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THE SPEAKER (Mr Harman) took the
Chair at 10.45 am., and read prayers.

GRAPE GROWING INDUSTRY IN
WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Select Committee: Extension of Time
On motion by Mr Troy, resolved-

That the time for bringing up the report
of the Select Committee into the Grape
Growing Industry be extended to l4
November 1985.

SMALL CLAIMS TRIBUNALS
Select Committee: Extension of Time

On motion by Mr Gordon Hill, resolved-
That the time for bringing up the report

of the Select Committee into the Small
Claims Tribunals he extended to 14
November 1985.

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL
Council's Amendments: In Committee

Resumed from 30 October. The Chairman of
Committees (Mr Barnett) in the Chair; Mr
Tonkin (Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform) in charge of the Bill.

Progress was reported after consideration of
the amendments contained in the Legislative
Council's Message had been concluded.

Clause 67: Section 191 A inaserted-
Mr TONKIN: We now come to something

that is not contained in the Legislative Coun-
cil's message; that is, clause 67. There are a
couple of phrases in clause 67 which are no
longer appropriate because phrases like that
have been deleted elsewhere in the Act. Thus,
these are purely machinery amendments and
do not involve any principle. We dealt with
matters of principle yesterday in Committee.

I move an amendment-
Page 53, lines 34 to 38-To delete the

words "that notice of issue of the warrant
for the issue of writs for the election is
published in the Government Gazette pur-
suant to section 65" and substitute-

of the issue of the writs for the elec-
t o n

Mr MENSAROS: I have no objection to the
amendment, but for the benefit of the Com-
mittee, although I do not think a great deal of
interest was displayed in this matter yesterday,
and for the record, I should explain what we
are talking about. The Minister said that it is a
machinery amendment, and so it is. However,
members who are interested in why this
amendment has been made should refer to sec-
tion 65 of the.Act which was intended to be
deleted and substituted by another section
under the terms of the Bill. As a result of the
message from the Legislative Council and the
Committee's agreement, section 65 now re-
mains as it is in the current Act. That section
states that before any warrant is issued under
sections 64 or 67, 14 days' notice of the inten-
tion to issue the same shall be published in the
Government Gazette. This pant of the pro-
visions is inserted in the proposed section
19 1 A of the parent Act and it refers to various
things that people should not do. It also sets out
the penalties for not adhering to the provisions.

Proposed subsection (5) provides an in-
terpretation of certain terms used within the
section. One of the interpretations relates to
the relevant period, a term which is used in
proposed subsection (2).

1 want to correct the Minister when he said
that the amendment he has moved is necessary
because of previous amendments. Section 65
was left as it is in the parent Act; it has not been
altered because the Committee decided yester-
day not to accept the Council's amendment
No. 5 which deleted clause 18 of the Bill.
Therefore, section 65 of the Act, which would
have been deleted in clause 18, remains as it
was. Because of the lack of explanation from
the Minister, I cannot see the logic in this
amendment. I do not object to the amendment
because I do not think it makes a great deal of
difference. If it is accepted that people are
conducting an honest and decent campaign
they should not be doing these things in any
case. 1 would like the Minister to explain why
this amendment is necessary. I will accept the
amendment even if the Minister says that there
is no specific need for it but that the Govern-
ment considers the provision should be
included In a different way.

Mr TONKIN: The reason for the need to
amend this is that it refers to a function in
section 65 which does not exist. This is merely
to get consistent wording.
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As to the question of when the period should
start in respect of misleading advertising, the
member for Floreat said he was not worried
one way or the other. Neither Was 1. 1 had to
make a decision: it was almost a toss-of-the-
coin kind of thing. I guess it was a fairly arbi-
trary decision. It is certainly not of great mo-
meat.

I suppose most of us would think that lots of
misleading advertising goes on in elections, and
we realise that much can happen because, I
suppose, the truth is often in the eye of the
beholder. I was asked to make a policy de-
cision. I could not see that anything great was
hanging on it. I said, "The issue of the writs",
because, I understand, that is the more normal
time for an election to start.

From time to time throughout the years we
receive approaches indicating that members of
Parliament and other people have contravened
with misleading advertising. We are asked why
we do not do something about it under the
Electoral Act. Of course, the answer is, "Well,
it really doesn't come under the Electoral Act
because no Writs have been issued", and so on.

This is a normal kind of practice in
Australia. The decision was made because it is
as good a time as any.

The main purpose of this amendment is to
see to it that the Act, as it will be amended by
the Bill, will be internally consistent.

Amendment put and passed.
Resolutions reported.

As to Report
Mr TONKIN: We are caught up in a pro-

cedural matter that indicates that our pro-
cedures are really antiquated and inefficient,
and need to be overhauled. It is absolutely silly
that we now have to appoint a Committee of
the House to give reasons and send them to the
Council. If the Council wants to know our
reasons, surely it can read Hansard. I really
think that we need to look at this procedure.
Anyway, to save wasting the time of the House,
I move-

That consideration of the Committee's
report be made an Order of the Day for a
later stage of the sitting.

Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (MEAT INDUSTRY)
BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 22 October.

MR OLD (Katanning-Roe) [11.06 a.m.]:
This Bill has been long awaited, and now we
have it before us I find it contains quite a few
shortcomings as far as we on this side of the
House are concerned. In fact, I liken it to a
shotgun marriage where the reluctant bride, the
Western Australian Lamb Marketing Board,
has been led to the altar and the bridegroom is
waiting with bated breath to get his hands on
the board and create a vertically integrated op-
eration which will allow the WA Lamb Market-
ing Board and the WA Meat Commission to
further their advantages over private
enterprise.

The second reading speech delivered by the
Minister appeared to be fairly cosmetic, when
one looks at the contents of the Bill. I am not
being in any way critical of the Minister's sec-
ond reading speech because, of course, second
reading speeches are designed to give a general
outline of the Bill. Certainly this one did that.

It appeared from the second reading speech
that the Bill was fairly benign and one which
would be acceptable to all sections of the indus-
try. Such is not the case. There is quite a lot of
discontent and concern about some of the
facets of this Bill, and we will deal with some of
those matters during the Committee stage. I
have handed to the Minister this Morning a list
of proposed amendments, and I apologise for
their lateness. We have been working on them,
and I hope that the Minister can have the
amendments assessed by the commission or his
department so that we may debate them fairly
fully.

The Bill bears no resemblance to the main
thrust of the Treloar report, although the sec-
ond reading speech, in its generalisation, gives
the impression that the Bill is in accord with
the Treloar report. If it were in accord with the
Treloar report, it would be a Bill to cease the
functions of the WA Meat Commission at
Robb Jetty. But, far from doing that, the
Government has seen fit to spend well in excess
of $1 million, conservatively estimated, on
upgrading the Robb Jetty abattoir to European
Economic Community standards, when already
in this State there are at least three abattoirs
which conform to the EEC standards and
which would be more than capable of handling
very comfortably the number of lambs needed
to be killed under EEC supervision.

In fact, as we develop the arguments against
this Bill, we will be able to demonstrate very
ably to the public of Western Australia that the
thrust of the Bill is not only unnecessary, but
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also is creating a greater bureaucratic mess in
the meat industry than the State is already ex-
periencing.

I do not see the necessity at this stage for any
Government interference in the meat industry.
I know that this opinion is shared by many
people within the industry and within the rural
sector of the industry. I know that the Primary
Industry Association, which is the association
most aligned to Government involvement in
primary industry, assures me it would be quite
happy to see less Government involvement in
the industry. That is the undertaking which has
been given by successive Governments-to
provide a Government instrumentality for the
slaughter of animals to be transferred to a
smaller type of operation and run by private
enterprise.

In other words, the Government could own
an abattoir and have it run on contract by pri-
vate enterprise, provided (here was that facility
which successive Governments have
undertaken to provide.

It seems to me that the necessity for such a
facility has faded quite a lot since the early
1970s, due in the first instance to the decline in
the value of sheep, when sheep and lambs were
virtually being described as vermin, through to
the drought period when a great number of
livestock were sent to be slaughtered in order to
relieve the situation in the drought-affected
areas.

I recall going down to Midland salcyards and
the Midland Junction abattoir. This must have
been about 1976. 1 walked through the Mid-
land saleyards and it was impossible to move
through the races because they were completely
choked with sheep awaiting sales. Midland
Junction abattoir was the same.

Fortunately we have been able to overcome
that problem, in the irst instance by a decline
in the number of sheep being carried in West-
ern Australia, which was reduced considerably.
It reached a low of about 26 million or 27
million. Happily the figures are now climbing
again. I think today the igure would be nearer
30 million, which was about the normal level of
stock, apart from a couple of peaks. So we have
settled down to the flock size which Western
Australia has been traditionally carrying. We
have settled down to an oversupply of abattoir
space.

If there is one thing the WA Meat Com-
mission did for the industry in Western
Australia-I do not mean this in a derogatory
way-it was its successful negotiation with the

Australian Meat Industry Employees Union to
allow double shifts at abattoirs, With that nego-
tiation, the effective abattoir space in Western
Australia was doubled. in fact if one goes to
two shifts, in the event of trouble with an over-
supply of livestock for slaughter, the logical
thing would be to go into three shifts. This
would necessitate probably a three-hour break.
One would have three seven-hour shifts with a
three-hour break for cleaning up, as is required
by the Department of Primary Industries.

Successive Governments have been told by
the WA Meat Commission that there is an
oversupply of sheep and an overcapacity of
abattoirs in Western Australia, not only for the
EEC but also for the American market. In the
face of this knowledge, and contrary to the
recommendation of the Treloar report that the
Robb Jetty abattoir should be closed down on 1
January or an earlier date to be announced, the
Government decided to go ahead with the de-
cision to spend an enormous amount of tax-
payers' money on upgrading Robb Jetty-an
old, even ageing facility.

So far the Government has only scratched
the surface of the work required to be
undertaken out there inasmuch as it has
upgraded the mutton floor, and has upgraded
or is in the process of upgrading the effluent
disposal system. The effluent disposal system
at Robb Jetty has been roundly condemned by
successive studies of the coastal strip, and there
were regular complaints from swimmers of
untreated effluent being discharged into the
sea.

A proposition was made that a primary treat-
ment plant be installed at Robb Jetty, and that
the secondary effluent be pumped into a main
which would take it down to the sewage outlet
at Rockingham. All these things would cost a
tremendous amount of money, and the pre-
vious Government considered them and de-
c ided t here m ust be a better a nd chea per way of
achieving the cessation of pollution of the sea
at Robb Jetty a batto ir.

There is no doubt that commercial and eco-
logical pressures will see the demise of facilities
such as Robb Jetty in the area in which they
currently exist. In fact studies indicate that if
Robb Jetty abattoir were put on the market for
housing development it would fetch in the
vicinity of $7 million. I would hazard a guess
that that is a conservative estimate. On top of
that there would be the breakdown value of
some of the buildings. There would be value in
some of the modem plant which has been in-
stalled in the facility.
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1 do not know what is the total aggregate debt
of the WA Meat Commission today because it
is pretty well disguised in the Budget and I will
be asking some questions of the Minister dur-
ing the Committee stage of the Budget. 1 esti-
mate that the total debt today on Midland,
Robb Jetty and the salcyards, would be in the
order of $15 million or $16 million. Last year!I
think the overall debt was given as some $14
million. I can assure you, Mr Speaker and
members of this House, that that debt has not
been reduced, It is being greatly increased by
several factors, not the least being the money
being spent on the facility at present and the
fact that the Government has been tardy and
has taken no notice of the wishes of the public
in the disposal of the assets of the Midland
Junction abattoir, holding yards and paddocks.

At one stage the Government of the day
separated the lairage at Midland Junction from
the abattoir in order that the lairage may be-
come part of the saleyard complex so that it
could be leased to contractors who were keen to
undertake preparation work for live sheep ship-
ments at Midland. I do not know whether that
exercise is still continuing. I do know they did
run into some lean periods.

Having done that and having already-and I
am talking about the previous Govern-
ment-advertised and sold a couple of lots of
the contents of the Midland Junction abattoir,
the whole thing ground to a halt with a change
of Government. That is fair enough because
the new Government had a duty to consider
what action it should take in regard to the dis-
posal of the assets or whether, in fact, it was
going to dispose of the assets. The fact that the
previous Government had embarked on one
line of disposal certainly did not bind the
present Government to it. But it gave the
Government a moral and financial obligation
to ensure that something was done with the
assets of Midland Junction so that those assets
were liquidated as quickly as possible in order
to decrease that colossal debt in the meat in-
dustry and in the Government sector.

I know that the disposal of some of the hold-
ing paddocks would have caused problems, be-
cause currently some of those paddocks are be-
ing utilised for effluent disposal from Midland
Junction saleyard. That effluent is treated from
anaerobic and aerobic ponds prior to being
pumped out of overhead irrigation ensuring the
distribution of the effluent on to those pad-
docks.

The Opposition gave an undertaking when in
government that the Midland Junction
saleyards would continue as long as the effluent
disposal was satisfactory. If in fact the Govern-
ment is holding up the disposal of the Midland
Junction abattoir to ensure satisfactory effluent
disposal from the Midland Junction saleyards,
I feel it should have another look at the situ-
ation.

Midland Junction saleyards will have to go
one day for the sole reason I have advanced;
Robb Jetty abattoir will have to be closed and
disposed of because of environmental press-
ures, and that will ensure that the Midland
saleyards will also be closed down and
relocated. There are indications also that hous-
ing development is moving out towards the
Midland Junction complex and obviously
people will not be very happy buying residen-
tial land adjacent to an area where overhead
disposal of effluent is undertaken. I am not
saying there is anything wrong with that type of
disposal, because it is being treated both in
anaerobic and aerobic ponds, but people would
still have some reservations about residential
housing adjacent to such an exercise.

I recall the then member for Swan, Mr Jack
Skidmore, harassing the Government of the
day because of the odours which emanated
from the Midland Junction abattoir. Those
people who were complaining, in the main,
were people who bought properties on the Dar-
ling scarp directly in line with the prevailing
wind and the abattoir facility, land which they
were able to purchase at a fairly cheap rate
because of that fact. The reason that people
have not purchased in the area in the past is
purely and simply the prevailing wind and the
odour. Once these people became established
on those blocks, they felt the Government had
an obligation to cut out the odours and increase
the value of their houses.

It is a pretty n Ice thought, but the fact is that
the economic situation dictated that the Mid-
land Junction abattoir would he closed. Mr
Skid more, who had been agitating for such ac-
tion, suddenly found his view was not shared
by the commercial organisation at Midland
Junction abattoir. They were pretty incensed.
Those people quite rightly pointed out that the
Midland Junction abattoir and saleyard
complex was an important attraction to people
from country areas coming into Midland and
doing some shopping.

The same problem will arise when the
saleyards have to be relocated. There is no
doubt about that. I am hopeful by that time the

3410



[Thursday, 31 October 1985] 31

Midland townsite and surrounding areas will
be sufficiently densely populated to sustain the
amount of commercial activity which is cur-
rently being undertaken in Midland. I think
daily that goal is being achieved. Be that as it
may, the Opposition is concerned that the com-
bination of the WA Meat Commission and the
WA Lamb Marketing Board offers no solution
to the individual problems of those two organ-
isations.

The only conclusion I can reach about the
action of the Government, in flying in the face
of the recommendations of the Treloar report
to go ahead with this plan, is that it intends, if
things do not go well, that the WA Meat Cor-
poration shall direct the whole of the Iamb kill
to Robb Jetty.

In his report, Mr Treloar said that if the
Government, for reasons of its own-and I
think he might have mentioned the word
"social"-decided against the closure of the
abattoir then it would be a recommendation
that the WA Lamb Marketing Board and the
marketing division of the WA Meat Com-
mission be combined. If the Government does
decide to direct all the lamb kill to Robb Jetty,
having already demonstrated its ability to do so
by directing 50 per cent there last year, then
this will be a bid to prop up an ailing industry
at the expense of private enterprise who have
given excellent service to the producers in this
State, and also to the WA Lamb Marketing
Board.

Private abattoir operators have been a safety
valve in the past for the expenditures of the
WA Lamb Marketing Board in as much as they
have been able to negotiate prices to have their
product killed. It is a high enough price now; it
must be astronomical considering the gap be-
tween the price paid to producers for a certain
class of lamb and the price extracted from dis-
tributors for the same lamb. That gap would
nominally cover the killing and inspection
costs, the preparation for export costs, and of
course the administration expenses of the
board. Somewhere along the line this colossal
amount of money seems to have got out of all
proportion. Last night I looked at some figures
of comparative prices between the States and it
seemed that we had the highest differential be-
tween producer price and distributor price.
There must be a reason for this.

The shotgun wedding proposed by the
Government will be counterproductive because
one body today, the WA Meat Com-
mission-which has a baby offshoot;, the

trading division-will now become two bodies.
The combination of the WA Lamb Marketing
Board and the WA Meat Commission was
designed to provide greater efficiency. We
wanted to ensure that we achieved greater ef-
ficiency and it was considered that one body
should be able to operate more efficiently and
economically than the two bodies already
existing; that is, the Lamb Marketing Board
and the Meat Commission. What we will end
up with now is a body with the grand name of
WA Meat Corporation, and with the Meat
Commission reconstituted. I will get on to this
later. We have some amendments on the No-
tice Paper and when we are in Committee we
will endeavour, probably with great futility, to
amend certain aspects of this measure. We will
exhort the Government to give serious con-
sideration to our amendments. These amend-
ments are not the result of a figment of our
imagination or a personal whim of mine or any
of my colleagues. Rather, they are the result of
consultation with various producer organis-
ations and members of the trade. If our amend-
ments are adopted we might make a bad Bill
just a little more palatable.

Mr Treloar, in delivering his report, went
Within an ace of recommending to the Govern-
ment that the Lamb Marketing Board be
disbanded because of his committee's dissatis-
faction with the way the board was being run.
His committee was a fairly Strong one. It was
headed by Mr Treloar, who is from the Univer-
sity of WA. Mr Ted Brindal has had experience
with the Metropolitan Market Trust and later
with Foodland Associated Ltd as its chief
executive officer, which was his position at the
time of the inquiry. Mr Jack Neal was another
member; he was a retiree from the Department
of Agriculture who had been the head of its
sheep and wool division. He was a man of great
knowledge and in fact had had a great deal to
do with setting up the Lamb Marketing Board.

Mr Treloar mentioned in the report that a
pooling system must be put into operation in
an endeavour to stop the cross-subsidisation of
lambs produced at different times of the year.
This cross-subsidisation has killed the incen-
tive of specialist lamb producers. Quite a num-
ber of lambs were produced around York, the
south-west of the State, and also north of
Moora. These people previously aimed at en-
suring that the lambs they produced were not
only top quality lambs but also were brought
onto the market at a time when they would
command the premium price. That is the hall-
mark of a good businessman, and when all is
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said and done, farming is big business. Farmers
must look at their budget as any other business-
man does; they must decide how they will ser-
vice the requirements of running their farm,
how they will service their debts and so on.
These people set themselves the task of
producing lambs at a certain time of the year,
something they were able to do because of the
type of country they were on and the excellent
management they exhibited. They were able to
command premium prices and to satisfy the
demand of the WA market.

Today there is no incentive whatever for a
producer to go to the extra expense to produce
a lamb which will bring him in extra income,
because it will not bring him in any extra in-
come. The lambs go through the works with all
the other lambs delivered on that day. They are
graded and some are killed for local consump-
tion while some are bagged for export. The
days of premium prices for lamb at the Mid-
land saleyards are gone. Many producers still
prefer to take a punt and send their lambs to
open auction, which indicates dissatisfaction
with the activities of the Lamb Marketing
Board. I have been openly critical of some of
the board's activities, while I have been sup-
portive of other of its activities.

I have made a few inquiries into this pooling
business and I believe it will not be as easy as it
might look. It is quite easy to pool grain when
we can strike an average quality, but where we
have lambs of varying quality, lambs being sold
at different times, with some lambs being
delivered at a time when perhaps prices are
higher than the price will be in two months'
time, and these lambs might go into cold
storage and not be sold during the period of
that pool, we will find then that it creates its
own problems. I understand that the board is
doing its best to create a pooling situation. I do
not envy it its job.

This new corporation will be charged with
taking over those activities; it will be charged
with ensuring that the lamb industry is run on
commercial lines and that people are paid for
the type of lamb they produce at the time they
produce it. I wish the corporation well.

The Proposed Meat Marketing Corporation
Will Comprise eight members. Not one of those
members, except the WA Meat Commission
manager who we do not believe should be on
the corporation as such, is currently called

upon to have any involvement in the meat in-
dustry. In fact, if the manager were treated as a
manager and brought in an an advisory c-a-

pacity to the commission, nobody on the board
would have any knowledge of the meat indus-
try. What a farcical situation that would be. It
is like creating the Australian Medical Associ-
ation and deciding no doctors would be on the
board.

Where are we going? If we are to have an
efficient operation we must have people with
an intimate knowledge of, and actively engaged
in, the meat industry so that they know the
current trends to enable them to bring forward
suggestions and programmes which will fit in
with the requirements of the board at that time.

Two of the eight members of the board will
come automatically from the Lamb Marketing
Board; in other words, they get a free ride onto
the corporation. I cannot say I am terribly envi-
ous of their free ride, but that is what this is all
about. Three meat producers will be on the
board of the corporation, two of whom shall be
lamb producers. No beef producer will be on
the corporation. The third producer will rep-
resent other meats. I hope that the Minister, in
his wisdom, ensures that that member will in
fact be a beef producer. The current Act does
not state any reason for having a beef producer
on the corporation. The Opposition is hopeful
that a beef producer will be represented. That
board member could be a producer of goats or
pork-there is nothing wrong with having a
pork producer on the corporation, except that
we do not think pork will be processed; we will
find that out later on as we go along. Three
members of the corporation have been decided
upon, and the others will not be required to
have any knowledge of the meat industry.
From among those people the Governor will
appoint a chairman, which means of course
that the Minister will recommend a chairman
to Cabinet and from that crew will come the
chairman.

In his wisdom the Minister set up an advis-
ory committee to advise him on how to set up
this corporation and commission. The advisory
Committee is headed by Mr Fred Hamilton, for
whom I have a great deal of regard. However,
Mr Hamilton is the Chairman of the WA Meat
Commission. It seems to be almost an inces-
tuous operation, when the chairman of the ad-
visory committee advises the Minister on who
should constitute the commission: at the same
time that committee comprises men who are
vitally interested in being involved in the ac-
tivities of the corporation and/or commission.

The objective of the corporation is to com-
bine the WA Lamb Marketing Board and the
WA Meat Commission. Its function will be to
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run that operation efficiently and to the best
advantage of the producers and consumers. As
I said in my opening remarks, what has
happened really is that the Government of the
day has given the WA Lamb Marketing Hoard
an abattoir, it having spent a tremendous
amount of money on it. It is now a vertically
integrated operation and some of its shortfall in
operations will be picked up by the Govern-
ment, which operation is in direct competition
with the Western Australian meat trade as we
know it, the corporation being subsidised by
the taxpayer, which in itself is an absolute non-
sense. To complete the vertical integration, all
we need is to open up some retail stores and
then the corporation will take control of the
product from the point of slaughter to the point
of consumption. It all sounds very nice-in
fact, it sounds a bit like a Russian operation
with the State looking after the welfare of the
community. One thing we do not need in a
democratic country or in this great State of
Western Australia is the socialistic attitude of
"Big Brother will look after us." We do not
want "Big Brother" to look after us. "Big
Brother" is currently engaged in taking over the
meat industry.

The Treloar committee actually
recommended that the board should be allowed
to have a retail outlet to promote the sale of
lamb. Of course, in order to promote the sale of
lamb, there must be established a retail outlet
which appeals to the housewife. The report
stated that it would be necessary for that retail
outlet to be engaged in the sale of all meats, so
it would become another store, the start of Mr
Payne's chain. Not long ago Mr Payne, the Sec-
retary of the Australasian Meat Industry Em-
ployees Union, suggested to the Govern-
ment-he is a pretty influential fellow with the
Government, I can tell members-that a chain
of retail butchers shops should be established
under the WA Meat Commission. I am sure
that Lenny's and other similar butcher shop
chains would be delighted to know that a tax-
payer-subsidised operation would be compet-
ing with them, and that is what the corporation
will do. The Minister blandly said in his second
reading speech that the corporation would be
required to ensure that the revenue earned by it
was equal to the expenditure, but those words
were qualified by the words "over time".
-Over time" can mean two things;, it can be a
rewarding period when one is a wage earner
and one gets double pay, or it can be a century.
I venture to say that, going on the history of
Government-owned abattoirs not only in West-

ern Australia but also throughout Australia, a
century would not be long enough to see it
prove itself.

So despite cosmetic attempts to fool the Par-
liament and the taxpayers of Western Australia
into thinking that by the stroke of a pen and
changing the name of the organisation the good
fairy will suddenly wave a wand and ensure
that this operation breaks even, and hopefully
will pour some money back into the taxpayers'
pockets, it is really not on. What a vain hope,
and what a lot of garbage that is! It is the thin
end of the wedge to go into serious competition
with private enterprise in all stages of the meat
industry. If the Government is serious, it
should start a collective farm and begin
producing as well. Then we will have the
product from the cradle to slaughter, which of
course is the aim of all socialists, of which this
Government is comprised.

We will do our best to see it does not happen,
and considering the favoured position of the
WA Lamb Marketing Board as I have
enunciated it, if it is to receive that favoured
treatment, the power of acquisition should be
removed from the Marketing of Lamb Act.
Everybody should be given the opportunity to
purchase lambs on the open market and pro-
cess them. Members can rest assured that the
operations of the Lamb Marketing Board will
be preserved under this corporation to the ex-
tent that it will ensure the producer gets fair
value at the taxpayer's expense. That is why the
board was set up in the first place and given the
power of acquisition. Now it will be given the
power to completely take over the whole oper-
ation and still retain that cushy right of acqui-
sition.

