, Mr Tim Emanuel. I met the
staff. When I went to see those Exim properties
I told him I was impressed. Unlike many other
Government initiatives where there have been
wholesale resignations, sackings, and so on-
for example the Tourism Commission; a total
disaster with Ill out of 134 people leaving in
the two years from January 1984-1 was able
to say, "You have not presided over a disas-
ter".

What impressed me was to find that the
people running those stations prior to the
takeover by Exim were still running them. I
said that to the manager.

Mr Brian Burke: You also said you couldn't
say so publicly.

Mr LAURANCE: No.
Mr Brian Burke: Then you are accusing him

of being a liar.

Mr LAURANCE: What I said has been com-
pletely misconstrued. The Treasurer says some
mischievous things in the Parliament, as is his
wont.

The whole project is misguided and was
entered into by a very sincere but naive man in
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, the mem-
ber for Kimberley. lHe felt he would be able to
restructure those Emanuel leases. The project is
an example of how the Government is headed
down a disastrous path.

I do not make these things up. This is what
we hear when we go to the Kimberley; this is
what people tell us. People walk out of the
committee meetings after sitting in there with
Stephen Hawke, who was responsible for get-
ting $6 million of the Federal Government's
money over here for this exercise, and they ring
up and tell us they are terribly worried-the
Government's own committee members-and
that we have to do something because the exer-
cise is going haywire, going off the rails.

I was even told by the Chairman of Exim-I
see he is in the Speaker's Gallery-that this
document which was supposed to be secret
should have been made public and should have
been discussed with the Opposition. The chair-
man indicated to, me that Exim had no re-
sponsibility for the $6 million, but his own con-
fidential report reads as follows-

It also details the incumbent commit-
ment on Western Australian Livestock
Holdings Ltd to the Federal Government
with respect to Aboriginal interests.

There is a commitment. Mr Holding was here
recently and he told the Government it had
better meet that commitment.

There is a great worry surrounding that
restructuring and, the way it has gone off the
rails. The Government needs to do something
about it.

MR COWAN (Merredin-Leader of the
National Party) [7.53 p.m.]: Like the Liberal
Party, the National Party was given the oppor-
tunity of discussing the provisions of the Bill
with officers of the Treasury and with members
of the Exim Corporation. In each case our dis-
cussions lasted for something like an hour. I
must say that no-one in the.National. Party now
professes to be an instant expert on all that this
legislation seeks to do. During our discussions
we were able to gain some very valuable infor-
mation.

I thank the Treasurer for making those
Treasury officers available. I do not know
whether he made the directors of Exim avail-
able; I imagine they offered their service inde-
pendently of the Treasurer.
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Mr Brian Burke: They are happy to talk to
you. The difference between you and members
of the Liberal Party is that you never personally
attack people.

Mr COWAN: I do not intend to.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! This debate is about

a subject which will probably continue to cause
great excitement on both sides of the House all
night. I do not want the debate to get disorderly
at this very early stage.

Mr COWAN: In our discussions with the two
groups it became very clear that this was a very
significant Bill. Unless some of my members
are far more astute than 1, we were able to pick
up only a rudimentary understanding of the
way in which the Government wanted to travel
with this legislation.

We have no argument with the main thrust
of the Bill inasmuch as it seeks to combine the
Western Australian Overseas Projects Auth-
ority and the Western Australian Exim Corpor-
ation into a single statutory authority.

We have no major argument with the pro-
visions in the Bill related to the Government's
intention to have the new body report to Par-
liament in accordance with the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. No-one on this
side of the House would object to that. To have
the present reporting requirements
strengthened would be welcomed by all on this
side.

The National Party takes exception to that
aspect of the Bill which provides for ministerial
direction, something we will deal with during
the Committee stage. I make it very clear now
that the National Party does not favour
establishing a statutory body and then having it
subjected to direction by a Minister.

Mr Brian Burke: I am perfectly happy to
meet you in that manner and to accept a vari-
ation that will see the Minister able to suggest
something, with the board able either to accept
or reject the suggestion.

Mr COWAN: I thank the Treasurer for that.
We would much prefer to see the Minister be-
ing able to request the new corporation to do
something otherwise it would negate the ben-
efits of establishing a statutory authority with
all the powers that are to be conferred on that
authority by this Bill.

In the main the National Party is and has
been committed to a Bill of this sort for some
time. During the election campaign we made it
very clear that we would continue to support

the WADC and Exim. While this Bill does seek
to amalgamate the functions of Exim and the
Western Australian Overseas Projects Auth-
ority, the principle we spoke about at the begin-
ning of the year remains the same, so the
National Party is quite prepared to support the
legislation.

We are prepared to do so particularly on the
basis that we believe the board of this corpor-
ation consisting of people from private
enterprise being prepared to champion the
cause of private enterprise and being conscious
of the fact that they might be seen in the eyes of
the public, at least, of imposing upon areas
where private enterprise is already working the
heavy hand of Government intervention.

I know that most of the debate on this Bill by
the Opposition has dealt with the corporation's
being involved in a joint venture of various
kinds with other companies. I do not know a
lot about what happened in the Kimberley. I
have not had the privilege of going there to
inspect the Kimberley cattle stations. However,
I think the Opposition should contrast the
numbers of stock turned off from those proper-
ties since Exim took control of the stations with
the numbers turned off when they were pri-
vately owned. Perhaps it can then make some
judgment based on those numbers which was
the major aim of the exercise. Only then will
the Opposition be able to determine the
profitability of the project.

1 have some knowledge of another matter
about which Exim has been roundly criticised
and that is its dealings with the Merredin trac-
tor firm known as Acremaster Marketing Ply
Ltd. The problems with that company began
before this Government took office. In 1982
the original company, Phillips Acremaster,
owed the Rural and Industry Bank of Western
Australia about $150 000. The present Leader
of the Opposition who was then Minister for
Industrial Development foreclosed on the
Merredin tractor firm and appointed a re-
ceiver. The receiver was mainly responsible for
the establishment of two tractor firms in
Merredin, only because Acremaster happened
to owe the Western Australian Government
$150 000 and the Government decided it was
time that it recovered its money.

In the winding up of that company which
was then known as Phillips Acremaster, the
company was sold to a person known as Don
Zanetic and the original developer and owner
of that company was totally ignored despite the
fact that he had the support of the people to
whom the product was being sold. Hec also had
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the support of the major suppliers of the en-
gines that went into the tractor. Notwithstand-
ing that, the receiver appointed by the Minister
for Industrial Development at the time, the
present Leader of the Opposition, sold
Acremaster tractors to this person called Don
Zanetic who had been involved in the pro-
duction of that tractor for only about six or
eight months-it may have been 12, but it was
not for long. As a consequence, the farmers in
support of the person who developed the trac-
tor and who built up the company from
nothing, were prepared to establish another
company in competition and that is the firm
that the Government is now assisting. It is
called Farmers Tractors.

The sorry tale of Acremaster was that it es-
tablished a franchise with International Har-
vester Australia Ltd when that company de-
cided it would not import into Australia any
more four-wheel drive tractors and it was very
easy for Zanetic and Acre master to fill the gap.
They sold four-wheel drive vehicles on the
Australian market quite successfully.
Unfortunately, at that time, agriculture went
through a very bad recession and there was no
market for four-wheel drive tractors. Inter-
national Harvesters was taken over by the Case
tractor company which continued to manufac-
ture four-wheel drive tractors and which left
Zanetic without any form of marketing at all.

Exim then stepped in and took over the re-
sponsibility for sales of Acremaster tractors
in all parts of Australia, except Western
Australia. it is regrettable that, because of the
rural downturn, there was absolutely no market
for four-wheel drive tractors and, at the same
time Exim took over, Steigers, a very large
American four-wheel drive company, also went
to the wall and was placed in the hands of a
receiver. When sales persons tried to sell
Acremaster tractors, Steigers undercut them.
As a consequence, there was no market for
four-wheel drive tractors. Had there been a
market, there is no question that Steigers would
still have created considerable competition for
the company.

In addition to having problems of being able
to market his product, Zanetic, as a manufac-
turer. was also having some problems. It is lu-
dicrous to say that the failure of Acremaster
tractors, managed by Mr Don Zanetic, was the
responsibility of Exim, because that is not true.
if the responsibility is traced back to its basis, it
should rest firmly with the Leader of the Oppo-

sition in his decision to place the original
company into receivership. He was advised not
to do that.

Mr MacKinnon: Who advised me?

Mr COWAN: I advised the Leader' of the
Opposition not to do it. I arranged for a depu-
tation of those people to speak to him. They
could get no sense from the Leader of the Op.
position and found they were wasting their
time. They felt they may have done better by
staying with the people who were running the
department who told them in no uncertain
terms that they were not prepared to listen to
them any longer. The Leader of the Opposition
certainly did not listen to them.

I make it clear that, when the matter was
handed over to the Deputy Premier in his ca-
pacity as Minister for Industry and Tech-
nology-I accept his hands were tied inasmuch
as he was unable to give direction to the re-
ceiver-the final decision had not been made.
Had he used his influence, it may well have
been that two tractor companies may not have
begun operations in Merredin.

Mr Bryce: You are having a two-bob each
way bet. If you cannot ministerially direct a
receiver, how do you say that, when a receiver
makes his recommendations to the creditors,
the Minister can still be involved in the resol-
ution of the company's problems?

Mr COWAN: The receiver did not make a
recommendation to any creditor other than the
Government.

Mr Bryce: I will check that out.
Mr COWAN: The Deputy Premier will find I

am right. Had that recommendation been
rejected when it was received by him and had
he advised the receiver to have another look at
it-

Mr Bryce: We had looked at it and looked at
it.

Mr Brian Burke: The whole thing drove us
crazy.

Mr COWAN: The Minister may then have
avoided what happened.

Mr Bryce. It was like "Blue H ills"t before it
finished.

Mr COWAN: Yes, it was, but the Minister
was not taking very much advice from any-
body.

Having established why two tractor firms
commenced operations, I come back to the
reason I raised this matter. There is no ques-
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tion that Exim cannot be held responsible for
the failure of one of the tractor firms in the
Merredin area.

The resolution that has come about because
of the transfer of Acremaster tractors to
Horwood Bagshaw is not something we would
support because of the loss of industry in
Merredin. We certainly see it as the second best
thing for two reasons: Firstly, it is an
Australian-produced tractor and, without any
doubt of being contradicted, it is the only
Australian manufacturer of four-wheel drive
vehicles. The product is still being
manufactured within the nation and is avail-
able to those people who want to purchase it. A
service facility is available. One of the salient
facts is that dealers who were part of the State
marketing organisation with Zanetic Marketing
in Western Australia are, in the main, now
agents for Horwood Bagshaw and have not lost
their franchise to sell this machine.

I have had the opportunity to quickly look
through Exim's annual report. The objectives
of the company are as follows-

To establish a network of overseas con-
tacts, distributors and agents to foster the
marketing of Western Australian goods
and services on a worldwide scale.

To provide a comprehensive investment
advisory and agency service for potential
foreign investors ranging from the rela-
tively small business migrant to the large
scale investor seeking to establish a major
presence in Western Australia.

If requested to take an equity position in
projects which would result in the creation
of export opportunities and/or an increase
in foreign exchange earnings.

To maintain close liaison with State and
Federal Government agencies and private
sector organisations so as to stimulate the
growth potential of the State.

I am sure that very few members would argue
with the objectives put forward by Exim Cor-
poration.

Again, very few people would object to the
amalgamation of the Western Australian Over-
seas Projects Authority and Exim and with the
combined authority coming under that particu-
lar umbrella.

The Treasurer, in his second reading speech,
said that the second important aspect of this
legislation is the further development of the

Government's commitment to applying private
sector skills and procedures to the public sec-
tor. The National Party is in favour of that.

On a number of occasions many people have
told us that the essential services and statutory
authorities that have been established by the
Government to provide a service could always
be run better through the auspices of private
enterprise. If the proposed corporation does its
job we can expect the expertise of the private
sector to be made available to a great number
of companies. Again, the National Party sup-
ports that principle.

Another extract from the Treasurer's second
reading speech related to the corporation being
able to complement existing marketing
companies concentrating on the activities
where it can utilise the Government connection
to establish trading opportunities.

As primary producers we find in Australia
that we have very little difficulty being able to
produce and sell our agricultural products at a
price which most people regard as being too
low. Little effort has been made process our
products in this State and to promote the sale
of the processed product to those areas where
we normally have very good markets.

I hope that in the future Exim will take a
very close look at the major industry in West-
ern Australia outside mining-that is,
agriculture-and examine ways and means of
being able to establish processing of our
products in this State and to give primary pro-
ducers some added income from that
processing. It is centainly not a new project.
There is no question that the establishment of
Bunbury Foods, the Manjimup cannery, and
Hunts cannery at Albany involved the invest-
ment of a lot of money to try to process pri-
mary products. I point out a great deal of the
taxpayers' money was lost in these exercises.

Before we start becoming terribly critical
about some of the losses Exim may have in-
curred in some of its projects, let us consider
what it has done. I think we will find that the
cost to the State is certainly nowhere near as
great in relation to the industries I have
mentioned.

I have already mentioned that the Treasurer
has given a positive response to the National
Party's concern about the ability of the Minis-
ter in charge of Exim being able to direct it in
relation to the exercise of its powers. I was
pleased to hear the Treasurer say that he has no
real conflict with any changes that may be
necessary.
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In the main, I repeat that at the beginning of
this year the National Party made it very clear
that it was prepared to give both the Western
Australian Development Corporation and
Exim the time and the opportunity to establish
themselves and to prove themselves, and win
the respect of the people involved in the pri-
vate sector and also the Public Service.

The National Party is prepared to support
this Bill. We agree that there should be pro-
vision for detailed reporting to the Parliament,
and this Bill provides it. We will have the op-
portunity to scrutinise those reports very
closely.

It is incumbent upon us as members of Par-
liament to extract the best possible value- out of
the taxpayers' dollar. I do not think it would be
in our best interest to get rid of Exim or
WADC. This Bill enhances their development
and it strengthens their ability to report to the
Parliament. The Parliament thus will be given
the opportunity to scrutinise the functions of
Exim.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of
the Opposition) [8.19 p.mj.: The Opposition,
as the member for Nedlands so adequately
outlined, will not be supporting this legislation.
We are concerned about the contents of the Bill
and will raise its concerns in the Committee
stage.

The Opposition is not opposed to the
Government acting as a facilitator to industry
and business;, two classic examples of its suc-
cess in recent times have been the PacRim
Conference and the activities of the Western
Australian Development Corporation to estab-
lish an insurance broking market in Perth.

Mr Brian Burke: What do you call the gold
coin programme?

Mr MacKINNON: I think it would come
under a similar category.

The Opposition's concern is heightened by
the proposal that the Government will become
involved directly in business, particularly in
business where there is no shortage of players
in the marketplace to undertake that role.

Our concern is also heightened when we have
very little information on which to base a
judgment about the success Or otherwise of the
key player in the legislation; that is, Exim. That
information, only part of which is available,
came to us this afternoon without allowing
time for proper examination by us or others. It
is clearly ludicrous for the Premier to criticise
me or other members on this side of the House
for our analysis of those figures. It is ridiculous

for the Premier to say, as he did so eloquently
in question time tonight, that I have attacked
any director of Exim..

The Premier is responsible to this Parliament
and to the people of Western Australia for the
operation of Exim; he is the shareholder of this
organ isation; he appoints the directors; and he
is responsible for its management to the people
of Western Australia. If any blame is to be laid
about the information made available to us,
that responsibility clearly rests with the
Premier-at his feet and at nobody else's.

With respect to the contribution made by the
Leader of the National Party to the effect that
we should be examining the costs involved to
see whether the State has had value for money,
[ agree with that statement. However, it is not
possible to judge that because we did not get
the information until this afternoon.

I doubt whether the Leader of the National
Party has a copy of the accounts and in the
form in which they are presented, it is difficult
to make a proper examination of them. The
accounts presented to me raise more questions
than they answer. As I indicated in my contri-
bution to the Budget debate when talking about
Government agencies, whether they be in the
form of Exim or WADC, they have a broader
responsibility than any private sector organis-
ation in reporting to the public-in effect, their
shareholders-because no shareholders' meet-
ing is held and the people do not have an op-
portunity to ask questions about investment,
etc. Exim falls into that category.

I sincerely hope the legislation before us will
improve the system of reporting. Although we
oppose the principle of the legislation, the
reporting process will perhaps improve the ac-
countability of the corporation. However, even
in that respect, we have our doubts.

I will examine some of the points outlined in
the financial report: I refer to the director's
report, financial results, which states-

The group profit after tax for the year
ended 30th June 1986 was $54 570.

That is the return on an investment by the
State of $7 million. Nobody could say that is a
fair return on an investment or that progress
has been made in this State as far as a proper
return on taxpayers' funds is concerned. The
situation is far worse than that because under
note 2 an explanation is given of the account-
ing policy. I quote from those policies-

The Group previously accounted for
livestock at a value determined by the In-
come Tax Assessment Act in accordance
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with industry practice. This basis did not
give recognition to the cost of rearing live-
stock for sale. As of 1 July 1985, the Group
adopted the policy of pricing livestock held
for sale at the lower of average cost and net
realisable value in accordance with
Australian Accounting Standard 2. Man-
agement considers the new accounting pol-
icy to result in improved financial
reporting.

I have no argument with that. The key point
is-

The effect of the change on the current
year's operating profit is an increase of
$1 465 072 and a corresponding increase
in livestock inventory of $661 554 and in
the breeding herd of $803 518.

In other words, if!I am not wrong, the profit of
Exim has been artificially increased because of
the change in accounting standards. Comparing
the operations of the company last year with
those of this year, using the same valuation
method for livestock, I take it that the profit of
Exim has therefore been inflated by
$1 465 072. 1 ask the Premier whether that is
his understanding of the situation.

Clearly, the Premier was not even aware of
that until I read it out. The Premier also has a
habit of casting aspersions about other people's
financial ability. I ask the Premier whether he
knew of that and, if so, is it true that Exim has
lost approximately $1.3 million? Is that the
true result?

A stoney silence; no answer whatsoever. The
facts speak for themselves. I have read only the
printed matter put out. It would seem from the
comment I have made based on the published
information available, that the Exim Corpor-
ation suffered a substantial loss last year in that
one area alone. That concerns me and 1 am
sure it will concern the people of western
Australia, if that is the case.

It is the height of impudence for the Premier
to ask the Opposition to adopt without proper
consideration brand new legislation, which is
doubtful in its intent in many cases, as the
member for Nedlands indicated. The Premier
is treating the Opposition and the people of
Western Australia with absolute disdain. We
do not believe that is proper or responsible
behaviour for him or for any Government.

That is not all; note 15 of the accounts,
under the heading "Revenue from operating
activities-Oher revenue", gives details of
dividends received, interest received and
sundry revenue. It shows a figure of $2.8

million for interest received. However, no ex-
planation is given as to where that income
came from. I cannot understand it. Perhaps the
Premier will answer that question in his re-
sponse. The assets of the company last year
certainly were not in the form of cash or funds
on deposit, or in any other form. The only
sizeable asset was an amount received from a
subsidiary; perhaps the corporation is charging
interest on loans to subsidiaries. I have not had
time to examine the accounts in detail. I would
be interested to know, and I am sure other
people would be interested to know, exactly
where that interest came from.

Another area to be questioned, in which
there is insufficient information available upon
which to make a proper judgment, is contained
in note 16, which refers to group results for
1986, as follows- $

Loss on disposal of investments 181 770
Diminution in value of
investments 565 944

No explanation is given of loss on disposal of
investments so we do not know what it refers
to. Was it a loss on the sale of Goldrock,
Acremaster, or something else? What is the
general explanation? We do not need specific
details. It is difficult for us to make an assess-
ment unless we know these facts.

Reference is also made to a diminution. How
was that figure arrived at? It is a very signifi-
cant figure of $565 944. What investments
were diminished by the value? It must have
been a significant loss. It appears that the cor-
poration does not envisage these investments
accruing in the future on recovery of the
money, or the amount would not have been
written off. Why is the figure so high and what
investments were involved?

Are there other investments which will be
written off to the same extent this year? It is
difficult to understand the position when we
are not given full information to enable us to
make a proper judgment.

A final point arises in connection with these
accounts. The Premier did not answer the ques-
tion today about when he received the ac-
counts. He said he thought it was last week.

Mr Brian Burke: I said I thought one was
sent to my home on the weekend.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier thinks. is
that not what I just said? I said the Premier
thinks it was just last weekend, or the day be-
fore.

Mr Brian Burke: You said last week.
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Mr MacKINNON: Last week, last weekend,
was not Last Saturday last week? The week
starts on Sunday, if the Premier wants to be
pedantic.

The point is that Mr Horgan and the direc-
tors of Exim signed this on 31 October. If the
Premier had nothing to hide, if he is as mag-
nanimous a man as he claims to be, with
nothing to fear from a pathetic Opposition as
he claims, which is one he believes he will ride
roughshod over, one that will not be even a
button off his shirt in terms of opposition to
him and his Government-

Mr Brian Burke: I did not say that.

Mr MacKINNON: That is exactly what the
Premier said today. What does he have to hide
by suppressing this information and not giving
it to us until today? He received it on the week-
end; why did he not give it to us on Sunday or
Monday? It happens to be Tuesday today. It
was given to us in the afternoon, after the re-
sponsible Minister rose to his feet in this
House. The answers given by the Premier do
not hold water. Quite clearly, he did not want
us to have the information. He is as concerned
about the activities of Exim as we are, and we
do not have sufficient information for us to
make an appropriate judgment thereon. The
Premier, being the Minister responsible in this
Parliament for the conduct of that company,
stands condemned as a consequence.