I strongly exhort the Government to think
again about the acquisition clause in the Bill
because there is no doubt in my mind that the
days of acquisition are past. The board is being
put into such a favourable situation with this
Bill-

Mr Evans: Will it help you any if I give you
an assurance there is no intention to have
butcher shops?

Mr OLD: No, it will not because although it
may not be the Minister's intention, that pro-
posal is part of the Treloar report and the Min-
ister has picked out the snippets he wants to
introduce. If the Labor Party were to get back
into government, one of the Minister's suc-
cessors will do the same thing, Although I re-
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spect his word as a person and a Minister, no
assurance from him can satisfy the Opposition
that such a thing will not happen.

The corporation must surely now be able to
become competitive with Eastern States'
imports of lamb which today are making very
serious inroads into local sales of Western
Australian Iamb. What has been done to com-
bat those imports? Nothing except grizzles, and
that will not solve the problem. The only way
to solve the problem is to become competitive.

Up to 27 October this year-almost 1 0
months of the year-a total of 270 000 lamb
carcases were imported from the Eastern States
to Western Australia. The growth of that
import industry is very evident when one looks
back over the years. One finds that since figures
were recorded in 1981 the number of lambs
imported into Western Australia from the East-
ern States has risen from 25 642 during 1981 to
184 921 in 1983. That was a colossal rise, but
there was an excuse that year because of stop-
pages at the works, and the inability to process
lamb in Western Australia made it necessary
for wholesalers to import from the Eastern
States. When 1983 passed we thought we would
get back to a situation of a reasonable pro-
portion of local lamb coming onto the market.
However, the 1983 figure has already been
exceeded this year by 85 000 carcases, and
there are two months to go.

Mr Stephens: It makes a good case for or-
derly marketing in the Eastern States.

Mr OLD: Why does not the member go there
and set it up?

In the past the last two months of the year
historically have been months in which a large
import of lamb Occurred. In the last two
months of 1984 something like 24 000 lambs
were imported, and in that period in 1983,
15 000 carcases were imported. Members can
see there are still a lot of lambs to be imported
this year,

In July 1985, in a commodity letter which is
published in Melbourne, the publisher
exhorted Eastern States' lamb producers to
avail themselves of the opportunity that existed
in Western Australia to export lamb. lie fore-
cast a market of 400 000 carcases. We are not
going to reach that figure of 400 000 this year
hopefully, but ii will be close, and 400 000 next
year looks like a realistic figure. The newsletter
publisher not only exhorted the producers to do
that, but he also gave the reasons. They were
that the market here was so lucrative that the
returns to producers, even allowing for killing

and transport, would be greater than the re-
turns to the WA producer from the WA Lamb
Marketing Board.

Let us get on a competitive footing and take
away the power of acquisition now that we
have given the board an abattoir and the right
potentially to run its own -retail stores. Let
someone else have a crack of the whip too.

In 1983-84 the total kill in Western Australia
was 1.1 million lambs. We exported
approximately 40 per cent, or 450 000 carcases;
home consumption of lamb in Western
Australia was estimated at 650 000 carcases.
Imports from the Eastern States will be about
300 000 carcases this year. If we could sell
those lambs from the current WA lamb crop
the total local market would be 950 000 lambs.
That is what is being consumed now out of our
total throughput in 1983-84 of 1.1 million
lambs..

If we could sell all those lambs to the local
market, there would be a surplus of 150 000
lambs, which is nothing, and we could afford to
export them. One in three animals consumed
as lamb in Western Australia currently comes
from the Eastern States. The total Australian
export percentage of lambs-that is, the total
number of lamb exports in Australia to the
slaughter-is 12 per cent. The percentage
exported from Western Australia is 40 per cent.

As was indicated to me in answer to a ques-
tion I asked recently, every lamb that is
exported costs the producer dearly. What steps
have been taken by the Western Australian
Lamb Marketing Board to endeavour, on a
commercial basis, to combat the import of
lambs from the Eastern States? The board has
panicked over the last couple of weeks and has
approached some of the distributors and said,
"Look, you buy X-number of carcases from us
and we will discount them by so much." That is
too little too late. The board should encoura~e
the distributors to utilise local lambs by sellix%
them that lamb at a reasonable figure. Drop7r
ping the price for the distributor would not
disadvantage the producer, despite what some
of our socialistic friends might think. If the
amount of lamb which is available for export at
very great cost is decreased the return to the
producer would be greater.

Three years ago the net return to producers
for export lamb was $5 a head. The Govern-
ment is now talking about acquisition and an
orderly market. If the orderly marketing was, in
fact, orderly, it would be all right. When I say
"orderly marketing", I mean the marketing of
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lamb to consumers. The Western Australian
per capita consumption of lamb, using an
optimistic estimate, is set at eight kilograms a
year. In fact the commodity letter I received
indicates that the consumption of lamb in
Western Australia is 6 / kilograms a year, but I
have taken an optimistic view, having talked
with the Australian Bureau of Statistics, and I
have put the figure up to eight kilograms. The
Australian per capita consumption is 16
kilograms of lamb per year. However, using
sensible promotion and sensible pricing, the
people of Western Australia could well and
truly consume the amount of lamb that is cur-
rently being processed. However, the board has
done nothing about this and I am calling upon
it to take a long look at those aspects-not that
the board will exist after this Sill goes
through-and say to the corporation, "Get off
your backside and go and promote the sale of
lamb locally and increase the returns to
growers."

There is no such thing as orderly marketing
by the Lamb Marketing Board. It amazes me
that we now have two organisations to run
something which one organisation successfully
ran in the past. However, the fact is that the
corporation is able to trade in meat, as was the
trading division of the WA Meat Commission.
It is able to trade in meats other than lamb, as
was provided in the previous Act. The Meat
Commission has been handling a fair amount
of meat and of course it has to buy its Iamb
from the Lamb Marketing Board, which is fair
enough. However, it has to buy in pork from
other abattoirs, which again is fair enough,' but
one must not lose sight of the fact that the WA
Meat Commission was looking at the possi-
bility of starting a pig abattoir at Robb Jetty
not so very long ago.

The pig abattoir would not be in the building
it currently occupies. The board has been given
that opportunity because a company by the
name of Bone Stock set up a fairly substantial
brick building on the grounds of the Meat
Commission on a leasehold basis. It built its
own building on the commission's land in or-
der to process bones from the abattoirs and
make bone stock which is the basis of many
soups etc. Unfortunately the industry did not
fare terribly well and Bone Stock folded up and
removed its plant. The company offered to sell
the building to the Meat Commission, but the
commission, being run by very good
businessmen, said, "We happen to own the
building because it is on our land. You can
come back and take it away perhaps, if you talk

to us nicely." So the commission virtually had
a building put up on its land for which it was
trying to find a use. One of the uses envisaged
was that of a pig floor. I hope that permission
will not be given to put in a pig floor because
the corporation is charged to make money and
it will be a temptation for its officers to say,
"Well, if we have got to buy pork, we may as
well kill it." The two very efficient pig floors we
have in this State are currently battling for
stock. I strongly exhort the Minister to ensure
that the corporation does not in any way,
shape, or form enter the pig slaughter industry.

The new paragraph (ba) to be added to sec-
tion 21A(l) of the principal Act will give the
corporation the right to trade in live lambs. It is
not allowed to go to the saleyards and buy
lambs, nor is it allowed to go onto a farmer's
property and buy them, but it is allowed to
trade in those lambs which are delivered to the
market live. That seems very strange to me
because I would have thought that if the buyer
from the corporation were at Midtand and saw
that lamb prices were languishing during the
auction, he could, on behalf of the corporation,
buy lambs to prop up the market. I would have
thought he would say something like, "We
ought to buy these for the board c id bung them
through our own little abattoir at Robb Jetty."
However, such is not the case because the cor-
poration is not allowed to buy them. I can
think of one reason only for that; that is, the
Government is totally opposed to the fact that
when the Lamb Marketing Board was created it
came under great pressure and a section was
inserted into the Act which allowed producers
to sell their lambs through auction for private
treaty.

However, the board has still got its cut be-
cause whoever buys the lamb is then charged
that price gap between producers and distribu-
tors. That is totally unjust, but it is the way it
goes. Many people are still prepared to buy
lamb and certainly many producers are pre-
pared to sell it. The only conclusion I can poss-
ibly reach as to why the corporation is not al-
lowed to operate as a buyer of lambs is that the
Government is hoping that this will discourage
people from sending lambs to auction and to
sell them on a private treaty basis.

I assure the Minister that such will not be the
case because some people are dedicated to
handling the sale of their own lambs. The fact
that live lambs can be disposed of can lead to
all sorts of problems. We have seen some prob-
lems within the meat industry in the past where
some smart alec who has access to buying or-
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dens is able to buy at a price which he considers
a bargain-basement price. He then disposes of
those lambs to a friend for a little more than he
paid for them and later goes and buys them
back from the friend and walks away with the
proceeds. The same thing could well apply to
the corporation because the corporation will
rely on buyers and assessors to ensure that that
pant of the industry will be handled properly.

I am not making any accusations. I am say-
ing that the temptation will be there for some
people whose morals may leave a little to be
desired to engage in some nefarious activities
under this clause of the Bill.

We amended the Act in 1983 to ensure that
the Lamb Marketing Board was able to dispose
of lambs under certain circumstances. Those
circumstances included its inability to slaugh-
ter the lambs. What happened during the 1983
strike was that, when the slaughtermen decided
they would not slaughter, a day's kill was in
lairage. There was no provision under the Act
for the board to do anything except send those
lambs back to the people who had sent them in
the first place. Those lambs were returned to
farms and holding paddocks at the request of
the owners of the lambs. Some went to Bellevue
and were agisted at a fairly high agistment fee.

We introduced an amendment which
enabled the board to market lambs after con-
sultation with the owners when conditions were
such that they Were not able to be slaughtered.
In other words, the board could ring the owner
and ask him whether he wanted his consign-
ment of lambs sent back to the farm, delivered
for agistment, or disposed of. That demon-
strates another dimension of the capabilities of
the board to handle lambs and it gives another
option to the owner of the lambs rather than
having them agisted at a high agistment rate or
sent back to the farms.

I sound a note of warning on that ability to
trade in live lambs. It could also be the thin
edge of the wedge to live sheep exports. How-
ever, I think the corporation will be in enough
trouble trying to run the organisation without
entering into a field demanding a great amount
of expertise which is not available to all people
in the shipping of lambs and in the shipping of
sheep generally. I think it would be cata-
strophic if the corporation decided that it
would hire a ship and negotiate a market in the
Middle East or wherever. It does not have the
ability to do that and, certainly with the de-
scription of people who are to be on the corpor-
ation, tbey would have no expertise whatsoever
in ihat or in abattoir operation.

As I said, the corporation will be required to
conduct its operations in such a manner that,
over time, its revenue will at least equal its
expenditure. I think that earlier I gave an indi-
cation of how stupid that is. It amazes me that
the Meat Commission continues to operate; I
cannot understand why. If the Meat Com-
mission was able to undertake the operations of
Robb Jetty, the Midland saleyards, the Mid-
land real estate, and the trading division of
Robb Jetty, surely this top-line corporation will
be able to undertake the same sort of task.

I cannot see why we have to have a Meat
Commission unless it is a trade-off for some
people who will not be able to get a job. The
commission will be responsible for marketing
the by-products of the abattoir and will be re-
sponsible for the day-to-day running of the
works. That does not sound a tremendous
amount for it to undertake, quite frankly.

The present manager of the works will be on
the corporation. We hope that, after the Com-
mittee stage of this Bill, he will not be. I have
nothing against the manager; in fact I have a
high regard for him. However, if one considers
the situation where a new manager arrives and
does not come up to scratch as far as the cor-
poration is concerned and it wishes to give him
the tramp, it would not be very nice for the
decision to be taken by a committee of which
the fellow that is to be given the tramp happens
to be a member. It has happened before, I
know. However, I think it is quite undesirable.
I think the corporation should be able to dis-
cuss matters and make decisions in an unin-
hibited manner. To do that, I feel the manager
should be removed from the corporation. Cer-
tainly, I do not lack any confidence in Mr
Flack.

I am greatly concerned that the corporation
may, under special circumstances, and with the
written approval of the Minister, engage in
trade in meat and livestock. So now we have
two organisations competing in this field. Why
the devil does it have to engage in the trading
of meat and livestock? Perhaps the Minister, in
his reply, will satisfy the Opposition that such a
set of circumstances will exist that will make it
necessary. However, I cannot for the life of me
think of any. If the corporation is to engage
livestock buyers, as it will, why cannot those
people go out and buy, and, if they decide to go
on strike-that is a special consideration when
the Meat Commission takes over-the Meat
Marketing Corporation will probably be in the
same situation anyway; livestock buyers do not
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go on strike because working is how they make
thcir money. I will be interested to hear what
those situations are.

The second reading speech referred to a poss-
ible shortage of livestock. If there is a shortage
of livestock, the corporation will not get any
more by putting more buyers in the field, that
is for sure. It will have some good effect, how-
ever, because they will be competing with each
other. That will push the price up and the pro-
ducers, at least, will have the opportunity of
gaining some advantage. However, it will not
help the corporation to break even.

The composition of the corporation includes
the chief executive of the corporation, one rep-
resentative of producers of livestock, a person
who, in the opinion of the Minister, is an ex-
pert in commerce, a person who, in the opinion
of the Minister, is an expert in industrial re-
lations, and a representative of the Govern-
ment. Nobody has to have any knowledge of
running a meatworks. The corporation, in run-
ning the day-to-day operations of the
meatworks, surely requires somebody who is
experienced in that field on the commission. It
will be allowed to just bungle along. Of course,
there are nice built-in little jobs on that corpor-
ation for a couple of happy Government ap-
pointees; the person experienced in industrial
relations and the representative of the Govern-
ment.

Why would the Government want a rep-
resentative on the proposed corporation? The
reason is that the Government would have a
boy on the job to report to the Minister and tell
him what the corporation was up to. The cor-
poration should be trusted to get on with its job
and submit the usual reports.

Therefore, we have the possibility of having
a representative of the Government and a rep-
resentative of the Meat Industry Employees
Union-a representative of the union has been
a member of the commission for some time. It
is not a broadside, it is a real possibility.

During the Committee stages of the Appro-
priation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill I
will raise several questions, but it amazes me
that the losses incurred by the Meal Com-
mission have been minimised to such an ex-
tent. In 1983-84 the loss was $4.6 million; in
1984-85 it was $4.5 million, and in this
financial year there has been a magnificent
drop to $2.54 million.

In an article in the Countryman written by
Russell Raymond he mentioned this figure.
The article reads as follows-

THE WA Meat Commission is looking
financially healthier now than it has ever
been. And the result has been achieved
with more than just a little help from the
State Government.

Further on it states-
Minister for Agriculture Dave Evans es-

timates that the WAMC will require
$2 453 000 to provide its services in 1985-

Payment of a shortfall of some $607 000
in funds allocated last year will reduce the
operating loss further to about $ 1.8
million.

The Meat Commission has almost broken even
now so it can say that it has achieved a utopian
situation. The article continues-

For an instrumentality that has progress-
ively increased its losses to reach a stagger-
ing $4.5 million last year, the budgeted loss
for 1985-86 slashed to $ 1.85 is somewhat
surprising.

It is surprising and I have no doubt that when
we debate this Bill in Committee the Minister
will be in a position to satisfy the House as to
exactly how that figure will be achieved.

I must admit that the Government's account-
ing methods are very strange, but I have never
found them to be as strange as this. With the
stroke of a pen and with a new corporation the
Government will suddenly more than halve the
losses of the Meat Commission.

The loss incurred at Robb Jetty in 1983-84
was approximately $8 500 for every employee
at the works. Surely that would have been a
great springboard from which one could launch
oneself to invoke the recommendations of the
Treloar report in order to cut back the loss.
When all is said and done, it could have started
with redundancy payments. However, it has
cost the taxpayers of this State approximately
$8 500 per employee to keep them in employ-
ment on a continuing basis. There is no need
for the retention of Robb Jetty to provide a
service facility. In fact, a potential service
facility exists at Linley Valley. The original
works were closed last year because of the ac-
tivities of the Minister in directing the kill to
the Western Australian Meat Commission.

The value of that property is declining daily
and it would have been in the interests of the
taxpayers and producers if the Government
had made a decision to purchase it, even if the
Government kept the property in mothballs. Of

3417



3418 [ASSEMBLY]

course, it would have been better if the
Government had leased the property to private
enterprise.

It has been suggested to me by a producer
organisation that a service works would be bet-
ter served by private enterprise. In other words,
the Government could provide the facility and
private enterprise could run it. That is not good
enough, because Big Brother would not have
enough influence if that were the case!

I hope that the amendments the Opposition
will introduce during the Committee stage will
be acceptable to the Government. The whole
concept of this Bill is repugnant to the Oppo-
sition, but it realises that the Government has
the numbers and there is no way in which it
could successfully reject the Bill. Therefore, it
is hoping to amend the Bill to at least bring
about a situation where it may have a chance of
being successful. I doubt very much whether
that will be the case. I cannot see how the Bill
will work.

This is socialism at its best and I know that the
Government is not worried about it because it
is a socialist Government and that is its doc-
trine. The Opposition, however, has some res-
ervations about socialising an industry which is
already plagued by problems and by undertak-
ing this devious path the problems will be
exacerbated, particularly at the Government
service works.

With those few remarks I advise the House
that the Opposition vehemently opposes this
legislation.

MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) [12.27
p.m.]: Over a long period of time the elected
Government has successfully had a presence in
the meat industry. It is the owner and operator
of abattoirs and has been involved in the mar-
ket arrangements or in supporting the industry.

The Treloar Committee was one of the 50 or
60 inquiries which this Government appointed
when it came into office. The committee had
the potential for being of considerable benefit
to the industry in terms of what it sought to do
and what it was capable of doing. It undertook
its activities in a professional way and it was
designed to establish not only the present status
of the meat industry in this State, but more
importantly, to also ascertain what was needed
to be done in terms of handling and
slaughtering facilities. The Committee made
some substantial recommendations in that re-
gard.

The Minister is misleading this Parliament
and the community by suggesting that the Bill
which is before us embodies the recom-
mendations of the Treloar report in totality. I
know the Minister did not use the word
"totality", but the inference was that the Bill
was the result of the report.

The fundamental and basic recommendation
of that report was the abandonment of Robb
Jetty abattoir. However, that was the first
recommendation that was dismissed by this
Government. Prior to the release of the report
the member for Fremantle announced publicly
that regardless of whatever happened Robb
Jetty would continue and would survive.

Several members in this House are aware
that the Government received an expression of
interest from a Private operator to take over
the operations at Robb Jetty. The private oper-
ator was told by the Government that as a pre-
requisite it would need his assurance that al
the jobs at the works would be Preserved!

What sort of basis is that for trying to assist
the meat industry? In other words, any ap-
proach that was to be made into this facet of
the meat industry was already sunk-skuttled
and ruined before it started.

With that attitude how could there possibly
be any real endeavour to implement the funda-
mentals of the Treloar report?

However, the interim report came out and
then the Government established what one per-
son in the industry-a producer-described as
the "terrible trio". Those three people, Mr
Johnston, a political adviser from the Premier's
office, Mr Payne from the meatworkers union
and Dr Gabbedy from the Department of
Agriculture, set to work on putting the
recommendations into an acceptable form. The
committee was not acceptable to the producers
because the producers were not invited to par-
ticipate in that working party at all. The com-
mittee was to consider the interests of all those
involved in the trade, particularly the pro-
ducers. They were only asked to make their
recommendations and comment upon the in-
terim report. The Minister confirmed in
answer to a question I asked earlier this week
that the basic recommendation regarding the
facility concerned had already been rejected,
and it was hardly likely that the final result
would be in the best interests of the producers.

That is not to deny that there has not been
some improvement. What we are confronted
with is nothing better than a lost opportunity.
We have been presented with an opportunity to
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do something that could be in the better
interests of the total industry, producers and
handlers alike, and yet it has been lost. We are
confronted with a legislative animal but we
need a complete Statute to establish a WA
Meat Marketing Corporation, a Statute that
stands on its own, instead of this mongrel
which seeks to amend trade deals and fiddle
around, still leaving two marketing bodies.

It is all very well attacking the basic funda-
mentals to which Treloar addressed his endeav-
ours. I am sure the Minister is aware that what
has come forward is not acceptable to the Pro-
dlucers in every detail. There is some variation
in emphasis between producers as to which
pants they might like changed and how drastic
they would like the surgery to be. The Minister
would also be misleading the Parliament if he
said this was acceptable to producers in the
form it is in now, because it is not acceptable.

Mr Evans: Would you say it is acceptable to
the majority?

Mr PETER JONES: Why are we talking
about this nonsense of saying it is better than
before and therefore it must be acceptable?
What sort of situation is that? If one is trying to
establish what the Government says it wants to
establish-the most efficient commercially
oriented meat marketing body this State has
ever seen-then why not do it? It is no
substitute to say this is acceptable in the ma-
jority of things it seeks to do.

Mr Evans: I was replying to your saying it
was not acceptable to producers.

Mr PETER JONES: I have said it is not ac-
ceptable to Producers. If the Government
wants to say that, that is fine.

Mr Brian Burke: He said to the majority.
Mr PETER JONES: Is it acceptable in the

majority of things it seeks to do?
Mr Brian Burke: The Bill is acceptable to the

majority of farmers.
Mr PETER JONES: I would dispute that

point for a start. Let me say why I understand
that to be the case, and they are points I cer-
tainly completely agree with.

Firstly, the corporation is not as commer-
cially oriented as it could be. Fancy having a
board with no representation from people with
meat marketing experience, which is something
the producers sought and failed to get.

Further, the Government is to have far more
say than in any other bodies such as the Grain
Pool, which is a primary industry marketing
body that conducts pooling policies for grain.

One of the products the Grain Pool markets is
barley which is handled on a basis of compul-
sory acquisition, and other grains are not
acquired compulsorily unless fully prescribed.
That body is not controlled by the Government
in the same way as the corporate one is to be. I
understand that was not acceptable to pro-
ducers and they sought to have a truly commer-
cial, independently-operated body, but that was
refused.

The third point is one I have already
mentioned, and that is that there are no people
with meat marketing experience represented on
the board. Again the Government has failed to
meet that need.

There is to be a person on the board to rep-
resent the Government. The Minister, in
answer to a question, said that that person will
have the general function of providing advice
to the corporation on Government policies and
liaising between the corporation, the Minister,
and the relevant Government agencies. He is to
advise the Minister on marketing develop-
ments with reference to their effect on the oper-
ations of Robb Jetty. The Minister has said it is
essential that the board have a person to advise
it on the Government's policies, and he re-
ferred to that in his second reading speech.

What happens when the Government
changes? Whose policies does the Government
appointee represent then? Perhaps the Minister
could enlarge upon what he means by that par-
ticular person, because this is not a ministerial
nominee in terms of a producer who may be a
ministerial nominee on other similar bodies.
Here is a man appointed to a board to advise
that board; he is supposedly commercially in-
dependent, but he is a politically motivated
appointee. How can he survive with that ar-
rangement? How can any board discuss any-
thing confidential when there is a political
mole present to that extent?

Mr Davies: How do you spell that word?
Mr PETER JONES: The Minister can take

his pick in these days of affirmative action.
How stupid can the Government be? If the

people advising the Minister bothered to advise
him in complete detail-and I am assuming
they did-surely they would have told him of
that ridiculous arrangement. What we have
come to is this: During the last 18 months a
whole range of things relating to the meat in-
dustry also relate to the policies of the Govern-
ment, and they are the policies that suit Alex
Payne. He sits on the Meat Commission and
makes the decisions. He has made
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recommendations to the Government which
have also been indicated in this Chamber by
way of an answer to some questions, and he has
given advice regarding matters of industrial
disputation and related activities. It has been
made quite clear that this man has advised the
Government on what should be done and what
should not be done regarding the meat indus-
try,

But as has also been made quite clcar, the
activities and policies of Mr Payne are totally
unacceptable to the meat producers of this
State, without exception. Mr Payne is nothing
less than an industrial thug. He is one of those
who publicly advocated the disruption and the
militant action which took place at
Mudginberri. The Government made scathing
comments about Mudginberri and dismissed
criticism of that dispute in this Parliament. He
is one of those people who said that those who
caused the strike would pay for it. When the
union of which he is the State secretary was
taken to court and fined, and later it appealed,
he is one of those who said that the money that
was paid by way of fines-some
$40 000-would be taken back many times
over from the industry. That is the man who
advises the Government. That is the man who
is one of the architects of this legislation. That
is the man whom the Minister in a moment will
defend.

How can any responsible citizen in this State,
let alone those who are vitally concerned with
this legislation, have any faith in the Govern-
ment or confidence in any Statute which it has
a birth out of the mind and policies of an ani-
mal such as Alec Payne?

The fifth criticism given to me relates to a
matter already referred to; that is, why is the
Meat Commission still being allowed to trade?
I refer to trade not in those products which are
essentially a part of the conduct of an abat-
toir-tallow and the other things listed within
the Abattoirs Act-but to meat. If we are going
to establish a Meat Marketing Corporation,
why is it not to be allowed to market? The
Minister will say that it is; but it will not have
the capacity to do what was originally
recommended it should do, and what pro-
ducers sought to have it do, despite the fact
that the Government said that it would estab-
lish a commercially orientated marketing or-
gan isation.

In his second reading speech, the Minister
wistfully indicated that it was hoped that in-
come would match outgo. What a basis that is

on which to consider the establishment of a
commceially-orientated marketing organis-
ation! It is not enough that it is hoped, or
expected, that income will match outgo. This
body is supposed to be the peak commercial
meat marketing operation in this State.

I1 make a final point. The Minister went on,
in the second reading speech, to refer to the
financial benefits and cost savings to pro-
ducers. When I pursued the matter with him by
way of question, he replied that gains in
operational efficiency would better benefit live-
stock producers. That is like saying that he is in
favour of road safety or motherhood!

I then asked who had done the financial sur-
vey that identified the financial benefits and
cost savings that would result. I was advised by
the Minister that no financial survey had been
done!

Mr Blaikie: You don't mean to say that all of
this is in the Minister's mind?

Mr PETER JONES: Either that, or it is in
Mr Payne's mind, such as it is.

The Minister said that nothing had been re-
ferred for financial survey. The matter of struc-
ture, organisation, and efficiency of this organ-
isation, as proposed, is now under a dark cloud.
It has emerged with an enormous question
mark over it. This laughable so-called Interim
Meat Marketing Advisory Committee which
has all these people on it and which, I under-
stand, has met but three times-perhaps the
Minister can confirm that-is now considering
appointing consultants to tell it how to run
things!

This Parliament is being asked to consider
the establishment of a Meat Marketing Corpor-
ation. We are told of the undoubted benefits
that will result, and the great cost savings to
producers. We are told that it conforms to the
recommendations of the Treloar committee
and that it is so marvellous it is like sliced
bread all over again.

But the truth begins to emerge-not yet from
the Minister. Rather the truth seeps out from
the producers' organisations, or those which
have become increasingly concerned, that the
cost savings and the benefits for the producers
are now not as identifiable as was first thought.
They certainly could be if the Government, in-
stead of listening to the thug, Alec Payne,
listened to the basic fundamentals of the
Treloar report and the voices of the producer
representatives.
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Instead, we are asked to consider little better
than a legislative mongrel, that will not do what
the Government says. It is not the vehicle
which the Government promised and which
the industry deserves. It is not the vehicle the
industry must have if it is to meet the cost
pressures, handling charges, and the like, that
Alec Payne and other industrial thugs load on
the handling, processing and exporting of meat
in this State.

This Bill is really opportunity lost. No
talking on the pant of the Minister can disguise
the fact that the pleadings, the discussions, and
the beseechings of the producer represnta-
tives, who talked with his advisers regarding
the things they wanted in this Bill, have fallen
on deaf ears and that this organisation is not
commercially orientated. Fundamentally it is a
Governiment animal in every sense of the word.
It is restrained, constricted and Prevented from
doing what it ought to be able to do.

If the Government accepts the amendments
that will be put forward, the legislation wil
have a chance, because it will then represent
what the producers tried and failed to get. But
if the Government does not, opportunity will
certainly be lost and we will be no better off
than we were.

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington)
[12.49 p.m.]: This Bill supposedly emanates
from recommendations of the Treloar report,
but that does not seem to be the case upon
perusal of the Bill. The Bill seeks to set up a
Meat Marketing Corporation which is to com-
bine the WA Meat Commission and the WA
Lamb Marketing Board.

One of the recommendations made by the
Treloar report was that the Robb Jetty abattoir
be closed down because it was a burden on the
taxpayers of Western Australia. Over the past
few years it has cost millions of dollars a year to
keep going, and has certainly proved to be an
inefficient abattoir that should be closed down
because of the cost to the taxpayer.

Other abattoirs around Western Australia
have plenty of capacity and these abattoirs
must run at a profit otherwise they will be
forced to close down. At the same time ihe
Government is spending a lot of money on
upgrading the Robb Jetty abattoir to make sure
that it can continue to operate. For some
reason or another the secretary of the
Australasian Meat Industry Employees Union
appears to have a vested interest in Robb Jetty
and he has done his best to disrupt all other
abattoirs in Western Australia. It is a sad state

of affairs that through his actions, Thomas
Borthwick and Sons (A/Asia) Ltd was forced to
close down and the Government has now
stepped in to try to retrieve the situation in an
effort to save face. This person should not have
had anything to do with the Governiment or the
union. He is supposed to be representing the
meat workers and to be providing benefits for
them but because of his actions it has been
necessary for the Government to get involved
at Albany with the Borthwicks company. The
Government has involved another company to
purchase the operation and provided subsidies
which will be paid for by the taxpayers. One
cannot say that this has resulted because of the
incompetence of the union representative, be-
cause it is probably what he set out to do in the
first place. [ am disappointed that the Govern-
ment is prepared to prop up the Robb Jetty
abattoir with regard not only to the losses in-
curred but also to the expenditure of a large
sum.

It is interesting to note that the Premier
indicated that the Robb Jetty abattoir will be
one of the only abattoirs in Western Australia
capable of supplying the EEC with meat. That
is an incorrect and ridiculous statement. Other
abattoirs in Western Australia meet the
required standards and are currently supplying
meat to the EEC. Probably one of the best abat-
toirs in Western Australia is Harvey Meat Ex-
ports or E. 0. Green & Sons. Last year that
company applied for a pig licence with a view
to exporting pig meat to South-East Asia. There
is a growing demand in Singapore for pig meat
because that city is cutting down its pig-
producing activities. The application for a li-
cence was refused.

I point out that the Meat Commission ap-
plied for a pig licence last year and it was
refused. However, it had spent money on pre-
liminary plans drawn up by an architect for a
pig floor in Robb Jetty abattoir. It certainly
seems strange that the Meat Commission has
its eye on getting into the pig meat market.
Robb Jetty abattoir has proved to be inefficient
and not capable of running at a profit or even
breaking even, yet it is trying to expand into
the pig meat market, at a time when a private
company, E. G. Green & Sons, wishes to get
into the market to investigate the overseas
opportunities.

It could have been great for pig producers in
Western Australia if that market expansion had
taken place because it was an opportunity to
increase the number of pigs produced. How-
ever, the company was refused a licence while
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at the same time the Meat Commission has
spent money on drawing up plans for Robb
Jetty abattoir. The Minister has denied that the
abattoir intends going into that area but it is
strange that it should have spent money with-
out having an ulterior motive.

Other deficiencies in the Bill relate to the com-
position of the boards-both the corporation
and the commission. Meat producers are not
given sufficient representation on the board. I
note that the Bill provides that a producer from
livestock areas other than lamb shall be on the
board. The beef sector is a vital part of the
industry and is basically what the Meat Com-
mission is about, but a representative of beef
producers is not specifically referred to. Pro-
vision should be made for a representative of
beef producers to be appointed as well as a
representative from other livestock producers.

It is completely wrong to have a person
representing the Government as a member of
the board. Obviously that person will be Mr
Alec Payne. The board should work on its own.
Obviously it must be answerable to someone,
but if a Government representative is
appointed that person will stifle any debate and
the board will not be able to function in the
way it should. It is wrong for a person to be
present who will try to implement Government
policy in the running of the Meat Marketing
Corporation.

Another point with which I do not agree is
that the Government proposes to make the gen-
eral manager or chief executive officer ex
officio a member of the boards. It is difficult to
understand how the Government can appoint
that person to the boards. He will be employed
by the two boards and if he is not up to stan-
dard in his job it will be difficult to do anything
about him. The situation could be overcome by
employing the person appointed as chief execu-
tive officer on a trial basis for two years to see
how he performs in that role. If he is
immediately appointed to the boards, they will
not be in a position to either chastise or dismiss
him if he does not perform as well as he should.

Another part of the Bill which lacks credi-
bility relates to the corporation's trading role.
The Meat Marketing Corporation should be
marketing meat, not trading in it. If Robb Jetty
abattoir is not operating to a satisfactory stan-
dard with regard to efficiency and effectiveness
the corporation could be put in a position, as it
will be able to adopt a trading role, where
pressure could be applied to buy more meat
and put it through Robb Jetty abattoir to keep
it going. It could be an inefficient and costly

exercise, the cost of which would be borne by
either the producers of meat or taxpayers. One
way or another it will put the corporation in an
invidious position in which it could be under
pressure from Government or union influence.
That role should not be assumed by the corpor-
ation.

All in all this Bill is not as satisfactory as it
should be. It is not going along with the
recommendations of the Treloar report and I
do not believe it will necessarily be for the
benefit of meat producers in Western Australia.

Sitting suspended from 1. 00 to 2.15 p.m.

MR CRANE (Moore) [2.15 p.mn.]: I would
like to say at the outset I fully appreciate the
concern of all meat producers. It is very im-
portant to say that this Bill falls a lot short of
what is desired by meat producers to whom I
have spoken. Unless the Government is pre-
pared to include amendments which the mem-
ber for Katanning-Roe has indicated the Oppo-
sition has prepared, in line with the wishes of
the industry, I will not be able to support this
legislation.

Several speakers this morning have outlined
very clearly many of the pitfalls we see in the
Proposed Bill. The Minister provided some
background in his second reading speech and
told us that in November 1984 the report of a
committee of inquiry into Government in-
volvement in the meat industry-that is the
Treloar report-was presented. He went on to
say that the inquiry did not consider the struc-
ture or the operation of a new body because it
was not felt that the Treloar report indicated
that such a body should be established.

The Minister has not really misled the House
by saying that the present legislation is in keep-
ing with some of the recommendations of the
Treloar report. What he has done is to pull out
those parts of the Treloar report which seem to
fit his or his Government's fancy, and he has
completely ignored some of the important
points in the Treloar report, one of which was
an indication that the Robb Jetty works should
be closed down.

There was some talk of this by the member
for Narrogin, who said that very same thing.
But he indicated also to the House that the
member for Fremantle had given a fair indi-
cation that anyone who wished to take over the
Robb Jetty works as a private entity would
have to give an assurance that no jobs would be
lost.
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This is one of the problems facing our indus-
try today. The natural forces of supply and de-
mand are not allowed to operate. Industry will
not be able to hire and fire as required. We are
being controlled by the union movement and
we have to run our businesses according to its
wishes. This just cannot happen in that cold
world of reality out there, a world of which
unfortunately many members of the Govern-
menit have no experience.

The member for Narrogin said that the
Government appointed a committee. Not
having been satisfied with the full
recommendations of the Treloar report, the
Government appointed another committee to
look into what that committee recommended. I
wonder when all these committees will cease to
function. As the member explained, it was the
terrible trio Mr Johnson, Mr Payne, and Dr
Gabbedy.

When one looks at the history of the meat
industry over the last few years and considers
most seriously and fairly the activities of Mr
Payne, one can only assume that to invite him
to be either a member of a committee of in-
quiry or part of the structure of the proposed
board is tantamount to asking Dracula to guard
the blood bank.

Mr Tonkin: That is an original comment.

Mr CRANE: It is quite true. Would the Min-
ister like to put the affairs of this State or busi-
ness into the hands of a known pilferer? I do
not think he would, ,ecause he knows it would
not be safe. Here we are appointing somebody
who has done his utmost to wuin the meat in-
dustry for the producers and for the State, and
to bring it to its knees. He was involved in the
dispute in the Borthwicks works in Albany. As
a result Borthwjcks closed down.

We know Mr Payne was involved in the
Mudginberri dispute. We know the attitude of
the producers when faced with that dispute,
and thank God they adopted that attitude. At
long last the producers said they had had
enough.

I make the point now that I am speaking here
as a producer, for producers. I told members
last night that I had been in the industry for a
long time. I have a great deal of experience in
this industry. A few years ago, when I was
chairing an Honorary Royal Commission in-
quiring into the meat industry-and the Minis-
ter for Agriculture was a member of that com-
mission-I was able to learn about many
frightening facets of the industry as a result of

demands made on it by unions. The com-
mission found just how the costs in the boning
rooms had escalated tremendously.

The result of these increasing costs has been
that consumers have still endeavoured to ob-
tain the commodity as cheaply as possible,
which is understandable and desirable, because
we want the community to be able to obtain the
commodity on the market as cheaply as poss-
ible.

The problem arises because the increased re-
turns are not going to the producers, where
they ought to go, but are being absorbed by
people in the industry. The unions are respon-
sible for this. Perhaps one cannot blame the
unions for endeavouring to improve the lot of
their members. I blame successive Govern-
ments and arbitration commissioners for en-
abling unions to do this. The result has seen the
producers being squeezed more and more.

I make these comments because it concerns
me that the Government should even consider
a person such as Mr Payne being involved
further in our meat industry as a member of
this new corporation. This man is the arch-
enemy of producers and has been for a long
time. It is rid iculours that he should be con-
sidered. I will continue to be very concerned I
am given an assurance that Mr Payne will not
be involved in an administrative or advisory
role in this new set-up. Of course, l am sure the
Minister is not prepared to give me that assur-
ance; he would not be allowed to. It can be put
as bluntly as that. The Government is under
the control of the unions and the Government's
bosses in the union movement will tell it what
it can and cannot do.

It was refreshing to hear the Premier say re-
cently that his Government would not be
dictated to by people in any quarter, no matter
how much money they had behind them. That
was good stuff from the Premier, but I would
like to hear him say that he will also not be
dictated to by his militant union bosses. That is
something desired by the majority of Western
Australians-and indeed Australians gener-
ally-but particularly is it desired by the rural
industry. We have not had such an assurance
and he could not give such an assurance about
his masters. As our Lord said, no man may
faithfully serve two masters. Yet we have the
Premier and his Government endeavouring to
do just that. Its greatest masters are the mili-
tant unions. We certainly cannot accept any
arrangement which provides for people such as
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Mr Payne to be involved in any sort of ca-
pacity, although he is obviously intended to be
used in some way.

I have been very encouraged over the last
couple of months by the stand taken by the
National Farmers Federation against militant
unionism. Its activities have encouraged me to
the extent that I can quite proudly say that I
sent the NFF my cheque for $ 100. 1 hope all
other members of Parliament did likewise, be-
cause it needs additional money. No doubt all
members on this side sent money. I told Mr
Winston Crane, my nephew, that there was
more where that came from as long as the NFF
was prepared to ight-and I mean fight.

A couple of aspects of the Bill concern me
and these problems were raised when I was
speaking yesterday with representatives of the
industry. One concern relates to the proposal
for three producer members to be appointed to
the corporation, two of whom shall be Lamb
producers and one a producer of other meats.
That does not seem to be very fair, It was
pointed out to me that the Lamb Marketing
Board has its two representatives now, and it
wishes to retain those two representatives. That
is not fair to the rural industries and the other
producers. The lamb producers should have a
representative and so should the beef producers
and the producers of other meats; by "other
meats" I mean perhaps goats and horses. I
would hope pigs were not included, and per-
haps I should dwell on this point for a moment.

Last year when I was invited to inspect Robb
Jetty I was appalled to find, when looking at a
lamb carcase in the boning room, a side of pork
being cut up. As most people here should know,
we sell a lot of meat to the Middle East, where
the Muslims are our greatest customers. Their
religion does not allow them either to eat pork
or to handle it. If they were to be unloading an
aircraft consignment of meat which we had
sent to them and among the consignment was a
pig carcase, should one of those people be
handed that carcase that would be the end of
the consignment. Yet here we find that pork is
allowed to be cut up in these boning rooms. As
the member for Katanning-Roe said this morn-
ing, we need a separate pig floor.

I do not believe pork should be allowed in an
export abattoir unless it is a pig abattoir. I
make that point very strongly. I am sure that if
the industry were to follow through what I have
said it would realise it is placing the industry in
great danger by mixing the two types of meat so
that pork is beside mutton, lamb, goat, or what-

ever. For that reason I believe the abattoir
should not have pork anywhere near it, not
even in a separate pan of the abattoir; in a
separate building perhaps, but well and truly
separated from the main abattoir.

I have said that lamb producers should not
have two representatives to only one person
representing all other meats. The argument of
lamb producers is that lamb will be the pre-
dominant meat handled through the corpor-
ation. Perhaps it may be initially, but I seem to
recall there is a strong opinion among a num-
ber of producers who would like to see such a
corporation or commission take over the hand-
ling of all thej 'r meat. I am not suggesting this
would necessarily be a good thing, but it cer-
tainly is the thinking of many producers and
producers' representatives. Therefore, I do not
believe it would be reasonable to expect that
that operation can be encouraged with an un-
fair representation on behalf of lamb pro-
ducers. If they are rural producers and they are
worth their salt-and I emphasise those
words-they ought to be able to represent the
Iamb or beef producers or other meat pro-
ducers.

We cannot afford to be sectional, and if we
are as fair as it is claimed let us put our money
where our mouths are, and truly represent the
industry we claim to support. In that case there
should be one representative for lamb pro-
ducers, one for beef producers and one for the
other producers. That would seem to be a fair
arrangement. Of course some of the lamb pro-
ducers claim it is not fair because built into the
Lamb Marketing Board legislation is the power
to own the lamb at the point of slaughter-in
other words, compulsory acquisition. As I said
to the producers, and I think I heard the mem-
ber for Katanning-Roe say this morning, they
cannot have it both ways. I am not going so far
as to say that the ability to acquire the meat at
the point of slaughter should be taken away,
but if it is to be retained I do not believe the
lamb producers should have two representa-
tives. They cannot eat their cake and have it
too. The supporters of that argument should
give serious thought to the point I have made.
They must recognise they are part of an import-
ant industry, and if their one representative is
worth his salt he can adequately look after the
lamb producers' affairs, and the others can like-
wise look after the producers of beef and other
meats. They can help each other and be comp-
lementary to each other. That is what they
should be doing.
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It would not be difficult to arrange for the
beef producer representative to also be a lamb
producer. He could have two irons in the fire.
No doubt that would be a simple thing to ar-
range. In any event, whether he was a producer
of lambs or not he is first and foremost a pri-
mary producer-a producer of meat-and fun-
damentally there is a great similarity between
the production of beef and lamb. The differ-
ence is in the application of the operation.

The member for Katanning-Roe mentioned
earlier one of the problems which has been ex-
perienced with the Lamb Marketing Board.
This has been brought to my attention on a
number of occasions, particularly when we
were making inquiries several years ago. When
the Lamb Marketing Board was first
introduced-I voted for it then and I believed
it was necessary because the lamb producer was
being taken for a ride-one of the problems
was there were specialist producers. A producer
must look at his operation and decide which
method suits him best. Many were specialists
who believed that by a little extra effort they
could produce lambs out of the normal season,
as it were, and then gain a premium price. That
involves an additional cost. Unfortunately,
when the Lamb Marketing Board took over,
those people who had been producing lambs
out of the normal season and were paid an
additional price no longer received the price
because there was cross-subsidisation. As was
argued by many producers at the time, they
wanted to take the highs and lows out of the
market. They did not take into account the fact
that some of the highs were brought about by
the specialist producers who, at considerable
cost to themselves, were producing lamb for a
market out of the normal season and were be-
ing penalised for doing so. I do not believe the
Lamb Marketing Board took their needs into
account sufficiently.

I have often spoken of the need for the Lamb
Marketing Board to be more flexible in the
price it was paying so that those people were
not penalised. That has not happened, and it
has been a very serious bone of contention with
many lamb producers-although not
all-particularly those who specialised in the
way I have mentioned. I cannot see how that
will be obviated by this Bill which really is an
incestuous arrangement, bringing together two
of our existing meat bodies into one organis-
ation; and like a horse designed by a committee
it will end up being a camel.

I do not believe that is the way to go. In the
first instance we should have had one auth-

(10)

onlty, not an amalgamation of the present
bodies. We should have scrapped them and
started with one organisation, not a conglomer-
ation. We will still end up with the camel even
if we take off some of the humps. That is not
what the producers require; they have not
indicated to me that that is what they require.

I hope the Government will recognise that
the amendments we have framed are worth-
while and it will include them in the legislation.
I suppose we could describe this legis-
lation-looking at it from a rural producer's
point of view-as similar to a very poor line of
breeding ewes. What does one get from a poor
line of breeding ewes? Like begets like. There is
a way to improve the line. If one infuses good
blood into the line it will improve the offspring
considerably. If we consider this legislation to
be a bad line of breeding ewes into which we
infuse our amendments, we will end up with
something which, although not exactly what we
desire, will be very much improved and will
serve the need far better than it would in its
present form.

As I said earlier, I was concerned when the
Mi nister said this legislation was framed on the
recommendations of the Treloar report. That is
not so at all, and I have explained why. The
Government has taken out those parts of the
report which suit it best.

One could almost compare the meat industry
with a patient who is very sick in hospital. if
Mr Treloar recommended some medicine and
that medicine was not supplied he could say,
"You might as well bury the patient." That is
what has happened in this case. The Govern-
ment has decided to bury the patient before he
has died. It has not given him a chance to
receive the medicine recommended by Mr
Treloar. That is where it has fallen down and
that is why we are so concerned for producers.
The producers are hanging on; they will grasp
at Straws because they have had a rough time.
In their eyes, half a sheep is better than no
sheep at all.

We must ensure that they do not get half a
sheep, but that they get a full sheep and that it
is a darn good sheep. I hope that, with the
change of Government in March, we may be
able to go back to the drawing hoard on this
issue and come up with an authority designed
to assist the industry and not just to carry out
the wishes of the three people appointed to
frame this legislation by the Minister. Those
three people would have no idea about any of
these matters. Would it be unfair for me to ask
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what these three people really know about the
meat industry? They would not know which
end of the sheep ate the grass. Yet, this Govern-
ment will rely on them to frame legislation for
primary producers. It has not even invited the
producers to be a part of that committee. These
three people would not have a clue. As a pro-
ducer, I flatly refuse to tolerate their appoint-
ment. I will not tolerate that interference, just
as I would not try to tell the member for
Kimberley how to make stone spearheads be-
cause I do not know.

Mr Bridge: Or to look after the Kimberley.

Mr CRANE: Yes, he would know more
about that because he lives there and is part of
the area.

The Government is indifferent to the wishes
of the producers. When the Treloar inquiry
recommended the closure of the abattoir at
Robb Jetty, the Government missed a splendid
opportunity to buy the Linley Valley works and
hand them over to the industry to run.

One of the biggest companies in Western
Australia, is run by the producers. It is called
Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. It is a most
efficient and effective company and is well run
by the producers. We are all $2 shareholders in
Co-operative Bulk Handling if we produce
grain and deliver it. It is owned by and worked
for the producers. The Government could have
bought the Linley Valley works and handed
them over to the producers. It could have
incorporated in those works the Lamb Market-
ing Board by introducing measures into this
place giving the producers power to take over
the Lamb Marketing Board and so
incorporating it. It could have then called the
organisation, for want of a better name,
"cooperative meat handling". We could have
owned it. We would not then have had to ask
the Government to appoint a chairman and
other members of the board.

The Government has said that we must have
an economist as one of the members of the
board. What has happened to the world since
the economists took over? This used to be a
prosperous country; it has been muined by econ-
omists. What is an economist? An economist is
a person who goes to university, is marinated
for about three years on socialist doctrines, and
comes out and tells us how to do our jobs. He
would not have a clue. Take him past Midland,
turn him around three times, ask him where
Perth is, and he would not know. However,

these are the people the Government chooses
to advise it on running our business for us. No-
one can run our business as well as we can.

I cannot emphasise strongly enough the im-
portance of allowing the producers to have a
bigger say in what is going on. Of course they
will make mistakes; however, they will pay for
their mistakes. That is the quickest way to stop
making mistakes. I have made many mistakes,
but I have never asked anybody else to pay for
those mistakes. I have paid for them myself. I
never made the same mistake twice, though I
may have made other mistakes. Yet, here we
are asking these three people to advise us on
matters best known to ourselves. With all due
respect, what would the person from the De-
partment of Premier and Cabinet know about
these matters? He would not have a clue. Yet,
we have to suffer the indignity of having this
Government tell us these people know best
what is good for us. I wonder what is wrong
with this place.

Members can understand why we cannot go
along with this legislation. It is true that the
producers want something and we will give
them something. However, we cannot give
them something which will not do the job they
want done and which they have requested to be
done. Unless our amendments are included in
the legislation I shall reluctantly have to oppose
it. That is how I feel about the matter as a
producer and as a person representing pro-
ducers. It would not be hard for us to come up
with something infinitely better than the pro-
posal that is before the House this afternoon.

I oppose the Bill.

Debate adjourned to a later stage of the
ting, on motion by Mr Tonkin (Leader of
House).

sit-
the

(See page No. 3447.)

SUPERANNUATION AND FAMILY
BENEFITS AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from I17 October.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.47 p.m.]: This Sill relates to the
State superannuation fund and aims to include
four amendments in the provisions regarding
the payment of superannuation benefits to em-
ployees of the State Government. Widows'
pension benefits are to be increased to two-
thirds of contributors' pensions, the child
allowance payments are to be increased gener-
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ally and in future they are to be adjusted in line
with living cost increases, twice-yearly pension
indexation is to be introduced, and widows
under the age of 60 years are to be allowed
access to larger lump sum payments than at
present.

The amendments bring certain provisions in
line with similar arrangements in other States
and the Commonwealth. They increase the
level of certain payments which have remained
static for a number of years and they resolve
specific matters which are considered to have
operated unfairly or unjustly until now.

Two of the proposed amendments will result
in increased costs to be borne from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund. They are the pro-
posal concerning the increased widows' pen-
sions and increased child allowance payments.
The additional cost has been estimated by the
Treasurer at $478 000 for the balance of this
financial year and $1 146 000 in 1986-87.

There could also be some indirect costs
associated with the indexation of higher
widows' pensions and the indexation of child
allowances. I indicate at the outset that the
Opposition will support the Bill, while taking
the opportunity to raise some issues on the
superannuation scheme, its operation, and the
changes which are being sought by the Civil
Service Association. Those amendments are, of
course, only interim and secondary compared
with the need for major changes to the struc-
ture of the fund and the way it operates.