By contrast, I turn to the Western Australian
Overseas Projects Authority. The auditor's re-
port for WAQPA was dated three days prior to
that of Exim, yet was tabled in this Parliament
on, I think, 19 November. We received that
information with no problems. The Premier
might jump up and say, "That is what will
happen when Exim becomes a statutory cor-
poration." I sincerely hope so, but it once again
begs the question: What did the Premier have
to hide about Exim that meant we did not get
the information until the very last possible
minute today?

_A comparison of the-balance sheets of-Exini
and WAOPA is very interesting. I will compare
a few of the figures. The balance sheet of Exim
shows a cash on hand figure at 30 June 1986 of
$64 003, with no funds on deposit. Yet the bal-
ance sheet of WAOPA as at 30 June 1986
shows cash at the bank in Western Australia of
$17 402, in Iraq $999, in Thailand $83 998, in
Nepal $6 377, in Sarawak $1 073, and invest-
ments of $3 million.

Obviously WAOPA is a reasonably success-
ful Government authority-one that could
probably do better. Every business could do
better. On the other hand, we have Exim. It
would seem from my reading of the accounts
that it is a corporation, in terms as best I can
put it, strapped for cash; yet we have another
corporation well cashed up.

Mr Court: You will have trouble comparing
them next year.

Mr MacKINNON: Next year they will be all
together. But will they be all together, and will
we have sufficient information, when one con-
siders the transfer arrangements, under which
the Government can determine whether or not
they bring in some things from Exim? It is
interesting that all WAOPA's assets and
liabilities will automatically be transferred into
this new corporation, but the existing activities
of Exim only may go in, and that will be deter-
mined at the whim of the Government and the
Premier. That is an interesting comparison, to
say the least. WAOPA is a cashed up organis-
ation, whereas Exim is, to put it mildly, a little
short of liquid funds. It is easy to see why the
Government would want to combine the two.
Despite the fact that the reporting procedures
may be better under the new legislation, we
Have our doubts that they will be effective.

I will indicate briefly why we are concerned
about a corporation like Exim becoming ac-
tively involved in the marketplace. I cast no
aspersions on the personalities of the directors
involved because I know most of them are good
Western Australians doing their best and
carrying out their duties to their best endeav-
ours at the Government's request. I pass no
criticism on them. The Government has put
them into those positions, at the Government's
general direction, and the Government should
be answerable in this instance for the legis-
lation itself and for the direction the corpor-
ation is taking.

I refer to the Premier's notes on page 3 of his
second reading speech, where he said,
"Importantly, the new corporation will not dis-
place private enterprise or -compete with the
commercial sector on an unequal footing." The
Premier must think that both we and others in
the community-especially the business com-
munity-came down in the last shower when
he makes comments like that. He clearly
underestimates the intelligence of the ordinary,
average Western Australian by making such a
ridiculous statement. If one examines this legis-
lation, one can point out several areas, one of
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which was referred to by the Leader of the
National Party in his address to the Parlia-
ment, where clearly that could not possibly be
the case and where Exim, or any other Govern-
ment agency, would have difficulty in
maintaining what one would call competitive
neutrality.

We had this argument with respect to the
State Government Insurance Commission Bill.
Despite the fact that we have put as many pro-
tections as we possibly can into such a corpor-
ation, there is no doubt that the SGIC still has
a competitive advantage over its rivals because
of the nature of its pedigree; that is, its owner,
the Government. In this instance Exim is
owned by the Government, at the end of the
day. No matter who it is responsible to, and in
this instance, it is to the Parliament, in no way
can it be said that it will compete with the
private sector on an equal rooting.

I will now deal with those sections of the Bill
where that, quite clearly, will apply. The first
instance occurs in clause 4 (3) which reads-

The Corporation is an agent of the
Crown in right of the State and enjoys the
status, immunities and privileges of the
Crown, except where and so far as the
regulations may otherwise prescribe.

One can wirite all the regulations in the world
that one likes, but still that clause remains. As
the member for Nedlands has rightly said,
people know that if they go into partnership
with a Government company they are hardly
likely to lose their money. After all, the State is
their partner. If one goes into a venture or a
partnership arrangement, the partners are
equally and severally liable for the debts. Obvi-
ously, in this instance Exim has a decided com-
mercial advantage over almost any other com-
petitor in the private sector.

Clause 10 refers to the board of directors,
and reads in part-

(1) The Corporation shall be governed
by a Hoard of directors with authority, in
the name of the Corporation, to perform
the functions vested in the Corporation,
and that Board shall be constituted by-

And so on. We then ask the question: Who
appoints the board of directors of the corpor-
ation? Perhaps the Premier can indicate to us
who will appoint the board of directors of the
corporation. For a man so eloquent and ver-
bose, he is strangely silent tonight. His stamps,
or something, have got the better of him.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be absurd, I am read-
ing the Bill. I will answer all your questions. I
am filing away every single question, every
twitch of your face, and will answer them all in
due course.

Mr MacKINNON: We would appreciate
that. I hope the Premier, in his response, will
give us an indication of who will appoint the
board of directors, and in fact will probably tell
us who those directors will be.

Mr Brian Burke: I will make it my job to be
so loyal that you can keep your job for ever.

Mr MacKINNON: I will be the Leader of the
Opposition until the next election.

The point is that the Premier will appoint the
directors of the corporation, the Government
will appoint them. They are not answerable to
anyone else in the community. They will be
answerable to the Government of the day. That
is unlike any other corporation in the private
sector. Any other corporation in the private
sector does not have that sort of control over its
directors. The Government has, and therefore
the directors will be beholden to the Govern-
ment for the corporation's activities as well as
being directed by the Government.

So the Treasurer can say, as he did to the
Leader of the National Party, that he is pre-
pared to modify the clause so the Minister can
give directions. He will need to do more than
that if the corporation is not to be subject to
direction by the Government. The appoint-
ment of directors is one of those instances.

Mr Cowan: Just enlarge on how the Govern-
ment is going to direct the corporation. If that
clause comes out, where else is the power?

Mr MacKINNON: The Treasurer appoints
all the directors and hires and fires them if they
do not do his bidding. He can get rid of the
directors; the piper calls the tune. I refer to
clause 41(18) under which the Treasurer can
direct the corporation on whether it will sell
any subsidiary. There is ample control in this
legislation for the Treasurer-the Government,
in other words-to effect control.

Clause 17, which refers to use of staff and
facilities of departments and instrumentalities
and contracts for services, is another area
where a competitive advantage is bestowed on
Exim. It says that any such arrangement shall
provide for an agreed amount by way of pay-
ment at commercial rates for the use of the
services or facilities. That does not get over the
fact that Exim is the only corporation in West-
ern Australia, other than another Government
agency such as WADC-and I do not know if
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this clause is in the Act relating to that body-
which has access to Government agencies by
way of using their services. Government is the
biggest business in Western Australia; it has
some of the smartest people working for it and
some of the best resources available to it, as it
should do. The Government company, Exim, is
given carte blanche and access, and it will be
charged only in relation to the use of infor-
mation which is not available to any other
competitor in the marketplace.

Members can see that the Treasurer's claim
that the new corporation will not displace pri-
vate enterprise or compete with the commer-
cial sector on an unequal footing is not true.

Clause l8 deals with financial administration
and audit. This is a particularly contenti ous
clause to which we will refer in more detail in
Committee. Although ostensibly Exim is now
to be subject to the Financial Administration
and Audit Act, there are many loopholes so
that compliance is optional in many circum-
stances. The Act does not apply to subsidiaries
and associates, so questions relating to them
will not be answered, nor will they be subject to
any real scrutiny, according to my reading of
the Act. If that is not so, let the Treasurer indi-
cate in his response. The clause says that ac-
counts shall be maintained in accordance with
principles generally applied in commercial
practice, but there is no definition of what is
"generally applied". -Perhaps that is a problem,
perhaps not; let the Treasurer indicate.

Further on the legislation refers to the fact
that a summary of the affairs and operations of
each subsidiary and associated body must be
included in the annual report of the corpor-
ation. However, the clause does not define
what will be included in the summary. Accord-
ing to my reading of the Bill it will be totally at
the discretion of the Treasurer. What infor-
mation will he be provided with, and will the
reporting mechanism, as outlined in this legis-
lation, be all it is cracked up to be? We doubt it,
particularly when we get information which
firstly is late, and secondly is not very reliable
when we can raise questions of the type I have
raised iitthis debate.

Clause 27 bestows on Exim some competi-
tive advantage. It states-

The Treasurer on behalf of the State may
guarantee the performance by the Corpor-
ation, in the State or elsewhere, of any ob-
ligation of the Corporation, however or
wherever arising, entered into or to be
entered into by the Corporation.

How many private corporations have that
honour bestowed on them so that they can ex-
tend guarantees which the Treasurer will
underwrite? Most of the investments of a joint
venture or partnership nature which Exim will
go into will have such a guarantee. That is a
significant competitive advantage. If I were in
the private sector I would be hotfooting it
down to get into bed with Exim because the
downside risks are minimal, and the blue sky
would look pretty good with that sort of
guarantee.

I referred briefly to clause 41 before.
Subclause (8) is an area of competitive advan-
tage. It states-

Pursuant to the Scheme, or where the
Treasurer otherwise approves, the services
of persons appointed, employed or en-
gaged by the Corporation may be utilised
in the service of the Company or a body
subsidiary to or associated with the
Company or the Corporation.

Again there is no charge for the service. People
will be shuffled from one place to another just
for the competitive advantage. That is not what
I would call competitively neutral.

Last, but by no means least, subclause (18)
says this so-called commercial operation will
comprise, in the Premier's words and in my
judgment, eminent businessmen of this State
backing the corporation's activities in line with
its charter. However, the Treasurer retains the
right in one clause to direct them to dispose of
any business at any time which he so desires. If
that is not a vote of no confidence in the board
of Exim, what is? He is saying that the corpor-
ation must get out of any investment it is in
because the Treasurer may say it is politically
expedient or embarrassing, or for whatever
reason. The Bill does not say he must have a
reason. He can interfere for no reason at all.
Again it is hardly what one would call a com-
mercial operation.

I was going to read a letter from the Confed-
eration of Western Australian Industry which
commented on this legislation because it sums
up the situation, but I have insufficient time to
do so. We will oppose this Bill; we are opposed
in principle to the Government's getting
involved in a situation where it can compete
directly in the marketplace with the private sec-
tor. No matter how much legislation is drafted,
there is no way a Government corporation can
be equal in competitive terms with a private
sector corporation. A Government corporation

(150)
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will always have the advantage for many of the
reasons outlined in this legislation which I have
referred to tonight, and many others.

The Government also stands condemned for
failing to allow the Opposition sufficient time
to examine the accounts of Exim so we can
make some judgment on its performance to
date and on the real intent behind the Bill. I
have great pleasure in joining the member for
Nedlands in indicating we will oppose this
legislation vigorously.

MRt MENSAROS (Floreat) [8.49 p.m.]:
During the fairly lengthy and quite interesting
debate it was clear that the three parties of this
Parliament have at least two different views.
We as the Opposition oppose any direct
Government participation in business, particu-
larly through new arms of Government. As
expected, the Government not only supports i .t,
but also favours it; and the National Party tra-
ditionally is not opposed to certain aspects of
direct Government involvement in business,
particularly when it comes to marketing situ-
ations which have the weird definition of
"orderly marketing".

The lead speakers have referred to most of
the provisions of the Bill, so my approach will
be to deal with two specific aspects which have
not been touched on so far: Firstly, I will dis-
cuss the principle of Government guarantees
generally, and secondly I would like to take a
little time to talk about WAOPA.

On occasions the Treasurer has been most
critical of previous Governments in relation to
Government guarantees. If the Government
fails in its various ventures, it costs the tax-
payers money. All Governments have failed
from time to time in regard to Government
guarantees, and this does not apply only to the
Court and O'Connor Governments which
preceded this Government. Nevertheless, I ac-
cept the Treasurer's criticism, because as far as
I can recall I was responsible for at least two of
the Government guarantees which failed.

Despite the fact that one ensured the greatest
care in these matters, I recall one Government
guarantee which was mentioned by the
Treasurer today and which is always on his
lips. Yet on that occasion I demonstrated the
utmost caution. I rang the Chief Executive of
Barclays Bank Ltd, the Prime Minister of New
Zealand, and the Prime Minister of Fiji to ob-
tain their references, which were all highly re-
assuring. Nevertheless, the venture went wrong
and it cost the taxpayers money.

Members must remember ventures which
have failed under previous Governments, and I
recall the Yunderup Canals development which
took place during the term of the Tonkin
Government. I refer also to the white elephant
which Governments of all political colours
have contributed to-the Manjimup cannery.

The difference between our failure with
Bunbury Foods Pty Ltd and previous failed
ventures is that in regard to Bunbury Foods the
respective Governments of the day were
warned and criticised before and at the time
the guarantee was given. With regard to
Bunbury Foods, the criticism was levelled after
the failure occurred; one might say that it is
easy to be wise after the event.

Let us look at the present legal situation.
Government guarantees can be given only
within strenuous legal restrictions. Two Acts of
Parliament govern the issuing of Government
guarantees. One is the Industry (Advances) Act
and the other is the Rural and Industries Bank
Act. The Industry (Advances) Act provides the
opportunity to give guarantees to industry
only. Industry, in turn, is defined in the Rural
and Industries Bank Act. Most Governments
have adhered to the statutory restriction and
have given guarantees accordingly. If they did
not come within the statutory restriction, the
matter would be referred to the Parliament in
the form of a special Act, and this occurred in
the case of Canterbury Court.

Statutory authorities, on behalf of the
Government and in the name of the Crown,
were automatically guaranteed by the Govern-
ment and did not need a special Act to admin-
ister a guarantee. I understand that in the case
of Government utilities such as the State En-
ergy Commission and the Water Authority,
guarantees by the Government were presumed
automatically.

In previous practice it was very much desired
by the Treasurer- that means the Treasury-
to examine strictly the operations of the statu-
tory authority seeking to borrow.

I will refer to two provisions in the Bill which
are of concern. The Treasurer may contradict
me and I notice that he has the best advice
available to him in the House this evening.
Undoubtedly, he will tell me if I am wrong.

Clause 4(3) of this Bill states that the corpor-
ation is an agent of the Crown in right of the
State and enjoys the status, immunities, and
privileges of the Crown, except where and so
far as the regulations may otherwise prescribe.
Members should read that clause in conjunc-
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tion with clause 5(4) which states that for the
purpose of the State Trading Concerns Act
1916 the activities of the corporation shall be
taken to have been expressly authorised by Par-
liament, and with the provision in clause
9(l)(g) which allows the corporation "the
granting of financial accommodation by or to a
business undertaking". When this Bill becomes
a Statute it will mean that the corporation can
give a financial guarantee to any private
enterprise irrespective of whether or not it is an
industry as defined by the Rural and Industries
Bank Act and the Industry (Advances) Act.

I am sorry that the Treasurer is not in the
House because I would remind him that his
criticism about the failure of Government
guarantees isjustified. However, if his criticism
is sincere, and I have no reason to doubt that it
is sincere, he should endeavour to legislate in a
way which will make the granting of such
Government guarantees more restrictive and
which will not open the floodgates. I expect the
Treasurer to respond to this situation because
it is important. This single provision in the Bill
has not been emphasised by other speakers.

It is the endeavour of the Government to
participate directly in business. The parties
have different philosophies about this, and I
suppose that the Government could claim that
having been elected to Government it can exer-
cise its philosophy; that is, the nationalisation
of trade and private business. That is the
Government's view.

This leads me to my second point which will
show that that was the Government's view
when the Western Australian Overseas Projects
Authority was established. Not only was I the
Minister in charge of the original Bill
establishing the authority, but also I led the
debate in this Parliament. It was very much my
brainchild and it was based on two experiences
I had when I was Minister for Industrial Devel-
opment.

Members will know that the first of these
experiences was soon after we became the
Government and the Libyan Minister fr
Agriculture visited Western Australia. He was
impressed with the wheat growing activiti es in
fairly arid areas of Western Australia and
sought our advice to introduce such cereal
growing activities in the arid parts of Libya. He
signed an agreement with the State Govern-
ment which, if the Government of the day had
read the Commonwealth and State Consti-
tutions, it would have found that it was
probably not the thing to do from a legal point

of view. It lacked the proper legalities because
the State Government should not have entered
into a contract with an overseas country.

However, nobody protested. The situation
worked very well. We had, as most members
would know, a contingent from the Agriculture
Department, individual farmers, and their fam-
ilies established in Libya. These people levelled
the very undulating land which, from time im-
memorial was used only for nomad grazing,
and established a cereal growing area. The
profit for the State was that everything
involved in the exercise was Western
Australian manufactured. The fencing came
from Cyclone, the electrical installations and
buildings all came from Western Australia, and
the tractors came from Chamberlain.

The second motivation to establish WAOPA
was my extended trips to the Middle East.
When I talked to many people, I saw how oil
dollars were employed in purchasing and
contracting for everything. Originally, after the
oil prices were driven up by OPEC, there was
little competition and many European
companies got away with shoddy merchandise
and services. The Arabs were suckers at the
time and paid very heavily, virtually through
their noses. They learnt quickly, however, and
decided to deal with Governments or Govern-
ment instrumentalities only.

After that decision, socialistic Governments
like East Germany had the advantage against
merchants from various western countries.
That made me decide that a Government or-
ganisation Or instrumentality, although not al-
lowed to trade itself, could be used as a mantle
for private enterprise-do not forget many a
private business already had representation in
Saudi Arabia, the Arab Emirates, and other
Middle-East countries-such as engineering
firms, building firms, and manufacturers. They
all welcomed the idea of a Government instru-
mentality which could deal directly with the
Arabian and other Governments. It was
nothing but a necessity.

I spent some time-and it was very
interesting and enjoyable-reading all the de-
bate when the initiating Bill was introduced. It
makes very good reading. The then 0 ppo-
sition-now the Government-accepted the
Bill in principle, but bitterly complained about
the lack of trading by the Government on its
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own account. I refer members to same of the
very interesting comments. Mr Jamieson, a
past Leader of the Opposition, said-

I thought perhaps the Government had
turned the corner and was seeing the
socialistic light on the hill . .. the Minister
is cutting out the possibility of the State
being able directly to do anything overseas.

That is a fair statement because it is precisely
what the Labor Party wanted, and still wants. It
showed that even then the endeavour of the
then Opposition-now the Government-was
not to heed private enterprise. I refer to a com-
ment made by the then Leader of the Oppo-
sition Mr Davies when he said-

I asked the Minister. ... whether the
amendment prevents the Government
entering into overseas development in the
Government's right alone.

Again, interest was centred on the Govern-
ment's direct participation.

The present Deputy Premier criticised, in a
very interesting way, the restrictive provi sion
that the State should not trade on its own, and
he gave the example that we have Government
instrumentalities which are trading. I refer to
what the present Deputy Premier said and how
timely his wards are today. He said-

"in fact, my colleague, the member for
Balcatta, already has referred to the State
Engineering Works. That is an arganis-
ation which currently is being mulched by
the Minister's Government. Because of the
Government's simple and single-minded
ideological preference, it is prepared to
sack 50 men at a time when the State is
going through a period of record unem-
ployment.

I do not know how that compares with the
present Government's action.

Mr Brian Burke: We did not sack anybody.
Mr MENSAROS: I did not say the Premier

did. I said I do not know how it compares with
the Government's present thinking and philos-
ophy vis a vis the State Engineering Works.

Mr Brian Burke: But we did not sack anyone,
that is the difference.

Mr MENSAROS: The present Premier
said-

The prime example of Government di-
rect trading is the State Engineering
Works. Its expansion and continued devel-
opment and success will be hindered at
least in pant by the Government's action
should it require assistance under the

terms of this legislation. It seems quite
clear the Government intends that all these
sorts of operations should wither and
eventually cease to function.

It is an interesting contradiction. I congratulate
the Government from the point of view of its
developing its policies when we see that the
Government trading via the State Engineering
Works is not considered to be the most ef-
ficient. It is taking steps to do away with it.

The last comment I cite is even more
interesting; it was made by the present Deputy
Premier, and reveals what is being hidden
today by the Government. It is-

Socialism is an important facet of that
mixed economy. However, the members of
the Government do not readily acknowl-
edge they depend so much upon socialism
to exist.

That expresses the basic difference between our
two panties.

Mr Brian Burke: What was the date of those
quotes.

Mr MENSAROS: It was on page 5066 of the
1978 Hansard, when the Western Australian
Overseas Projects Authority Bill was
introduced.

The pmoof of the Government's real intention
is in this Bill. It does not allow, as the Statute
exists today, for the Government to do busi-
ness directly which is, according to the Deputy
Premier, desirable for socialism.

The Government has introduced this Bill
which will precisely do this. I oppose the Bill.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[9. 10 p.m.]: I thank members for their contri-
butions. In particular, I thank the National
Party for its stated support of the legislation.

It is difficult to answer all of the points that
have been raised by different members of the
Opposition, because I am sure that Some Of
them were raised not so much with the quest
for information in mind as the quest for politi-
cal advantage. If I do not answer some of the
points raised, it is because they were to my
mind largely political exercises that the indi-
vidual members were about.

I start with the Leader of the Opposition's
comments and questions about the annual re-
port of the Exim Corporation. I do not have the
answers to most of the questions he raised and
I would not expect that anyone with less than
an accounting qualification should be expected
to know the detailed responses to the matters
that he raised.
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Mr Court: Why did you come on this after-
noon telling us that we had had the report and
should know all the answers, when we had had
it for five minutes? You cannot have it both
ways.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Ilam not trying to have
it both ways.

Mr Court: Before the dinner break, you were
carrying on about what we should know.

Mr MacKinnon: I would have thought you
would have a bit of knowledge about a $1.5
million revaluation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I am trying to say i s
that the auditors have certified the accounts
and that as far as the practices that are reflected
in the accounts are concerned, the directors
assure me-or at least the chairman does-that
the changes complained about by the Leader of
the Opposition were changes made in account-
ing practices with the full support of the audi-
tors.

Mr MacKinnon: I said that I agreed with the
accounting standards and the accounting
changes. I asked you whether that meant that
the corporation lost almost $1.5 million. The
answer is clearly yes.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In the absence of the
Leader of the Opposition, I have already said
that I am not competent to answer the detailed
questions. However, I am sure that if there are
queries about the accounts, the Chairman and
the directors of Exim and the executive staff of
Exim will be only too pleased to attempt to
satisfy the Leader of the Opposition, provided
only that the Leader of the Opposition is
dinkum. That is not a quality that he has
shown in good measure in the past, but I am
sure that the board of Exim, which includes
those illustrious figures named by the Minister
for Employment and Training, will be mag-
nanimous enough to extend to the Leader of
the Opposition a fresh start. I am sure that they
will go through with him in any detail that he
wants any of the queries that he wants to raise
with them. I can only urge the Leader of the
Opposition to be dinkum. If he is dinkum, I am
sure that he will have an answer to all of the
queries that he wants to raise.

The other point that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition tonight raised in the same context was
the query that was an accusation which fol-
lowed on the question that he asked this even-
ing in question time. He restated the question

that by implication accused the Government
and the board of Exim of playing politics and
of deliberately delaying-

Mr MacKinnon: You are responsible to this
Parliament, not the board.

The SPEAKER: Order! I am most reluctant
to take any action which would stop members
of either side interjecting, and I am not about
to do that now. However, the interjections are a
trifle incessant. There should be a pause for
breath between a few of them so that whoever
is on his feet can get out part of his speech
without something happening at exactly the
same time to the sum total of it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As I was saying, the
other substantial point about Exim's report
raised by the Leader of the Opposition was the
accusation implicit in his statement that the
board of Exim and the Government were with
a political motive intent upon deferring the ac-
cess that the Opposition had to the annual re-
port. The Leader of the Opposition wants to
say those sorts of things and at the same time
claim that he is not being critical of the direc-
tors of the Exim Corporation. It is simply not
possible to have it both ways. If the directors of
Exim have deliberately deferred the Oppo-
sition 's access to the report, that is an indict-
ment upon them and the Leader of the Oppo-
sition cannot claim that the board of Exim has
done that and then say that he is not criticising
the board.

Mr MacKinnon: Aren't you the Treasurer? I
thought you were the Treasurer.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the board of Exim is
responsible for being political in deliberately
delaying the report from the Opposition-

Mr MacKinnon: You appointed the board.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, I appointed the
board and I am very proud of the board. I do
not believe that the board has deliberately
delayed giving the Opposition a copy of the
report. I do not believe that it did. I received a
copy on the weekend and I believe that the
board forwarded a report-without my knowl-
edge, it is true, but I do not criticise it for
that-to the Opposition. I do not agree that the
board deliberately delayed forwarding a copy
to the Opposition.

Mr MacKinnon: You are responsible for
making sure that we have sufficient infor-
mation to debate your Bill.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: We would never debate
anything if I had to bring members of the Op-
position to the stage of being competent to de-
bate the things that were on the agenda or the
Notice Paper.

Mr Laurance: That's being very nasty.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is not being nasty. It

is absurd for the Leader of the Opposition to
say that it is my responsibility to give the Op-
position all the information it needs to make it
a good Opposition. There is not enough infor-
mation in the world to make members opposite
a good Opposition.

Mr MacKinnon interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is not enough

information in the world to turn this sow's ear
into a silk purse.

I know of no deliberate delay by the board of
Exim, by any Government officer or by any
Minister, none whatsoever, in the forwarding
of the report to the Opposition. However, I can
understand the Opposition's point of view,
although it cannot accuse the directors of Exim
of being political in trying to delay access by
the Opposition to the annual report and then
say that it is not being critical of those people
on the board.

Mr MacKinnon: We were personally critical
of you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am used to that. It
does not worry me. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition really does dwell in the top one-tenth of
an inch of the covering of any issue. The most
substantial he has ever been was when he asked
for a glass of water.

Mr Peter Dowding: This is the leader's first
day. He is not doing too well.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is awful, is it not? At
least the other leader had some intellectual
horsepower.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke
about the Lake Argyle project and mentioned a
company and a camp that the company bought.
I cannot remember the name of the company.
He said that the company was introduced to
Murniac by Exim and Murmac sent a cheque to
this company and the cheque was not
honoured. The Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition is perhaps a bit more substantial than his
leader, but he is a bit less forth right.

Mr Peter Dowding: That's a bit kind.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is a bit kind, but that

is the cloak of passing intelligence that perhaps
his leader lacks.

The truth is that the company took a risk and
purchased the camp, without any deposit, and
was then going to on-sell it to Murmac to make
a profit of 200 per cent. The principal of the
company to which the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition referred was a personal friend of
the principal of Murrnac and had known the
principal of Murmac on a personal basis for the
past six years or so. I am told that that is how
he got involved in the purchase and that it was
not as a result of his being introduced to the
purchase by Exim. In fact, Exim did not talk to
the other company.

Mr Laurance: Murmac was introduced by
Exim.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Is the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition saying that Exim took Murmac;
along and introduced it to the construction
company?

Mr Laurance: No.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Murmac was not

introduced to the construction people the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition was talking
about.

Mr Laurance: No, but they read the paper
and saw that you were backing this project.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The point is that for six
years there was a personal relationship between
the principal of Murmac and the principal of
this other firm, and that is how the involve-
ment was initiated. In addition, I am told that
the company has since sold the camp.

Mr Laurance interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition did not tell us that. He knew it,
but he did not tell us.

Mr Peter Dowding: He gave us half the story.
Mr BRIAN BURK.E: He gave us half the

story and that half was wrong. The truth about
that matter is that the company sold the
camp-not for the 200 per cent profit that it
claimed, but it sold the camp. All the things
that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said
about whether the Government feels sorry for
those people who lost their money just are not
true.

Mr Laurance: They still lost money.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition is winding back very quickly.
Mr Laurance: If they have lost one dollar,

isn't that too much for them to lose?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition said they lost $500 000.
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Mr Laurance: I did not. I said that they had a
cheque for $500 000 which had not been
honoured. It still has not been honoured.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: For God's sake, it can-
not be honoured; the camp has been sold to
someone else.

Mr Laurance: After six months the deadline
ran out.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That makes no differ-
ence to the legitimacy of the argument. The
member's argument tonight was that $500 000
was still owing.

Mr Laurance: The cheque has not been
honoured.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member cannot
tell the truth. The clear implication was that
$500 000 was still owing.

Mr Lauran ce: Where is the hotel?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Where is the camp?

Where is the credibility? It is awful. That is the
situation with the camp. It just was not as it
was presented. Once again the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition has been found out in
presenting a less than truthful case to the Par-
liament. The most substantial contribution was
made by the member for Nedlands, and one
outstanding fact was emphasised by the Minis-
ter for Minerals and Energy during the first
part of this afternoon's debate.

A member- Why- did not the member for
Nedlands win the deputy leadership?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think he tried
too hard.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is like changing deck

chairs on the Titanic.
The situation outlined by the Minister for

Minerals and Energy was important in that he
clearly reflected the contradiction among the
views of members opposite. They have been
arguing, complaining, and whingeing, for I do
not know how long, about the lack of account-
ability of Exim. I do not know how many ques-
tions members opposite have asked on that
subject and they are. continuing tonight- They
have whinged about the inability of the
Government to direct Exim to answer their
questions. Exim directors and staff have been
berated and accused of the most heinous
crimes. Tonight criminal negligence was
mentioned-it was almost a race between the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the
member for Nedlands to try to outdo each
other in excesses.

After so many complaints, so much
whingeing, and so much moaning, members Of
the Opposition have had presented to them
tonight a vehicle which will turn Exim into a
statutory corporation within the ambit of the
Parliament and make it accountable, and they
are again opposing that Proposition. By impli-
cation, members opposite are saying that they
would prefer the present position to continue-
the one about which they have complained for
so long. They would prefer it to continue
simply because of their ideological block, this
philosophical trauma, which says that some-
how or other the private sector should not be
invited into Government.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURK-E: I will be gentle with the

member and simply remind him of some of the
business he did. We have invited, quite con-
sciously the private sector into Government,
and we have-

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Western Aus-

tralian Development Corporation is fiercely
successful. The Opposition attacked that for
three years.

Mr MacKinnon: Is it?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-

position is attacking it again.
Mr MacKinnon: We have not had sufficient

information.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is all the more

reason to support this Bill, because it will make
Exim accountable. In any case the Western
Australian Development Corporation, in
almost everyone's eyes-the Leader of the Op-
position is the exception-is fiercely successful.
The Opposition has ceased to attack the Devel-
opment Corporation because it is not politi-
cally fashionable to attack the corporation and
it is attacking Exim.

I can tell the Opposition one other thing
which may be of interest to it, and that is that
just as we have beaten the Opposition in the
public arena on the question of the Develop-
menit Corporation, its opposition to Exin will
go the same way. The Opposition is irrational
in its opposition, and that irrationality is
founded on the Opposition's ideological
objection, not on the practical objections or
problems, but on ideological blinkers. For that
reason it is irrational and will be defeated.

As far as the Government is concerned, we
highlight the contradiction between the Oppo-
sition Party which says it opposes Exim be-
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cause it is not accountable, yet it opposes this
legislation, although it will make Exim ac-
countable.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Will members stop

whingeing for three minutes? The member is a
trite surface skater. I wish he would be quiet for
a minute so that in my limited time I could
enlighten him.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Could this chalice

please pass over my head? Is this not awful?
The SPEAKER: I am beginning to agree.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What I was trying to

say is that that glaring error of omission was
simply one of the errors in the contribution of
the member for Nedlands. He said all sorts of
things which were clearly wrong. In the in-
stance, for example, of Goldrock, he claimed
something which he knows did not happen.

Mr Court: Tell me what did not happen.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: When this matter was

previously raised and reported in July, those
arrangements about which he was so sharply
critical failed because the borrower-

Mr Court: Do not say they failed. They actu-
ally transferred money across.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The conditions
precedent were not met by the borrower.

Mr Court: Get your facts right. A loan went
across. We started asking questions in the Par-
liament and it all started to be transferred. I
thought I had made the sequence of events
clear tonight; spelt them out in detail.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The best one can Say
about that argument is that the member is
claiming we deliberately decided-because he
was asking questions and we were petrified of
his investigations-to make substantial
changes in the arrangements which had pre-
viously been entered into. That is not true.

Mr Court: You have hit the nail on the head.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is what the mem-

ber is saying. At least we have narrowed down
the member's area of objection. We are sup-
posed to have made some changes to the ar-
rangements because we have been frightened
by his inquiries. That really does not tally.

Mr Court: You answered questions in this
Parliament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member just said I
was right; let me answer the member. That does
not tally with what he said about criminal neg-
ligence. They were horrible things to have said.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Without foundation he

blackened the name of individuals. No wonder
he was not elected deputy leader if that is the
logic upon which he depends. The truth of the
matter is that his suspicion is unfounded and
the conditions precedent to which I referred
were not met and the loan was never in exist-
ence as a result.

Mr Court: Are you denying Exim offered
those interest-free loans?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, I am not. I have
never denied that. This gives the lie to the
member's whole argument. On 16 July, in a
letter from Auscorp to the Acting Chief Execu-
tive of the Exim Corporation, the first para-
graph reads-

I refer to our discussion over recent days
and confirm that it is likely that Auscorp
Holdings will be unable to comply with all
of the covenants set out in the loan facility
agreement dated 18 March 1986.

In other words-and the member for Nedlands
must have known this-the covenant could not
be applied and the loan facility agreement did
not operate. The covenants-the conditions
precedent-were not met. The loan, which the
member has been saying for a long time he
knew existed, simply did not exist.

Mr Court: Exim paid money to Auscorp.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying that the

loan did not exist because the covenants were
not met.

The member for Nedlands also raised the
question of the restructuring of the pastoral
leases in the Kimberley and said that somehow
or another Exim Corporation was completing a
less than acceptable job of work in this respect.
I do not know from where he draws strength for
that argument, because the PGA and associated
other cattle people in the Kimberley believe
that the Exim restructuring is the best thing
that has ever happened to the pastoral industry
in the Kimberley.

Either the member for Nedlands or the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that this
should be left to the private sector. It has for
decades been left to the private sector and the
result has been a pastoral industry in almost
complete disrepair. The sheep industry in the
Pilbara has collapsed and the cattle industry in
the Kimberley is becoming less and less viable
as a result of the laissez-faire attitude-leave it
to the private sector. Members opposite can
leave it to the private sector if they like, but the
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result of doing that is already writ large for
everyone to read. The disrepair into which the
pastoral industry has fallen is an absolutely
scandalous disrepair that should never have
been permitted. I feel completely justified in
saying that Exim's involvement has done
nothing but good for the Kimberley pastoral
industry. Although the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition denies it now, and ducks and dives
around the issue and says he was saying some-
thing else, it was he who told Mr Culthard that
the exercise was progressing well, but he could
not say so publicly for obvious political
reasons. I understand that, but it is less than
gracious to say that Mr Culthard now miscon-
strues what he had to say.

The member for Nedlands walked straight
into the question of Acremaster tractors, and
that he did so in an unsuspecting fashion was
highlighted by the Leader of the National
Party. There never would have been an
Acremaster had not the new Leader of the Op-.
position foreclosed on the predecessor to
Acremaster. An amount of only $150 000 was
owing. If the firm could have traded out of its
debts later, as it could have done had the
Leader of the Opposition had enough brains Or
foresight to do the right thing at the time, as he
was urged to do by the National Party and
Philips tractors, the situation might have been
different. To him must be assigned all the
blame and culpability that goes with the ulti-
mate decline of the Acremaster tractor
company.

What Exim did was to bring in a degree of
professionalism that permitted Acremaster to
last for a longer time than would have been
possible under the conditions that existed pre-
viously. Exim could do nothing about the rural
downturn that made the demand for four-
wheel drive tractors fall away. As the Leader of
the National Party said, what does the Oppo-
sition want us to do-issue directives telling
people that they must buy tractors, telling
farmers who cannot buy seed wheat that they
should buy tractors? Of course not. For the
member for Nedlands to say that somehow or
another Perpetual Finance Corporation Ltd, an
offshoot of the Rural and Industries Bank, was
deserving of a guarantee from Exim, and when
tackled about it-

Mr Court: I made it very clear how that floor
plan was established. I said no guarantee was
there. Listen to the story.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I tried to listen to the
member for Nedlands. My understanding of
what he said was that implicit in this involve-

ment by the Government-backed corporation
was some invitation for a guarantee or same
financial sustenence in the event of something
like the rural downturn causing a slackening in
demand for tractors.

Mr Court: My point was that it was normal
to have a guarantee for that floor plan facility.
It was able to say to Perpetual Finance that
because Exim was the group backing it, it
didn't require-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why did Perpetual
Fi nance not ask Exim?

Mr Court: It will be interesting to see when
the shortfall is finalised what attitude it takes.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I cannot see the mem-
ber's point. How is Exim to blame? What
should Exim do?

Mr Court: I was analysing how the total loss
of the exercise would be in excess of $2 million.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member has same
gall to say that he was analysing anything. I still
fail to understand what it is Exim should have
done. What does the member demand of it?
What should Exini have done?

.The implication remains in the member for
Nedland's statements that somehow or another
a guarantee was implicit or was evaded or
avoided because Exim is a Government-backed
organisation.

Mr Court: I didn't say that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member is saying

different things from what he said previously.
That deals with Goldrock. I think the member
for Nedlands already knows that that arrange-
ment, whatever it was, did not continue.

On the question of Acremaster, the member
for Nedlands tried to imply that there should
have been a Government guarantee, or if that
was not his implication, he tried to imply that
the floor plan would not have been financed
unless there was the involvement of the Exim
Corporation.That may be true; I do not know
because I do not know what is in the minds of
the directors of Perpetual Finance. But when I
ask the member for Nedlands what should be
the next step, what is he getting at, he does -not
say anything. When I try to take the member
one step further, he does not have any incli-
nation to say that as a result of the implicit
guarantee, that did not exist, there is something
that the Exim Corporation should be blamed
for or should have done.

On the question of the Kimberley cattle
leases, the Opposition seems to be in contradic-
tory disarray, with the private comments of the
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Deputy Leader of the Opposition contradicting
the public comments of the member for
Nedlands and the Leader of the Opposition.

We believe that the Kimber-ley restructuring
exercise is an excellent one which, by the way,
has already seen record prices attained for
some of the turn-off from the stations in auc-
tions at Go Go, auctions restarted to the ben-
efit of the industry under the auspices of the
Exim corporation.

I accept the point made by the Leader of the
National Party. I am not prepared to go to the
barricades about that point, however. I signal
to him that he will run into problems with the
Opposition because now it will say, "Why
didn't you direct Exim to do that or require
Exim to do this?" Or it will say, "Exim has
done that so you are responsible." When you
put into legislation the technique that makes
the Government responsible, the Opposition
wants it taken out, or the National Party wants
it taken out on this occasion. I therefore ask the
Leader of the National Party to understand
that intricacy. I have no objection to it in the
same way as I had no objection to the legis-
lation relating to the WADC. The Opposition
took out of that legislation the Minister's
ability to direct that corporation and later
complained that we were not directing it or we
were failing to direct it not to do certain things.

Let us consider some of the achievements of
Exim, the corporation that the Opposition
loves to attack. I have touched upon the
Kimberley pastoral industry. That industry is
the key to maintaining the viability presently
existing in the north of the State. The massive
restructuring being carried out to the benefit of
the State and specifically to the benefit of the
Kimberley is being carried out by Exim. It has
earned the respect of the Pastoralists and Graz-
iers Association and the Primary Industry As-
sociation, both of which have paid tribute to
the efforts of Exim.

The Opposition was pleased to criticise, but I
am pleased to be proud of Exim's efforts to
increase the number of international passen-
gers travelling to and through Perth. Those ef-
forts should receive praise and not criticism
from the Opposition. As far as we are best able
to calculate, the efforts that Exim made
through its committee of businessmen headed
by a consultant who earned the respect of Fed-
eral and State authorities, Mr Ron Smith, the
former Vice President of United Airlines has
resulted in an extra $30 milllion being pumped

into the Western Australian economy by the
passengers who come to and through Perth on
those flights.

Mr Laurance: I believe we are back to 1983
levels now.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not right. The
member has a terrific way of saying things that
are not true. In October, visitor numbers to this
Stare were up by 15 per cent from predictions
and the member for Nedlands' brother is
already talking about the number of passengers
flying in meeting expectations.

Mr Laurance: But Ron Smith did not win the
America's Cup.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No-one is saying that
but it is certainly not true to say that the flights
have fallen back to 1983 levels.

Mr Laurance: I meant that since 1983 they
went down and he got them up again. They are
now back to the 1983 level.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In addition to that,
another effort of which Exim can be proud is
its drive to attract overseas students.
Approximately a thousand overseas students
who will spend $30 million in our State will
enrol for tuition in Western Australia.

Mr Court: You were out of the Chamber
when I asked a question about that. You
answered the question by saying that Exim was
handling the UWA and that was the only col-
lege it was handling. Will UWA take a thou-
sand students this year?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether
UWA will take a thousand students. I under-
stand that Exim represents other colleges as
well.

Mr Williams: Does that apply to WAIT and
is the Government advertising WAIT overseas
as a university?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I cannot answer that
question about the advertising. Legislation is
before the Parliament now.

Mr Williams: I know it has been advertised
overseas.

Mr BRIAN BURK.E: It might well be that it
should be advertised next year as a university
because presumably the legislation will pass.
The Opposition has not indicated any oppo-
sition to it.

Mr Court: In answer to my question last
week, you said that Exim had handled only the
UWA.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I know the question the
member is asking, but I cannot answer it off the
top of my head. I understand that Exim has
been in the vanguard of attracting overseas
students and can take some, if not all, of the
credit for the increased numbers.

Mr Court: That is not right.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I believe it is right. In
addition, Exim has been active in finding mar-
kets for Western Australian businesses and a
whole range of products have been successfully
marketed. I refer members to the $1.5 million
contract to build high technology equipment
for the Hong Kong Mass Transit Railway Cor-
poration by Aldetec Pty Ltd of Osborne Park.
That arrangement was initiated and negotiated
by the Exim Corporation which will receive a
commission for arranging the contract.

I am proud of Exim's efforts and I wish that
the Opposition would be a bit more generous in
its attitude towards those efforts.

Mr Court: Would you name the products?
You said they took part in marketing a range of
products. Will you tell us what they were, be-
sides the Hong Kong deal?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, I cannot, except to
say that amongst the efforts to increase trade
were efforts to expand horticultural exports.
That was to take advantage of about 30 per
cent of extra jumbo cargo space that Exim suc-
cessfully negotiated on flights out of Perth. I
am sure if the member for Nedlands seeks from
the corporation a detailed list of the products
with which Exim has had dealings or can claim
success he will be provided with it.

There was no deliberate delay in affording
the annual report to the Opposition. The mem-
ber for Nedlands said that it had not been
delivered before he started his speech. I do not
know at what time it was delivered. However,
the Minister for Minerals and Energy said it
was delivered prior to the member for
Nedlands beginning his speech.