The Government has indicated a commit-
ment to introduce a new superannuation
scheme. When that occurs it will follow a long
and comprehensive review of the existing
system. However, the Government has so far
refused to give any formal commitment as to
its intentions regarding the fund. Rather, it has
hidden behind the excuse that the review has
not been completed even though principles for
change might have been indicated. It uses as
excuses also recent changes made to the tax-
ation laws, the possibility of the Common-
wealth Government's placing superannuation
in the industrial arbitration area, and a
changed perception of superannuation by the
Commonwealth Government and the trade
union movement. I hope that the lter two
proposals will be rejected by this Government
in relation to the State superannuation scheme.
Nothing would be more damaging to the
growth and development of this country-and,

in particular, this State which is our con-
cern-than the wholesale movement of
superannuation into the industrial arena.

Superannuation had its origins in an attempt
by employers, in partnership with employees,
to provide retirement benefits. We will not
object to the Bill itself in any way. The Civil
Service Association, however, firmly believes
that the proposed amendments are minor and
that the Government should now make a for-
mal commitment to a number of things. I will
put those matters on the record. The associ-
ation seeks, first, a formal commitment to sep-
arate the police superannuation fund from the
general fund. That is understandable in view of
the introduction of 55 years as the retirement
age for members of the Police Force. That
means that those members are a special burden
and a special drain on the State superannuation
fund. That seems to me to be a reasonably
logical argument put forward by the Civil Ser-
vice Association. The police fund should be
separated from the general fund, unless in some
way the provision of beniefits across the board
is to be brought into line. That would involve
reducing the retirement age at which full
superannuation is paid at 55, as in the case of
the Police Force members. I am not suggesting
that that should or can occur in the short term.

The Civil Service Association wants, sec-
ondly, an immediate increase in the return on
members' contributions to at least the Govern-
ment bond rate which is at present about 1 31/
per cent. This issue ought to be considered very
carefully because it relates to the structure of
the fund and the way in which it operates, and
the way in which contributions are made and
earnings on those contributions are distributed.

As!I understand it, the argument of the Civil
Service Association is that, although the contri-
butions made by the members may be put to
work and produce a return of 10 per cent, for
example, members receive a fixed return at a
much lesser rate, of the order, from memory, of
4'/2 per cent. The association believes that there
should be a better performance on the part of
the fund. It acknowledges that there has been
an increase in performance, but argues that
that increase should be related to what mem-
bers receive. I can see that some difficulties will
be created down the track, because there will be
arguments, whichever way it goes, as to who
should receive the benefits of the increased rate
that may be achieved on members' contri-
butions.
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The Civil Service Association is saying that,
at the moment, those increased returns are be-
ing used to satisfy the general obligations of the
employer, in this case, the Government. The
association would like to see those increased
returns distributed to members of the fund.
However, if they were distributed to members
of the fund it might still be possible for the
Government of the day to take the view that
because the funds had been used in that way,
there was a lesser obligation on the pant of the
Government to provide benefits. Thus, that
seems to be an issue which requires a consider-
able amount of discussion about what is pre-
cisely meant and what is really being called for.

The provision of a superannuation fund by
the State Government for its employees is a
very significant and costly Budget item. It is a
very proper item. It is one that will always be
there and should be there, but the Government
of the day has a particular obligation to ensure
that the interests of the taxpayer are properly
protected and that superannuation benefits,
whether they be paid to parliamentarians or to
employees of the Government, are at a level
which does not impose an unfair burden. It
seems to me that the Government has a real
interest, as do members of the fund, in
maximising returns from all investments. I will
come back to that general issue in a moment.
The immediate request of the CSA is that the
Government amend the fund arrangements or
at least make a commitment to increase
immediately the return on members' contri-
butions to at least the Government bond rate.

The third request being made of the Govern-
ment by the CSA is that it should separate
members' contributions from Government
contributions to finance its own commitment
to the fund. It wants the Government to
finance its commitment to the fund in a clearly
identifiable and direct way, and not by the
Government's applying what the association
sees as its money-in other words, the earnings
on its members' contributions-to satisfy the
general obligation of the fund to
superannuation payments.

I have indicated already that I think it is an
issue which can be a two-edged sword for the
Civil Service Association although it is a very
understandable request.

Fourthly, the Civil Service Association wants
a commitment to provide an assessment of
earned liabilities. This means that a valuation
of each contributor's retirement savings in the
fund would be made, a system which is
regarded as a more accurate way of assessing

the fund. The Civil Service Association is
deeply concerned that the indexation account
can be manipulated by the Government. In its
view it means that although the Government
has improved the performance of the fund, the
benefits of the improved performance are not
being passed on to the members but are being
applied to offset and reduce the obligations of
the Government to its employees. Clearly, the
Government of the day must take a view on
that issue.

Mr Hodge: What is your view?
Mr HASSELL: I do not think anybody could

precisely define a view without getting down to
tintacks, figures, and the whole structure of the
fund.

Mr Hodge: You are being very careful not to
commit yourself in any way.

Mr HASSELL: I would commit myself very
clearly to this; the operations of the Western
Australian fund as it is are unsatisfactory and a
major review is needed. The review referred to
by the Premier and Treasurer began prior to
the change of Government. It is a review which
should have produced results by now, perhaps
some time before now. These issues will be
there and they will be very real when the results
of the review are known and, more particularly,
when it comes to the stage of implementing the
results of the review.

The concern is understandable, and I think
the Minister for Health would agree, when
members of the fund see what they regard as
their money, their contributions, put to work to
produce a high rate of return and yet when they
receive back their contributions, they are given
a fixed small return related to interest rates of
the last century.

Of course, the fund should be as self-suf-
ficient as possible and it should also be as
generous as possible. These are the proper re-
wards for the service expected from these
people as public servants. I understand the
view they are putting about the return on mem-
bers' contributions. I understand their percep-
tion of that and, it must be viewed as a whole.
It will always be a supported fund and in a
sense it does not matter whether it is done this
way or the other way; somewhere along the line
those earnings on the members' contributions
will be taken into account. In another sense it
matters a great deal and that must be sorted
out.

The Civil Service Association is seeing what
it saw and complained about when legislation
was put through this House on another oc-
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casion. They see the Government taking the
earnings on their money and seeking to reduce
what they regard as the liabilities of the
Government to meet the liabilities of the fund.

The other aspect of the operations of the
fund currently which are relevant to this legis-
lation is the investment policies of the fund.
Those policies are as relevant to this whole
question and to the future of the fund as are the
immediate questions of the allowances being
made and amended by this Bill. The invest-
ment policies of the fund seem to have moved
very heavily in the direction of long-term rela-
tively low return, real estate investments. The
State superannuation fund is to be involved in
the development of the Perth Technical College
site. That is a development of very substantial
proportions; a 40-storey tower, a total project
of some $320 million-half of which will be
taken by the State Superannuation Board, 25
per cent by the Bond Corporation, and 25 per
cent by Laurie Connell. That is a very large
long-term investment that will not give any im-
mediate flow of cash return. That means that
other investment opportunities must be passed
up. Of course, I am referring to investment
opportunities in terms of the availability of in-
vestments with a high level of return of cash in
a climate where real interest rates are higher
than they have been for many years and where
the fund is operating, as do other
superannuation funds, in a tax-free environ-
ment. If that was the only real estate i nvest-
ment one might say that the portfolio is
balanced, it is reasonable, and nobody should
have any complaint about it. However, the
State Superannutation Hoard in recent times
has involved itself not only in the Perth Tech-
nical College site, but also in the David Jones
site redevelopment, the Walkabout chain of ho-
tels and motels, the Ascot Inn, and the Princes
Hotel. My colleague, the member for
Gascoyne, will say something about those in-
vestments and their relevance to the benefits
proposed to be given by this Bill. A real ques-
tion arises as to the correctness of the invest-
ment policies of the present Superannuation
Board and whether the investments being made
are not too long-term by their nature, too
heavily oriented to a particular style of invest-
ment, and are not too low in their return, con-
sidering the other immediately available
opportunities caused by the current state of the
economy.

We have already referred to the $320 million
project for the Perth Technical College. A week
or so later we Aind $150 million is to be

invested in a 45-storeyed office and hotel tower
on the old David Jones site under a concept by
the Perth City Council. The proposal as per a
newspaper report of 26 October 1984 is by
Central Park Developments, a joint venture of
the Superannuation Board of Western
Australia, Bond Corporation and L. R. Connell
and Partners. I do not believe I have been able
to trace through any of these reports to estab-
lish the extent of the interest of the
Superannuation Board. It has a 50 per cent
interest in the Perth Technical College site but
we have not been told whether it will have a 50
per cent interest in the David Jones site,
although I suspect it will be a 50 per cent
interest. I ask the Treasurer specifically if it will
have a 50 per cent interest because, if so, 50 per
cent of another $150 million will be committed
to a long-term type investment.

It is interesting to note that in respect of both
the technical college site and the David Jones
site the Superannuation Board is to be involved
in the establishment of five-star hotels. Again
one questions the extent of the commitment of
the State Superannuation Board to this type of
operation.

It is interesting to note some of the com-
ments of the Treasurer in the past about the
types of investments that should be made by
the State Superannuation Board. I was sur-
prised on going back through these papers to
learn of the particular directions that have been
given. For instance, in The Sunday Times of 10
June 1984 under the headline "Burke butts
into State super battle" appears the following
article-

THE State Superannuation Board has been
told to direct its investments into tourism
and decentralisation areas.

The Premier, Mr Burke, has
communicated the instruction by letter.

He also told the board its investment
plans should first be put to his financial
adviser, Mr Len Brush before asking for
ministerial approval.

The instruction follows rejection of the
board's plans to buy the new Custom
Credit Building in West Penth. Mr Burke
also refused to give it the all-clear to take
up 50 per cent equity in the Wesfarmers
building on the Esplanade.

It is an interesting irony that only in 1984 the
Treasurer told the Superannuation Board what
sort of investments it was to make, refusing to
allow it to invest in two office buildings; and
how in 1985 it is investing in two major office
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building developments, apparently with the
complete approval of the Treasurer; the proj-
eels were announced within a week of each
other and the sites are across the road from
each other. It is also interesting, of course, that
the Minister's financial adviser is now the
chairman of the board.

The Premier and Treasurer was reported in
The Sunday Times of 10 June 1984 as saying-

He said Custom Credit's "projected
profit on investment over the first three
years is considered extremely low".

No explanation was given. The article con-
tinues as follows-

"When considering such low yield pri-
vate property investments a degree of com-
pensatory benefit should be taken into ac-
count," Mr Burke said.

-Areas that should be considered in such
circumstances are: Promotion of tourism
within the State, encouragement of decen-
tralisation, potential contributor or pen-
sioner usability."

The article also noted that Mr Burke was Min-
ister for Tourism. When the Treasurer replies
to this debate I hope he will explain precisely
how these investments in two major office de-
velopments and two Major five-star hotels
across the road from each other in St. George's
Terrace will fulfil any of the criteria that he laid
down, because merely establishing a surfeit of
five-star hotels will not promote tourism. It will
put some of the existing hotels into severe
financial straits, I think. It will not better the
tourism industry in itself. It certainly has
nothing to do with decentralisation when both
buildings are in central St. George's Terrace;
and, in regard to the projected profit invest-
ment being extremely low over the first three
years, I wonder what wealth will be generated
by the investment in the David Jones site and
the technical college site over the first three
years of those bodies' existence.

The Treasurer should inform the House pre-
cisely how these investments will in any way
satisfy the criteria which he laid down in a
letter of instruction to the State
Superannuation Board.

Not surprisingly, some objection was taken
to that approach by the contributors' elected
representative. Mr Barry Markey is reported in
the same Sunday Times article as follows-

..the instruction to invest in tourism
ventures and outside the metropolitan area
was unprecedented.

"Neither Sir Charles Court nor Mr
O'Connor who were Treasurers in the time
I've been on the board ever dictated such
policies," Mr Markey said.

That is not surprising, because of course the
superannuation fund does not belong to the
Government. It is not an instrument of the
Government. It really belongs to the people
who are entitled to the benefits of it. While the
Government has a very real and proper interest
in the Superannuation fund, because the
Government is a heavy contributor and be-
cause the benefits of it flow on to the Govern-
ment's employees, its operations are not rela-
tive to the Government in the same way as is a
State Government department or
instrumentality. I seek a reply from the
Treasurer which explains how it is that these
criteria which the Treasurer in such an unusual
move has laid down are met by the investments
now being made.

Members will see from examining the history
of the matter that the Treasurer's standard
seems to have varied depending on whether or
not Mr Brush was in charge of the board and
whether or not the Government wanted to be
involved in particular developments. There
certainly has been no consistency in the matter.

The question I ask on behalf of the taxpayers
of the State is: How much of a shortfall of cash
flow, of cash funding, is there to be as a result
of the superannuation fund becoming so
heavily committed in long-term real estate in-
vestments when it should be seeking always to
maximise its return? A very good reason why
the fund should mnaximise its return is that it
operates in a tax-free environment, in an en-
vironment which is completely different from
that environment in which a normal commer-
cial operator works. He operates in a tax en-
vironment in which he must consider the long-
term benefits of investments. As the
superannuation fund is not subject to tax at all,
it simply has an obligation to maximise its re-
turn at all times because the cash is always the
same; it does not matter when it comes. The
real need in a superannuation fund is to have a
good cash flow-as long as the whole fund is
secure-so that it can meet its continuing
liabilities of payouts to the beneficiaries of the
fund.

The Opposition will support the Bill because
it does increase the benefits in a proper way.
However, firstly, we see the measure as failing
to meet the legitimate questions and objections
raised by the Civil Service Association; sec-
ondly, those legitimate questions and issues
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which have been raised, although difficult of
resolution, should have been tackled before
now; thirdly, the investment policies of the
superannuation fund are questionable in the
current situation of high interest rates and the
tax-free environment in which the fund
operates.

There seems to be a sudden and dispro-
portionate involvement of the fund in long-
term and relatively low-yield investments.
Other investments are available and they
should be pursued. One wonders why it is that
the historical balance of investment that has
been pursued by the superannuation fund is
not being followed now. One wonders whether
it has anything to do with Government policy
or Government preference, bearing in mind
that on the public record it is clearly shown
that the Government has sought to interfere in
the operations of the superannuation fund as
though the fund were part of the public prop-
er-ty of the Government, which it is not.

Finally, the State Superannuation Fund
should not be a contentious political issue be-
tween the political panties or between the
Government and the Civil Service Association.
It is a very unfortunate situation for the fund
and the Civil Service Association and its mem-
bers to have such a dispute. It is a basic con-
dition of their employment and one that has
been harmoniously dealt with over many years.
That it has been allowed to become an issue of
contention and friction between themselves
and their employer is a Serious failure on the
part of Government administration. The
Government should have moved faster and
more clearly and got down to facing up to the
basic issues.

I do not pretend that it will not be a fulsome
task for any Government to finalise a new
scheme to the complete satisfaction of the Civil
Service Association. 1 would expect that associ-
ation to push as hard as it can reasonably do
for the benefits of its members just as I would
expect the Government to push in a proper way
for the benefits of those members of the GSA.
However, it should not have been allowed to
degenerate into a situation in which the
Government's many employees, on whom the
public rely for many services, are feeling decid-
edly dissatisfied and out of sorts with the
Government, their employer, over the way in
which their superannuation fund is being
treated and handled.

While we support the Bill, we have these
questions about the way in which the fund is
being administered, the way its investment pol-

icy is being pursued and the drifting dispute
which the Government has not been prepared
to take in hand.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [3.26 p.m.]:
The Leader of the Opposition has indicated
that we have no objection to the increase in
benefits that are contained in this Bill. Briefly,
it will provide for twice-yearly adjustments of
pension allowances in line with the CPT,
starting from this month. It provides for in-
creases in child allowances and increases in
widows' pensions from less than 63 per cent of
a member's rate to 75 per cent of a member's
rate, and this will apply from January 1986.
Widows are also being given the right to con-
vei all of their fund share from pension, and
thus it removes the 25 per cent restriction.
They are all benefits negotiated between the
beneficiaries and the Government-or the
State superannuation fund.

As has been pointed out, these are interim
measures pending a complete review of the
fund. The Treasurer apparently has given a
public commitment to the Civil Service Associ-
ation that legislation will be introduced by this
time next year to bring about a complete
change to the fund, because there are other
things that the GSA is seeking, some of which
are fair and arise out of the legislation
introduced when a similar Bill was last before
the Parliament to transfer the surpluses of the
fund to the Consolidated Revenue Fund ac-
count.

Mr Brian Burke: That is wrong.
Mr LAURANCE: The Government removed

them from the fund.
Mr Brian Burke: You are Wrong; you don't

know what you are talking about. Within the
fund an indexation account was established.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes. It has been pointed
out by the CSA that in its view this arrange-
ment is unique. No other fund in Australia can
be-in its words-manipulated by Govern-
ment.

Mr Brian Burke: Not many other employers
fully index and pay for the fully-indexed pen-
sions.

Mr LAURANCE: That may well be the case.
All I am saying is that this is what the GSA has
pointed out in its submission and that is why it
is seeking a commitment-which the Treasurer
has given-that the Government will rewrite
the Act by this time next year. As the Leader of
the Opposition pointed out, no doubt the CSA
will ask for more than is reasonable. No doubt
it will try to convince the Government that the
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benef its should be substantially increased. The
Government of the day-and it may be a dif-
ferent Government from this one-will have
the responsibility of being prudent in making
benefits available; it will have to be wise in its
judgments about what is a fair thing for the
State to have to contribute to the benefits that
will accrue to the contributors to the fund. The
beneficiaries are concerned about the Govern-
ment's intentions. We supported the legislation
that came before Parliament last time. Perhaps
it would be responsible to say that that was an
appropriate move to make. Beneficiaries hold-
ing a certain right never appreciate having that
right removed from them. They were not happy
at that time. They have watched the fund
closely since that time and have some criticism
of it.

There may be some valid criticism of the way
the board has operated with regard to its in-
vestment policies. I think it is appropriate to
talk about its investment policies because that
really leads on to the performance of the fund
which must, of course, be very closely tied to
the benefits that will accrue from the fund. Not
only has the Civil Service Association criticised
the board, but also I have been approached in
recent times by people who have criticisms
about the operations of the board. Indeed,
some members of the community are con-
cerned about where the board is going. One
finds that there are some similarities between
the Superannuation Board and another
Government agency of which I have been very
critical-that is, the Tourism Commission. I
would just outline some of the similarities that
have occurred during the life of this Govern-
ment. The Tourism Commission, the former
Tourist Department, was the subject of a report
by Price Waterhouse. It is true that the State
Superannuation Fund has always been-

The SPEAKER: Is the member going to re-
late this to the Bill before the House?

Mr LAURANCE: Yes. The benefits under
the fund have to come from the performance of
the fund itself-

Mr Brian Burke: The performance of the
fund has improved dramatically.

Mr LAURANCE: I appreciate that. I will
come to that point in a moment.

Mr Hassell: Have you got that annual report
here?

Mr Brian Burke: I have a draft of it but it has
not yet been approved.

Mr LAURANCE: That has been one of the
difficulties that we have been under. I thought
that we would have had the annual report by
the time this measure came under discussion.

Mr Brian Burke: It has been on the Notice
Paper for some time. Have you contacted the
Superannuation Board to ask them any ques-
tions?

Mr LAURANCE: No, I have not, but it
would be helpful for those members who have
an interest in the Bill now before the House to
have the annual report before them. I did ask
the Treasurer a question about the board, and I
had an indication from him that we might be in
a position to look at the report. That would
have given us a better indication of the per-
formance of the board, but it has been
reported, and the Treasurer has said-and I
take his word for it-that the performance of
the fund has improved in recent times. How-
ever, the cause of the significant shift in invest-
ment policy is such that while it may be early
days to predict that in some elements of the
portfolio the return has been increased-

Mr Brian Burke: To give you an example, it
has gone from 0.4 per cent in 1980 to 9.6 in
real terms in 1985. That is the overall return of
the fund.

Mr LAURANCE: I think that is commend-
able.

Mr Court: I just hope the hotel market keeps
up.

Mr LAURANCE: True. The Treasurer raised
an interesting point about the improvement in
the performance of the fund because in March
1984 the Price Waterhouse report on the
Superannuation Board was released and it
contained a number of criticisms of the board.
Page 7 of the report reads as follows-

Members of the Board should not act as
consultants to the 558 and then sit as a
member of the Board in deliberation on
the same investment proposal.

That criticism was contained in the Price
Waterhouse report. In fact, a consultant to the
Tourism Commission was then sitting in delib-
eration as a member of the Tourism Com-
mission Board. I received a lot of flak when I
raised this matter. I do not know whether any
board members are still acting as consultants
and also sitting in deliberation as members of
the board, but this was a criticism in the Price
Waterhouse report.

The Price Waterhouse report referred on
page 34 to conflict of interest as follows-

3432



[Thursday, 31 October 1985]143

Conflict of interest-Where a consultant
to the SSB is known to be or to have been a
consultant to a party proposing an invest-
ment to the SSB that consultant should be
automatically excluded from advising the
SSB on the proposal in question.

This is trying to remove any taint of conflict of
interest. I wonder whether it has been attended
to, and whether it is the current situation.' I
seek some assurances from the Treasurer that
the concerns expressed in the Price Waterhouse
report have been attended to.

Finally, on page 146 the Price Waterhouse
report reads as follows-

Although the agreements provide for
documentation to be provided by
Winterbottoms-

I interpolate to say that this was in respect of
the purchase of the Princes' Hotel-

-from audited accounts, the SSB has no
formal financial monitoring procedures in
place. This weakness is inherent through-
out most of the SSB's investments particu-
larly in property and needs to be improved
on.

Thus it was the investment in property that was
of so much concern to the Price Waterhouse
group. At the time the report was released Mr
Brush was a consultant to the board and, in
fact, obviously played a very close pant in the
board's investment role at that time. That was
not his doing particularly, but it was obviously
done at the direction of the Treasurer.

Mr Brian Burke: I think the major concern of
Price Waterhouse was the investment of
millions of dollars at Halls Head.

Mr LAURANCE: It related to a number of
property investments. However, I just question
where it says that there was a weakness in the
financial monitoring procedures in relation to
property investments. As has already been
quoted to the Parliament during this debate,
the State Superannuation Board was instructed
to make its investment recommendations to
Mr Brush prior to going to the Treasurer. So
Mr Brush has been playing a pretty important
role.

The Treasurer gave some direction as to the
investment in property; for instance, the board
had to be involved in tourism and decentralis-
ation. The Leader of the Opposition was quite
right in pointing out that there were some
anomalies in the statement made by the
Treasurer at that time about the current invest-
ment policy. Shortly after the release of the

Price Waterhouse report, we saw a change in
the chairmanship of the board. Once again the
adviser in this area, who waLs obviously very
close to the Treasurer, suddenly became the
chairman. Thus a pattern has begun to emerge
within this Government. I think that a great
disservice to the tourist industry in the Slate
has been done because of that association and!I
question the correctness of the same thing
happening within the Superannuation Board.

It is known that both Mr Brush and his wife
are on the Government payroll and are very
close to the Treasurer. It may be a good thing,
but putting them in this public position is
something which should be watched very
closely. When Mr Brush was the consultant, or
adviser, for the Treasurer, he was also a con-
sultant to the board when the Ascot Inn was
pushed forward. I understand that he had been
employed by the agent who was responsible for
the sale, a company called Castle Realty. That
gave him a very close association and he may
in fact have breached the very principle about
which Price Waterhouse was concerned. That
consultant had some involvement in invest-
ment and he should not be playing any role on
the board in approving that investment. How-
ever, by the Treasurer's directions these had to
go to Mr Brush before they could go to the
Treasurer.

It is something over which the Government
should keep a close watch because the oppor-
tunity is there to transgress the very guidelines
recommended in the Price Waterhouse report;
that is, supporting the advice of the board and
the action to proceed with these investments.

I have asked questions in this Parliament
about the Princes Hotel. Since the Original in-
vestment a number of changes have occurred.
The name of the person involved with this
investment escapes me at the moment, but it
might have been in the name of McLaughlin.
However, the person involved ran into diffi-
culties and Winterbottom Holdings Ltd be-
came involved, but for various reasons it also
withdrew.

Since Mr Brush's association in an advisory
capacity with the Government, the situation
has changed and a group known as Western
Resorts Corporation Ltd is now managing that
investment.

I have been given some figures on the
profitability of the Princes Hotel which show
that it is not a good investment. The infor-
mation conflicts with the answers given by the
Treasurer in this House. The original purchase
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price of the Princes Hotel was $10.5 million.
The return to the Superannuation Board has
been in the order of $1. 3 million which would
indicate a satisfactory rate of return. However,
I have not been able to obtain from the
Treasurer the details of the management con-
tract. I asked him whether it involved a per-
centage of the turnover or whether it was a set
rental that the managers would pay to the fund.
The answer I received was, "N~either". Perhaps
it is a combination of the two, but I do not
know what the Treasurer meant by his answer.

The profit and loss statement for the Princes
Hotel in 1984 indicated that the hotel would
make a loss. To the six months ending 31
December 1984 the actual posit ion was a
$609 000 loss. The budgeted loss was $468 000,
therefore, the variation was an additional loss
of $141 000 making a total loss of $609 000.

If these figures are accurate it surprises me
that the Superannuation Board received a satis-
factory return. I presume that the management
contract must be losing money. If the hotel is
losing and the Superannuation Board is happy
with the investment, someone must be
operating at a loss.