Mr Court: I was in the office and we
contacted Exim and were told that it was
having trouble getting a copy because only half
a dozen were printed. They said they would
grab the chairman's personal copy and forward
it to us.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Does that not make a
mockery of the Leader of the Opposition saying
that we were deliberately delaying its delivery?

Mr Court: That happened after we rang the
corporation half a dozen times.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But they are the lengths
to which the corporation went to get the Oppo-
sition a copy and the Leader of the Opposition
said tonight that the Exim Corporation was
deliberately delaying.

Mr Court: It certainly has; or someone has.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: There was no deliber-
ate delay. The member for Nedlands is a
businessman and must know that the date of
the audit or the certification is not necessarily
the date on which the thing is printed.

Mr Court: Not if you have a major item of
legislation coming into this House. It is com-
monsense to give the details to the people who
will debate the legislation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is a different argu-
ment. The member for Nedlands' argument is
that there was a deliberate delay. He is saying
that, because accounts were certified on 31
October, the report must have been available at
that time.

Mr Court: If you were happy giving it to us
after the debate commenced-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not give it to the
Opposition; it was given to it without my
knowledge or consent. Exim is ouside the direc-
tion of Government.

I have been handed a note which says that
Exim has contracts with five institutions, in-
cluding the University of WA and the thousand
places include tertiary and university students.

Mr Court: I asked the question last week and
the answer I got related to the UWA.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will check that; that is
what the note I have been handed says.

On every test applied by the Opposition, this
legislation is deserving of support and on every
test that the Opposition maintains should
legitimately be assigned to a Government or
statutory authority, Exim comes through in this
legislation with flying colours.

I urge the Opposition to try to understand
that not everybody shares its ideological
perspective. In fact, some of the Opposition
members share it to a greater or lesser extent.
This legislation is good; it amalgamates
WAOPA and Exim. It makes Exim accountable
which is something the Opposition has lusted
after for I do not know how long.

It is sound legislation and its soundness is
not contradicted by anything the Opposition
has said this evening.
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Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr lodge
Mr House

Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mr Laurance
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes
Mr Parker
Mr Taylor
Dr Lawrence
Mr Terry Burke
Mr D. L. Smith

a division taken with the

Ayes 32
Mr Jones
Mr Marlborough
Mr Nalder
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Schell
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Stephens
Mr Thomas
Mr Ton kin
Mr Trenorden
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Noes 13
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

(c1elo

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Hassell
Mr Sprigg
Mr Lewis
Mr Blaikie

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: I ask those members, on

both sides of the House, intent on being highly
disorderly by interjecting from outside their
seats, to cease that disgraceful practice.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Burkett)

in the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer) in
charge of the Bill.

Clauses I and 2 put and passed.
Clause 3: Interpretation-
Mr COURT: The term "associated" is used

when a body owns less than 50 per cent of a
company. Normally a shareholding of between
38 and 50 per cent relates to an associated
company. In this case it provides a loophole in
the sense that Exim can own less than 50 per
cent, perhaps 49.9 per cent, and escape the ac-
countability provisions of the legislation. When
we debate this point later we shall show that
although the Treasurer talks about the account-
ability offered by this legislation, the corpor-

ation will be able to escape many of those pro-
visions. We shall certainly raise this matter
when we deal with the auditing provisions.

With regard to the definition of "economic
activity", that too is a very wide dlefinition. As
we go through the other clauses we shall see
that the definition allows the corporation to
become involved in a wide range of activities.
By and large it means that the corporation can
be given wide powers to involve itself in a
number of areas.

The other definition we should note is that of
the business undertaking because it means that
anyone proposing to engage in economic activ-
ity-and there does not need to be any associ-
ation with Exim or the Government-can bor-
row money from Exirn. It is important to con-
sider the way these definitions have been writ-
ten in order that we might gain an understand-
ing of the quite wide powers that this Bill will
end up giving.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think that the
member's second point needs to be answered.
However, in respect of the first, I point out that
it would be a fairly funny piece of legislation
that would make a company in which Exini
had a five, 10, or 15 per cent interest-and I
am not sure where he would strike a balance-
responsible to Parliament. That is obvious.

Mr Court: That is what I am saying. It can
have a 49.99 per cent interest and escape those
provisions.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is good sense for
that because there would be a private sector
majority owner and it would not seem sen-
sible-

Mr Court: You could own 56 per cent of
Goidrock. You have been saying that becomes
accountable, now you are saying it is not.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It may become ac-
countable in all sorts of ways besides that or-
ganisation or that investment being specifically
under the net of accountability that applies to
things of which Exim is a majority or sole
owner.

Mr Court interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not agree with the

member for Nedlands. I think many of the ac-
countability provisions in this legislation will
still apply to Exim. As far as I am concerned it
does not make sense to make responsible to
Parliament a body in which Exim might have
only a five or 10 per cent interest.

Mr Court interjected.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I heard the new Leader
of the Opposition say tonight that he would
still give me the right advice. I have never
underestimated the Opposition, the new
Leader of the Opposition, or the new Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. I do not
underestimate the thirst for knowledge that
members will have, and hints too, to help with
the answers. I do not overestimate my own
mortgage on information. I do not know the
answers to most of the questions raised by the
Opposition. I can usually work them out or get
the advice or information that would help me
answer them, but I do not have the advantages
the member for Nedlands, for example, has had
in the business world. That is saying it clearly
and directly. I have been a member of Parlia-
ment since 1973 and have not wended my way
along the corridors of business power, but I still
do not think that a business in which Exim has
a five or 10 per cent interest should be made
responsible to Parliament. That is clearly ab-
surd and it would be done if the word
"associated" were defined in another way.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4: Western Australian Exim Corpor-

ation established as a body corporate-
Mr COWAN: I refer to subsection (5) of this

particular clause. I have already referred to this
particular issue during the second reading de-
bate. I do not think there is any point in being
repetitive, but I want to thank the Premier for
being prepared to remind the House that when
the Western Australian Development Corpor-
ation Bill was debated in this place, the Oppo-
sition asked for the capacity for ministerial di-
rection to be removed from that legislation.

I think the same case should apply here in
respect of this Bill. If we appoint people as
directors of a statutory authority, it really is an
insult to them to retain the power of direction
over them. I know the Premier has already
commented on this, but I would be interested
to hear him very briefly indicate how we might
go about getting this to the other place and at
the same time looking at the possibil ities of
making that amendment.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As previously indicated
to the Leader of the National Party, I am cer-
tainly happy to accept, in another place, an
amendment that would bring about the change
he seeks.

I want this Bill to progress from this
Chamber tonight, which is something it cannot
do if there is an amendment moved here. I
have asked Mr Lloyd, the assistant Under

Treasurer, to speak to the Leader of the
National Party and the Attorney General, Hon.
Joe Berinson. My understanding is that we can-
not move the amendment down here and then
give the Bill a third reading. However, we have
an amendment which we think is satisfactory,
and which will give to the Leader of the Oppo-
sition what he wants and then he can talk to the
Attorney General in another place and together
they can work out what is satisfactory and what
can be moved. The Government is perfectly
happy to see that change is made.

Mr MENSAROS: Had the Premier been kind
enough to respond to my inquiry during the
second reading stage of this Bill, my rising now
would be superfluous. However, I asked him
what was the reason and the purpose of
extending the presently existing restrictions on
giving Government guarantees.

In clause 4(3) the Bill provides that the COr-
poration is an agent of the Crown in the right of
the State and enjoys the status, immunities and
the privileges of the Crown. That has to be read
in conjunction with a later provision in clause
9 under the general financial powers. In 9(l)(g)
the Bill says that the corporation "may enter
into arrangements directed to the granting of
financial accommodation by or to a business
undertaking". It says other things too, but I
would point out that under the existing laws,
guarantees by the Government are restricted to
industry. That is according to the Industries
(Advances) Act and the industries defined
under the Rural and Industries Bank Act.

This means that this corporation, being an
agent of the Crown, has the financial power to
enter into arrangements directed to the
granting of financial accommodation by or to a
business undertaking. That clearly means that
the limitations on granting Government
guarantees to business, which were restricted to
industry as defined, were lifted to a situation of
virtually granting guarantees to everyone.
Clause 5(4) reads-

(4) For the purposes of the State Trading
Concerns Act 1916 the activities of the
Corporation shall be taken to have been
expressly authorized by Parliament.

I tie that together with the Premier's frequent
criticisms of the actions of previous Govern-
ments in granting guarantees to business under-
takings which failed, and of course taxpayers'
money was involved in these guarantees. I
pointed out that other Governments have done
the same, but at least at that time the Govern-
ments were criticised when granting the

4781



4782 [ASSEMBLY]

guarantee. To my knowledge there was one oc-
casion when the Government of the day, the
Tonkin Government, departed from the broad
provisions of the law and granted guarantee by
Administrative action to the Vunderup canals
development.

That was done. I suppose if somebody had
taken 1110o court they would have found that
the guarantee was not there.

However, what I find inconsistent in this ac-
tion is that on the one hand the Government
criticises previous Governments for being lav-
ish in guaranteeing business enterprises, albeit
that one has to take a risk if one wants to
advance; but now the Treasurer extends the
right of a Government guarantee to a corpor-
ation which, if he follows the request of the
National Party, he will not even have the right
to direct. The Treasurer gives that right to a
corporation which can guarantee to any busi-
ness any amount of taxpayers' money. I ask the
Treasurer what consistency there is in this.

Mr COURT: I support the comments of the
member for Floreat. When, in the last couple of
weeks, we have been looking at the many dif-
ferent complaints we have received about Exim
and its involvememt in various businesses, the
question of guarantees has come up as a corn
mon thread. There is talk that Exim can
guarantee this Or that, and' the member for
Floreat has quite rightly spelt out how the
guarantees can be given under this legislation,
and the very wide powers that go with it.

As he said, the Treasurer could lose control
of those guarantees when changes are made so
that he cannot direct the actions. One of the
things that concerned me about the Northern
Mining Corporation (Acquisition) Bill when it
passed through this Parliament was that,
although it was only a very small piece of legis-
lation, it enabled the Government to put
guarantees through Northern Mining Corpor-
ation NL. It was a means by which WA
Government Holdings, and then Exim, had
considerable flexibility in respect of the giving
of guarantees. I do not believe the legislation
contained adequate restrictions to ensure con-
trol over the number of guarantees given by the
Government.

The member for Floreat has raised a very
important point, because from Exim's track
record so far, it would certainly concern us to
think that the body has the ability to hand out
these guarantees. If one has the power to do so,
guarantees can be quite easy to hand out when
one knows the State is behind one. It is all very

well to say that the Government can put in a
good board of directors, and a good manage-
ment team, and the like, but I would have
thought the Treasurer of the day would be very
concerned about the nature of these powers.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My answer to the first
of those points is that pant of the effect of the
different clauses and subelauses to which the
Opposition members have referred is to
achieve the non-taxable status of the new statu-
tory authority, and that specifically is sought by
clause 4(3).

The second point was a legitimate query by
the member for Floreat. I can only say to him
that in the same way as the Small Business
Guarantees Act provides for a prescribed
amount to be the subject of loan guarantees,
that is already provided for in this legislation.
But the problem is still raised by the contradic-
tion reflected in what is sought by the Leader of
the National Party, and what -is inevitably or
usually sought by the Opposition itself; that is,
to have these bodies not subject to ministerial
control or direction. However, I point out to
the member for Floreat that within the context
of the prescribed limit that is allowed for in the
legislation, it is also incumbent upon the cor-
poration "to exercise its functions and
responsibili ties in a prudent commercial man-
ner", which simply means that it cannot
irresponsibly proceed to do all sorts of odd
things that might be outside the purposes of the
Bill or of a conflicting interest with the
responsibilities of the corporation.

In addition to that, there is the sanction that
the Leader of the Opposition said amounted to
a control over Exim, in that the directors can
be appointed or removed. It is simply not true
to say that there is an immunity for the direc-
tors, or for the Government on the other hand.
If the directors act irresponsibly and are re-
moved, that will be seen by the public to be a
removal that is warranted. However, if the
Government acts capriciously and removes di-
rectors simply because they are being prudent
and commercial in the principles they follow,
the Government will bear the odium of having
done that. So, in the same way as for the Small
Business Guarantees Act, there is a provision
for a prescribed amount.

Mr Mensaros: Where is the provision for the
prescribed limit?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is at clause 26(2) and
(3). Clause 26(2) reads-

The Corporation shall not provide a
guarantee or an indemnity or enter into
any other financial arrangement pursuant
to subsection (1), for a sum or sums greater
in the aggregate than the prescribed
amount.

So there is that sanction.
Mr Court: What is the prescribed amount?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The prescribed amount

is not set. However, there is that restriction.
Mr Court: What will the prescribed amount

be?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know. The

regulation will be framed in due course. I have
not given it any thought, nor received any ad-
vice or request.

Mr Court: If the prescribed amount is $1
million?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have not received any
request or advice on the matter.

The language in the Bill means something,
and the commercial and prudent principles to
which the corporation must pay tribute are
binding on the corporation. It cannot simply
shoot out, because the member for Nedlands is
frightened that it will, and spend or guarantee
fabulous sums of money. It must be consistent
with the Act, and there is the restriction of the
prescribed amount, there is part of the require-
ment that deals with the taxable status of the
corporation, and also, under clause 4(4), there
is the requirement of the prudent exercise of
commercial principles.

Mr MENSAROS: I thank the Treasurer for
clearing up that matter which, not having
handled the Bill as the lead speaker I
overlooked; or at least, I did not notice the
further provision.

However, it cleans up the matter only to
some extent, because there must be a
prescribed amount which will set the maximum
guarantee. I have two comments in relation to
the Treasurer's remarks: One is that it still
opens up the floodgate if the corporation can
guarantee not only to industry as defined in the
Rural and Industries Bank Act. That was the
status quo. But now the corporation can
guarantee to anyone. If someone wants a cock-
roach race, or something or other, it can be
guaranteed. Previously-with Canterbury
Court, for instance, and I do not even know
whether Mr Sheriff, who presently assists the
Treasurer with advice in the Chamber, was in

Australia at that time-the problem was that it
was an industry, so a special Act of Parliament
had to be brought down. Yunderup Canals was
not an industry either, but the Government did
it in an administrative action, which we
complained about.

The other, and perhaps more important,
point is that the Treasurer, on advice, informed
us--which I thought was tremendously import-
ant-that the provision in clause 4(3) is there
in order that the corporation escapes tax. This
is a most important statement, because all the
time we have argued that we do not want the
Government to trade. That is our philosophy
and we are not ashamed about it; we are proud
of it, as I have pointed out often to our friends.
The Government's philosophy is that it should
trade. It is not a matter of private industry
coming into and being employed by Govern-
ment.

Mr Brian Burke: The tax will be paid, but to
us. It is in clause 21 of the Bill. But why should
we pay it to the Commonwealth? An amount of
money equal to the tax that would be liable will
be paid to the State Treasury.

Mr MENSAROS: I am aware of this; it is
difficult to explain in detail, but I am pretty
sure that provision will not place the corpor-
ation in a position where it has to competi-
tively work out its tax obligation with compli-
cated accounting measures, vis-a-vis the Com-
monwealth Taxation Office.

Mr Brian Burke: If you read clause 21, you
will find it is very stringent.

Mr MENSAROS: I know, it is as in other
State instrumentalities, where it is claimed they
should be competitive, as in the case of the
State Government Insurance Corporation.

As the Leader of the Opposition has said,
despite this provision private industry is much
less competitive because this body can arrange
its matters to pay without the supervision and
scrutiny of the Commonwealth taxman. That is
a different matter from saying to the State that
that is the tax it should have paid.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Regardless of the
deficiencies of clause 21, we should all agree
that this body should pay tax to the State and
not to the Commonwealth, and defective as
this clause might be-and I do not agree it is-
it is preferable to consigning half the profits or
whatever the tax may amount to, of the corpor-
ation, to the Commonwealth.
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There are actually greater restrictions in this
Bill on the nature of the guarantees which can
be extended than there are on the guarantees
which may be extended under the other Acts,
to which the member referred.

Mr Court: You control these.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, but politicians are
the worst people in the world, acting on
nothing more than electoral advantage in many
cases. I am not saying that applies to anyone
here now, but in past years some politicians
may have been guilty of considering electoral
matters when approached by their electors with
staggering tractor factories. I am not saying
that is the case; I am saying the guarantees
must be governed by commercial principles.

Mr Cowan: Or 'Bunbury 2000".

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think we ex-
tended any guarantees in that case.

Under those other pieces of legislation there
are not the requirements for commercial pru-
dence which there is in this legislation, so the
guarantees are likely to be even more
stringently provided or secured than if poli-
ticians were making the guarantee arrange-
ment.

Mr COURT: I cannot quite go along with the
point the Treasurer is making. A number of
odd guarantees could go out, and it would be
some time before one would know there were
problems with the guarantees. The Treasurer is
not directly involved, and there will be some
lead time- If the corporation went off on the
wrong track-

Mr Brian Burke: I can guarantee I will re-
quest the corporation to let me know in ad-
vance of any guarantee.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 5: Object of this Act, and general func-
tion of the Corporation-

Mr COURT: This clause is virtually limit-
less. it is very wide given that virtually any
economic activity can be said to have export or
import implications- I would like the Treasurer
to explain how subclause (3) (c) functions. It
says the corporation has the function of
-reviewing, rationalising, and where the Board
thinks fit continuing the activities fonnally car-
ried on by or on behalf of the Crown in right of
the State". Is it correct to say the corporation
can look at an existing operation of the Crown
and review and rationalise that particular oper-
ation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am advised it means
that the three existing partners, WAOPA,
Exim, and the Crown, previously working
together on different matters in train can con-
tinue to review, rationalise, and where the
board thinks fit, continue the activities for-
merly carried on by the three partners within
the context of this clause. If that were not there,
the activities formerly carried on by one part-
ner-the Crown in right of the State-could
not be reviewed, rationalised and where the
board thinks fit, carried on. It continues the
status quo.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 6: Transfer of Western Australian

Overseas Projects Authority functions-
Mr COURT: During the second reading de-

bate the member for Floreat gave a good back-
ground on WAOPA operations, how it had
been established, and some of the different
projects it was involved in. I will not elaborate
on that point. The clause provides for the
transfer of all of WAOPA's funds, property,
rights and liabilities to the new body on a day
to be announced, and to dissolve the WAOPA
board. Will Exim not pay for WAOPA's assets
of approximately $1.5 million? Does the new
statutory authority get those assets for nothing?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The new statutory
authority retains the assets of both of the con-
stituents. It may interest the member to know
that the cattle on the Emanuel properties are
probably a far more valuable asset than the
assets of WAOPA.

Mr Court: That was the point we made about
the profit figures.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, I know. I am not
an accountant, and I could have said blithely to
t he member for Ned lands and the Leader o f the
Opposition that the value of the cattle is $16
whereas it is more accurately $300 and Exim
has so much more money than members op-
posite thought because of the value of the
cattle. I did not say that because I would prefer
the Leader of the Opposition to develop some
sort of relationship with Exim and find out the
answers to those sorts of questions. In this case,
I am using the cattle which are undervalued at
present in the books of Exini. They will go into
the asset base of the new body, as will the assets
of WAOPA. It is not a case of someone taking
the assets of Exim and WAO PA. The new body
is assuming both.

Mr Court: it is not quite as simple as that
when you talk of Exim's assets coming across.
WAOPA is a statutory authority, but for tax-

4784



[Tuesday, 25 November 1986] 48

ation reasons you will have to be careful how
you transfer the assets and liabilities of a cor-
poration,

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand there is
that consideration, but the principle or moral is
consistent. The new body will be supported by
the assets of both organisations. One is not
taking over the other; they are being
amalgamated. There is a taxation portion
which the member touched on, but that does
not change the principle of what is being sought
to be achieved.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 7: The Exim Transfer Scheme-

Mr COURT: This is probably one of the
most contentious clauses because it is left en-
tirely in the hands of the Treasurer to decide
which, if any, of him's current activities,
assets, and liabilities shall transfer to the new
corporation. We have to look at this clause in
the context of clause 41 on which we will have
more to say. The reason for a lot of technicality
in this legislation is probably that the Govern-
ment has created this unique mechanism to be
able to have a corporation still in existence
owned by the new statutory authority but with
the Treasurer having the ability to decide
which assets and liabilities will be shifted
across.

I will comment further an this matter when
we debate clause 41, and I will seek further
information about how the transfer will occur.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This clause sets out a
mechanism which will permit the scheme of
arrangement to be entered into. For a number
of reasons, one of which is the taxation con-
sideration, there may need to be maximum
flexibility in the transfer of assets. Some of
them will be assets held in concert with other
partners and negotiations may need to take
place. There may be sales during the period in
which the assets are being transferred. All this
clause does is to set down the scheme of ar-
rangement whereby the assets are transferred in
an orderly way, with maximum profit, to the
new body. The scheme of arrangement must be
approved by the Treasurer, and that is fair.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 8: Effect of transfers of functions
proposed-

Mr COURT: I understand this clause pro-
tects the rights of anybody entering into any
contractual or other arrangement with the cor-
poration prior to transfer taking place.

Does this clause give protection to current
creditors of Exim or its subsidiaries if those
subsidiaries are transferred across to the new
corporation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, it does, on the
same basis as that protection presently exists.
Any transfer protects the right of anyone
entering into a contractual or other arrange-
ment with Exim prior to the transfer taking
place. The liabilities assumed by Exim prior to
the transfer pass over to the new organ isati on.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 9: General financial powers, etc.-
Mr COURT: This clause gives the corpor-

ation virtually unlimited financial powers, and
1 will give my interpretation of it. The corpor-
ation can act as an investment bank for any
business undertaking. Under paragraphs (c)
and (d) the corporation can lend or borrow
money on deposit. Under paragraph (e) it can
take any form of involvement in any business
undertaking. Under paragraphs (g) to U) it may
rant financial accommodation by or to a busi-
ness undertaking and guarantee liabilities in-
curred by a business undertaking, even though
the business undertaking may not be party to
those arrangements and it may underwrite
share issues. The concern we discussed in the
previous clause about guarantees is also in-
cluded. Under paragraph (k) it may acquire
and deal in shares, securities, and property of
any description and in foreign currency, and it
may incur and discharge liabilities concerning
foreign currency.