I understand that when the investment was
entered into it was projected as being a reason-
able return. However, if the hotel did better
than that budgeted it would receive an excel-
lent return. The figures indicate that the hotel
is in some difficulty and it does emphasise the
point raised by the Leader of the Opposition
that there has been a considerable emphasis on
the investment in property and hotels.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not true. The change
has been from 15 per cent to 23 per cent. There
has not been a change.

Mr LAURANCE: There has been a change
and it is something about which we might ar-
gue.

.Mr Brian Burke: The fact is that the Govern-
ment Employees Housing Authority has fallen
from I I per cent to nine per cent-that is just
as great in proportional terms, and in the same
way could be described as being a significant
change. The Government sector has fallen from
57 per cent to 51 per cent and I suppose that is
a significant change. I do not think you know
very much about it.

Mr LAURANCE: It is early days. The board
has increased substantially its involvement in
hotels.

Mr Brian Burke: I do not know that that is
true. Its total investment in property, year on
year, has increased from 1S per cent to 23 per
cent.

Mr LAURANCE: In recent time a significant
proportion of that investment has gone into
hotels.

Mr Brian Burke: I do not know if that is so.
The Princes Hotel investment occurred when
you were in Government.

Mr LAURANCE: I said that. I did not try to
walk away from it.

Mr Brian Burke: You need to demonstrate
that there has been a degree of emphasis on
hotels. I am not saying it is wrong. It could be a
good thing to do. You explain to me where the
change is and which hotels have been invested
in since you were in Government, last year, the
year before, or this year.

Mr LAURANCE: The Princes Hotel has
been under discussion by the board for some
years and it may well have been when we were
in Government-

Mr Brian Burke: So that is not a change.
Mr LAURANCE: -or before it was devel-

oped.
Mr Brian Burke: Which other hotels?
Mr LAURANCE: There have been

substantial changes since.
Mr Brian Burke: What are they?
Mr LAURANCE: It must be up to the man-

agemen t.
Mr Brian Burke: What other hotels are you

talking about?
Mr LAURANCE: The Ascot Inn-
Mr Brian Burke: That was two years ago.
Mr LAURANCE: -and the Walkabout

chain, which involves four hotels. A
proposition was put forward regarding a $20
million investment at Rotinest. I understand
that that will not be proceeded with. I believe
an investment of $7 million will be involved in
a project in Esperance.

Mr Brian Burke: There has been no sugges-
tion of that. This is what you have: One hotel
investment several years ago and two in the last
two or three years.

Mr LAURANCE: And a chain.
Mr Brian Burke: The Walkabout investment

is treated as one investment.
Mr LAURANCE: There have been four ho-

tels involving an investment of approximately
$8.5 million each.
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Mr Brian Burke: The Princes Hotel was $ 10
million.

Mr LAU RANGE: That is right.
Mr Brian Burke: We have a $10 million in-

vestment in hotels when you were in Govern-
ment and a $12 million investment in the other
two examples you have given. Where is the
significant change?

Mr LAURANCE: The Treasurer has
indicated that there has been a substantial
change from 15 per cent to 23 per cent.

Mr Brian Burke: We are talking about hotels
since your period in Government.

Mr LAURANCE: There are several more on
the drawing board. What I am saying is that
this may be an avenue which the board is pur-
suing which may not prove to be the best sort
of investment for the fund in future years.

The Treasurer has indicated, quite rightly,
that we assume, without seeing the annual re-
port, that the fund has not improved its per-
formance. I am referring to the profit side of
the fund only and what seems to be a greater
significance given to the involvement in hotels
and that has been at the direction of the
Treasurer, his adviser Or the chairman of the
board. It may be a point of concern in the
future. I have raised this matter together with
the recommendations of the Price Waterhouse
report to show that perhaps there is some cause
for concern.

I believe the Treasurer should look at the
appointment of Mr Brush as chairman of the
board because there have been other allegations
made about him regarding tax inquiries and so
on. The Treasurer has given an assurance to the
Press that no charges will be laid.

Mr Brian Burke: You are an awfully un-
worthy person. You want to raise questions
and assassinate characters without evidence.
What I said is that I had been told no charges
will be laid. If and when charges are laid-and
I have been told they will not be-the matter
will be considered. That is what I have consist-
ently said.

Mr LAURANCE: The Treasurer was aware
that Mr Brush could have remained an adviser.

Mr Brian Burke: The chairman of the board
who presided over the Halls Head investments,
which is the greatest lax avoidance scheme I
have ever seen-

Mr LAURANCE: Had the Treasurer with-
drawn from that?

Mr Brian Burke: From what?

Mr LAURANCE: Is the Treasurer saying
that Halls Head was an investment that should
not have been proceeded with?

Mr Brian Burke: It should not have been
proceeded with morally and the return was not
there either.

Mr LAURANCE: Is the Treasurer telling me
that is the reason for the removal of the former
chairman?

Mr Brian Burke: No, I am not saying that is
the reason. You want to start throwing mud
around the place. All I am saying is that as far
as that person is concerned, you are the one
who said you could have kept the former chair-
man. You said to me that you had the oppor-
tunity of keeping the former chairman.

Mr LAURANCE: I said "keeping another
chairman".

Mr Brian Burke: All I am saying to you is
that the Halls Head investment was the major
point raised by the Price Waterhouse people in
their report and the major thing addressed in
relation to restructuring the board.

Mr LAURANCE: It did raise other things.
The comment I made about unsatisfactory pro-
cedures was in the section relating to the
Princes Hotel rather than the Halls Head in-
vestment.

Mr Brian Burke: They all related to the same
investments and you allowed the funds to go on
for years without addressing the issues. We
have changed it and put in structures which
will overcome those problems. You were in
Government for years and nothing was done.

Mr LAUJRANCE: There are important issues
and I think that the auditor should be con-
cerned about where the fund is heading and the
sort of performance we will see in the long
term. If there are significant changes I think
they need to be addressed because it is such a
public area. There needs to be close scrutiny of
the people involved. I think it is quite right that
the superannuation fund is before the Parlia-
ment and that these matters should be dis-
cussed and aired. A proper debate on the issues
has ensued and the Leader of the Opposition
and I have raised areas brought to us. I empha-
sise that to the Treasurer as an area of concern
to both the beneficiaries of the scheme and also
by those people who watch these matters be-
cause they are of public importance- I support
the Bill but believe that there is a need for
vigilance in the operations and investment pol-
icy of the State Superannuation Board.
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MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) t3.55 p.m.]: I
rise to make a few brief comments not about
this particular Bill but about the activities of
the Superannuation Board. Several people in
recent times have raised with me the question
of the board's activities and I respect the
opinion of many of those people who raised
those issues,

The first point I make to the Treasurer is in
relation to the accountability of the board. The
Treasurer made great play of that and of the
report that he has in his possession-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: To be fair to the
member I have not been in the Chair for long
so I am not sure what course the debate has
taken to date. It seems to me, in view of the
normal practice, to be a strange statement to
make that one does not want to talk about the
resolution but about something else, if that is
the course the debate has taken I will not inter-
fere but if it has not taken that course, and I am
sure it has not, perhaps the member had better
relate his comments to the Bill

Mr MacKINNON: The Bill is about the
Superannuation Board and I want to address
my remarks to that.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I say again that
the member's comments must relate to the Bill.
It is as simple as that, and the member knows
the rules.

Mr MacKINNON: I am well aware of the
rules and thank you, Sir, for your advice.

In relation to the Superannuation Board and
the report yet to be tabled by the
Treasurer-and it will be pleasing if the report
is tabled soon because the 1983-84 report was
not tabled until April 1985-1 congratulate the
hoard for getting its act together much quicker
than expected.

I draw to the attention of the Treasurer and
the board that the Audit Act which we have
debated indicated that authorities in future will
have to have yearly accounts completed by 31
August. in my opinion, particularly in the case
of a body like the Superannuation Board, that
Section of the Audit Act should be strictly com-
plied with. The Superannuation Board is
probably more important than any other
agency of Government. The board acts as
trustee to many peoples' funds, people whom
we represent in the community. it is their funds
that the Superannuation Board is in control
of-not the Giovernment's, not the Treasurer's,
but the contributors to the fund-and they are
entitled to know promptly, exactly what is
happening with their funds at the end of the

financial year. With such a large and important
fund as that controlled by the Superannuation
Board, I sincerely hope in future the significant
improvement made by the board already in
relation to the lodging of the report is
improved so the report will be brought into the
Parliament next year well before early
November and as soon after 31 August as is
practicable.

The second point I make was raised with me
by contributors to the fund, that is, the direc-
tion the fund is heading with respect to invest-
ments. The Treasurer indicated that the change
in direction would not be seen as significant. In
1984-85 the property investment will be 23 per
cent of total investments as opposed to 15 per
cent in 1983-84. That is a significant change. It
represents a 50 per cent increase in property
investments by the board over the same period
last year and in anybody's opinion that is a
significant change. If that is the case, property
now represents, according to the 1983-84 fig-
ures, the largest single area of investment
addressed by the Board. That is not in itself
cause for concern but as the Leader of the Op-
position pointed out we should then look at the
recent announcements relating to the Perth
Technical College and the David Jones sites.
This announcement should be looked at in
light of the fact that the asset-base of the
Supernannuation Board as at June 1984 funds
will total $362 million. I assume they are now
over $400 million. The investments in the two
developments as announced will represent at
least 50 per cent of what I would estimate to be
the current funds employed by the board over
the next two years. Over the next two years,
assuming the board does not sell off any of its
assets, the property share of the total portfolio
investments of the board will increase to 40 per
cent or 45 per cent. I put it to the Treasurer and
the chairman of the board that this is some-
thing they should watch with very great cau-
tion.

Putting too many eggs in one basket, in in-
vestment terms, particularly in relation to a
superannuation fund, is not good planning.
That point of view has been put to me several
times. This view is shared not just by me, but
by many in the community.

The other point put to me is more a criticism
directed at the Government than an invest-
ment decision made by the board, bearing in
mind these investments have to be approved,
as I understand it, by the Premier. There has
recently been a swing into investment of board
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funds into upmarket hotel properties. Speaking
recently to people with investments in that
area, it ls their opinion that the area is signifi-
cantly oversupplied, both currently and in the
immediate to medium-term future. Should it
have been the Bond Corporation, or
alternatively the Hilton Hotel or some similar
organisation, which was to invest in these
properties, it would not have worried me par-
ticularly. Obviously the tourism industry
would express concern, particularly those sec-
tions seeing an oversupply in the marketplace.
However, it does concern me as a person
representing the contributors to the fund. It
would seem that their money is being placed
unduly at risk.

Again it would not be of such concern if the
investment policies of the superannuation
board secured this risk better. In other words, if
we still had the situation which existed in 1983-
84, where the total Property investments of the
board represented only 15 per cent of its total
investment fund, then one could see that a bad
investment might only represent a small part of
the board's total investment. Therefore, a loss
or poor investment would not have a very big
impact on the fund itself.

When one looks at the funds the board has to
invest-as the newspaper report indicates,
something like a $500 million project,
representing an investment of $250 million
from the board-it would seem on the figures
available to us that this will represent half the
funds invested by the Superannuation Board. It
seems to me that the contributors to the fund
and the investment of the board are being
placed in an area where the risk is unacceptably
high. Too many eggs are being placed in that
basket.

That is a concern being expressed by many
people. It is expressed by people in a far better
position than I to judge. I am voicing the con-
cern expressed by many contributors who have
a great concern for where their funds are
invested.

We must always bear in mind, when talking
about the Superannuation Board, that it is not
the Government's funds which are being
invested. The funds being invested are those of
contributors, and the performance of the fund
will be directly reflected in the benefits to be
paid to each of those contributors. We have a
great responsibility to ensure the activities of
the Superannuation Board are conducted in as
efficient a manner as possible.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[4.04 p.m.]: I am sorry that the Superannuation
Board's report was not available to be tabled. I
have received a draft myself, with the advice it
will probably be available for tabling on
Tuesday.

To put things into their proper perspective,
let me refer firstly to the Opposition's general
support, for which I thank it. It is a matter of
some controversy for public servants, because
this Government chose to take advice which
was rendered to the previous Government, and
that advice was that unless something was done
to get the fund into shape it would develop into
a liability to the Government and it would as-
sume unmanageable proportions.

This is an unfunded scheme. I believe that
the scheme should be a funded one and that
Provision should be made, as the scheme
progresses, for the liabilities which will be in-
cuffed. Presently, because it is unfunded, the
Government's liability is paid at the point of
retirement. With an ageing population and
earlier retirement, it seems to be far more pmu-
dent to be looking to fund the scheme as it
proceeds rather than to leave it unfunded.

That advice was tendered to the previous
Government. As far as I understand, nothing
was done about it.

In addition to that, a matter of controversy is
the Government's decision to take the surplus
the fund generates beyond that point which is
needed to meet its commitments and use that
surplus partly to offset the cost of indexation of
the fund. As far as this Government is con-
cerned, there is absolutely nothing wrong with
doing that.

We believe very few funds anywhere in the
world have total indexation. There are a few
funds in which the contributors enjoy total
indexation of their benefits and where the real
value of their benefits is maintained. It is much
more unusual to have one side of the relation-
ship, the employer's side, fund all the
indexation obligations. That is simply what we
sought to relieve-the pressure of that obli-
gation to fund completely the indexation liab-
ility by establishing the indexation account, not
taking the money from the Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund or money contributed, but using the
indexation account to offset liability for the
total indexation which was being borne pre-
viously by the Government.

The previous Government was advised of
that as well and chose to do nothing about it.
The previous Government chose to allow the
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burgeoning obligation on the taxpayer to go
unchecked. We chose rather to use the surplus
from the fund-that is the amount generated in
excess of that to which the fund was obliged to
commit itself-to support the pensions paid to
retiring public servants which will offset the
cost of indexation.

We also chose to see that the administrative
costs of the fund were borne by the fund.
Although the previous Government had
recognised that it was probably not the right
thing, all the administrative costs of the fund
were borne by the taxpayer. We simply did
that, at the cost of some controversy with the
contributors, to put the fund on a more appro-
priate basis. At the same time as we did this, we
invested the funds as from I October 1986.

1 do not apologise for any of those things. I
think they were prudent and responsible
financial steps taken by the Government to
prevent the State Superannuation Fund from
becoming a financial monster which would
have been a burden on the taxpayers of the
State had this not been attended to. The pre-
vious Government did not take up the advice.
As far as that is concerned we do not think the
wrong thing was done.

Mr Hassell: You are still blaming the pre-
vious Government after all this time.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-
position blames Whitlam for things of which he
was not guilty. I am simply saying this is some-
thing of which the Opposition was guilty. These
very obvious aspects of the scheme could have
been remedied very quickly, but the Oppo-
sition when in Government failed to act upon
the advice it had received to make changes to
the scheme.

Mr Hassell: It is now your decision which is
being debated.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The debate is certainly
about our decision, and those decisions to
which the Leader of the Opposition referred in
his second reading speech were decisions we
took because of his delinquency.

Mr Peter Jones: When was that advice given?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: For a number of years

the previous Government was in office and it
allowed the fund to proceed. in 1980 the real
rate of return was 0.4 per cent. In 1981 it was
2.7 percent. In 1982 it was 0.4 percent.

So at no iage in the three years until 1983
did the return to the contributors in real terms
ever exceed three percent.

Mr MacKinnon: Can I just ask you a ques-
tion while you are talking about real returns?
When you are talking about housing loan
interest rates you never talk about real rates.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition wants to talk about ordinary or
unadjusted rates, the figures are the
sarne-l0.I per cent, 10.9 per cent and 11.7
per cent are the three figures. At no stage did
the return ever rise above, in unadjusted fig-
ures, 12 per cent or in real terms, three per
cent. In 1983 the real rate of return was 2.6 per
cent; in 1984 it was 7.5 per cent; and in 1985 it
is 9.6 per cent.

Mr MacKinnon: Can I just ask you how you
got the 1984 figure? I think that figure is clearly
wrong.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The change from 7.4
per cent in real terms in 1982 to the 1985 figure
in real terms of 9.6 per cent saw an improve-
ment in the return as a result of the changed
management in the fund of 9.2 per cent in real
terms. I do not know that any Opposition
member, certainly not the CSA, has raised any
serious arguments against my performance.

Looking at the ways in which the board
invested the funds of the contributors, the situ-
ation is not greatly altered from last year, as far
as I can see. Last year the Government sector
absorbed 57 per cent of the funds of the board,
while this year it is 51 per cent. Within the
Government sector local government
authorities attracted I I per cent of investments
and are now 10 per cent, while Government-
guaranteed loans were 12 per cent and are still
12 per cent; semni-Government authorities were
17 per cent previously and are now 15 per cent;,
the Government Employees Housing Authority
was I I per cent and is now nine per cent;
Treasury trust account and short-term deposits
were 17 per cent and are now 13 per cent;
shares were three per cent and are now seven
per cent; property was 15 per cent and is now
23 per cent; and mortgage and debentures were
eight per cent and are now six per cent. The
Opposition talks about single investments and
long-term low rates of return. Of course, the
Superannuation Board chose to be locked into
funding the Education Department building.
That was a very major investment that-i n
terms of the contributions made today by Op-
position members-must stand with the other
property investments, because that is what it
was, a property investment.

Mr MacKinnon: What return are they get-
ting.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure what re-
turn they are getting.

Mr MacKinnon: Is the Treasurer saying it
was a bad investment by the board?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying that in
terms of devoting the funds of the board to five
per cent property, or six per cent of the total
funds of the board went to that building.

Mr MacKin non: Six per cent to an invest-
ment where you have a secure tenant, the
Government, and a very good return on a long
lease is an awful lot different from a risk yen-
Lure in a hotel. It is significantly different.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will talk about that
in a moment. It is certainly an investment in
property. and it is a substantial one at that.

I do not have any information on the Penh
Technical School site, but to answer the Leader
of the Opposition's question, the annual report
of the board states that on the 19th of April
1985 the board entered into a joint venture
agreement with the Bond Corporation and L.
R, Connell to develop the David Jones site in
central St George's Terrace. The board
negotiated the purchase of a 50 per cent
interest in this site through the S.B. Investment
Trust. The purchase price of the 50 per cent
interest, including acquisition costs, was
$1 L.688 million. A reflection of the bouyant
property market is demonstrated by the fact
that the board's interest in the property was
independently valued at $15 million as at the
30th ofiJune 1985.

So in regard to that one investment alone,
within a space of only a couple of months,
according to an independent valuation, as
published in the board's annual report the
short-term return-and it really is short-
term-was in excess of $3.2 million. So, I am
not sure exactly what the Opposition means
when it says itlls a bad investment.

Mr MacKinnon: You are never going to
know, because the available investment on that
site, according to Press reports, is in excess of
$150 million; $11 million for the land
component, although significant is a very small
pan of the total investment, as you well know.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I am saying is that
on the basis of the change that has occurred, up
until the end of June 1985 the board was
already shown to have made a very prudent
nvest men t.

Mr Mac Kinnon: Good on them, well done.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is all right to say,
"Well done" now and that it is a good invest-
ment, but the Opposition was not saying that a
little while ago.

Mr MacKinnon: The purchase of land and of
hotels are two different things.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Taylor): Or-
der!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition digs himself further into the
hole because he went on to say that now the
board would be investing X million dollars
more of contributors' funds into the project.
He does not understand that it is project-
financed, and the finance is not from the
board's contributors.

Mr MacKinnon: So you will borrow the
funds to put in it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not going to bor-
row the funds, but the State Superannuation
Board, in calculating its return on the David
Jones proposition, informs me that it has made
a 28 per cent return in the space of I11/2 months.

Mr MacKinnon; One never makes a profit
until one sells an asset.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That may be true, but
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition seems
willing to condemn an investment as a bad one
before it is sold.

Mr MacKinnon: I did not say that at all. I
just said I am concerned as are other people
about the direction of the investment when a
significant amount of the funds from the board
would be tied up in property.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I tried to point out that
the dramatic change has been from 17 per cent
to 23 percent of the total investment.

Mr MacKinnon: Tell the truth, 15 percent to
23 percent.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am sorry, 15 per cent
to 23 per cent.

Mr MacKinnon: A 50 per cent increase is a
dramatic change.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not really know; I
am not a property expert. But it does not seem
that 23 per cent of the total funds of the State
Superannuation Board invested in property is
an inordinately high amount, but in any case I
am trying to deal with the actual examples
given by the Opposition. The Opposition gave
two examples and asked why the fund did not
invest in those examples. One example was
Custom Credit. The Leader of the Opposition
said that there appeared to be as good a reason
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to invest in Custom Credit as in the Princes
Hotel Or something else. But the truth is that
the return from the Custom Credit investment
was projected to be 7.7 per cent in year one, 7.7
per Cent in year two, and 9.8 per cent in year
three. That is the projected return on which the
trustees made their decision.

Mr Hassell: On which you made your de-
cision.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It seems to be a sen-
sible decision.

Mr Hassell: The projection on which you
made your decision. You vetoed the invest-
ment. They had made a different decision and
you vetoed it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I heard the Leader of
the Opposition say that and quote the Sunday
Times newspaper article. I do not want to con-
tradict him at this stage, but I am unsure
whether that is the truth.

Mr Hassell: Direct quotes of your statements
appeared in the Sunday Times and they were
not corrected at any subsequent time.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think correction was
published subsequently to that whole story be-
cause there was no direction from me to in-
volve the superannuation fund in any particu-
lar investment area. I heard the Leader of the
Opposition mention the tourism area; as far as
my recollection informs me, I was simply
indicating areas in which the Government be-
lieved there was scope for economic expansion
and in which the State superannuation fund,
without any instruction whatsoever, might
profitably make investment; but I am not cer-
lain of the detail.

I am sure, however, that the other invest-
ment opportunity quoted by the Leader of the
Opposition was a marvellously attractive in-
vestment that promised a return of 7.5 per cent
in year one. I do not see why the State
Superannuation Board should be forced to in-
vest in low-yield, long-term millstones to place
about its own neck.

Mr MacKinnon: Who is forcing them to do
so?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is what the Leader
of the Opposition is saying by implication-

Mr H-assell: I am not saying anything of the
sort.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -in regard to every
one of the examples he used, because if we are
not to let the State Superannuation Board
maximise its own return for its contributors,
the alternative must be that it invests in long-

term, low-yield Government securities or in
less attractive and lower-earning investment
options by way of Government-guaranteed
loans or Government properties that earn less
than the rates available in other areas.

Mr H-assell: Can you tell us the projected
investment return in years one, two and three
of the David Jones proposal and the technical
college proposal?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I cannot do that be-
cause I do not have the information. I can say
that the two examples picked by the Leader of
the Opposition would both have realised, had
they been the subject of investment by the
fund, returns less than the fund is now earning
across the whole range of its investment activi-
ties.

Mr Hassell: How can you make a judgment
on that in the light of your statement that you
do not have the figures for the latest announce-
ment?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Because I have been
able to point out in terms of the 11/2 months
that have elapsed since the investment in the
David Jones site that the return is $3.3 12
million, or 28 per cent. if one takes that and
stretches it over three years one is looking at a
return that is equal to 140 per cent a year.

Mr MacKinnon: That is a stupid statement
because there is no return until the property is
sold. it is a return on paper. It was bought as
part of an overall investment.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is perfectly cor-
rect, but how then can the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition and other Opposition members
condemn the investment? They want to con-
demn it, but then after the investment is dis-
sected and found on early indications at least
by independent valuation to look to be a very
profitable investment, the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition says, "No, you cannot do that;
you cannot calculate the return on an invest-
ment until the asset is sold." I happen to agree
with him. One cannot calculate the return on
an investment until the asset is sold, and in the
case of Halls Head, for example, in which there
was from memory an investment of $30
million over a period of 15 years the return is,
if I remember correctly, not thought to be as
profitable as some of the other investment
options have proved to be. It may be that Halls
Head will turn out to be an excellent invest-
ment in due course because, as the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition says, one cannot
point to an objective return until an asset is
sold.
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In this case I am saying, because the Oppo-
sition has raised the matter, that in the space of
l/2 months an investment of $11 .688 million
has by independent valuation been said to be
worth $15 million. In addition to that, all of the
assets that the State Superannuation Board
presently owns-assets now subject to annual
revaluation as a result of this Government's
changes-are assets which in the real sense, as
they are not sold, are not capable of having
appreciated in capital terms at all. But on the
basis of the valuation that the actuary has done
the whole portfolio has been revalued upwards
except in the case of the Education Department
which building is in the books at its written-
down valuation.

So what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the
gander, and as far as the three investments
raised by the Leader of the Opposition are con-
cerned the first two were real lemons, and the
third on indications by an independent valuer
has already returned to the fund, in terms of
capital appreciation, about 28 per cent in a
period of 11/ months.

As far as the previous performance of the
board is concerned, I am told the Halls Head
investment has lost $5.5 million to date.

Mr Read: Who organised that?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That was a previous

investment. It may prove to be profitable in
due course, but the fund-that is, the contribu-
tors-are bearing a loss to this point of $5.5
million as a result of that investment. That
investment also provided a tax brake worth
millions of dollars to a private developer. So in
order to activate the tax brake the fund has lost
$5.5 million to date. It may be that in due
course that Halls Head investment will come
good and it will be something for which the
fund is very thankful.

Mr Hassell: Didn't the fund increase its in-
vestment in Halls Head in your time?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not recall its doing
so, but it may have.

Mr Hassell: I have a fair idea it did. There
was some controversy.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The controversy fol-
lowed the Halls Head part of the Price
Waterhouse report. That investment has cost
the fund $5.5 million to date. It has not been
sold; it has been partly sold, but not entirely. If
members compare that with the investment in
the David Jones site they will see the return to
the fund has been $3 million-plus in the space
of 11'/2 months according to an independent
valuation.