When one starts talking about foreign cur-
rency I do get worried because it is a volatile
market. I know that WAOPA keeps certain
funds in other countries for different reasons. I
would like an assurance from the Treasurer
that if the corporation starts dealing in large
amounts of foreign currency, the correct safe-
guards are put in place because it does have the
ability to carry out this wide range of activities.

Under paragraph (1) the corporation may
enter into leases of any kind as lessee or lessor,
the owner or the tenant. Under paragraph (in)
it can buy or sell any commodity or service and
under paragraph (n) it may appoint agents and
attorneys. Under paragraph (o) the corporation
may maintain accounts anywhere in the world.

Subclause (2) states that the corporation
must pay all taxes, fees, and charges imposed
by the State Government. I refer again to para-
graph (o) which provides that it may maintain
bank accounts anywhere in the world. I tie this
in with the question of foreign currency. The
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Treasury has always had tight control over the
involvement of the different statutory
authorities in maintaining funds overseas and
in dealing and trading in foreign currency.

Perhaps the Treasurer will give an expla-
nation of the safeguards that will be put in
place regarding these matters. This clause gives
the corporation virtually unlimited financial
powers and the Opposition wants to know that
safeguards will be put in place.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that this
clause does give the unlimited powers the
member ascribes to it. All the powers are
within the context of the purposes of the legis-
lation and Exim's responsibilities; prudent
Commercial principles must be adhered to by
the new corporation.

I am perfectly happy to give the member the
guarantee that I will ask Exim to keep me
informed of its activities in respect of foreign
currency. I do not perceive that to be a major
thrust of this clause or of this legislation. All
that is sought in this clause is to give Exim the
general ability to do those things which other
similar private sector organisations or corpor-
ations can do. There is no secret plan to sud-
denly engage in some massive offshore-

Mr Court: You understand that we are deal-
ing with foreign currency. If Exim had a bank
account in Japan and had large reserves in that
account, what say would you have over the
transfer of those funds?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not have any
say except to request the information and ad-
vice as to the activities of the board and then to
be able to exercise requests or guidance follow-
ing the Leader of the National Party's amend-
ment. Of Course, I will have the sanction which
your leader referred to of being able to replace
people.

Mr Court: A lot of risks are involved in this
area. You have seen corporations like CSR run
into problems. I go back to our basic philos-
ophy with these types of risks and the like; we
would be happier with the private sector doing
these sorts of things than a statutory authority.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That may be true. I
assure the member for Nedlands that we will
not be, through Exim, seeking to devote a large
pant of the Exim operation to foreign currency
speculation.

Mr Court: WAOPA, which was a small oper-
ation, built up quite a bit in that area.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It had the same power,
but it did not run itself into the ground.

Mr Court: It was a tightly run operation.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will exercise as much

prudence and control as it is possible to do.
The SEC and other organisations have as much
exposure and we will not be seeking those sorts
of foreign currency involvements. It is not a
recent phenomenon.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 10: The Board of Directors-
Mr COURT: Will the Treasurer give an indi-

cation that a board of up to 12 persns can be
appointed at the discretion of the Treasurer?
Will he be using the board members from the
existing Exim or is that to be decided?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know the
answer to the question. I understand that I will
be asked to appoint a mixture of directors from
Exim and WAOPA. I cannot answer the ques-
tion because I have not been formally advised.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 11: Managing Director-
Mr COURT: Has the Treasurer got in mind

who will be appointed as the Managing Direc-
tor of the new corporation? I presume there is
already a Chief Executive Officer of Exim and
a Chief Executive Officer of WAOPA.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As far as I am aware no
decision has been made. It would essentially be
up to the new board to determine the appoint-
ment. Not having received advice or any indi-
cation, I am not able to answer the question.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 12 to 14 put and passed.
Clause 15: Former employment with

W.A.O.P.A. or Exim-
Mr COURT: As I understand it, the em-

ployees of WAOPA and Exim will be
transferred to the corporation under the same
conditions as they were employed prior to the
transfer and their service will be regarded as
continuous for the purpose of leave, retirement
benefits, and other entitlements.

Their employment with the corporation is
temporary and this is referred to in subclause
(5)(a), (b) and (c). Do those provisions apply
also to employees of Exim Corporation subsidi-
ary companies or its associated companies; that
is, those in which it has an interest of between
30 and 50 per cent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The answer is no; the
guarantee of transfer applies only to the Exim
Corporation. The only employees of
subsidiaries of any note or magnitude are those
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of the livestock holdings subsidiary and there is
no intention to affect the Exim livestock sub-
sidiary at all.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 16 put and passed.
Clause 17: Use of staff and facilities of De-

partments and instrumentalities, and contracts
for services-

Mr COURT: Clause 17 covers the use of
staff and facilities of departments,
instrumentalities, and contracts for service.

The point is often made about the ability of a
statutory corporation to draw upon some of the
wider facilities of Government. The question is
often asked as to whether such corporations are
really competitive with the private sector when
they have this ability to draw upon other sec-
ions of Government.
It is only a very small example but looking

through the record of the operations of
Goidrock, when it started to confront problems
and was running out of money, it tried to cut
the overheads of Goldrock by transferring staff
to Exim. In the minutes of one of the meetings
it states that Mr O'Brien said that the book-
keeper employed by Goldrock Unit Trust had
been transferred to Exim Corporation Lim-
ited's staff, thereby reducing Goldrock Invest-
ments' overheads. That is a good example of a
shuffle with staff and shifting a staff member
from one company with which it was
associated to Exim Corporation to try to help
the first operation.

People have that concern when they are com-
peting against a Government corporation. One
never knows what services can be indirectly
*given by the Government to make a company
more competitive. I have given an example of
how an existing company has taken advantage
of its association with the larger Government
facility to lower its overheads. I make the point
that when people complain that such
companies have an unfair advantage, they are
correct and it does occur.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Clause 17(2) answers
the point raisedhby the member for Nedlands. I
intend to request Exim to obey that provision.

Clause put and passed.
Clause IS: Financial administration and

audit-
Mr COURT: This is a very important clause

covering the provisions of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. We consider it
to be rather contentious. Although it would ap-

pear that the corporation will be subject to this
measure, there are so many loopholes that com-
pliance becomes optional in many cases.

We have had considerable discussions on
this matter and a colleague in another place,
Hon. Max Evans, has done a lot of work on it.
No doubt the matter will be raised there.

For example, subclause (2) states that the
provisions do not apply to subsidiaries and as-
sociates so questions on their activities will not
be answered or be subject to any real scrutiny. I
mentioned earlier in the Committee stage,
when referring to the definition of
"associated", that in cases where Exim owns
less than 50 per cent of a subsidiary, it is not
covered by the scrutiny provisions which the
Premier leads us to believe this Hill contains.

Mr Brian Burke: Subclause (5) gives the
Auditor General those powers.

Mr COURT: Subclause (3) states that the
account shall be maintained in accordance with
the accounting principles generally applied in
commercial practice. However, there is no defi-
nition of what is meant by "generally applied".

In subclause (4) the corporation is exempt
from various sections of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act, the most sig-
nificant of these are sections 45 and 51 which
relate to the writing-off of losses and liability
for losses. The corporation employees will es-
cape the stringent accountability for losses
imposed on members of the Public Service by
the audit Act. I can remember debating these
provisions when going through the audit legis-
lation.

Subclause (5) provides that the Auditor Gen-
eral may inquire into the subsidiaries but not
the associated companies, to the extent that he
may consider it necessary. That is pretty broad.
It gives the Auditor General wide-ranging
powers under sections 80 to 86 of the audit Act.
But under section 80A, the first of the sections
dealing with the Auditor General's powers of
investigation, it is exempted. This means the
Auditor General has no power to audit the ac-
counting and financial management systems of
the corporation and its subsidiaries to deter-
mine their effectiveness and perhaps renders
the whole investigation process worthless.

We certainly want the Premier to give us
further information in this area.

Under subclause (6), a summary of the af-
fairs and operations of each subsidiary and
associated body must be included in the annual
report of the corporation. However, the word
"summary" is not defined which could lead to
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a summary such as the "Trading activities, net
profit $1 000". This is a problem. Referring to
the report we have received today on Exim, it
still does not give us details of what goes on in
the various operations in which the corporation
is involved. It is a form of consolidation and
leaves us in the dark. We must continue to ask
questions. Even after listening to the Premier's
comments in the debate, I doubt whether the
Opposition knows the full extent of the activi-
ties in which Exim is involved.

Under subclause (8) the Treasurer may issue
instructions with regard to the form and con-
tents of the annual reports, financial
statements, establishment and keeping of ac-
counts. It is therefore within the power of the
Treasurer to determine just how much infor-
mation is made public as long as his instruc-
tions are consistent with the Act and the regu-
lations in regard to the corporation, and with
the Companies (Western Australia) Code with
regard to subsidiaries.

This will leave it open to the Treasurer to
again hide all the details of salaries, adminis-
trative expenses and travelling expenses, as is
currently the case with WADC and Exim. That
is a very important point. We all know the
salaries of the heads of Government depart-
ments and the amount members of Parliament
receive, and their other conditions. However,
with WADC and Exim, it is always a mystery.
The public do not know how much is being
paid to the employees or what their travel ex-
penses are.

I mentioned, for example, when Mr Gale was
employed in the early days of Exim, that the
Opposition-and I am sure the public-were
keen to know how much he was being paid.
The thought that there was a form of secrecy
over all these things when one is dealing with
taxpayers' funds was of concern.

By and large this clause-the financial
administration and audit reference-leaves a
lot of discretion about how these different op-
erations are audited. It makes a mockery of the
point the Treasurer was trying to put across
when he said that this new statutory authority,
this new Exim Corporation, will be more ac-
countable. There are so many loopholes that
there will be no difference in the degree of
accountability.

Mr MacKINNON: The point I want to make
relates to subclause 6. 1 want to clarify the
position. The subclause reads-

(6) The Corporation shall include in its
annual report a summary of the affairs and
operations carried cit on behalf of the
Corporation during that year by each body
subsidiary to the Corporation, whether or
not a subsidiary which is itself a corpor-
ation, and each associated body.

That means that the corporation may have
wholly-owned subsidiaries and therefore it can
create any body it likes-any sort of business,
company, or whatever. Its annual report which
is tabled in this Parliament need be only a sum-
mary. What does that mean?

The Treasurer made great play of how this
Bill would improve the accountability of Exim;
how the report would be able to be tabled in the
Parliament, because it is now a statutory cor-
poration. This information would enable us
properly to scrutinise the affairs of this new
corporation. This new clause seems to indicate
that is far from the case. We do not know what
is involved in the summary. We do not know
what information will be tabled. As the mem-
ber for Nedlands indicated, we seem to be in
the same position as we were in yesterday.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: First of all, I do not
agree that there are so many loopholes as to
make this section mean the new corporation
will not be accountable. That is clear as a result
of the answers to each of the points raised.

In respect of the accounting principles gener-
ally applied, I am informed by the draughts-
man that the accounting standards are clearly
understood. There is a clear set of accounting
standards which will be applied and which are
generally known.

Mr Court: What about associate companies?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Subsidiaries come
under subclause (6), but the definition of
"associate" is a company which is less than 50
per cent owned by Exim Corporation. That
means that that company will not be subject to
the Financial Administration and Audit Act.
As I said before, I do not think it should be,
because one could then have Exim with a 10
per cent interest in a particular company re-
sponsible to Parliament-

Mr Court: I could go back to the example of
40 per cent interest, effective control, getting
out of control, and it is not included under
these audit provisions.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not know that,
but if there is effective control, that makes it a
subsidiary under the Companies Act, and it
will then fall under subclause (6) and be liable
to produce a summary, which is also dlefined in
the Companies Code.

Mr MacKinnon: What are you saying? A
summary under the Companies Code? Where
in the Companies Code is there provision for a
summary?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Public reports will be
subject to the summary. What the Opposition
is saying is that the published reports should be
republished rather than summarised.

Mr MacKinnon: What published reports?
For example, a subsidiary may well be a part-
nership. Partnerships are not required by law
to publish anything. A private company lodges
very limited information with the Corporate
Affairs Department. You are not saying any-
thing by saying a summary of published infor-
mation will do anything.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The same requirements
on a partnership would be imposed here. If the
company can be required to divulge very lim-
ited information about a partnership, that is
what would be required of Exim.

Mr MacKinnon: Exim has broader
responsibilities than any other corporation to
report its affairs to the Parliament to enable
members to make a proper assessment. You are
saying we will get an abridged version of what
is already limited information.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I am saying is that
on the face of it, it is clearly quite absurd to
require republication of published information.
The published information might be very nar-
rowly-based if a partnership is involved.

Mr MacKinnon: Partnerships do not publish
information for the public record unless they
want to.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-
position changes his mind from firstly asking
what a summary is and why that summary
should be provided and what is provided. The
answer is that the summary is a summary of
already published information.

Mr MacKinnon: You started off by telling
me it was part of the Companies Code.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I was wrong about that.

Mr MacKinnon: Are you changing your
mind?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Does the Leader of the
Opposition want to discuss this sensibly or is
he feeling hurt? It is no good feeling hurt be-
cause things have not gone too well in question
time.

Mr MacKinnon: I think they went pretty
well.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: So the summary is of
already published information. In some cases
that may mean very little information is
published in the way of partnership details and
so on. As has been pointed out to me, this
legislation will now allow questions to be asked
in the Parliament in order to make a partner-
ship.-if that is what it is-liable to parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Mr Maci~innon: You are a joke. You refuse
to answer most of the questions which have any
relevance. Even your adviser cannot keep a
straight face.

Mr Bryce: That is a measure of the hole you
are going to fall into. It is most inappropriate
for the Leader of the Opposition ever to say
that in this House. He ought to bd ashamed of
himself.

Mr MacKinnon: I am not ashamed.
Mr Bryce: He ought to apologise. I am

interested to see that he has decided to make
that sort of statement. It is an indication of
how far and how fast he is going.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case it is unfair
to ascribe that sort of behaviour to an adviser. I
will not even ask him whether he was laughing.
It is very unfair to say that about a public
servant, and the Leader of the Opposition
should know better.

Mr Bryce: Study your cherished Westminster
system!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The sections referred to
in subiclause (4) deal largely with Civil Service
practices, except for section 80A, which refers
to monitoring programme results. It is not con-
sidered that should be applied to the Exim Cor-
poration.

As to subiclause (5), 1 am not sure that it is
fair to take the view that the Opposition seems
to take, and to say that the Auditor General's
powers are severely circumscribed. I do not be-
lieve that to be the case.

Mr Court: It says that he may.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: But he does not need

any more power than that, unless the Oppo-
sition presumes that I instruct the Auditor
General, who is an officer of the Parliament
and who reports to the Parliament. One can
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only ever say the Auditor General may, if he
wishes, do this, or require that, or investigate
the other. I do not think it is appropriate for us
to direct, or for me to have the power to com-
pel, the Auditor General to do things, He may,
if he wishes-and he is an independent Officer
responsible to the Parliament-take whatever
steps he wants to; and I think that is the way it
should be phrased.

I have dealt with subclause (6), perhaps not
to the satisfaction of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, but I can only suggest that he take the
matter up with the draftsman himself.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 19 to 23 put and passed.
Clause 24: Temporary investment of

moneys-
Mr COURT: I ask the Treasurer to tell us

what the legislation means by the word
"temporary".

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am told that funda-
mentally "temporary" refers to short-term
money market investments.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 25: Power to borrow etc., and debt

paper-
Mr CC.: RT: Under this clause the corpor-

ation mi.y essentially borrow money in
Australia or elsewhere in any medium of
exchange, give security, mortgage property, and
create flebt paper to a limit of eight times its
paid-':.': capital and reserves, but the
Treas- s-'s approval is required for offshore
borrowings.

I ask the Treasurer whether he anticipates
that this corporation will be involved in trying
to raise offshore loans to fund some of its ac-
tivities.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I cannot gi ve a cast-
iron guarantee, but I would think the operation
in that ar-,-a would be severely circumscribed.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 26: Guarantees by the Corporation-
Mr COURT: Again I raise the concern we

should all have about how easy it is for the
Government to give guarantees. This clause
has quite far-reaching ramifications and I
would like to hear the Treasurer explain how
the Government intends controlling the whole
question of how guarantees will be granted.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am told that is simply
not the case. That activity must be carried out
within the context of the overall legislation.

Mr Court: But the context of the overall
legislation is that the definitions, of all econ-
omic activity and the like, are very wide.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not understand the
purposes of the legislation to be as wide as the
member for Nedlands says. I do not think they
would permit that.

Mr Court: That is the point I made briefly
when we started discussing this legislation. The
definitions of "business undertaking" and
*"economic activity" used in the legislation
have a very wide spread.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I can say is that I do
not understand that the definitions are
operative to the same degree as the functions of
the corporation are operative in restricting the
operation of the guarantees by the corporation
under clause 26. In any case, all of it is
governed by clause 4(4), which talks about the
functions and powers being exercised in ac-
cordance with prudent commercial
responsibilities. I really think that is the best
guarantee the member for Nedlands can have.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 27 to 29 put and passed.

Clause 30: Capital of the Corporation, and
securities, etc.-

Mr COURT: This clause provides that the
authorised capital of the corporation will be
$30 million, with $7 million to be issued and
paid up from the General Loan and Capital
Works Fund. I ask the Treasurer whether pro-
vision has been made in the Estimates for this
sum of money.

In addition, the statutory authorities may ac-
quire securities where the Treasurer approves,
and must pay a premium to the corporation, if
necessary. In essence this means that the
Treasurer could direct the statutory authorities
to subscribe to a further $23 million in issued
capital, plus any premium he directs them to
pay, without reference to Parliament. That
alone would allow unlimited funds to be chan-
nelled into the corporation without the sanc-
tion of Parliament. However, the authorised
capital may also be increased by the Govern-
ment on the recommendation of the board and
with the approval of the Treasurer; so it would
appear that once the corporation is set up there
is no effective limit to its paid-up capital, and it
can borrow up to eight times its paid-up capital
and reserves. The point I make is that there is
virtually no limit to the corporation's paid-up
capital.

4790



[Tuesday, 25 November 1986]179

I ask the Treasurer, firstly, whether the capi-
tal has been allowed for in the Estimates, and
secondly, whether he agrees with my sum-
mation concerning the paid-up capital of the
corporation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The answer to the
member for Nedlands' first question is no, it
has not, and that is why it is specifically
highlighted within the Bill. To have made al-
lowances for it in the Estimates would have
been to presume upon Parliament, as I was not
sure whether or not this Bill would go through
during this session.

Mr Court: How does it get the funds, then?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: By the passage of this

legislation, which authorises it. The member's
second question is a little more difficult to
answer, I am afraid, and in fact I cannot do so.
I am happy to refer it to the officers.

Mr Court: You must be able to answer it. It
is important; it relates to the capital.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: T am sorry, I cannot.
Mr Court: You have the twin advisers there.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for

Nedlands should not be smart. On talking with
my advisers, I find it is something which can-
not be answered quickly or immediately. That
is as straightforward as I can put it. It is some-
thing we will answer either during the debate in
the upper House, or in the Minister's second
reading speech when this Bill is introduced in
another place. In the meantime, the member
for Nedlands could talk to the advisers and
clarify exactly what it is he is asking and what
are his concerns.

Mr COURT: I find that an unusudil answer
from the Treasurer. We are talking about
establishing a new corporation and here we are
talking about the capital it is to have. The way
the clause is written virtually means there will
be no limit to its paid up capital. It is incredible
that we are expected to wait until the legis-
lation is before the upper House before we get
an answer. I would have thought the Treasurer
could tell us whether this capital was limited.
--Mr -BRIAN BURKE:- I -Cannot answer the

question. It is the same with the WADC,
although that does not advance us any further
because I cannot answer the question with re-
spect to the WAUC. The member does not
necessarily have to wait for the legislation to
get to the other place for his explanation be-
cause he can talk to the draftsman or the
Treasury people involved to have the point
clarified.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 31 to 40 put and passed.
Clause 41: Provisions relating to the Exim

Transfer Scheme-
Mr MacKINNON: I have questions relating

to subclauses (2), (5), (8), and (18).
Subclause (2) seems to indicate that the

transfer scheme has an optional situation
where the transfer may or may not be approved
by the Treasurer. It may well be that the activi-
ties currently being carried on by Exim will
remain in force. In the debate this afternoon
the Treasurer said that the Bill would not pro-
vide for the continuance of certain activities of
Exim because the Government was changing
its name and so how could two such bodies
operate at once. Well, this clause provides for
that. Subclause (2) provides no obligation for
all of Exim's current activities to be transferred
into the new set-up but allows for them to con-
tinue for time immemorial.

Secondly, this clause differs substantially be-
tween what will happen with Exim, and with
WAOPA. In the case of the latter, all its assets
and liabilities will be transferred over lock,
stock, and barrel to the new corporation. Just
what will be transferred over? What valuation
will be placed on those items transferred? What
are the prices to be based on? Further,
subclause (5) seems to say that any directors of
subsidiaries and the like at the current time will
continue as they are and that just because this
Bill is to become an Act does not mean that
things will change for them. Is that what this
subclause provides? Does it not affect the
existing directors of Exim Corporation? Are
they to stay in place? What happens to the
existing directors? Are they to be transferred
over or not? Does this clause relate to them?

Thirdly, I referred to subclause (8) during the
second reading debate. Clause 17 provides that
the corporation may, by arrangement, use
Government officers for a fee that is agreed to
be a commercial rate, yet subclause (8) says
that the services of persons engaged by the cor-
poration may be utilised in the service of the
company or a body subsidiary to or associated
with the company or the corporation. This al-
lows for the corporation to transfer people over
from one body to another without any charge
being involved for their services. That does not
seem to be a commercial arrangement. No ref-
erence is made here to any charge. The Govern-
ment could easily manipulate the situation and
have people move from one area to another
without any fee being levied.
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Mr Brian Burke: That doesn't mean to say
there won't be a charge.

Mr MacKINNON: This subclause does not
say that.

My final question relates to subclause (I8)
which talks about the Treasurer directing
subsidiaries of the corporation to cease busi-
ness. Why have that power when clause 4 pro-vides the Treasurer with the power to direct the
corporation to do whatever he wants? Sec-
ondly, why specifically have a provision that
says the Treasurer can direct the corporation to
get rid of certain of its subsidiaries? The
Treasurer could be expected to have confidence
in the board of directors to get on with the job.
This is a strange provision.

I would appreciate the Treasurer addressing
my questions.

Mr COURT: Clause 41 is a crazy clause. The
draftsman must have had a good holiday before
he sat down to attack this one. It seems we are
to have a Clayton's corporation, the corpor-
ation you have when you do not have one. The
Government is to have the flexibility to bring
into the new corporation certain things while
other things are to be kept out of it. Why
operate then under the Companies Code?

During our briefing we were told there were
certain reasons why it wanted to keep the
ability to be able to function through a corpor-
ation.

Mr Brian Burke: A company can do certain
things that a statutory corporation cannot.

Mr COURT: The explanation was that when
it was operating outside the State it might need
that type of vehicle through which to operate.
For example, mention was made of the housing
venture that Exim has gone into in Thailand.

I asked these questions in my second reading
speech. How is the housing venture going in
Thailand? I presume that is one of the reasons
for the Government's wanting to have the
ability to have these corporations operate
outside as distinct from a statutory authority.

One of the subsidiaries of WA Government
Holdings is Exim, and half of that will become
a corporation at the discretion of the Treasurer.
There is nothing stopping the Treasurer from
beginning another trading house or subsidiary
of WA Government Holdings and we will have
to go through the whole exercise of the old
Exim again. I am told that the Treasurer is
actually trying to establish a 50-50 trading
house with some Japanese interest.

Mr Brian Burke: I have been talking about
establishing a joint venture with some Japanese
people, yes.

Mr COURT: The Treasurer can establish a
hundred newjoint ventures.

Mr Brian Burke: How is that affected by
this?

Mr COURT: This clause will attempt to de-
sign machinery to give the Treasurer the ability
to bring assets and liabilities across in a time-
table set by the Treasurer. In fact, the Treasurer
can set up a number of trading organisations.
He made the point in his second reading speech
that this was a means of combining the two
bodies but it does not combine them. We now
have a central corporation with other bits
hanging off it. Why does the Treasurer not pull
out of Exim and have another look at WAOPA.
There are many other ways that he can, if he is
genuine, simplify the situation. Instead we
have this beast of a measure which is an incred-
ible way to bring Exim into the new corpor-
ation. What pants of Exim will be transferred to
the new corporation?

Under clause 8, the employees of the corpor-
ation may be utilised by Exim Corporation, but
no mention is made by Exim of the corpor-
ation. This also applies to the subsidiaries of
the corporation.

Under clause 18, the Treasurer may direct
any subsidiary of Eximt to cease carrying on
business. Are there any businesses at present
involved that he would want to stop trading?9

The Government is going to a lot of trouble
to keep so much of the Eximt operations out of
the new corporation. The Treasurer has already
spoken about a 50-50 joint venture with the
Japanese. The Government seems to want to
become involved in more and more business
ventures. Why does it not get on with the busi-
ness of governing and leave the business of
running trading houses to the private sector.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The maintenance of the
Exim Corporation is really the maintenance of
a transfer mechanism and that is to overcome
the difficulties involved in there being some
things that a company can do or some things
that a statutory corporation cannot do. For
example, a company can issue a prospectus and
a statutory corporation cannot. Things are be-
ing done by Exim, the company, that cannot
easily, or, in some cases at all, be done by the
statutory corporation that this legislation will
establish. That leads to the second point.
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Mr MacKinnon: Why not overcome that by a
legislative clause in the Bill that says that is
covered?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Because there are inter-
state agreements, arrangements and laws to
which those differences relate and it is not just
a matter of our Parliament making the changes.

Mr MacKinnon: That only concerns
companies involved in interstate trading.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure. There
are interstate arrangements and agreements.

The next query is why is WAOPA being
treated differently. It is already a statutory cor-
poration and the new body is a statutory cor-
poration so it is circumscribed in the same way
as the new body will be.

The next question related to the fate of the
directors. They will stay. However, as the
shareholding passes, they may be replaced in
due course.

In relation to charges being levied, I remind
the Leader of the Opposition that, in prior
clauses, there is an obligation to follow prudent
commercial principles. I presume they will
have to charge and I am perfectly happy to
request Exim to request a charge is levied. That
is consistent with the spirit of Exim's obli-
gations to already existing public servants. It
would be entirely consistent with the spirit of
that clause to say that the clause is bound by
the commercial principles argument that
applies to previous clauses.

Clause 18 simply provides a cheap way of
winding up different companies and it allows
the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs to
strike off a company on our request and avoid
the voluntary liquidation route which is much
more expensive.

The total explanation for all of those things is
found in the fact that the differences between a
company and a corporation need to be over-
come and are best overcome in the way set out
in the Bill. That does not change the fundamen-
tal objection that the Opposition has, which is
an objection in principle and which would lead
the Opposition to say, "Why did you not abol-
ish Exim and go ahead with WAOPAW' The
answer is that we chose not to.

Mr COURT: Clause 14(3)(c) refers to the
Auditor General being appointed as auditor of
the company or of any other company subsidi-
ary to the corporation, but only if the Treasurer
so directs. Must the Treasurer direct that he be
appointed or is it optional?

Mr Brian Burke: It is not normal to have the
Auditor General appointed, but if he thought it
was appropriate, he could ask the Treasurer
and the Treasurer could require him to be
appointed. It would be unusual.

Mr COURT: It states-

where the Treasurer so directs, the Audi-
tor General (or a person or firm qualified
to act as a registered company auditor and
who, or a firm, on behalf of which a memn-
ber, has consented to act in terms of sec-
tion 280 of that Code, being a person or
firm nominated by the Auditor General) is
appointed under that section as auditor of
the Company or of any other company
subsidiary to the Corporation.

Do I read clause 41 (3) (c) correctly, in as-
suming that the Auditor General or a qualified
auditor may be appointed to audit Exim's ac-
counts or a subsidiary of the corporation, but
onl y if the Treasurer so directs?

Mr Brian Burke: I think you are reading it
incorrectly when you give the pant in
parentheses emphasis. The part in parentheses
applies to activity outside the State where the
Auditor General cannot do the auditing him-
self, but thinks he should do it. Then if he goes
to the Treasurer, the Treasurer can so direct,
but it still would not be normal. That really
refers totally to the Auditor General or the
Auditor General's nominee.

Mr COURT: Does the Premier expect to use
private sector auditors in this area?

Mr Brian Burke: 1 would expect that that
would inevitably be the case-it must be
remembered that this is only in a scheme of
transfer-except where the Auditor General
said that be had an obligation to be involved
and would like to be appointed. If he said that
to me, I would feel obliged to appoint him.

Mr COURT: Will the Treasurer give us an
assurance that under this scheme of transfer the
Parliament will be kept informed without
having continually to ask questions when we
get a bit of information? Will we be informed
as to what is being transferred across and what
valuations are being put on the assets and
liabilities as they are being transferred and
what is being left in the old Exim or the
subsidiaries of that company? Can we get an
assurance from the Treasurer that this in for-
mation will be readily available to the Parlia-
ment?
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Mr Brian Burke: I will certainly give you an
assurance that I will ask the corporation to
keep you informed. That is as much as I can do
under the agreement given to the National
Party.

Mr COURT: Even since 30 June when these
accounts came out, there have been some quite
substantial changes. I have not had time to
analyse them, but I will probably not be able to
find in these consolidated accounts how Exim
has valued its investment in Acremnaster Mar-
keting or Bedford Holdings, whatever name the
company used at the time. We want to know at
what value that was transferred to the new
Exim Corporation. That is the type of infor-
mation that the public should have because
there are still so many mysteries associated
with the activities of the old Exim.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 42 and 43 put and passed.

Schedules I and 2 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Third Reading

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[11.34 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [11.35 p.m.): It is
not my intention to delay the House on the
third reading of the Bill, but after a rather
lengthy debate on this legislation, the public
still does not know a great deal about what the
old Exim has been involved in. I would still like
to think that the Treasurer would be More open
in telling us just what activities Exim has been
involved in and how it is going.

Exim's annual report gives us some
consolidated accounts. We would like to have a
simple list of all the business operations in
which it is involved. Would the Treasurer give
us the assurance that we can get a list of the
businesses in which Exim is involved? That is a
simple request.

Mr Brian Burke: I will certainly pass on the
request to Exini. I do not want to go in there
and direct it, order it, and instruct it.

Mr COURT: The public of this State should
know at least what ventures or adventures
Exim is involved in.

Members of the Liberal Party are very proud
of their philosophy that Governments should
not be involved in corporations such as this,
where the Government becomes one of the
players in the business sector. We believe that
the role of government is to help facilitate trade
for the private sector. We are certainly very
strongly committed to the improvement of our
export performance in this State. The Govern-
ment, with all the resources it has in all the
different departments, has plenty of
opportunities to help facilitate trade.

We are proud of our philosophy in this area
and are most opposed to the Government's
further expansion of its activities and further
development of its typically socialist concept of
a Government trading house.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mrs Blegg
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Bian Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge

Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mr Laurance
Mr Lightfoot

Ayes
Mr Parker
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Dr Lawrence
Mr Terry Burke
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Thomas

Ayes 29
Mr Tonm Jones
Mr Marlborough
Mr Nalder
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Schell
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Stephens
Mr Tonkin
Mr Trenorden
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Noes 12
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Hassell
Mr Gryden
Mr Spriggs
Mr Lewis
Mr Blaikie
Mr Rushton

(Teler

Question thus passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (PENALTIES FOR
CONTEMPT OF COURT) BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Council; and," on

motion by Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for
Employment and Training), read a first time.

Second Reading
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-

ister for Employment and Training) (11.40
p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Two decisions of the Full Court of the Supreme
Court-R. v Pismiris, t8 November 1986, and
Cullen Y Rt., 25 September 1986-have
revealed serious deficiencies in the law dealing
with contempt of Western Australian courts
and tribunals other than the Supreme Court.

A number of the State's inferior courts and
tribunals have, by Statute, limited powers to
punish contempts committed in the face of the
court or tribunal. It had previously been under-
stood that, in addition, the Supreme Court had
an unlimited power to punish all contempts of
inferior courts or tribunals, so that any serious
case could be dealt with by the Supreme Court.
For this reason, the power to punish contempt
conferred on many of our inferior courts had
been kept at a nominal level to deal with very
minor cases in the expectation that any serious
case could be dealt with by the Supreme Court.

In R. v Pismiris, the Supreme Court held in a
majority decision that the Supreme Court may
not have any power to punish a contempt of
the District Court which the District Court can
itself punish. The majority in- the Supreme
Court further held that even if the Supreme
Court had the power, it should never exercise
it.

The reasoning which led to this decision
about the District Court applies equally to all
other contempts of courts and tribunals which
can be punished by the court or tribunal con-
cerned.

The Supreme Court decisions require a com-
plete revision of the legislative provisions deal-
i .ng with contempt of inferior courts and tri-
bunals. This is not possible in the short time
left in this Parliamentary session. A compre-
hensive review is being undertaken with a view
to legislation being introduced next year.

In the meantime, however, the Supreme
Court decisions have given rise to a serious
problem. In recent weeks witnesses have
refused to be sworn to give evidence or to

answer critical questions in three quite serious
criminal trials in the District Court. These
witnesses have preferred to incur the punish-
ment which the District Court can impose-
one month's imprisonment or $ 100 fine-
rather than give evidence. Two of the three
trials were for drug offences, Two of the pros-
ecutions failed as a direct consequence.

This Bill is intended, therefore, as an urgent
and interim measure to give to the main in-
ferior courts adequate powers to punish con-
tempts in order to check the sort of
consequences that have already been experi-
enced in the District Court.

The penalties proposed have been fixed
having regard to the seriousness of the cases
dealt with in the respective courts. A major
purpose of having a substantial penalty for con-
tempt is to provide an inducement to a witness
to face up to the responsibility to give evidence.
That inducement needs to be much greater in
the case of the serious criminal trials dealt with
in the District Court than in the cases dealt
with in Courts of Petty Sessions and Local
Courts.

It is proposed that the District Court have
power to punish contempt by imprisonment
not exceeding five years or a fine not exceeding
$50 000, or both, and Courts of Petty Sessions
and Local Courts by imprisonment not
exceeding one year or a fine not exceeding
$5 000, or both.

Of the main inferior courts and tribunals in
the State, only the District Court, Courts of
Petty Sessions, and Local Courts have seriously
deficient powers of punishment. The other
main courts and tribunals have sufficient
powers for the present.

Because of the urgency of the matter, I com-
mend the Bill to the House.

MR MENSAIROS (Floreat) 111.46 p.m.]: As
an illustration of the Opposition's willingness
to cooperate with the Government, I am pre-
pared to continue with the debate without
adjourning it. It is understood that the Govern-
ment has a certain urgency to pass this legis-
lation, and there are circumstances which
prove this, so it is not a matter of complaining
about the late introduction of the Bill.

The Supreme Court ruling which the Minis-
ter referred to, was only given a few days ago,
and it is quite understandable that the Crown
wants to safeguard the possibility of pros-
ecution which hinges on certain evidence given
by witnesses. The situation was that if these
witnesses were to be asked to testify before a
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junior court-not before the Supreme Court-
the penalty for contempt of these lower courts
was such that the penalty would have given
them an incentive not to testify.

In the cases referred to, the witnesses were
already convicted criminals and the maximum
penalty, according to the ruling of the Supreme
Court, was one month. Added to their fairly
lengthy terms of imprisonment, this did not
deter them sufficiently fmom refusing to testify.
As a result of this, the cases could not be
prosecuted; hence the Government's endeav-
our to increase penalties is justified.

The Minister did not say so, but in some
cases the increase in penalty is quite drastic. It
appears to me that the aim is to bring these
penalties in the lower courts to the same
level-that is, $50 000 or five years' imprison-
ment. In some cases that means a 60-fold in-
crease, but in some cases it means only a four-
fold increase on the previous terms. In general,
monetary penalty increases are up to 500 times.

That is not so important. What is important
is that the penalty prescribed in cases in the
Supreme Court and lower courts has never
been realised. Most of the provisions for the
lower penalty are very old. One of them goes
back over the last 80 years. It is strange that
during this period it never occurred to anyone
that it was necessary to hand out a deterrent
penalty. I wonder whether the Crown Law De-
partment has ever followed this. This single
recent precedent was the sole case which made
them realise that it is necessary to increase
these penalties. That is the only point I could
not follow.

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Employment and Training) [11.53
p.m.]: The Government thanks the Opposition
for its support of this legislation. I make the
point that, generally speaking, people like the
member for Mt Lawley are always carpi ng
about the Government being soft on cnime.
There are very few examples of a Government
moving as rapidly as this Government has to
patch up an issue which has reared its head in
this way. I think that has to be noted.

The Attorney General is to be commended
for the speed with which this matter has been
introduced and proposed to be passed through
Parliament.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Peter

Dowding (Minister for Employment and Train-
ing), and passed.

WESPLY (DARDANUP) AGREEMENT
AUTHORIZATION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR BRYCE (Ascot-Minister for Industry

and Technology) [11. 55 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to ratify an agree-
ment between the Government and Wesfi Pty
Ltd-formerly Wesply-which will vary the
Wesply (Dardanup) Agreement Authorization
Act of 1975.

Before explaining the provisions of the new
agreement I will briefly outline the events sur-
rounding the negotiation with Wesfi Pty Ltd.

The schedule to the original agreement speci-
fied the stumpage rate applicable for pine logs
taken from State forests and the conditions
under which the rates could be varied. Both
parties to the agreement were to meet 14 days
prior to the expiry of the three-year period on
which the stumpage rate was set, to agree to the
new rate to apply in the succeeding period.
Should agreement not be achieved provision
was made for the new rate to be calculated by
adjusting the prevailing rate in accordance with
increases to the indices quoted in the original
agreement, namely-

Average weekly earnings per employed,
male unit: Western Australia; and price in-
dex of materials used in building other
than house building: Perth : timber board
and joinery

However, these indices were changed and are
no longer valid.

The stumpage rate was due for revision on
30 April 1986 for rates to apply for the three-
year period I May 1986 to 30 April 1989. In
view of the invalid indices, the panies to the
agreement accepted an adjustment to the
stumpage rate based on the percentage move-
ment in the Consumer Price Index during the
period January 1983 to December 1985.

The Government has always acknowledged
that a significant proportion of the output from
the company's Dardanup factory will be
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delivered beyond the State's boundaries. In or-
der to further encourage exports, the Govern-
ment provides chiplogs to the Dardanup fac-
tory at five-sixths of the rate applicable to the
Kewdale factory.

The main reasons for executing the agree-
ment and seeking ratification in this session is
to update the 1975 agreement and to express
the Government's support for the company's
desire to expand export markets at a time of
failing local demand.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Court.

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [ 11. 58 p.m.J: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is twofold: Firstly, to
introduce the stamp duty measures announced
in the Budget; and, secondly, to introduce
measures aimed at eliminating certain stamp
duty avoidance practices, in particular those
announced by the Minister for Budget Manage-
ment in a ministerial statement to the Legislat-
ive Council on I1I November.

With respect to the measures announced in
the Budget, the Bill provides for the existing
two-day stamp duty exemption for stock-
brokers acting on their own behalf to be
increased to 10 days to encourage activity on
the Perth Stock Exchange. It is anticipated that
the extension of the exemption period will im-
prove the market's competitiveness and en-
courage increased market turnover. As a result,'
any revenue loss to the State should be
minimised.

A stamp duty exemption for insurance poli-
cies involving international trade was
announced in the Budget. Following consul-
tat ion with the industry and in an endeavour to
maintain uniformity with similar provisions
proposed in other States, it is now proposed
that a stamp duty- exemption be provided in-
respect of insurance policies for risks
associated with the transport of all goods
within Australia, as well as internationally.

Provision is also made for an exemption
for policies of insurance for marine hulls used
primarily for commercial purposes. Similar
exemptions are proposed in all of the mainland
States.

The measures with respect to insurance are
estimated to cost between $2 million and $3
million annually and should improve the
competitiveness of the insurance industry in
this State.

The Bill also incorporates the Budget pro-
posal relating to stamp duty on rental business.
The annual rental income limit above which
taxpayers can opt to pay stamp duty on rental
business annually rather than monthly is to be
increased from $ 5 000 to $20 000, with the
annual income above which this election may
be cancelled by the Commissioner of State Tax-
ation to increase from $7 500 to $30 000.

The effect of these increases will be to signifi-
cantly reduce for owners of rental businesses
and for the State Taxation Department
administration costs associated with the pay-
ment of the duty. There will be no revenue loss
as a result of the change.

As I have indicated, the Bill also contains
measures designed to eliminate stamp duty
avoidance practices which have recently been
detected and which have the potential to result
in significant loss of revenue if left unchecked.
On 11I November, the Minister for Budget
Management announced the Government's in-
tention to act immediately and with effect from
that date to prevent the continued use of these
practices at the expense of both the Govern-
ment and taxpayers.

The Bill will require the parties to a
transaction involving a change of ownership of
land or buildings where there has been no
document on which stamp duty can be
imposed, to lodge with the Commissioner of
State Taxation a memorandum setting out the
terms of the transaction. This will overcome
duty avoidance through the transfer of
beneficial ownership of real property without
complete documentation.

A memorandum will be required also in re-
spect of certain loans of money and lease agree-
ments where a written offer or written accept-
ance results in a transaction which does not
bring into effect a dutiable instrument. The
memorandum provided by the purchaser, bor-
rower, or lessee, as the case m..ay be, would then
become the dutiable instrument and become
assessable for stamp duty in accordance with
existing provisions.

The intention of the new provisions is there-
fore to pick up those who have been avoiding
the liability to pay duty. It is not intended to
extend the range or type of transactions on
which duty is imposed.
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To avoid an extension of the range of loan
transactions which are dutiable, it is intended
that an exemption from the new requirement
apply for certain loans such as bank overdrafts,
on which stamp duty has not previously been
payable. These exemptions will be provided by
regulations. There will be power to make the
regulations retrospective to I I November 1986
to eliminate any possible adverse impact on
taxpayers who were clearly not intended to be
affected by these measures.

The new anti-avoidance measures are
supported by the normal penalties for non-
compliance. In addition, the provisions of the
Act in respect of the acceptance by courts of
unstamped evidence are to be tightened.

The Bill proposes also to introduce measures
to overcome another avoidance practice
contrived to avoid duty associated with the
transfer of shares, a practice which is known as
the "Darwin Shuffle". Other States have been
affected also by this avoidance practice, and
New South Wales and Victoria have recently
announced that they will introduce legislation
to overcome this widespread avoidance prob-
lem in a manner similar to the changes
proposed for Western Australia.