Mr Hassell: There has not been a red cent
returned.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The capital
appreciation according to the valuation-

Mr Hassell: You said "returned".
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Well, the capital

appreciation.
Mr Hassell: The return relates to the money

that comes in. It is quite different from capital
appreciation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The increase in the
value of the asset in that period-

Mr Hassell: It will not be realised until it is
sold.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But right across the
portfolio of the board's investments there is an
annual revaluation now that takes into account
the changed value of assets and puts those
changed values into the books. What does the
Leader of the Opposition want? Does he want
to take solid investments and never revalue
them, as he did?

Mr Hassell: I want to hear from you an expla-
nation of the spread of this investment into real
estate relative to the criteria you laid down
which you seem to be denying, and relative to
the superannuation fund.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have tried to point
out that in respect of the criteria laid down, at
no time did I instruct the board it should invest
in tourism facilities.

Mr Hassell: Perhaps you will table the letter
so we can see what you did say to them.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not have a copy of
the letter and I cannot table it because I do not
have it. To the best of my recollection I did not
tell the board, "You shall do this or shall not do
that." I certainly indicated to the board that the
Government placed a priority on tourism as an
area of expansion and one we thought because
of the Government's policies could be an area
in which it could actively pursue investment
opportunities. I do not apologise for that. I do
not apologise for indicating that
decentralisation was an area of investment that
was in keeping with the Government's general
policies. We think that the decentralisation,
provided the investment return stacks up, is
something the State superannuation fund could
profitably invest in. That is the first thing I
have tried to do.

The second thing I have tried to do to cater
for the Leader of the Opposition's concern
about the investment as it affects the return to
fund members is simply to point out that in the
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past two years an abysmal previous perform-
ance by the fund has been turned around quite
dramatically. Despite the fact that the fund
now pays its own administration costs the in-
crease in the return to investors has gone from
0.4 of one per cent in 1982 to 9.6 per cent in
real terms in 1985. That is a dramatic and
startling improvement. That is partly the result
of the changes made to the State
Superannuation Board structure and the way in
which the fund is managed on behalf of the
contributors.

1 have a couple of other points that may be of
interest. During the year the Actuary reported
on the state and sufficiency of the fund for the
year ended 30 June 1984. The valuation
disclosed that the fund's assets exceeded liab-
ility by $23.438 million and, pursuant to sec-
tion 24A or the Act, this surplus amount was
applied towards meeting the cost of pension
indexation during the 1984-85 Financial year.
That answers the question raised by the mem-
ber for Gascoyne who indicated that somehow
or other that money was taken into
Consolidated Revenue when the truth is that it
is applied through an indexation account to the
cost of indexing the pensions paid to retired
Government workers.

Other points raised in the draft of the annual
report include the comment that a buoyant
property market has been predicted for the
short to medium term resulting in considerable
increases in rents. That may well be the reason
that the trustees have decided to make certain
investments or not to make other investments.
However, in talking about accountability it is
also interesting to note that the board has
adopted a policy whereby all properties will be
revalued on an annual basis. A panel of five
independent valuers has been selected and a
different valuer will be responsible for each sec-
tor of the portfolio. Under this policy, all
properties, with the exception of the Education
Department building, have been revalued as at
30 June 1985. The cost of revaluing the port-
folio was $ 39 614.

To the best of my knowledge. that was never
done previously. The properties of the fund
will now be revalued on an annual basis.

A total of seven per cent of the board's in-
vestments is invested in the share market and
this section of the portfolio had a compound
annual growth rate of 37.05 per cent.

The average earning rate of all investments
held by the board during 1984-85 was 12.8 per
cent based on the historical cost and 16.3 per
cent after taking into account unrealised capital
gains and losses.

In the past the board reported its earning rate
based on historical costs. No allowance was
made for unrealised capital gains or the effects
of inflation on the returns. The average and
real rates are as I indicated previously.

It seems that the State Superannuation Fund
is now operating on the basis of accountability
that previously was absent and is now
operating on a basis of profitability that pre-
viously was absent.

I n respect of t hose i tems rai sed by the Leader
of the Opposition, the two investments that he
indicated probably were good investments were
investments that in one case would have
returned less than eight per cent in year one
and the other investment-the one that he
queried-has returned 28 per cent in 11/2
months.

I am pleased to be able to read from the letter
to the Director of the State Superannuation
Board so that I can clarify exactly what was
said in the letter.

Mr Hassell: What was the date of the letter?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is dated I5 May

1984. In referring to the investment in the Cus-
tom Credit Building. Harvest Terrace, the let-
ter States-

...the projected profit on the investment
over the first three years is considered ex-
tremely low. The investment criteria of the
board is appreciated. However, when con-
sidering such low yield private property
investments, it should take into account a
degree of compensatory benefit. Areas that
should be considered in such circum-
stances are promotion of tourism within
the State, encouragement of decentralis-
ation, potential contributor or pensioner
usability.

Mr Hassell: That is exactly what the SimdaY
Times report said.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, it is not. The
Leader of the Opposition said I instructed
them.

Mr H-assell. You read the words.
M r BR IAN B U RKE: I will1 read the words.
Mr Hassell: It is pretty clear.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is not.

3442



[Thursday, 31 October 1985]144

Mr H-assell: It is pretty clear that these are
the things that should be taken into account.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-
position is not being honest. I will read them
again. The letter states-

*. ... the projected profit on the investment
over the first three years is considered ex-
tremely low. The investment criteria of the
board is appreciated. However, when con-
sidering such low yield private property
investments, it should take into account a
degree of compensatory benefit.

So I was not even saying that it should not
invest in low-yield investments. I was saying
that, if it is a low-yield investment, there may
be some compensatory benefit that should be
taken into account. I went on to say-

....areas that should be considered in
such circumstances-

They are circumstances of low yield and
compensatory benefit. The letter continued-

..Iare promotion of tourism within the
State, encouragement of decentralisation,
potential contributor or pensioner
usability.

There is no instruction there at all.
Mr Hassell: Does that not make it even more

important that we should hear from you the
projected rate of return of these two invest-
ments in comparable periods-the first three
years?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am perfectly happy to
ask the State Superannuation Board to provide
the information. However, [ cannot produce it
when I do not have it. It is much mare import-
ant for me to go back and ask the Leader of the
Opposition why he said that I had instructed
the board to invest in tourism and decentralis-
ation.

Mr H-assell: You gave the indication to the
board what It should be doing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is noi right.
Mr Hassell: I read the report from the

Sunda ' Times. Why are you trying to be a
smart alec?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Only because it is in
my interest to demonstrate how wrong the
Leader of the Opposition was on this occasion.

Mr Hassell: You are trying to be smart about
it instead of meeting the argument.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me go through it
once again, remembering that the Leader of the
Opposition said that I had instructed the board

to invest in tourism and decentralisation. I-e
read the Sunday Times article and then said I
did not contradict it and obviously it stands as
true because of that. I said at the time that I did
not have a copy of the letter but I doubt
whether I had instructed the board to do any-
thing of the sort. I repeat the letter stated-

...the projected profit on the invest-
ment over the first three years is con-
sidered extremely low. The investment cri-
teria of the board is appreciated. However,
when considering such low yield private
property investments, it should take into
account a degree of compensatory benefit.
Areas that should be considered in such
circumstances. . -

1 am saying that areas that should be con-
sidered when there is a low yield investment in
which one wants to put the fund's money, and
areas that should be considered for a degree of
compensatory benefit, are the "promotion of
tourism within the State, encouragement of de-
centralisation, and potential contributor or
pensioner usability".

I think it is fairly clear that the Leader of the
Opposition read from a newspaper report that
was not right and he was wrong even in
explaining that report. I do not have a copy of
the report so I cannot say that that is exactly
the case.

Let me recap by saying that I am grateful for
the Opposition's support of these amendments.
If the Opposition wants to talk about invest-
ments it should talk about the $5.5 million
lemon on the Halls Head investment.

Mr Clarko: Are you trying to cover yourself?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the truth.
Mr Clarko: You want to have it both ways.

You want to knock it now and, if it comes good
in a few years' time, you will say that you had
said it was good.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am underlining the
point made by the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition. He said that we cannot talk about the
return until the asset is sold.

Mr Clarko: Are you knocking it or are you
not knocking it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying that, on
any criteria, it does not measure up to the
investments made by the board in the cases
referred to by the Opposition. For example, the
Opposition has asked about the investment in
the David Jones' site. On the same basis that I
apply to Halls Head, the DJ's site has a return
of 28 per cent.
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Using the same basis-that is, we cannot
have a return until we sell an asset-if we look
at Halls Head we see that the loss is $5.5
million.

Mr Clarko: I think you would agree with me
that six weeks would not be a sound way of
assessing a scheme.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It seems to me that an
independent valuation a month and a half later
of an investment of$t11.6 million roundly that
says the asset or investment is worth $15
million is a fairly satisfactory situation. I would
be concerned if the independent valuation said
the asset was worth $8 million when it cost $11
million, but it cost $11 million and is worth
$15 million. I doubt that central St George's
Terrace property will ever be anything but a
prime investment. I think the investment will
prove to be perhaps one or the wisest ever
made. It may be that in 50 years' time it will be
worth nothing. I cannot judge that because the
asset has not been sold. But I can say that by
using the same guidelines as the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition wants to use and by
comparing Halls Head with the David Jones
site investment, it can be seen that they are a
world apart. After 50 years Halls Head may
prove to be a much better investment and DJs
may prove to be a very bad one, but as we
stand here today knowing what we know, all we
can say is that on the same basis, a consistent
analysis, one is a far better investment than the
other.

As far as the overall return is concerned, the
performance of the fund is startlingly good
these days. The Civil Service Association rec-
ognises that. It has told me that it is very
pleased with the way the fund is performing so
well. It has asked, in view of that, whether the
Government can give its members a much
more generous State superannuation scheme. It
has agreed that the fund is performing much
better than previously.

Mr Old: How arc you getting on with them
nowadays?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not badly.
Mr Old: They don't like you much.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not suppose every-

one can be liked all the time, but I do not seem
to be getting on too badly with the association.

Mr Clarko: You seem to have had a bad
week for falling out with people.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will fall out and fall in
with people from time to time, but that is up to
those people who are falling in and falling out.

I should re-emphasis that the return on in-
vestors' funds is dramatically better than pre-
viously was the case, and that the increase in
property investments from 15 per cent to 23
per cent is hardly a massive increase and,
although I am not a property expert, I would
not think that 23 per cent of the total funds
invested in property or real estate is a massive
proportion of the fund. It is not a quarter of the
fund. I would think that the investment in
property will prove to be one of the ways in
which the fund will be able to earn the returns
and provide the sorts of pensions for which
Government employees will be very grateful in
the future.

Referring to the examples given by the
Leader of the Opposition, the first two cases of
Custom Credit House Pty Ltd and Wesfarmers
provided returns of about seven per cent or
eight per cent in the years to which I refer. In
the case of the DJ's site the investment-while
unrealised, it is true, because the site has not
been sold-on independent valuation has
already improved by 28 per cent in capital
terms compared to the previous investment to
which I referred in Halls Head which, as of
today, stands on the debit side of the ledger to
the extent of $5.5 million. In addition, as I
have outlined, a number of very important
steps have been taken to improve the account-
ability of the fund and the efficiency of the
management of the fund. Those steps include,
for example, the annual revaluation of the
assets or the portfolio of the fund.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Cornmittee. etc.

Bill passed through Committee without de-
bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)

[4.45 p.m.J: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leadeir of the
Opposition) [4.46 p-m.]: The Treasurer, I note,
did not table the letter which he used in aid of
his argument. Therefore, we have no evidence
before the House of precisely what is in it in its
entire farm. I do not think he purported to read
the whole of the letter.

3444



[Thursday, 31 October 1985] 34

Mr Brian Burke: No, I did not read the whole
of the letter; I chose not to read two paragraphs
that had nothing to do with the matter.

Mr HASSELL: I ask the Treasurer whether
he would table the letter.

Mr Brian Burke: No, I am not prepared to
table the letter which includes two paragraphs
that have nothing to do with the matter that is
being debated. I think that is entirely reason-
able.

Mr HASSELL: I thought there was a Stand-
ing Order that provided that when a Minister
quoted from a letter in the course of debate he
should table it.

The Treasurer has failed to substantiate the
arguments that were put forward in favour of
the Bill, in particular, the question relating to
the spread of investments relative to the cur-
rent economic climate and the investment cli-
mate that prevails in relation to a
superannuation fund where income tax is not
payable. In trying to justify the position he took
on the investment in the Custom Credit build-
ing and in the Wesfarmers building, the
Treasurer purported to claim by reference to
the letter which he did not table, that he did
not give any direction to the fund. What is
absolutely clear is that he disapproved of those
investments because he claimed that the rate of
return in the first three years of those invest-
ments was inadequate without what he de-
scribed as the compensating factors meeting
some other conditions which he laid down. The
compensating factors which would have satis-
fled him were tourism or decentralisation, to
name two.

During the second reading debate I put to the
Treasurer the suggestion that he should tell the
House in what way the investments in the tech-
nical college site and the David Jones site sati.s-
fled those compensating criteria that he had
outlined. He was not able to do so.

What is also interesting is that the
Treasurer-who last year wrote to the
Superannuation Board and gave a very clear
indication of his attitude to its investments,
and in fact prevented two of its investments
taking place on the basis of the projected
yield-does not now know about the projected
yield of two of the largest investments ever to
be made by the State Superannuation Board.
Those investments have been announced.

What has been the change in the system that
has brought about a situation in which in 1984
the Treasurer was able to write to the
Superannuation Board about its proposed in-

vestments and veto two of them, but in 1 985
two major investments, the biggest ever made,
are not even the subject of the Treasurer's
knowledge, never mind the letter as to their
rate of return? Why was the Treasurer inter-
fering in 1984 but not in 1985? The Treasurer
has failed to meet the arguments put forward in
the second reading debate about this question.
In his attempt to be clever about what the
board said in a letter, which he failed to
table-he had before him the report of the
Sunday Times, but the letter from which he
quoted he declined to table-

Mr Brian Burke: I said I did not have a copy
of the Sunday Times report.

Mr HASSELL: The report is available in the
House. It is a public report and has been ever
since it was published.

Mr Brian Burke: I did not have it. You said I
had it before me.

Mr HASSELL: I said the Treasurer had it
available. I am talking about the Sunday Times
report, which is a public document and which
has been available to the Treasurer, to me, and
to everyone else ever since it was published.
But the letter is not available and the Treasurer
declined to table it.

What I am saying to the Treasurer is this:
Here are two of the largest investments ever to
be made by the State Superannuation Board
and he is not able to tell the House of the
projected yields for the first few years, whereas
last year he was giving directions about invest-
ments involving yields in the first few years.
That is a very significant change in position,
and one must wonder what has been the change
in practice and procedure which has led to this.

We have also questioned whether it is desir-
able for the whole thing to be approached in
this way, where these sorts of investments are
being made by the Superannuation Board at a
time when real interest rates are higher than
they have been for half a century or more, and
when the opportunity for the Superannuation
Board to make a real killing on different kinds
of investments, cash investments in particular,
is not being pursued to the same extent.

The Treasurer read out the figures of the
proportions of different kinds of investments.
The reductions in mortgages was one I think to
which he referred. These issues have not been
met.

The fundamental question is not whether the
Superannuation Board has been performing
well. That fact has been acknowledged by the
member for Gascoyne, and we are delighted
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that this is the case. When we see the annual
report of the board we will be able to see this
fact in more detail.

The issue raised, however, was whether there
would be a cash flow problem in the relatively
near future. When one considers the size of
these two new investments and the spread of
these investments, the mere hint from the
Treasurer that it might be desirable for the
board to involve itself in investments in tour-
ism has brought about a situation where we
have the State Superannuation Board heavily
involved in hotels. Even within the developing
real estate portfolio we do not see the kind of
balance we would expect to see. We see a dis-
proportionate situation. We have, in fact, a
double disproportion: We see a growing pro-
portion of funds going into long-term real es-
tate-type investments, and within that portfolio
we see a heavy weighting in favour of invest-
ments in hotels, accommodation, and so on.

These are legitimate interests raised on in-
vestments by this board which are relevant to
the management and the future of the fund.
They are the issues which have not been
answered. In particular, we have not heard
from the Treasurer about these returns on these
enormous investments proposed to be made on
those two sites. It is quite intriguing that last
year he was writing letters to the fund about its
investments and its rates of return, yet here we
have these enormous investments and the
Treasurer is not able to mention them in a
debate about the fund. There remain at the end
of this debate some significant and unanswered
questions of fact and policy.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[4.56 p.m.]: I do not know why the Leader of
the Opposition should continue to say that in
1984 1 was instructing the board as to how or
where it should invest its money.

Mr Hassell: Didn't you veto its investment?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes.

Mr Hassell: That was an instruction. A veto
is an instruction.

Mr BR IA N BU RKE:. The Leader of the Op-
position did not say I had instructed the board
not to Invest in the Custom Credit House in-

.Vestment. H-e said I instructed the board to
invest in tourism and decent ral isation. No mat-
ter how he twists the truth, the truth is that' I
did not instruct the board to invest in tourism
or decent ralisat ion. That is the first answer he
sought. He was wrong. I simply said that in

cases of low yield there should be a compensa-
tory benefit that might be found in these three
areas.

The second thing concerns the investments
in each of the Wesfarmers and Custom Credit
buildings. The information I provided to the
House was information provided to me by the
board. I did not have the information with me
in respect of the David Jones site. I said to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition that I was
sure the board would happily explain that in-
vestment to him. The chairman of the board
informs me, by way of a note, that upon
completion there should be a 12.5 per cent per
annum compounded return. At the same time,
he points out that it is a St George's Terrace
site, on which there should be expected to be
considerable capital appreciation. Even on that
basis-and I do not have the detail with
me-the Leader of the Opposition's position
Calls well short of any credible mark, because
even on that hastily provided information the
investment is far better than some of those in
which the Leader of the Opposition seems to
want people to invest.

As for the capital, in 1I/2 months there has
been an appreciation of 28 per cent on the
David Jones site.

Mr MacKinnon: On paper.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course it is on
paper. The Stale Superannuation Fund has un-
improved land, and vacant property, as well.
On an annual basis there is a revaluation of
that vacant land which the State
Superannuation Fund owns.

The investment of $11.6 million was valued,
according to an independent valuer, at $15
million 11/ months later. That is all I can say
about that, except that the compounded rate of
return was 12.5 per cent and that the board is
happy to explain to the Leader of the Oppo-
sition or his deputy any of the details that they
want to have explained to them about that in-
vestment.

The simple fact is that the runs are on the
board for the State Superannuation Fund and
its management. Not only have the changes
improved the accountability and not only have
the changes resulted in things like annual re-
valuations, but the changes have also resulted
in dramatically improved performances about
which the Leader of the Opposition now wants
to say, "We are not arguing that the perform-
ance has improved dramatically, but that it
could have been improved further had the
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State Superannuation Fund put all of its money
into short-term securities or other interest bear-
ing securities."

The Leader of the Opposition seems to be
saying that it could have been improved even
further had the State Superannuation Fund put
all of its money into short-term securities or
into interest-bearing securities. In the past it
does not seem that that sort of management has
paid the dividends that the Leader of the Op-
position is talking about.

I accept the Leader of the Opposition's com-
pliment about the performance of the fund and
say that had the fund been operating as well as
this when he was in Government. perhaps its
contributors would have been a lot better off
than they are now, as would the taxpayers.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL
Report. etc.

Report of Committee adopted.

A committee consisting of Mr Gordon Hill ,Mr Mensaros, and Mr Tonkin (Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform) drew up
reasons for not agreeing to certain Legislative
Council amendments.

Reasons adopted and a message accordingly
returned to the Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT (MEAT INDUSTRY)
BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the

sitting.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [5.08 p.m.]:
My particular interest in this matter relates to
the area north of the 26th parallel and in par-
ticular, my electorate and the proposed
Gascoyne abattoir.

Mr Old: A very good abattoir too.

Mr LAURANCE: This abattoir has had a
long and difficult history. It has been assisted
by Governments over the years and a number
of Government guarantees have been made to
various parties to try to assist with its oper-
ation. In fact, the State has incurred a consider-
able debt as a result of its attempts to assist this
business.

In recent times the business changed bands.
It was acquired by Russell Brothers who want
to rebuild the abattoir, substantially upgrade it,
increase the throughput, and therefore the em-
ployment possibilities in that business.

Of Course, that is something that is very de-
sirable from the point of view of employment,
not only for the town of Carnarvon but for the
entire pastoral area as well. It has been tra-
ditional for the Lamb Marketing Board not to
extend its authority beyond the 26th parallel.
That was never seen to be a problem; but after
the Russell family had purchased the abattoir
in Carnarvon. the Lamb Marketing Board
indicated that it would become involved and
would prevent them from utilising those works
for the sale of lamb which had not been
processed by the board.

I was opposed to the extension of the juris-
diction of the Lamb Marketing Board beyond
the 26th parallel and I still am. I contacted the
Minister for Agriculture at th- time and
indicated that I did not want the Lamb Market-
ing Board-now the WA Meat Com-
mission-to be involved because it would dis-
advantage the successful operation of that abat-
toir at Carnarvon. In the end a compromise
was reached in which the Meat Commission
stamp was required on lamb carcases which
were to be sold south of the 26th parallel. The
Russells had completely shown up the
inadequacies of the Meat Commission by
trading in lambs in the Eastern States which
were to be slaughtered there and then brought
back into Western Australia. Many members
here may know more about this matter than I
do, but I understand that the Lamb Marketing
Board came under some criticism when the
Russell family demonstrated its inefficiency
and high costs in this way. The Russell family
found they could slaughter and sell lambs at a
lower price in that way than by going through
the board. I assume that when they slaughter
lambs north of the 26th parallel, it would be
analogous to a State border situation. They
could bring sheep from the south-west, slaugh-
ter them at Carnarvon and sell them south of
the 26th parallel again.

The Lanmb Marketing Board took an active
interest in this matter and presumably the
Meat Commission will be involved in the same
way. I was able to get the Minister to agree that
those carcases which had come from the south
and which were going to be returned to the
south would require a stamp but that those
which were to be slaughtered and sold in the
north would not need to be subject to the oper-
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ations of the Meat Commission. I have never
represented an area in the south of the Stale
and 1 have never been in a position to be
involved with the operations of the Meat Cozm-
mission, but I would not like to see the Meat
Commission involved in the north.

I would just draw an analogy for the Minis-
ter: A restriction on trading hours applies
throughout that area of the State south of the
26th parallel, but north of this parallel no re-
striction applies, and it works. I would like to
think that we could extend that to the south of
the State, but I know it would be difficult to
change from the existing set-up to a completely
new one. However, if one wants an example of
whether this could work, I reiterate that in the
north of the State no restrictions on trading
hours exist. Similarly, we do not need the Meat
Commission to act north of the 26th parallel.
The Minister should keep the Meat Com-
mission arrangements which are disadvan-
tageous to the industry-such as compulsory
acquisition and so on-out of the north of the
State.

Mr Blaikie: How many kilometres is
Carnarvon from Perth?

Mr LAU RANGE: It is t 000 kilometres.
Mr Blaikie: Therefore those lambs which go

from Perth to Carnarvon and back to Perth
would have to travel 2 000 kilometres. That is
pretty significant, as is the fact that they could
still be sold at a profit.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes. I do not mind
whether the lamb brought back here is subject
to the Meat Commission, as long as it is not
subject to it in the north of the State. I think I
might have an ally in the member for
Kimberley, but I am not Sure.

IQuestions taken.I
Sitting suspended from 6. 00 t'o 7.15 p. in.

Mr LAURANCE: The abattoir at Gascoyne
currently employs I1I people. After its
rebuilding it is anticipated that it will employ
30 to 40 people. It is a significant development
for Carnarvon and for the Gascoyne area. I
would not like the regulations in this Bill or in
any other Act to prevent that going ahead.

I wish to take a few minutes of my time to
talk about the licensed kill numbers. That abat-
toir currently has a licence to kill 1 500 units
per week. That is satisfactory at the moment.
However, if it is redeveloped, it will need to kill
a lot more than that to make it viable. In fact,
the Russell brothers are hoping for an increase
of their licence to enable them to kill about'

4 000 units per week. I hope their licence is
extended because the Russell brothers will need
confidence to proceed with this redevelopment.

I believe the area carries enough stock. The
additional killing capacity would greatly assist
the Gascoyne pastoral industry. It is a growing
market at Carnarvon and we would be looking
to using more of this meat in the local area.
However, new markets could be opened up by
the Russells if they had an increase in their
killing capacity.

The Western Australian Lamb Marketing
Board in the past has not-as will the Western
Australian Meat Marketing Corporation in the
future-extended its powers over the market-
ing of lamb to areas north of the 26th parallel.
That is my first concern. My second concern is
that consideration should be given to increas-
ing the licensed number of units for that abat-
toir to allow for its substantial redevelopment.

These are matters of considerable import-
ance to Carnarvon and to the Gascoyne elector-
ate. I trust that the Minister will be able to give
me some indication as to whether there is any-
thing in this proposed corporation that would
prevent those things from happening at
Carnarvon.