The Bill will require duty to be paid on the
transfer of shares of a corporation incorporated
in Western Australia regardless of where the
shares are registered. It will also charge duty on
the shares of any other corporation where these
are situated on a Western Australian register.

As a means of ensuring that duty is paid on
the transfer or when the transfer is registered,
the Bill will also require a return to be lodged
within IS days after the end of any month in
which any off-market transfers of a corpor-
ation's shares are registered on any register,
with the return then being stamped.

Under the new arrangements, the duty pay-
able would be calculated such that a credit is
allowed for any duty paid in other States or
Territories. The Government is continuing to

examine, in conjunction with other States,
other possible measures to eliminate duty
avoidance.

Tt is anticipated that further measures will be
announced shortly, with legislation to be
introduced in the first session next year. This
reflects the Government's determination to
counter stamp duty avoidance practices as
quickly and effectively as possible.

The Bill includes also a provision to make it
an offence for persons not to present an instru-
ment for stamping in the time period specified
in the Act. Currently, persons can be fined only
for late lodgment; they are not considered to
have committed an offence. This change will
complement the other anti-avoidance measures
by helping to ensure that all instruments
attracting duty are presented for stamping.

In addition, it is proposed that the fine for
committing an offence under the Act be
increased from $2 000 to $10 000, which is
more in line with the penalties charged in re-
spect of offences against other State taxes. Con-
sistent with provisions elsewhere in the Act,
provision has been made also for the Minister
to vary or revoke a designation under item
2(l)(b) of the third schedule. It is proposed that
the amendments concerning the extensions of
the exemption period for stockbrokers and the
exemption for certain insurance policies apply
from dates to be proclaimed.

The anti-avoidance measures announced in
the Minister for Budget Management's minis-
terial statement concerning transfers of real
property and certain loans and leases will apply
from 11I November 1986. All the other
measures will apply from the date of assent,
with the exception of the increased penalty
which will apply from 28 days after that date.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr

Laurance (Deputy Leader of the Opposition).
House adjourned at 1205 a.m. (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TRANSPERTH

Five-year Corporate Plan
1810. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for

Transport:
(I) What progress has Transperth made

in developing its five-year corporate
plan?

(2) What are the estimated total deficits
for each of the next five years?

(3) What are the plans and strategies for
achieving its specific objectives?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Transpenth is presently completing its

strategic plan for public dissemi-
nation. The plan will be finalised next
month and will be available in the new
year.

(2) Deficit projections over a five-year
period can only be made on the basis
of a large number of assumptions.
These include matters such as fuel
prices, parking, land use policies, and
other Government policies. For this
reason I would not wish to provide a
five-year projection which might be
treated as something much more de-
pendable or "accurate" than it really
was. However I should add that
Transperth has battled hard and suc-
cessfully to halt the deficit spiral
which it experienced through the
1970s and early 1980s. The deficit for
1985-86 was almost identical, in real
terms, to the deficits for 1984-85 and
1983-84-a remarkable turnaround
from the situation which previously

-applied. At the same time, patronage
continues to prow-again a marked
reversal of the worrying trend which
previously existed. In 1985-86,
Transpertb patronage increased by
more than 2.7 million, which was a
mr odemn-day record. Bus. patronage.
increased by 4.6 per cent, suburban
rail patronage increased by 4.7 per
cent, and ferry patronage increased by
9.7 per cent.

(3) The full answer to the member's ques-
tion will be available in the strategic
plan. Nevertheless I should highlight
some of the moves which are under
way. They include-

The biggest bus replacement pro-
gramme in Transperth's history,
including a quadrupling of the
articulated bus fleet and the intro-
duction, on a trial basis, of two
midi-buses, as well as a new
Renault PR-l00 and Mercedes
Benz 405 rigid buses.

Major traffic management initiat-
ives, including the new on-off
ramp at Warwick bus station onto
the Mitchell Freeway, and the
proposed trial contra-flow lane on
the Kwinana Freeway.

The proposed construction of a
major new bus junction in Perth,
which will revolutionise bus
transport to and from the city.

The construction of four new rail
stations, and the overhaul of
station facilities at city and
Fremantle, as well as reconstruc-
tion of Armadale Station in the
member's own electorate.

The revitalisation of the ferry op-
eration, so that a serious deficit
situation has been eliminated in a
period of two years.
Significant productivity improve-
ments in all three modes, new
economies, a new management
structure, commencement of a
staff interchange programme and
improved industrial and training
techniques.

The progressive introduction of
premium CityLink bus services,
which have proven an outstand-
ing success in attracting new
patrons.

An aggressive marketing stance,
backed by a new corporate ident-
ity under the Transperth banner.

Ticketing innovations, which in-
clude the recently announced
sightseers ticket, and the tandem
ticket for special America's Cup
services.

A revamped telephone infor-
mation service, based on the new
"~memory telephone number",
2211I211, which commonly
handles up to 10 000 calls per
week.
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If this extraordinary list of innovation
and progress has whetted the mem-
ber's appetite, I can only ask him to
wait for further important announce-
ments.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS
Centenary A venue-Leach High way: Installation
1827. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) Was the installation of traffic signals

at the junction of Centenary Avenue
and Leach Highway included in the
Main Roads Department's provisional
programme of works for 1986-87?

(2) If so, are these works still included in
the programme?

(3) If not, why not?
(4) Will these works be included in the

programme, listed as a priority need,
for the 1987-88 year?

(5) If not, why not?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Yes.
(3) 10 (5) Not applicable.

ROAD LIGHTING
Leach Highway-Marjorie Avenue

1828. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:

When will street lighting be installed
at the intersection of Marjorie Avenue
and Leach Highway?

Mr TROY replied:
The lighting of the intersection of
Marjorie Avenue and Leach Highway
will be undertaken in the latter part of
the current financial year.

HOUSING
Rentalk West rail Employees

1837. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has he had complaints from Westrail

employees relating to the proposed
rent increase on Westrail housing?

(2) Has the water subsidy been abolished
and, if so, are Westrail tenants obliged
to maintain gardens?

(3) Do the proposed rent increases apply
to Westrail houses on "nil mainten-
ance"?

(4) Is he aware that the proposed rent in-
crease will make some Westrail houses
more expensive to rent than
equivalent houses on the private
rental market?

(5) If yes to (4), what does he intend to do
about it?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) I am aware of three complaints being

made to me.
(2) The water subsidy was abolished to

comply with Government Employees
Housing Authority standards.
Westrail tenancy conditions provide
for grounds to be maintained in
reasonable condition, free from rub-
bish, etc.

(3) Yes.
(4) No.
(5) Not applicable.

WATER RESOURCES

Charges: Pay-for-use

1845. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

What were the steps taken by the
Water Authority of Western Australia
to implement the policy of charging
on the "pay-for-service, pay-for-use"
basis in-
(a) metropolitan sewerage;
(b) non-domestic metropolitan water;

(c) metropolitan drainage;
(d) country town sewerages?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Since the merger, the Water Authority
of Western Australia has continued to
apply the tariff policies of its
predecessors, the Metropolitan Water
Authority and the Public Works De-
partment, pending the result of a com-
prehensive tariff study recently
commenced. In the interim there have
been some minor moves in the "pay-
for-service" and "pay-for-use" direc-
tion, particularly through increases in
minimum rates.
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FORESTS

Jarrak: Millable
1869. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for

Conservation and Land Management:

(1) Further to question 1641 of 1986-
(a) What is the total volume of

millable jarrah contained in State
forests and timber reserves;

(b) what is the volume of miltable jar-
rah contained in virgin jarrah
forrest?

(2) Further to question 1641 (d)-

(a) Do records exist for all State for-
est and timber reserves areas that
have been logged;

(b) if not, from what date do records
commence;

(c) what is the total volume of jarrah
within the four reserves that make
up the 80 000 hectare reserve;

(d) what is the total area of dieback-
affected forest within the 80 000
hectare reserve;

(e) what is the total volume of jarrab
in the dieback-affected forest in
the 80 000 hectare reserve;,

(9) is it proposed to salvage log in the
proposed conservation zone of
the Lane-Poole Reserve;

(g) if salvage logging is to take place
within the conservation zone of
the Lane-Poole Reserve, Will he
give an unqualified guarantee that
logging operations will not infect
areas of forest currently free of
dieback?

(3) Has salvage logging taken place within
the proposed Shannon Basin National
Park?

(4) If so-

(a) where were the areas logged;
-L(b), when were the areas, logged;,

(c) what is the total area logged;

(d) what was the volume of wood
recovered;

(e) what was the value of wood
recovered;

(f) to whom was the wood sold and
in what quantities?

(5) What is the karri timber resource for
the next two decades?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) (a) Table 4 of the department's gen-
eral working plan 87 gives the vol-
ume of general purpose sawlog as
19.0 million cubic metres. on State
forest, as at June 1981, to 1981
standards of utilisation. A more
up-to-date figure is being pre-
pared for inclusion in the 1987
plans. The timber volume on tim-
ber reserves has not been
assessed.

(b) No estimates are available for
current millable log standards;
nor is timber assessment carried
out on areas not designated for
timber production.

(2) (a) and (b) Yes;

(c) the total volume of jan-nh in the
80 000 hectare reserve has not
been estimated;

(d) and (e) not known;

(f) no;,
(g) not applicable.

(3) Not since the boundaries of the
proposed reserve were finalised.

(4) Not applicable.

(5) It is not possible to quote a figure as it
depends on the level of cut and con-
stantly changing market demands.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Bungle Bungle Reserve: Control

1882. Mr BRADSH-AW, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Does he intend to tr and obtain Ab-
original control of Bungle Bungle?

(2) If so, in which form?

Mr BklDEirpliied:

(1) and (2) As per the Premnier's answer to
question 1743 (2), it is intended that
Aboriginal people with traditional af-
filiations with the area be given the
opportunity to contribute to a man-
agement plan and be offered training
and employment opportunities in the
development of the park.
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ABORIGINAL RESERVES
Leases

1883. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Have all Aboriginal reserves now been
granted leases?

(2) If not, which reserves are still to be
convented to leases?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(I) and (2) No, leases have not been
granted over all Aboriginal reserves.
To date, 12 leases have been granted.
Consultation is continuing with those
Aboriginal communities where leases
have not yet been granted.

POLICE

Staffing: Vasse Electorate

1892. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:

What undertaking can he give to en-
sure an expanded police presence in

(a) Augusta;

(b) Dunsborough-Yallingup areas,

during the coming summer holiday
period?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(a) The allocation of staff is an

operational matter decided by the
Commissioner of Police. However, I
am advised that he will open a tem-
porary police station staffed by two
police officers at Augusta between 23
December 1986 and 3February 1987.

(b) I am further advised the Com-
missioner of Police is having the
Dunsborough-Yallingup areas given
extended patrols by staff stationed at
Busselton Police Station.

POLICE STATION

Augusta

1893. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:

What commitment can he make to en-
sure the building of a police station
and permanent stationing of an officer
at Augusta?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
Priority in capital works programmes
is determined by departments and is
then subject to budget priorities. It is
in this context that a police station for
Augusta will be considered.
I have previously given a commitment
to strongly support the building of a
station at Augusta to my colleague
Hon. Doug Wean MLC, member for
South-West Province, following his
earlier representations to me.

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS
Closed: Potential Operators

1896. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Would he give details of those

"potential operators" he indicated in
question 1776 of 1986 concerning fu-
ture usage of closed railway lines?

(2) Does the Government intend to
vertise calling for expression
interest from-
(a) public;
(b) private,

ad-
of

sources in the future management of
closed railway lines?

(3) If no to (2), why not?
Mr TROY replied:
(I) and (2) It is anticipated that such ad-

vertisements will be placed. I prefer
not to pre-empt the results of those
advertisements by speculating on the
details of who will respond.

(3) Not applicable.

TRANSPORT
Railways: Future Use

1897. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Transport:

In respect of the inquiry undertaken
by his department into the future
usage of the following railway lines-
(a) Nannup-Wonnerup;
(b) Capel-Busselton;
(c) Alumina Junction-Dwellingup;
(d) Pemberton-Northcliffe;
would he detail who tendered sub-
missions, and table a copy of the re-
port, recommendations, and sub-
missions?

4802



[Tuesday, 25 November 1 9861 80

Mr TROY replied:

1 have arranged for a copy of the re-
port to be sent to the member. It is not
a confidential document.

As indicated in the report, most sub-
missions were verbal in nature and
cannot be tabled. Nor would it be ap-
propriate to table the written sub-
missions without first. seeking the
agreement of those who made them.
The member may prefer to seek the
views of those who made written sub-
missions directly; they are listed in the
report.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Renault: Purchase

1920. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) What were the reasons that led to
Transperth purchasing Renault ve-
hicles as the new buses?

(2) (a) What other manufacturers were
considered;

(b) was the availability and delivery
of Renault vehicles regarded as
significant?

(3) With the purchase of Renault vehicles,
what has been the cost of staff train-
ing, spares, and "tooling up" for
servicing these new buses?

(4) Can he say what other Australian pub-
lic transport authority has Renault ve-
hicles in use, and to what extent?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) Transperth selected the Renault bus
on commercially based lowest unit
cost, lowest whole lire operating cost,
and the vehicle's operating perform-
ance in other markets. In addition the
Renault was one of the quietest buses
offered, and this aspect is regarded as
becoming increasingly important.
Naturally these decisions are appro-m
priately made on an individual tender-
by-tender basis.

(2) (a) The other manufacturers con-
sidered were Mercedes Benz,
Leyland, MAN, and Scania;

(b) delivery forecasts were
approximately the same from all
manufacturers-

(3) Due to the similarity of the Renault
design to the Mercedes Benz, the staff
training costs have been extremely
low. A formal training course will
commence in February, but this will
be no more expensive than the contin-
ual training which is now necessary to
keep abreast of technology change and
to maintain diagnostic skills. The
components used in the steering,
brakes, gearbox, air, and electrical
systems are the same as other vehicles
in service, and are therefore well
known to the engineering staff.

Tooling up costs have not been signifi-
cant due to commonality of
componentry with other vehicles in
service.

The cost of spare pants carried for the
Renault by Transperth is around
$250 000 or less than two per cent of
the total bus purchase cost. This is a
very low stockholding. made possible
again due to the large number of com-
mon components in the Renault and
other buses in service.

Mack Trucks have already stocked a
further $300 000 worth of spare parts
in support.

(4) Canberra has placed a three-year.
contract for the supply of Renault
buses with an option on a further
three years. No other State has yet
placed firm orders, but three ad-
dilional major cities are assessing this
bus for their next tenders.

CRIME: PROSTITUTION

Laws: Changes

1922. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

(1) Has a report been written by the
police on changes to prostitution laws
in other Australian .sttt?

(2) If yes, has it been completed and will
he make it public?

(3) If no to (2), will he advise on its broad
recommendations?

(4) Are any changes in Western
Australia's prostitution laws likely to
flow from the report?
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Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(2) A report has been compiled by the

officer concerned. However, it has not
yet been considered by the Com-
missioner of Police.

(2) The report was requested by the Com-
missioner of Police and the question
of making the report public has not
been considered.

(3) Answered by (1).
(4) Recommendations, if any, will be sub-

mitted by the Commissioner of Police
for consideration by the Government.

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE
Turkey: Imports

1928. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

What precautions have been made by
the Government to check agricultural
produce from Turkey-for example,
dates-to ensure they are fit for hu-
man consumption following the
Chernobyl disaster?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

In cooperation with the Australian
Radiation Laboratories, the Common-
wealth Customs Department has
implemented a procedure to examine
imported foods from areas that may
have been affected through the
Chernobyl disaster.

FERRY
M V "Perth".~ Refurbishment

1933. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Further to his answer to question
without notice 371 of 1986 regarding
the leasing of the refurbished MV
Perth by Transperth, can he now tell
the House whether the refurbishment
cost approximately $650 000?

(2) To whom was it proposed to lease the
vessel?

(3) How did this company earn 'this
right-for instance, was it by tender,
and if not, why not?

(4) Why has this company now with-
drawn, as it has, according to the Min-
ister's answer?

(5) Is it because the Government has not
met the conditions of the proposed
lease?

(6) How much is expected to be earned by
leasing this vessel for the America's
Cup period?

M rTROY replied:
(1) Yes-approximately $670 000.
(2) Bayside Nominees Pty Ltd.
(3) Expressions of interest were sought by

public newspaper advertisement.
(4) The proposed charterer is unable to

fulfil all conditions of the agreement.
(5) No.
(6) The original lease was structured to

return a minimum $80 000 per an-
num. The expected return over the
America's Cup period has not been
determined because alternative
methods of operation are being
investigated.

HOUSING
Duplexes:- Green wood

1934. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Is it fact that I-omeswest has bought,

or is in the process of purchasing,
duplexes and/or houses in the suburb
of Greenwood?

(2) If yes, how many such properties have
been bought or are in the process of
being purchased?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) and (2) Homeswest has not acquired

any properties in Greenwood in the
last 12 months; nor is any purchase
currently being negotiated.

PORTS AND HARBOURS: FREMANTLE
Legal Liability: America's Cup

1935. Mr COWAN, to the Minister
representing the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:
(1) Is he aware of a claim by the National

Insurance Brokers Association that
the America's Cup Yacht Race
(Special Arrangements) Act has the ef-
fect of nullifying any legal liability of
the Fremantle Port Authority with re-
spect to damage to commercial
shipping and other vessels during the
America's Cup period?
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(2) Has he sought advice in respect of any
liability for settling damages claims
incurred during the America's Cup
period away from the Fremantle Port
Authority?

(3) If yes to (3), can he detail?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.

WATER RESOURCES
Damns: Kent Shire

1937. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) What action will the Government take

to upgrade the water storage and
catchnment areas of Neves and
Featherstone dams in the Kent Shire?

(2) What progress has been made in reply-
ing to the Kent Shire Council's sub-
mission to take over the control and
maintenance of Government dams
within that shire?

(3) What action will the Government be
taking to upgrade the domestic water
supply dams for the towns of Nyabing
and Pingrup?

(4) Will the Water Authority and Govern-
ment allow farmers to draw limited
amounts of water for domestic use
from the town water supply on farms
in the Kent Shire?

(5) (a) If not, why not;
(b) if not, where can these farming

families get water supplies from
for domestic use?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Regrading of the catchment area at

Neves Dam is currently in progress.
This is the only upgrading work
proposed for either of the nominated
key dams during the current financial
year.

(2) The Water Authority is well advanced
in the preparation of a policy docu-
ment regarding Government dams. I
anticipate completion of the docu-
ment by Christmas this year.

(3) The current water restrictions in
Nyabing and Pingrup are the result of
significantly lower than average rain-
falls in both towns during 1985 and

1986. The number of services in
Pingrup has not increased since the
catchment area was enlarged in 1983,
and further upgrading is not proposed.
The number of services in Nyabing
has increased only marginally over the
last five years. However, the capacity
of the scheme is currently under re-
view.

(4) and (5) This is not a preferred course
of action as it would increase the
severity of water restrictions in
Nyabing and Pingrup. Special assist-
ance to farmers in providing for their
water supply needs is, however,
provided by the Minister for
Agriculture.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
Broadbanding: Cost

1938. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
What will be the cost to the
Consolidated Revenue Fund in 1986-
87 arising from the introduction of
broad ban ding?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The answer depends on a direct com-
parison of the classification of all
positions both prior to and after
broadbanding.
The process of determining classifi-
cations for all positions in accordance
with broadbanding has not been
completed.

ENERGY
Petrol Price: Country

1942. Mr NALDER, to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs:
(1) Is he aware that during a recent price

war in the retail petrol industry, the
price of petrol in the metropolitan
area fell to a price that was up to 12.6
cents a litre cheaper than the price at

-Narrogin? --

(2) What steps, if any, does he intend to
take to overcome the wide discrep-
ancy in petrol prices, thereby restoring
some balance between the cost of liv-
ing in the country and in the metro-
politan area?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) No.
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(2) The committee of inquiry into petrol
pricing and related matters reported
that small volumes and geographical
dispersion mean that petrol markets
in country areas are less competitive
than the metropolitan area. The gen-
eral level of retailing costs including
freight is also higher in country areas
which leads to higher retail onices. The
committee also contended that there
are additional costs in the wholesale
distribution of petroleum products in
country areas, and that these costs
were included in the national
averaging of total costs. This indicates
that wholesale prices in country areas
are being subsidised by prices paid by
consumers in the main metropolitan
areas.

MOSMAN PARK TEAROOMS

Jetty Licence

1943. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) In relation to the Mosman Park tea-
rooms development, is the jetty li-
cence yet drafted?

(2) If so, will he table a copy in accord-
ance with his answer to question with-
out notice 336?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) The jetty licence document is not yet

completed.

(2) Not applicable.

STATE FINANCE
Borrowings: Long-term

1944. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Treasurer:

(1) What are to be the total long-term
borrowings of the State of Western
Australia in 1986-87?

(2) What rate or rates of interest will be
paid on those long-term borrowings?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) $268.3 million, of which $71.7
million is nominated for housing and
raised at the concessional interest rate
of 4.5 per cent. The remaining $196.6
million will be raised by the Western
Australian Treasury Corporation at
market rates of interest.

STATE FINANCE
indebtedness

1945. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:
(1) What is the total indebtedness of the

State of Western Australia?
(2) What is the average rate of interest

applicable to that indebtedness?
(3) What is the total liability for interest

in the curr ent finanicial year?
(4) What was it in each of the past five

years?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

I am unsure precisely what infor-
mation is being sought by the member
and, in particular, the extent to which
he would like the borrowing activities
of statutory authorities to be covered.
If he could be more specific,, I will
arrange for a written reply although I
would refer him to page 49 of the first
report of the Auditor General for
1985-86 and to the Treasurer's
statements set out in the accom-
panying public accounts.
Depending on his requirements, an
average rate of interest is unlikely to
be readily available.

STATE ENGINEERING WORKS
Plant and Equipment: Sate

1948. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Works and
Services:
(1) Will the plant and equipment cur-

rently owned by the State Engineering
Works be sold now that the works are
to close?

(2) If so, how is the plant to be disposed
or'

(3) When will the plant be disposed of?
(4) Will this disposal sale include all of

the plant and equipment currently
located within the blacksmith's shop
at the works?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes,. except equipment used by the

foundry operation and that con-
strained by financial agreements.

(2) Public auction.
(3) Early in 1987.
(4) See (1)above.

4806



[Tuesday, 25 November 1986] 40

BOAT HARBOUR

Rifle rys: Fuelling Facility
3949. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) What action is the Government taking

to provide a permanent fuelling and
boat repair facility at the Hillarys boat
harbour?

(2) Where in the boat harbour will that
facility be located?

(3) If the construction of such a facility is
to be let to tender, who will make the
selection of the successful bidder?

(4) When is it likely that a decision will be
made in this regard?

(5) What facilities will be located within
this area of the marina?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) An area has been set aside in the har-
bour. Discussions have commenced
with a number of potential operators
who responded to a call for ex-
pressions of interest published on 9
August 1986.

(2) On the north-western side of the har-
bour.

(3) Department of Marine and Harbours,
and approved by myself.

(4) Cannot give a timetable at present.

(5) This is still under discussion.

FORESTS
Wandering: Tree Felling

1951. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:

(1) Has there been any authorised felling
of trees in the State forest bounded by
Wearne Road, Perimeter Road, and
Barrett Road, Wandering?

-(2) If so, for what purpose was the felling
authorised?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) The area defined is a timber reserve
and not State forest. Authorised
felling has taken place.

(2) 660 hectares were cut over in 1973 for
sawlog production and regenerative
purposes.

ROAD
Clifton Road, Canning Vale: Gazettal

1952. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Local Government:
(1) Is Clifton Road, Canning Vale, a

gazetted public road?
(2) If so, is any section of that road closed

off to the public?
(3) If so, on whose authority has that clos-

ure been made?
Mr CARR replied:
(1) Clifton Road is a dedicated public

road.
(2) Portions of Clifton Road are

unconstructed. The only portion that
has been closed to public use is a
portion in the City of Gosnells.

(3) Closure was authorised under the pro-
visions of section 288A of the Local
Government Act. Gazettal notice
published in Government Gazette, 30
November 1973, p. 4430.

SUPERANNUATION BOARD
In vestment: Western Reefs Ltd

1955. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:
(1) Has the Superannuation Board

invested any fund's in the Western
Reefs Ltd company?

(2) If so, what is the extent of that invest-
mm?

(3) When was the investment made?
(4) Who authorised the investment?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) 4 118 000 shares.
(3) Between 29 July and 9 October 1986.
(4) The Superannuation Board.

STATE ENGINEERING WORKS
Retlocation: Bellevue

1958, Mr -COWAN,- to -the -,Minister
representing the Miniister for Works and
Services:
(1) Is the Government considering a pro-

posal to relocate the State Engineering
*Works at the Bellevue grain terminal
site?

(2) If yes, is the Government considering
other alternative sites and, if so,
where?
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(3) When is a decision likely to be made?
(4) Will the Minister assure the House

that, before any decision is
announced, all steps will be taken to
ensure that interested persons or or-
ganisations have some input into that
decision?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The Government is proposing to

relocate the State Engineering Works
foundry to a site at Midland yet to be
determined.

(2)
(3)

See (1) above.
On receipt of the State Engineering
Works Board's report due in March
1987.

(4) Cabinet has already directed that the
new foundry operation be based at
Midland.

CO-OPERATIVE BULK HANDLING LTD
Bellevue Terminal: Lease

1959. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) When does the lease of Co-operative

Bulk Handling Limited on the
Bellevue grain terminal site, which is
owned by Westrail, expire?

(2) Is the Bellevue grain terminal Co-
operative Bulk Handling Limited
property?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) 31 October 2016.
(2) Yes.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Directors' Report

402. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister Co-
ordinating Economic and Social
Development:
(1) Is the Minister aware that the direc-

tors' report of Exini Corporation was
signed by Mr John Horgan and Sir
James McCusker on 31 October?

(2) When did the Minister first receive a
copy of these accounts?

(3) Why was it that these accounts were
not available for Opposition and pub-
lic scrutiny until this afternoon?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) 1 received a copy of the ac-

counts, I think on the weekend, but I
do not know that one can draw the
implication from the question that the
Leader of the Opposition seeks to
have drawn; that is, that somehow or
other there was a deliberate delay. My
understanding is that the annual re-
port was submitted to the Exim board
only yesterday.

Mr MacKinnon: Do you mean to say that
Exim has not had a board meeting
since 31 October?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know
whether Or not that is the case, but I
do know there has been no deliberate
attempt to prevent the Opposition
knowing anything. We do try to help
the Opposition. It is not always the
case that it can see the wood for the
trees even when we do help, but we do
do our best to help it along, especially
at times when the Opposition is
having difficulties with its leadership.
The Opposition seems to resent all the
assistance we give it.

Mr Laurance: Call that assistance?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Anything we can do

for the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition is assistance, in his case. The
Opposition must be very clear about
things. It cannot continue to accuse
people like John Horgan and Sir
James McCusker of being devious, un-
truthful, or of deliberately trying to
delay the consideration by the Oppo-
sition of important matters. They
would not do it. I am told John
Horgan handed out cards for the
Leader of the Opposition at the 1983
election. Everyone is entitled to one
mistake, but we really must point out
that it is a bit unfair of the Leader of
the Opposition to turn on these people
and attack them.
I have complete confidence in the di-
rectors of Exim, and I have no doubt
whatsoever that if the Leader of the
Opposition tries to adopt a positive
approach towards the corporation he
will be treated in a firm, friendly, fair
fashion. However, if he tries in his
normal shallow, superficial way to
score trite and cheap political points,
he will be treated in the way that he
deserves.
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In this case, I assure the House that
the board of directors of Exim would
never deliberately, for political pur-
poses, try to keep something from the
Opposition. I do not think it would do
that. That the Opposition is accusi ng
it of being prepared to do it reflects
very poorly on the Opposition.

An Opposition member interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Would not members

opposite be warnied today, with a
Phoenix like that rising out of the
ashes? Look at them! Tweedledlum
and Tweedledee! Highpoppolorum
and Lowpoppohigherum! What is the
difference? The bark is taken from a
different level on the tree.

A member: That is not funny.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is just about as

unfunny to accuse Mr Horgan and
others-responsible, forthright, and
honest business people-of playing
political tricks on the Opposition. We
do not need the help.

LIBERAL PARTY
Leadership

403. Mr READ, to the Premier:
(1) Is he aware of the change in the Lib-

eral leadership?
(2) If yes, what are the implications for

Western Australia?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) I thank the member for ad-

equate notice of the question!
I would not pretend to be able to pre-
didt or define the implications for
Western Australia, but the impli-
cations for the Government are all
good. If the Press gallery is not yet
aware of the fact, there are already
moves within the Liberal Party, only
six hours or so after the last coup
d'etat, to replace the present Leader of
the Opposition. I would like simply to
confirm my hypothesis by-asking the
Leader of the Opposition whether he
has a guarantee from the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that he will
not be challenged before the next elec-
tion.

Mr MacKinnon: The same guarantee as
the Minister for Industrial Relations
has given you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: So there is no
guarantee?

Mr MacKinnon: He has not given you a
guarantee. I trust my deputy leader.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the
Opposition trusts his deputy leader?
My God! Can members believe it?
How would members like to turn to
their right hand and find him sitting
next to them? My God!

Mr Laurance interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member should

not rattle on. Today is our day, too.
Mr Laurance: You had better enjoy it; it

will be a long day.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We are enjoying it-

absolutely. But not only that, Mr
Speaker. Do you have any knowledge
of the information that is already pub-
lic? This is what the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition said today-not yes-
terday, but today. He said, "I believe
that the best contribution I can make
is by supporting Barry Maci~innon at
this time." But here is the best bit. He
said, "That is what I have said, and
that is what I mean."

Mr Williams: What about you lot in 1980?
"Davies: I was ambushed"!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: What about the
Whitlamt Government, and what
about Curtin's decision to bring the
troops home? Even today we have the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition say-
ing, "The best contribution I can
make is by supporting Barry
MacKinnon at this time." I think the
former Leader of the Opposition had
the member pretty well summed up.

Mr Laurance: What about talking about
the running of this State and leaving
me alone for a while?

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think the member

for Gascoyne is calling uncle. He
stands up there and dishes it out with
gay abandon. He- tells lies about
people and tells all sorts of un-
founded-

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr LAURANCE: On a point of order, I

think you know what is required.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am happy to with-

draw.
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Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Unfounded alle-
gations are the long suit of the mem-
ber for Gascoyne. He runs up to the
Press gallery afterwards and tries to
undo what he has said. He tries to
shift his ground and to flee to some
sort of refuge outside this place. Then
when we dish up to him some of his
own medicine, what does he do but
ask us to leave him alone.

Mr Thompson: What about your famous
Ugle allegations?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Members opposite
appointed a Royal Commission.

Mr Thompson: You came in with your al-
legations.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: And they were tested
by the Royal Commission appointed
by members opposite. It is absolutely
clear that stability in the Liberal Party
is like kryptonite-very rare, es-
pecially when within five or six hours
of the election of the new leader, his
deputy says, "I am supporting him at
this time." What about tomorrow?
Can I get it straight once and for all:
Will the member for Gascoyne give us
an unequivocal commitment not to
challenge his leader before the next
election?

Mr Laurance: How long are you going to
spend on me today?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is still today.
Will the member change his mind
tomorrow? Will he not even give that
commitment today?

Mr Laurance: I give you a cast iron guaran-
tee today that I won't ambush you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As I have been going
to the gymnasium, I would welcome
an ambush from the member for
Gascoyne. He could not flatten an egg
with a shovel or go three rounds with a
revolving door. Will the member for
Gascoyne give this Parliament an un-
equivocal assurance that he will not
challenge his leader before the next
election? Good luck, member for
Murdoch.

SEWAGE DISPOSAL
Gosnells City Council

404. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) What steps have he and his depart-

ment taken to replace the Gosnells
septic and grease trap liquid waste dis-
posal site in view of Dr McNulty's
claim that the other waste disposal
sites will not be able to handle the
amount of liquid waste involved?

(2) When will the Government make an
announcement on this matter, given
that the Gosnells site closes to liquid
waste this Sunday, 30 November.

(3) Is the Health Department intending to
invite expressions of interest from the
private sector waste industry for a
treatment plant?

(4) Has Government approval been
given?

(5) If not, when is it likely it will be given?
(6) Is he aware of the repercussions

associated with not being able to ad-
equately service septic tanks in the
metropolitan area?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) to (6) 1 have some concern about the
member for Murray-Wellington be-
cause two weeks ago he asked me a
question that he had already asked me
on notice the day before and which I
had answered. Had he been here last
week he would have known that
virtually the same question was asked
by the member for Darling Range,
which I answered. I suggest he read
Hansard of l ast week.

MIDLAND ABATTOIR LAND SALE
Advertisement

405. Mrs BUCHANAN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Has he seen the advertisement lodged

in The West Australian of 24
November regarding the sale of the
Midland complex and allegedly placed
with the foreknowledge and consent of
both the PIA and the PGA?

(2) Was that consent given by these or-
ganisations?
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Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes. It was a full-page advertisement

which alleged that it had been placed
with the foreknowledge and consent of
the PIA and the PGA.

(2) 1 have checked with both organis-
ations and neither had knowledge of
the advertisement and neither had
given consent to its name being used
for the advertisement. Further, I have
received letters from both bodies
confirming those facts, and I will read
those letters into the record. The first
is from the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association, and is dated 24
November and addressed to me-

Dear Minister,
I refer to the advertisement ap-
pearing in the West Australian,
Monday November 24, 1986 on
page 24 in relation to the Midland
Saleyards.
The purpose of this letter is to
advise you that the Pastoralists
and Graziers Association has not
in any way changed its policy or
stance on this question from that
which has been conveyed to you
and which we have made publicly
known.
Further, we have not contributed
to the advertisement in question
financially nor were we consulted
on its content even though we are
purported to support the question
in the authorisation segment.
I trust that this letter will clarify
our position but do not hesitate to
contact us should there be any
further matters which you wish to
discuss in relation to this matter.
Yours faithfully,
G. A. SAVELL,
Executive Director.

The second letter is dated 24
November, is from the executive
officer of the meats division of the
Primary Industry -Association, -and is
addressed to me-

Dear Minister,
Subject-Sale of Midland Abat-

toir Complex
Primary Industry Association
Meat Section President, Mr T.
Cyster, requested me to advise
you that the advertisement in

today's "West Australian" was
lodged by the Livestock
Transporters' Associaton without
the knowledge of this Association.
The PIA position on the saleyard
questions has been clearly
outlined in recent correspon-
dence, and remains unaltered.
The Association did not contrib-
ute funds to meet the cost of this
advertisement.
Indeed, the PIA does not consider
all comments made in the adver-
tisement to be relevant.
Yours faithfully,
P. W. CHIDGZEY,
Executive Officer (Meat).

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
Head Office Staff Transfers

406. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) What has been the reaction within the

Education Department of its senior
officers and those involved to the
Government's decision to forcibly
transfer 130 of its head office person-
nel back into the schools?

(2) Is it correct that the morale of many of
them has been shattered by this de-
cision?

(3) Is there considerable disquiet among
senior officers of the Education De-
partment at the decision to create a
Ministry of Education, which has
effectively meant that they have all
lost their current positions?

(4) Has there been a considerable increase
in the taking of sick and other leave by
the senior officers since these de-
cisions were announced?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) to (4) The member for Karrinyup has

been a Minister and knows perfectly
-well that the tradition in the Parlia-

ment is that advice from members of
the Public Service to Ministers is con-
fidential. But, given the nature of the
question, I am happy to answer it.
I have discussed the proposed changes
in the Education Department's struc-
ture with all the senior officers who
are on its executive and with a range
of other officers who do not fall within
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that category. None of them has
expressed to me any reservation or
any fundamental disagreement with
the line which has been taken.
Whether that means that some of
those senior officers have reservations
which they have not conveyed to me, I
cannot say. I have received support
*for what is being attempted.

I wish the Opposition would make its
own position clear on this
restructuring, because it talks all the
time about efficiency in the public sec-
tor and is very critical of the Public
Service, always saying how
inefficiently it operates. The Govern-
ment is trying to do something about
this. We are reducing the nine senior
positions in the Education Depart-
ment to four in order to have a much
leaner and more effective and efficient
management. We are sending 72
teachers from head office back to
schools because fundamentally we be-
lieve the growth in the head office
structure had become unacceptable,
having increased over 400 per cent in
the last 10 years.

I would have expected some support
from the Opposition for these moves
if it had a commitment to a more ef-
ficient public sector. The Leader of
the National Party has indicated that
his party, in general terms, supports
that kind of move to a more efficient
public sector, without necessarily ty-
ing himself to every individual de-
cision made about people to be
transferred; and I appreciate that sup-
port.

Among the 72 teachers going back to
schools I have no doubt there are
some who do not wish to return. How-
ever, I believe teachers are teachers,
and even those who come to head
office for a certain time should look
on themselves as teachers, and most
do, in the expectation they will return
to the classroom sooner or later.

Mr Clarko: I have been told there is a lot of
disquiet amongst them.

Mr PEARCE: Obviously, amongst those
teachers who came into head office-

Mr Thompson: The greatest disquiet is
that you will go back to the classroom.

Mr PEARCE: The member is not doing
much to help me get back there.
I have no doubt there are people in the
Education Department who have been
transferred back to schools and who
do not wish to go. If one adopts the
attitude that one cannot make changes
in the head office for that reason, one
would be in a ridiculous position, and
certainly not the philosophical
position the member has taken up.
Obviously, in times of significant
change in the Public Service, there is
disquiet, worry, and concern among
people who are not sure what is
happening to their position. I appreci-
ate that, and I am involving myself in
a range of discussions within the de-
partment to make sure that people
understand that the moves are not
aimed at individuals because we feel
they have done a poor job, but simply
because we have a strong belief that
the head office of the Education De-
partment can and should run more ef-
ficiently and effectively with fewer
people.
The best people in the department
understand the need for that and
strongly support it. I understand all
the senior officers have applied for the
respective and appropriate senior
positions, and I have given them all an
undertaking that their positions will
be understood and honoured.

PRESTIGE BRICK WORKS
Clay Dust Danger

407. Dr WATSON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(I) Is he aware of an interview with Mr

George Prosser, Executive Officer of
the Livestock Transporters Associ-
ation, on a radio 6KY news pro-
gramme yesterday, in which he
claimed to have expert opinion that
public health could be jeopardised by
animals exposed to clay dust at the
Midland salcyards? He said that dust
from the proposed brickworks was a
carcinogen and hypothesised that it
would lodge in meat and cause a
health risk to consumers.

(2) Does a public health risk exist, as he
states?
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Mr
(1)

GRILL replied:
and (2) There is not one ounce of truth
in the allegations made by Mr George
Prosser of the Livestock Transporters
Association, and anyone who has any
regard at all for the livestock industry
in this State should condemn Prosser
in the strongest possible terms for
making this particular allegation. It is
against the interests of the rural com-
munity and of meat producers. It is
particularly against the interests of red
meat producers who have spent a very
large amount of money in an endeav-
our to convince the public that red
meat is a healthy meat to sell to the
public. This person, for purposes
which I believe are nefarious, has
made statements about the
carcinogenic nature of red meat which
cannot be supported in any way. His
remarks were absolute arrant non-
sense.

The Opposition, the National Party,
and all the other rural lobbies should
condemn this person. By making those
unsubstantiated and absolutely ridicu-
lous statements, he could set back the
meat industry of this State by years. If
the friends of Ric New want to go
around opposing the brickworks site,
let them do it for reasons associated
with the brickworks. They should not
make ridiculous unsubstantiated at-
tacks on the livestock industry of this
State.

Because it was a serious allegation, I
have checked this matter with Dr
McNulty of the Health Department.
Some members may not be aware,
although most are, that Dr McNulty is
a world acknowledged expert in this
field. He diagnosed asbestosis, or
niesoxhelioma, as it is technically
known, and he advises as follows-

Bricks generally are made from
clay containing a number of
silicates and a varying percentage
of free silica. Silicon as such is not
present. There is no evidence, nor
has there ever been any sugges-
tion, that exposure to this type of
clay causes cancer. There is no
risk to animals breathing in dust
or to persons subsequently eating
the meat. In any event the Clean

Air Act would require effective
dust control of the clay stock and
tiles.

That statement was made by an
acknowledged world leader in this
field. Against that is the unsubstan-
tiated statement made by Mr Prosser
for his own nefarious reasons. It
strikes me that that particular
statement is like a whole host of
statements by the friends of Mr Ric
New in relation to this matter, includ-
ing the suggestion that the BLIF is
funding the purchase; that Mr Ellett
was engaged in tax evasion; that an
attempt was made to tamper with a
car belonging to a member of this Par-
liament; that one of the members of
my staff was interfering with
witnesses; and allegations relating to
the illegality of the contract for the
sale of the abattoir.
All of these are absolute arrant non-
sense, and this last one really tops the
bill. At the same time, it attacks the
red meat industry of this State, and it
needs to be condemned.

ALBANY TOWN COUNCIL
SpecialAllowances

408. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Local Government:

With respect to the proposal before
the Albany Town Council to make
payments originally referred to as ex
gratia payments but subsequently re-
ferred to as special allowances, I ask-
(1) What advice did he give to the

Albany Town Council, or any-
body associated with the council,
in connection with the proposed
payments?

(2) What advice was given by the Lo-
cal Government Department or
any officer in that department on
the same matter?

Mr CARR replied:
(I) and (2) An approach was made by the

council seeking ministerial approval
to make payments under section
168(4) of the Local Government Act
to a number of officers for additional
duties. Advice was forwarded to the
council by the Secretary for Local
Government. That advice was that an
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approach to me to approve ex gratia
payments was inappropriate under the
terms of section 168(4) of the Local
Government Act because that section
relates basically to gratuities arising
from resignations or deaths of officers,
and payments to the officers or estates
concerned.
However, the view was taken that it
appeared that under section 158 of the
Act councils are empowered to agree
with employees on terms and con-
ditions of employment, including the
amount of remuneration deemed ap-
propriate to the tasks undenaken. In

-this context it was advised that the
power exists for changed circum-
stances related to duties to form the
basis for variation of any salary agree-
ment between the parties concerned.

STOCK
ichnes Disease: Rosa Brook

409. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) What is the extent and nature of

Iohnes disease discovered on a prop-
erty at Rosa Brook?

(2) What action does his department pro-
pose to contain the disease?

(3) Will he give details of other cases
detected, the number of animals
involved, and the State of origin of the
animals affected in all cases?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) .lohnes disease has been suspected
though not confirmed in one cow at
Rosa Brook. Confirmation of the dis-
ease takes up to four months.

(2) The property has been placed in quar-
antine. The department will arrange
for the slaughter of the possible high
risk cattle, with compensation being
paid to the owner. An intensive pro-
gramme of laboratory testing for
Johues disease has been programmed
in addition to tracing all possible risk
animals.

(3) Johnes disease has previously been
detected and clinically confirmed in
one animal on each of three proper-
ties. In two cases the cattle involved
came from Victoria, a third involved a
bull imported from the United King-
dom.
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