MR McNEI? (Mt Marshall) [7.22 p.m.]: I
note that the Board of Management of the
Western Australian Meat Marketing Corpor-
ation will consist of eight members. It seems to
me a rather odd way to form a single organis-
at ion by in fact forming two bodies-one the
corporation and the other the board which will
be responsible for the daily running of the abat-
toirs, and the sale of the by-products. I will
make some points about the structure of the
board. I think it is reasonable to make the com-
ment that there is a bias towards the lamb in-
dustry in the appointment of two representa-
tives from that industry. I suppose that that
bias takes into account the strength of the lamb
industry. Perhaps that is because the corpor-
ation will deal mainly with lamb. I understand
it will have the ability to trade in a wide range
of meats. I just wonder about the wisdom of
orienting that corporation towards past func-
tions rather than towards the future.

It is important that whatever else happens in
an industry, as many dollars as possible are
placed in the producers' pockets. That ought to
be the exercise on which the Government em-
barks. I often wonder about the principles on
which the Government embarks on a course
because it does not give us a lot of room to trust
it. The Minister will recall that when the Lamb
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Marketing Board was last discussed in this
House there were some varying opinions about
it. Getting back to the point, I believe that we
need to look very much to the future in market-
ing. Certainly we need to market aggressively.

I was interested in this marriage between
these two groups, the Western Australian Lamb
Marketing Board and the marketing division of
the Western Australian Meat CommitIssion. I
was interested in a question on notice that was
asked by the member for Katanning-Roe.

He asked in part-
(3) Has the Commission imported any

lambs ex Eastern States or purchased
any lambs imported ex Eastern States
during this period?

He is talking about the period January to
October 1985. The question continues-

(4) If yes to (3)-
(a) For what reason have such lambs

been purchased?

(b) What volume of such lambs have
been purchased and over what
period have the purchases been
made?

The Minister replied-
(3) Yes.

(4) (a) The wholesale price of lamb in
the Eastern States has been lower
than that available from the
Lamb Marketing Board and
lambs of specific quality have not
always been available locally.

(b) 3 073 lambs since 22/8/85.

That in itself tells a story. We are told that the
specific quality has not always been available. I
do not know what the producers would say
about that. Unfortunately, the wholesale price
of lamb in the Eastern States has been lower
and that is the reason that those lambs have
been brought into this State.

I refer again to the composition of the board
of management of the corporation. I am di sap-
pointed that the manager is to be an ex officio
member of the board. It is almost a case of
Caesar judging Caesar. I would not like to be a
member of a board of which my manager was
an ex officio, member. That would make it ex-
tremely difficult to carry out one's duties as a
board member, particularly if the manager was
not performing satisfactorily. These points
ought to be considered.

If we look at the composition of the board,
we see that one person will represent producers
of livestock other than lamb. I pointed out that
two members were to represent the lamb indus-
try. I suppose that is a matter of judgment for
the Government. I merely wonder why the
Minister considers that the lamb producers
need two representatives while producers of
other livestock need only one. Producers of
livestock other than lamb cover a wide range.
There are producers of sheep meat, there are
pig producers and goat producers; I suppose
one could almost argue that horses are also sent
for slaughter and that therefore they would
come into this. Nonetheless, it is expected that
one person will have to have experience in all
these areas. I believe that that is not properly
representing those other areas of the industry.

That is expecting one person to do too much
or to represent too broad a spectrum of the
entire industry. I wonder what sort of person
the Minister might appoint to represent con-
sumers when he is asking for a person who is an
expert in economics. What might that person
do on behalf of consumers? I wonder why he
must be an expert in economics in that sense?
Perhaps the Minister can give his reasons.

I wonder about the person who, in the
opinion of the Minister, must be an expert in
commerce but not engaged or financially
interested in the meat industry. I think the
Minister is setting himself a big task to find
someone of that calibre. I wonder also about
the person who, in the opinion of the Minister,
must be an expert in marketing but not engaged
or financially interested in the meat industry. I
hope that that person will be a particularly
clever marketer who will thoroughly under-
stand marketing and will be an aggressive mar-
keter because that is precisely what he will need
to be. He will need to direct the people respon-
sible for marketing to make sure that the very
best effort is put into marketing the produce. It
is most important that our produce is marketed
carefully and broadly, and that we maximise
the available return on the world market. That
is tough in the circumstances under which we
operate when we find the Government reluc-
tant to take on the unions and straighten out
those people who need to make a greater effort
to ensure that our produce is on the market at
prices the world can afford to pay.

I notice that provision is made for the
Governor to appoint one of the members to be
chairman of the corporation. The member so
appointed shall hold office as chairman unless
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he resigns as chairman or until the cessation of
his term of office as member. That person may
be reappointed as chairman when his member-
ship becomes current.

The problem that should be addressed is that
the chairman might well be drawn from a
specific interest group and, should that be the
case, that group will effectively be deprived of
representation because the chairman will be
expected to act in a neutral and unbiased
fashion. That aspect should be looked into and
the Minister should give consideration to
allowing an industry group to top up its rep-
resentation by nominating a further person
should its representative be elected as chair-
man. The sector of the industry whose rep-
resentative has been elected as chairman
should not be under-represented because of his
position of impartiality. The ultimate solution,
of course, would be 10 appoint an entirely inde-
pendent chairman.

I have comments to make with regard to
other matters which concern me relating to the
commission. Reference is made to the mem-
bers of the commission nominated in the fol-
lowing categories: A person to represent pro-
ducers of livestock; a person who, in the
opinion of the Minister, is an expert in com-
mnerce; and, a person who, in the opinion of the
Minister, is an expert in industrial relations. I
wonder who might be appointed to that last
position. I would be absolutely frightened out
of my skin if the Minister appointed someone
like Alec Payne who may think he has made an
outstanding contribution to the meat industry
by wrecking it. Such an appointment would
follow the Government's policy of providing
jobs for the boys. I have already pointed out
that 1 do not believe this Government has
given us reason to trust it. Even the school bus
contractors do not have any reason to trust the
Government because it has been very liberal
about doing away with their trust. Let us make
no mistake about that.

I am quite sure that Mr Payne may be
appointed to that position and, if that is the
case, I pray for the Government. We have seen
this man's performance and we know what he
said about Mudginberri. We know of his atti-tude to the meat industry and if that is the sort
of thing we can expect, we must be very careful
before embarking on this course. This position
gives these people influence over an abattoir
and a great deal of influence over an industry.

It should not be forgotten that a person will
also be appointed to represent the Govern-
ment. I wonder where that person will come

from? Here is an opportunity to provide two
jobs for the boys. The Government could ap-
point someone from the policy secretariat,
without a great deal of difficulty to help the
commission carry out the task.

I am concerned about these matters and I ask
the Minister to give us some idea about what
he intends to do. I express these concerns be-
cause of the Government's attitude to the rural
industries in their present depressed situation.
I have already said that whatever else is im-
portant, it is of vital importance that every
dollar possible be kept in the producers'
pockets, without exception.

I was greatly conc 'erned when I read in the
Farmners Week/1v of 30 October a comment
made by the Premier when speaking about the
current farming situation. It outlines clearly the
Premier's position and the position of the
Government, which I find quite incredible. He
is reported as say ing-

Add ressing a press conference last week,
the Premier, Mr Burke admitted that the
measures could be-

He is talking about measures on forced land
sales. H~e continues-

-'too little, too late'.
"~We may have failed-

I want the people in my electorate to under-
stand the situation. I want to avoid these issues
arising further down the track. I want them to
understand that we got into this with our eyes
open. The article continues-

-to heed the warning signs", he said "but
we are now concerned that every farmer
has the right to have his property sold as
fairly as possible.

That is the Premier's attitude. He is saying that
he does not really care. As long as the farmers
are sold up fairly, that is all right.

I do not want the Minister coming to this
place later on with his platitudes or, if by some
misfortune the Government survives the next
election, further down the track making that
sort of excuse about why certain things have or
have not been done. That is why I expressed
my real concern about the person to be
appointed who shall be an expert in industrial
relations. Perhaps the Government could even
bring in Gallagher.

Mr Blaikie: There is another thought. You
may have Alec Cain or perhaps John
O'Connor. He has natural expertise and he has
the ear of Government.
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Mr MeNEE: He certainly has the ear of
Government.

Mr Blaikie: He is interested in the beef in-
dustry.

Mr McNEE: I want to make sure that those
comments of the Premier are very clearly in the
Hansard so that people will understand the
position. They ought to know that he has said
that as long as the property is sold up fairly,
that is good enough .They want to know that.

It is worse than that, because we are dealing
with a Government which does not understand
the industry. I could not help but be concerned
when I read that article, particularly when we
are discussing a Bill of this importance today.
The member for Katanning-Roe outlined our
concerns expertly this morning. Let me say
this: The Premier shows his ignorance even
further. He says land prices are bound to fall.
He agrees lands prices are much too high but he
says, "We are determined to ensure that the
farmer's loss should not be someone else's
gain."

Mr Blaikie: The rates are too high and his
charges are so low. Not one person in the com-
munity believes him.

Mr MeNEE: I know, of course they do not.
We must make this point clear. It must be
clearly understood-and I want to express
those concerns-that the Government has
shown itself in rural matters to be totally in-
competent and not at all concerned.

If one looks at the Government's perform-
ance over the last 12 months, one sees that it
has stood idly by and now it asks us to place
our confidence in it while it forms a new amal-
gamation of the Meat Commission and the
Lamb Marketing Board. That might have a lot
of merit, but this Government is asking the
rural people to put their trust in it. tts record is
so bad that the rural community should be very
sure what it is going to do. I do not want to see
a repeat of the performance we have seen in
this House during this year. I want to make that
point.

Mr Wilson: You made it 10 minutes ago.

Mr MeN EE: The Minister seems to be very
keen on his people who are experts in comn-
merce and in economics. I wonder whether
they will be the same sorts of people guiding
those executive decisions as are guiding the de-
cisions he is making as Minister and which are
affecting the rural industry today. If that is the
case we are in for trouble.

I want to wind up by emphasising that every
dollar possible should be returned to the
grower's pocket where it rightly belongs. That
should surely be uppermost in the Govern-
ment's mind, or in anyone else's mind who is
dealing with this Bill. I rather suspect they
might well be the ones who ultimately receive
the least consideration of all.

As the member for Moore mentioned this
morning, it is important that those things hap-
pen. I repeat my concern about some of the
types of people the Minister might have put on
the committee. I do not want to see him given
free rein to appoint people who might not act
in the best interests of the industry they are
supposed to represent. They certainly give me
no great confidence in their latest statements in
the Press.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [7.45 p.m.]: Mr
Speaker-

Mr Gordon Hill: He does not know what to
say.

Mr Old: He is one of the important con-
sumers.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Nedlands.

Mr COURT: I was under the impression
there was a further speaker on this subject.

The SPEAKER: Do not waste the time of the
House.

Mr COURT: At this stage I have nothing to
contribute.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) (7.46 p.m.]: I
suppose I am the only rural lamb producer who
has spoken so far in this debate. Although I do
not produce lambs at the moment I was
producing lambs at the time of the implemen-
tation of the Lamb Marketing Board in 1972.
Of course I was actively involved in the lamb
industry in that disastrous period between
1968 and 1970.

Mr Blaikie: Were you involved in breeding
them?

Mr STEPHENS: What does the member
think I am talking about?

Mr Blaikie: Or were you only selling them?
Mr STEPHENS: I was a lamb producer.

Even the member for Vasse should understand
what that means, so I will not waste the time of
the House in spelling it out. That disastrous
period between 1968 and 1970 was the period
which led to the formation of the Lamb Mar-
keting Board. I will go further and say that in
that period I was a member of the meat execu-
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live of the Farmers Union. We were actively
engaged in preparing the details which led to
the implementation of the Act which brought
about the Lamb Marketing Board.

I remind members of the House that the
lamb producing community voted solidly- in
support of the proposal to introduce a Lamb
Marketing Board, over 80 per cent of the pro-
ducers indicating support for that concept. But
then lamb producers were being absolutely and
utterly fleeced.

At the time to which I am referring the
Australian Meat Board was running what it
called a deficiency payment scheme to guaran-
tee a minimum price f.o.b. for all lambs sent to
the United Kingdom market. That should have
put a floor in the market, but that is not the
case. What happened was that the processors
tied up the abattoirs so that it was virtually
impossible-although the odd producer got
through-for a producer to book space at the
Robb Jetty abattoir and s ell on consignment to
the UK in order to get that guaranteed price.
The processors collared the market and paid a
floor price of around $2 or $2.50 for lambs
which were worth $5. That is the situation the
producers had to put up with. That is not my
opinion; it is fact, because subsequently the
Australian Meat Board discontinued that de-
ficiency payment scheme on the ground that it
was designed to ensure a guaranteed price for
the producers but that guaranteed price was not
being passed on to them. The processors were
pocketing that money. Although I am speaking
from memory I could give examples of farmers
who had buyers on their properties prepared to
pay $2 or $2.50 a lamb but they refused to sell
and were then lucky enough to get their lambs
through the Robb Jetty abattoir and sold on
consignment to the UK where they finished up
receiving $5 a lamb.

It is not surprising then that, when given the
opportunity, the farming community over-
whelmi ngly supported the formation of the WA
Lamb Marketing Board. I am very proud to say
that, as a representative of the producers on the
meat executive, I was able to play my part in
the formulation of the plans that led to the
establishment of the Lamb Marketing Board.

Ever since the board came into existence we
have witnessed a continual campaign to
undermine it. The campaign has largely been
led by the Pastoralists and Graziers, Associ-
ation. I might add that the association sent out
a circular letter about the first industry refer-
endum and that letter was full of half truths

and outright lies. Fortunately the farmers were
not fooled. The Meat and Allied Trades Feder-
ation of Australia has also been pant of the
campaign to undermine the board. Fortunately
they have been unsuccessful. The fanning com-
munity has been bitten and it is very wary of
letting go of something which means so much
to it. Notwithstanding this continual campaign
by the PGA and the Meat and Allied Trades
Federation, growers of meat generally have
continued to try to broaden their marketing
organisation.

Since I have been here-that is, since
1971-the Parliament has spent a considerable
time looking at marketing situations because of
the pressure applied to the Lamb Marketing
Board. I refer now to the beef industry com-
mittee Bill and the endeavours that were made
to introduce a voluntary scheme to try to put a
floor price in the baby beef market. This came
before Parliament not long after I resigned
from Cabinet.

M r Old: Before then.
Mr STEPHENS: The member for

Katanning-Roe likes to twist things; that is his
nature.

Mr Old: You are telling an untruth.
Mr STEPHENS: The beef marketing com-

mittee Bill was introduced in 1974, but the
amendments to which I am referring were
introduced in 1975 and those amendments
tried to put a floor price in the baby beef mar-
ket. At the time, I said the scheme was doomed
to failure, and that proved to be so.

M r Bradshaw: Why was it doomed?
Mr STEPHENS: Because it was dependent

on the goodwill of the buyers, and I have
explained the sort of goodwill they extended to
members of the farming community when they
ripped them off and would not pass on to them
the money made available by the Australian
Meat Board. One did not need to be very bright
to realise it was doomed, It was a bit of a con
trick which failed to assist the producers.

The next move was the holding of the beef
and sheep meats referendum, which once again
was an Opportunity to allow the farming com-
munity, and specifically the meat producing
sector, to have a say about whether it wanted
an orderly meat marketing situation. we know
what happened. I was in the National Country
Party in those days and it was not NCP policy
which was implemented by the Minister, hut
Liberal Party policy. We all know that. We
were given the opportunity of taking part in a
meat marketing referendum with three ques-
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lions. Really, only one question was necessary:
Do you want a meat marketing scheme? But
that would have been too simple and the
farmers might have supported it. The Govern-
ment then relied on the principle of divide and
rule and we ended up, from memory, with
three questions. I have not checked on this and
I am only giving a rough history.

M r Old: Pretty rough.

Mr STEPHENS: It is rough for the member
for Katanning-Roe because he does not like the
truth and never has liked it.

Mr Old: You have never been able to tell the
truth from the day you were born.

Mr STEPHENS: I will not be sidetracked by
a man who has been described so well by the
Minister for Agriculture when he was, at the
time, in Opposition. He said of the member for
Katanning-Roe, "if we went back 2 000 years
to the days of Judas Iscariot we could never
expect to see anything like it; but the tinkle of
silver has given way to a rustle of portfolios."
The member for Katanning-Roc ratted on a
party decision.

Mr Old: You are a rat!

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-
der! We are discussing a meat Bill. I do not
know whether we should be talking about other
animals or farm vermin. This is a serious Bill.

Mr STEPHENS: I will not ask for a with-
drawal because the comment reflects on the
man who made it. It is a reflection on the
House that a person should stoop so low. But
we have to make allowances for a certain type
of person.

Three questions were asked in that refer-
endum: One was a legitimate question and the
other two were designed to divide and rule.

The other important thing was that the
number of votes a producer was allowed
depended on the livestock he had. A producer
with 20 000 head of sheep got more votes than
a producer with 3 000 head of sheep even
though he was still making his living with that
number of stock. The man with 20 000 sheep
was given more votes than the man with 3 000
sheep even though both might have only just
been making a living.

It was necessary that for question one to
succeed it had to gain a 60 per cent majority,
whereas for question three to succeed only a 50
per cent majority was needed. It is history now
that the mechanism succeeded. The producers,

as a result of that referendum, opted only
an improved marketing arrangement which
to the expansion of the Meat Commission.

for
led

Of course the WA Meat commission failed.
It was inadequately funded, It has operated at a
loss virtually ever since it was established. It
failed dismally to assist the producers to gain
higher prices. No producer who really under-
stands the situation was surprised at that fail-
ure. But it did achieve the Government's pur-
pose; it successfully prevented any real im-
provement in the meat marketing situation.

It is not surprising that growers support or-
derly marketing schemes, because of their his-
tory of success. Take the meat marketing
system. We have barley, lupins and, although
not quite so formalised, the wool reserve price
scheme which in effect is an orderly marketing
concept. The price support mechanism
underpins the market so the growers are
protected.

The most effective section of the people
involved with a commodity board is the union.
After all, unionism is really only the marketing
of a commodity-labour. Unfortunately for the
nation, the unions have been able to operate
virtually in a vacuum. They are not dependent
on world market prices or anything like that. It
is virtually a controlled market and conse-
quently the economy of this country is suffer-
ing. The unions have been able to dictate a
price for labour without any consideration of
market forces. That is the problem with the
union movement, but of course our orderly
marketing situation is not totally grower-con-
trolled. It receives input from the outside. The
growers of course have always had to take into
account local market forces and certainly over-
seas market forces. I would like to point out
that orderly marketing also obviates or pre-
vents weak selling.

In 1973 when I visited Japan I spoke to the
Western Australian trade representative who
outlined to me the circumstances of how an
abattoir from Australia, at a time when mutton
was selling quite well-but in the 1968-70
period there was a tremendous amount of mut-
ton available-offered the Japanese mutton at
5c below the going price. The Japanese
immediately suspended all purchases and came
back onto the market later at 10c below the
going price. That one abattoir in Australia had
a tremendous impact on the price of mutton
and that weak selling was largely responsible
for the collapse of the mutton market in West-
ern Australia. Bear in mind we were dealing
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with the Japanese who buy as a single buyer.
Many Japanese firms buy together as a single
buyer and of course they have a tremendous
advantage as a single buyer among many
sellers. Orderly marketing does tend to over-
come the problem of the weak seller.

Reference was made in this debate to; the
Treloar report and to the fact that the Govern-
ment is adopting only parts of it and is not
implementing it in its entirety. I do not dispute
that that is the case, but this Government is no
different from any other Government which
always makes chose sorts of decisions. Reports
are just that-reports-and it is for Govern-
ments and the Parliament to make political de-
cisions. Obviously we should not blindly follow
whatever is outlined in a report. But the
Treloar report did highlight the success of the
Lamb Marketing Board with its acquisitive
powers. On page 95 of the report appears the
following-

The Board's powers of acquisition have
been used to disadvantage consumers and
some producers and they must therefore be
restrained. However, the power of acqui-
sition allows the Board to do some useful
things which, without that power, it could-
not do or could not do so readily.

It listed the points that had been successful as
follows-

removing short-term price fluctuations;
removing the suspicion of collusion
against and exploitation of flush pro-
ducers;
controlling the quality of lamb products
sold;
internalising the benefits of quality control
and lamb promotion;
promoting weight-and-grade selling; and
improving communication and
mation flow in the lamb industry.

infor-

These alternatives were available to the lamb
industry and the producers. On page 96 the
recommendations continue as follows-

The Board should retain its powers of
total acquisition of lambs in Western
Australia only if its method of setting
prices is altered to remove most of the
transfers of consumer surplus, which are a
feature of the present system (2.6.8).

That recommendation indicates that the
Treloar committee did not really understand
the pricing system used by the Lamb Marketing
Board. It did not understand the equalisation
system, because under the Lamb Marketing

Board system the total costs for processing and
for export and local markets are deducted from
the selling pride. A local net price is arrived at
which is usually higher than the export net
price, and this is brought about, of course, be-
cause the costs of selling locally are less than
the costs associated with selling on the export
market, but the producers are paid an average
of both prices. The consumers are not
disadvantaged at all. Any disadvantage, if there
be one, is borne by the producers and not the
consumers. The Treloar report did not pick up
that point.

Reference has also been made in this de-
bate-criticism has been levelled at it-to the
pricing mechanism and the point that out-of-
season producers are disadvantaged. If there
were two pools, one at the in-season price
would be less than their cost of production and
this would encourage producers to hold over
their products until the off-season pool. This
would then cause a glut of lambs in the off-
season so that the person producing lamb
would be disadvantaged price-wise by that glut
of lambs.

The pricing mechanism overall is advan-
tageous to the producer in the off-season. I
have been assured by the Lamb Marketing
Board that the price for lambs in the off-season
under its equalisation system is a minimum of
50 per cent higher than the in-season price.

We must realise and understand the pricing
mechanism that will be used before we start
criticising it. The criticisms that have been lev-
elled in this debate indicate that members do
not fully understand the pricing mechanism.

I would like to comment on some of the
points that have been raised during this debate.
Reference was made to this being a Govern-
ment takeover. Of course it is no such thing.
The proposals we are talking about will essen-
tially finish up giving us the same mechanism
we have now. Criticism was raised that two
separate Bills are involved and that it is untidy.
I will admit that administratively it may have
been better to have one Bill, but the essential
points are the same if it is done in this way, and
it is a mechanism we can support.

Reference was made to imports from the
Eastern States. That only highlights the very
poor Price that producers in the Eastern States
are receiving. As I said by way of interjection,
which the member for Katanning-Roe did not
seem to like, it indicates there should be a mar-
keting board in the Eastern States to put a floor
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in their market. Then lambs would not be so
readily available for export to Western
Australia.

The member for Katanning-Roc mentioned
consumption figures. He suggested the con-
sumption of lamb in Western Australia was 8
kg a head per annum whereas the Australian
average was 16 kg. He omitted to point out that
Western Australia is the only State which has
correct identification of lamb. Because of the
lack of proper identification the Eastern States
figures tend to include a lot of hogget. We come
back to the fact that total sheep meat consump-
tion is 21 kg a head per annum. If we accept
that figure and take into account the figures
referred to by the member for Katanning-Roe
it would mean that Western Australians ate
13 kg of mutton a head per annum whereas
people in the Eastern States ate only 4 kg of
mutton per annum. That highlights the stupid-
ity of the figures he used in putting forward his
argument.

Mr Old: Why are they importing the lamb
from the Eastern States?

Mr STEPHENS: Because there is not an ef-
ficient marketing system in the Eastern States,
and the producers there are being ripped off.

It is essential that the board has the ability to
trade in live lambs. This will give it the flexi-
bility necessary to conclude marketing disposal
arrangements. I would like this provision to go
further and for the board to have the power to
buy at auction. That is a weakness in the Bill. If
the board were allowed to buy at auction it
would be essential that it not be allowed to
exceed the price on its schedule.

Western Australian farmers and producers
according to the information I have been given
support the retention of the service abattoirs.
We have an ironical situation at the moment.
When I first came to this House the present
Minister for Agriculture was very critical of the
then Minister for Agriculture (Sir Crawford
Nalder) for ignoring the Towns and Austin re-
port which recommended getting rid of the
Midland abattoir, Now the situation is reversed
with a report suggesting doing away wit;, Robb
Jetty and the Minister is ignoring that. I am not
criticising anyone; I am just pointing out an
ironical situation.

The point is the producers want a service
abattoir because without it it would be very
easy to sabotage the operations of the Lamb
Marketing Board unless in the licensing of any
abattoir there was a clause which required it to
handle lamb on behalf of the board.

Opposition speakers today referred to the
fact that the producers were against this Bill.
My information is that producers are not
against the Bill. I have been assured by rep-
resentatives of the Primary Industry Associ-
ation that they will not accept any reduction in
lamb producer representation on the board. In
other words, it is essential that we maintain
two lamb producers on the board. That is fair
enough. If the member for Katannirig-Roc were
consistent he would agree it is fair enough be-
cause when he was Minister and held the meat
marketing referendum he insisted that voting
power be in proportion to the producer's share
in the industry. In other words, the more stock
one had the more votes one got. Let us be
consistent; the Lamb Marketing Board has
virtually everything that is going into the new
corporation. The board and the lamb producers
will be the principal suppliers of stock handled
by the new corporation. It is only right and
proper, and it is consistent with the member
for Katanning-Roe's previous argument. He
has changed his colours officially so we can
understand why he is now going the way that
he has indicated.

The one big concern I have in this Bill relates
to the power given to the Minister to approve
in certain situations the Meat Marketing Com-
mission's trading in meat. I do not think that is
necessary. I do not have time now to develop
this argument.

Adjournment of Debate

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan- Leader of the
House) [8.22 p.m.]: I move-

That the debate be adjourned to a later
stage of the sitting.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

M r Barnett
M r Bateman
Mr Bertramn
M r Bridge
M r Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
M r Evans
Mr Grill

Ayes 22
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge
Mr Hughes
Mr Jamieson
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
M r Troy
Mr Wilson
M r Gordon H ill

(Feller)
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Noes 15
Mr Blaikie Mr McNee
Mr Bradshaw Mr Mensaros
MrClarko MrOld
Mr Court Mr Rushton
Mr Cowan Mr Slephens
Mr Girayden MrTubby
Mr H-assell MrTrethowan
Mr Laurance (i/r

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Parker Mr Williams
Mr Tom Jones Mr Coyne
MrsfBeggs MrWatt
Mr P.3J. Smith Mr Spriggs
M r Taylor Mr Crane
Mrs Watkins MrThompson
Mr Brian Burke MrCash
Mr Tonkin Mr MacKinnon

Question thus passed.
Debate thus adjourned.

APPROPRIATION (GENERAL LOAN
FUND) BILL

As lo Second Reading
MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the

House) [8.20 p.m.]: I move-
That Order of the Day No. I I be now

considered.
Question put and

following result-

Mr Bateman
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Can
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cla rko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Laura nce

Ayes
Mr Parker
Mr Tom Jones
Mrs Beggs
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mrs Watkins
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Barnett

a division taken with the

Ayes 22
Mr Hodge
Mr Hughes
Mr Jarmson
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr~ordon Hill

(7 e)
Noes 15

Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Trethowan

(re/kr)

Pairs
Noes

Mr Williams
Mr Coyne
Mr Watt
Mr Spriggs
Mr Crane
Mr Thompson
Mr Cash
Mr MacKinnon

Question thus passed.

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 10 October.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [8.25 p.m.]: One has to wonder
what nonsense is going on now. We were in the
middle of a debate on the Acts Amendment
(Meat Industry) Bill for the second time today.
Members were ready to speak on the Bill. The
Minister was in his seat to deal with the Bill.
The Government has moved onto a Bill which
is part of the Treasurer's Budget and the
Treasurer is not here. How damned ridiculous.
What a stupid and contemptible way to run the
House. The Government is playing games.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! We are
dealing with Order of the Day No. 11. If the
Leader of the Opposition wishes to address his
comments to that Order of the Day, I will re-
spect his wishes.

Mr HASSELL: The Government is playing
games with the business of this House.

Mr Evans: Why did you stonewall today?

Mr HASSELL: Are we not entitled to have as
many speakers as we want? Is the pressure too
much for the Minister? We just heard from the
member for Stirling who put his own party's
point of view of the meat industry Bill. Is the
Minister trying to run this Bill into the middle
of the night so that we will not get a chance to
speak on important legislation which has been
cooked up by the Government to change the
structure of meat marketing in this State? Even
when the Minister is here he is not game to
debate. That is why the Leader of the House
called off that Bill so that we can debate a Bill
for which the responsible Minister is not in the
House. He is never in the House. He goes home
to bed every night a nine o'clock. Apparently
he cannot cope with the pressure. He cannot
deal with his legislation.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have
requested the Leader of the Opposition to ad-
dress the business before the House. I will rise
on only one More occasion and I will not allow
the shouting and other behaviour that has
taken place in the last three minutes.

Point of Order
Mr HASSELL: It is my understanding of the

Standing Orders that in speaking to this Bill I
am entitled to deal with any subject.

Mr Pearce: You comport yourself in a man-
ner befitting the Parliament and listen to the
Deputy Speaker.

3456



[Thursday, 31 October 1985]145

Mr HASSELL: The Minister should go and
catch an aeroplane if he can find one. He is a
silly boy.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I uphold the
point of order.

Debate Resumed

Mr HASSELL: Thank you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. Why is this nonsense allowed to go
on? What game is the Leader of the House
playing? We were in the middle of a debate on
a very important piece of legislation.

Mr Evans: Why are you stonewalling?

Mr HASSELL: When the Government can-
not get its Bills through as easily as it wants,' it
calls off the debate. The Minister has admitted
that he cannot handle the debate. Is he tired
too? Does he want to go home to bed like the
Treasurer? He has one Hill a year and he can-
not handle the debate. The member for Mt
Marshall rattled him an hour ago.

Where is the Treasurer? This is a major
Budget Bill and the Treasurer is not here. How
absurd that is. This bears out the very com-
plaints we have been making all year about the
handling of the business of this House. The
Government played games with the Address-
in-Reply debate by holding the debates in the
middle of the night because it thought it would
disadvantage the Opposition. It is playing the
same game with this legislation. The Leader of
the House cannot run this place in a respon-
sible way. The whole world can see how stupid
this Government is when it has a Minister in
the House ready to deal with legislation being
debated and it adjourns that legislation to deal
with another Bill for which the Minister hand-
ling it is not in the House. How stupid can one
be? The Leader of the House is incompetent
and stupid.

The other night we heard the Treasurer give
us a so-called reply on the major Budget de-
bate. He did not endeavour once to deal with
the substantive issues that had been raised. He
stood up and played games. He praised his
Ministers by telling us how wonderful they are.

It was a nice little exhibition,' but the
Treasurer did not deal with the issues in the
Budget. However, I will raise same Issues in
this debate tonight in relation to the Budget.

Mr Tonkin: The Deputy Premier will take
copious notes. Would you like to hear why we
are debating this Bill? It is to keep faith with

(109)

you. We promised we would bring it on today.
If we had not brought it on you would have
said that we did not keep our word.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):

der! I would prefer to hear the voice of
Leader of the Opposition only.

Or-
the

Mr HASSELL: Quite right, Mr Acting
Speaker. The Leader of the House should con-
trol himself. He should not get excited because
he knows very well that if he had thought
seriously for one minute about what he is now
alleging-that he brought it on to keep faith
with us-all he had to do was to get his Whip
to walk around to our Whip and ask whether
we wanted to go on to the Appropriation
(General Loan Fund) Bill.

Mr Tonkin: I told him.
Mr HASSELL: The Leader of the House told

him! However, as soon as the member for
Stirling sat down the Leader of the House had
already decided to bring on the Hill which we
are now debating.

We are seeing a game being played by a
Government which is not sincere about its
legislation. Also it is not sincere about treating
this House with respect and it has gone to the
ludicrous length of calling off a debate on a Bill
which both parties were ready to debate. The
speakers were ready and the Minister handling
the Bill was in the House. However, this Bill
was brought on and the Minister handling it is
not even in the House.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!

Leader of the Opposition has the floor.
The

Mr HASSELL: In relation to the Appropri-
ation (General Loan Fund) Bill it should be
noted that funding for the works programme is
to increase by 17.3 per cent above the 1983-84
level. It is a substantial increase in the GLF
allocations despite a reduction in the need to
commit spending on State Energy Commission
works to the tune of $176.5 million or 34.8 per
cent less than in 1984-85.

In other words, the longstanding and con-
tinuing heavy commitments of the SEC to the
North-West Shelf project, including the pipe-
line, has finally run out. The commitment has
been reduced substantially, as I have already
outlined. Despite the reduction in the require-
ments of the SEC the loan funding works pro-
gramme is to increase by 17.3 per cent. It most
surely casts doubts about the validity of the
statement by the Treasurer that, "We have
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resisted the temptation to spend extravagantly
because funds happen to be available and it is
an election Year."

I have no doubt that the Treasurer has not
resisted the temptation to spend extravagantly
at all. In fact, what he has done in the Budget is
to bring into account in the form of revenue,
substantial sums accumulated in previous
years. Taxation which has been paid by people
in this State over the last three years has been
brought into the Budget for the first time in
Order that the Government will look good in a
pre-election Budget.

When one turns from the CR1' to the GLIF
one can see that there is a similar increase of
17.3 per cent in the Works programme despite a
substantial reduction in the SEC's requirement.

We have seen the Government take all the
material it has developed in relation to the
GLF, as in the case of the CR1', and at the
expense of the taxpayers that material has been
dissected and put into categories according to
electorates. In turn, this has been used for
Labor Party advertising not only for sitting
members, but also for candidates, and some of
the most extraordinary and extravagant claims
that one could imagine have been made.

Could anyone seriously believe the claim by
a woman known as Carmen Laurance which
appears in large print in a local newspaper? She
has said, "If [ have achieved all this as a candi-
date, think what I could achieve as a member."
There is a whole list of claimed achievements
for Carmen Laurance which are simply lifted
out of the Budget papers-no doubt
categorised, listed and put together by Govern-
ment officers at the expense of taxpayers.

Mr Pearce: Are you aware that Ross McLean
is already gathering the numbers in order to
take over the leadership of your party?

Mr HASSELL: Is the Minister for Education
ever going to dry up or is he to continue drivel-
ling? Why do not we ring the Perth airport now
and ask whether there is a plane on the tarmac
that he could find. We could then ring the
Guide Dogs for the Blind Association and ask
whether it has a dog that could sniff out the
plane for him. Perhaps we could take some of
the chairs from the waiting room and put them
under the wings of the plane because if the
Minister had a sniffer dog it could sniff out the
chairs and lead the Minister to them so he
could sit there and wait until the plane was
ready to take off. It would be so much better if
the Minister for Education went away.

The Treasurer could not take any more of
him the other night and he interjected on him.
I give the Treasurer credit for what he did be-
cause he was successful in getting the Minister
for Education to stop speaking for a while and
there was a slight pause.

When the Treasurer asked the Minister if he
were for real he said in a loud whisper, "He's
like Terry Burke on a bad day." It was an
interesting comparison to make between Terry
Burke on a bad day and the Minister for Edu-
cation prattling on.

Mr Read: Are you having a bad day?
Mr HASSELL: The member for Mandurah

has probably not woken up to the fact that in
some debates in this House the lead speaker
has unlimited time. He has probably heard the
old expression, "I have unlimited time and I
will use it."

Initially I would like to speak about the GLE
and the Budget issues because, after all, this is a
Budget Bill and I have a number of issues to
raise which "Yes, Minister", will write down
for the Treasurer.

Mr Bryce: I have not got very much written
down yet, Bill. l am listening.

Mr HASSELL: I know that the Deputy
Premier is a bit slow. I wonder whether one of
my colleagues would write the issues down for
him and when I have finished can hand them
to the Deputy Premier.

Mr Bryce: You are being really devastating,
Mr Leader. This is real leadership stuffl

Mr Read: We'll be hearing about Chinese
restaurants next.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-
der! The member for Mandurah may sit in the
Whip's. chair, but he may not interject from a
seat other than his own. When later in the
evening he returns to his own chair, he may not
interject even from there. Now we know where
we are.

Mr Pearce: Easily sidetracked, Bill.
Mr Court: He was talking about Chinese res-

taurants.
Mr Pearce: He cannot remember what he

was talking about.
Mr Clarko: Could you find your way to

Padbury Hall? You lost your way, didn't you?
You couldn't find an aeroplane at the airport.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-
der! If the Minister for Educaton and the im-
mediate past Minister for Education were to
stop cross-interjecting, the Leader of the Oppo-
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sition may be able to get back on to the matter
before the House. It must be terribly difficult
for him with all that shouting going backwards
and forwards between those two members.

Mr HASSELL: I conclude my first point by
reiterating the statement that the Treasurer
made about the Budget. He said, "We have
resisted the temptation to spend extravagantly
because the funds happened to bc available and
it is an election year."

The fact is that the Treasurer increased ex-
penditure in the general revenue Budget by I I
per cent by comparison with last year. He has
increased the works Budget by 17.3 per cent.
On the basis of an inflation rate of eight per
cent or thereabouts-I suspect it will be a lot
higher quite soon-the real increase in expen-
diture from the Consolidated Revenue Fund
was three per cent in real terms. The Treasurer
claimed it was one per cent. Despite the fact
that this issue has been raised in this H-ouse on
a number of occasions, he has yet to explain to
the House, although he has had a number of
opportunities, why he told the Parliament and
the public that he was increasing expenditure
by one per cent in real terms when, as has been
demonstrated beyond question, the increase i n
expenditure in real terms was three per
cent-three times as much as that claimed by
the Treasurer.

It has generally been regarded as a very
serious matter for any Minister, let alone a
Treasurer, to mislead Parliament by giving in-
correct information. There is no doubt that
that information was incorrect. It has been
carefully calculated not only by the Oppo-
sition-and checked and double checked-but
also by a number of outside bodies, including
the Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry and the accountancy people. It has been
clearly established that the Treasurer told the
House in the Budget speech-on the record,
deliberately, after consideration-that he was
increasing expenditure by one per cent in real
terms when in fact the increase on a compara-
tive basis with last year was three per cent. In
other words, the increase in real terms was
three times as much as the Treasurer claimed.

Mr Blaikie: No wonder the Treasurer is not
here tonight.

Mr HASSELL: It is no wonder he is not here
tonight. I do not know where he might be.

Mr Clarko: But be fair. He is never here after
tea, is he?

Mr Pearce: The Treasurer is much in de-
mand. People like you don't get invitations.

Mr HASSELL: Which adviser is he meeting
with tonight? Is Darcy Farrell still one of them?
Is he still there or has he got the sack yet?

Similarly, the Treasurer made the statement
that he had resisted the temptation to increase
expenditure, yet we find in the loan programme
an increase of 1 7.3 per cent. Both those issues
go to the credibility of the Treasurer and to the
veracity of his statements. I draw them to the
attention of the House to give the Treasurer
once more the opportunity to answer, if he can,
the very serious charge that he has misled the
Parliament and attempted to mislead the
people of this State. He did so not only in the
House, but also in paid advertising. That ad-
vertising was paid for by the taxpayers. He has
repeated it in other ways and he has sought to
continue to do that, despite the fact that it has
been pointed out to him-in a way that gave
him an opportunity to do something about
it-that expenditure has increased on a com-
parative basis much more than he said.

Mr Court: Does the Deputy Premier support
that concept?

Mr Terry Burke interjected.
Mr HASSELL: The Deputy Premier was told

by the Secretary of the Cabinet to ignore that
remark. No doubt the Secretary of the Cabinet
knows full-well that the Treasurer has been
found out in this business.

Mr Terry Burke: No, not at all. Don't talk
nonsense; don't talk rot.

Mr HASSELL: What is the answer then?
Why does the Cabinet Secretary not tell the
House the answer to the question that has been
raised three or four or more times in this House
about the Treasurer's Budget claim of an in-
crease in expenditure in real terms of one per
cent when the increase in real terms is three per
cent-three times as much? The Treasury has
acknowledged that the Budget papers are
wrong. The Treasurer has been caught out and
once again his credibility is on the line, as it
was in the broadcasting tribunal, as it was with
Mr Farrell the other day. Mr Farrell wanted to
use the Treasurer of the State to try to establish
his credibility in pursuit of a broadcasting or
television licence. Then we find the statement
by the Treasurer about not increasing expendi-
ture at the same time as we see an increase of
17.3 per cent in the loan expenditure.

I raise a specific matter about the
amalgamated country and metropolitan water
authorities. It was said that the amalgamation
took place for the sake of efficiency, but it ap-
pears, at least on the surface, that there has
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been an increase of $14.1 million or 5 1. 1 per
cent, in expenditure on the common facilities
used to service the functions of the new Water
Authority. Where is the Minister for Water Re-
sources? Perhaps he would be able to answer
that question.

Mr Tonkin: I am ight here.

Mr HASSELL: We do not have the Treasurer
here to answer a question about his Budget.
Perhaps the Minister who is responsible for
-that department can explain why it is that the
common facilities expenditure of the combined
country and metropolitan water authorities has
gone up $14.1 million or 51.1 per cent as an
item in that Budget. Does the Minister know
the answer to that?

Mr Tonkin: Am 1 allowed to answer from
here?

Mr HASSELL: I do not mind where the Min-
ister answers from, as long as he answers.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister may
not answer from that position.

Mr H-ASSELL: I think the Minister should
take his place and give us an answer. We can-
not get any answers.

Mr Clarko: That is deliberate.

Mr HASSELL: It is deliberate. It is no
wonder that the Opposition is getting angry
about the way the Government is handling
matters before the House when legitimate ques-
tions are raised and there is no-one here to
answer them.

I raise another matter with respect to capital
works in the Budget. I refer to the Govern-
ment's mention of the location of a new
multifunctional prison to replace Fremantle
Prison. This capital works Budget allocates
$700 000 of taxpayers' money specifically for
the purchase of land for the establishment of a
site for a new multifunctional prison to replace
Fremantle Prison. The Government has
refused to say what the location of that prison
will be. It has refused to give any details, yet
provision is made for it in the Budget. Why is
the Government spending $700 000 of tax-
payers' money to buy a site for a new prison
when all the long-term planning with which I
was closely associated for three years directs
that the new prison should be at Canning Vale?
Surely one of the Ministers in this Govern-
ment-perhaps the Deputy Premier, who pre-
sumably in this place in the absence of the
Treasurer knows something about the Budget
that we are debating-can tell me why

$700 000 is being spent. Surely it has been dis-
cussed in Cabinet? Surely the Deputy Premier
can give the House some information?

Mr Blaikie: The Minister for Police and
Emergency Services might have an idea.

Mr Pearce: What do you want to know?
Mr Clarko: We wouldn't ask you.
Mr HASSELL: I will repeat my question for

the Minister for Education. Perhaps he will
answer it. I would be pleased if the Minister for
Education would answer my question. An
amount of $700 000 has been allocated in this
Budget for the acquisition of a site for a
multifunctional prison to replace Fremantle
Prison. The question is, where will it go? The
Government will not say where it is to be sited.
Does the Minister for Education know?

Mr Pearce: I thought that you were not keen
to have me help in this debate.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Education
has been told to keep quiet. He asked what I
wanted to know, I told him and now he has
gone silly. It is a serious matter related to the
Budget and several questions are involved. The
first is, why are we buying land? Secondly,
where does the Government intend to buy that
land? Have any moves been made to buy the
land? Does the Minister for Lands and Surveys
know if an allocation of land has been made for
this new prison?

Mr Mclver: You can imagine what the situ-
ation would be if we were to name the
proposed land now. You can imagine the
escalation in prices that would take place.

Mr HASSELL: Has the Government bought
that land?

Mr Mclver: No.
Mr HASSELL: The Minister has at least

given a reason, however faulty it may be, for
not naming the site. Perhaps the Minister can
tell us why the Government is buying the land
at all.

Mr Mclver: If you want a prison, you must
have land to build it on.

Mr HASSELL: There is more than adequate
land for a prison at Canning Vale.

Mr Mclver: I would say that the Minister for
Budget Management is quite capable of know-
ing that and probably does.

Mr HASSELL: Why does the Government
not tell the public what it is doing with
$700 000 of its money? That is what Parlia-
ment and these debates are for. Where is the
Treasurer to give those answers in this debate?
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Mr Mclver: He is probably doing something
for the State.

Mr HASSELL: The Treasurer's obligation to
the State is to answer in the Parliament. We
have had this incredible spectacle of the
Treasurer not being here to deal with a Bill
brought on, while the Minister for Agriculture,
who is here, had his Bill adjourned

The Government has said that it will an-
flounce where the prison will go after the elec-
tion. Let me tell the Government that after the
election we shall get rid of the $700 000 waste
because the prison should be built at Canning
Vale, which is where it was planned to go some
years ago.

Mr Carr: That does not mean the planning
happens to be best and right in 1985.

Mr HASSELL: What would the Minister for
Local Government say is the reason for the
change?

Mr Carr: You should put a question on no-
tice to the Minister.

Mr HASSELL: For goodness sake, we are
debating the Budget and the Treasurer should
be here.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I suggest that the in-
terjections be ignored so that the Leader of the
Opposition can continue with his speech.

Mr HASSELL: This is the precise time when
the question should be answered. What is this
debate about except the expenditure of
$1 20.655 million of taxpayers' money? I ask the
Government about $700 000 of it and no
answer is available.

Mr Canr: Ask the Minister for Prisons and
you will probably get an answer.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Prisons does
not sit in this House but the Treasurer does and
it is his responsibility. When Treasurers in days
gone by, in the form of Sir Charles Court and
Ray O'Connor, sat in this House during these
debates they had a file, as did every other Min-
ister, on the Committee notes in which all the
details were set out.

Mr Bryce: That is precisely the point; we
have not got to the Committee stage of the
debate and when we get to that stage you can
ask the questions.

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: As the member for Floreat so
correctly pointed out, these sorts of questions
cannot be dealt with in the Committee stages
because of the way in which the Committee
stages are dealt with.

Mr Bryce: You will have ample opportunity
and you cited the case of your predecessors
who had Committee notes.

Mr HASSELL: They provided Cull details to
the Minister and allowed him to answer these
issues, as was appropriate.

Mr Court: Tell us the suburb.

Mr Blaikie: I think it will be i n Bunbury or in
Mitchell.

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: After what I have discovered
today about what is going on with the land at
Buckland Hill in my electorate, I would not be
surprised if it were to be built down there.

Mr Bryce: It would raise the tone of your
electorate.

Mr HASSELL: I will tell the good people of
Cottesloe that the Deputy Premier of this State
regards them as equivalent to prisoners.

I am amazed at what I have found out today
about Buckland Hill and what is going on, and
about what the Government is involved in;
there has been unbelievable interference from
Canberra which the Government has put up
with without a fight.

I return to the serious matter of the prison.
The history of this matter is that Canning Vale
was set aside some years ago before the time of
the Tonkin Government. During the time of
the Tonkin Government the prison was actu-
ally commenced but subsequently under the
Court Government building was stopped.
Subsequently under the Court Government the
C. W. Campbell Remand Centre was built,
opened and put into operation at Canning
Vale. The Canning Vale prison was
subsequently built under the Court Govern-
ment as a medium security prison. The
Government then faced the need for long-term
planning-well overdue, of course, although
pressures had been eased at Fremantle-to get
rid of Fremantle Prison which everybody
agrees is an unsatisfactory operation. I did a
great deal of work on that subject during my
term as Minister for Police and Prisons, includ-
ing some studies in the United States when I
visited that country as a guest of the United
States' Government. I made a pant study of the
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subject by visiting Butner Prison in the United
States where, at the time, the would-be assassin
of Ronald Reagan had been placed.

Mr Pearce inteiected.
Mr HASSELL: How long will the Minister go

on? We will have to help him to catch a plane
somewhere.

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Oppo-
sition has unlimited time.

Mr Pearce: He will use the lot.
The SPEAKER: If you keep interjecting, he

will go on longer.
Mr HASSELL: I am still on page one of my

notes.
Mr Old: Is this your 20 minutes?
Mr HASSELL: It is.
Mr Pearce: You are not being succinct, are

you?
Mr HASSELL: Let me go back to the begin-

ning to get it straight for the Minister for Edu-
cation. I visited the United States as the guest
of the United States Government and visited
the Butner Prison. One of its interesting fea-
tures was that it was a very high security
prison. It was of such high security that it was
used to house, at that time, the would-be as-
sassin of President Ronald Reagan.

Included in that prison were a couple of fea-
tures of particular importance and interest to
the Western Australian prison system. The first
was that the prison included amongst its in-
mates many people who were psychotic. These
are the people who used to be called the
criminally insane. They mixed with the non-
psychotic prisoners. The prison was exercising
a technique for the management of prisoners
which had not been used anywhere else. It was
a modern, up-to-date prison, yet at the same
time a very high security prison.

Another aspect of the prison of particular
interest to Western Australia was the prison
industry. Funnily enough it was the traditional
prison industry of making mailbags. But in this
prison the mailbag-making operation was run
on commercial lines. Prisoners could only work
in the industry making mailbags on a normal
industrial basis. It was run like a business oper-
ation.

Those were two aspects of that prison of rel-
evance to Western Australia. Subsequently I
established, with the approval of the Cabinet of
the day, a special committee of inquiry into
prison industries. Canning Vale Prison had

large workshops with laundry and automotive
facilities which could have provided the foun-
dations for a very good industry.

It is programmes of that sort which make
some real attempt at the rehabilitation of pris-
oners. Nothing is more important in our prison
system, especially when so many complaints
are made about the high level of Aboriginal
imprisonment, than that we should give pris-
oners-Aborigines and others,but Aborigines
in particular-a basic training while they are in
there.

Many prisoners have learnt to read and write
in prison. Many prisoners have learnt some
basic skills there, although they do not always
use them for proper purposes.

It was my belief and the belief of the former
Government that great advances could be
made in that area in Western Australia, not
only at Canning Vale but also in the future
when Fremantle Prison is replaced. So all those
things were pant of the planning for a new
prison.

The committee was set up and it came to
report eventually after the Government had
changed. That report has been suppressed by
the Attorney General, Hon. Joe Berinson.

Mr Jamieson: What about the kitchen? You
do not even mention that part. That system
worked for years. We discussed it when I was
down there.

Mr HASSELL: I would like to return to that
point later, but I want to finish off on the busi-
ness of prison industries. The development of
prison industries in Western Australia was
recognised as being a delicate issue, one which
was likely to affect other employers, who would
have seen it as unfair competition, and with
unions. Unions visualised the possibility of
award conditions being undermined. So when
we established the committee on prison indus-
tries, we included representatives of those dif-
ferent interests on the committee. My recollec-
tion is that a gentleman called Isherwood
represented the unions on the committee.

Notwithstanding that, this Government has
suppressed the prison industry report. Nothing
has been done about the development of prison
industries. When we hear this Government
bleating and carrying on about what a wonder-
ful job it is doing for prisoners and their re-
habilitation, and for law and order, let it be
remembered that this Government, in almost
three years, has held back the development of
basic training for prisoners because it will not
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develop the prison industry system in Western
Australia. It has in fact suppressed the prison
industry report.

The second aspect was that the Canning Vale
Prison was always planned to be a multi-prison
complex. It was developed in this way.

First there was the remand centre. One must
remember that prisoners on remand have not
been convicted, and therefore they are i n the
position of being presumed innocent. So that
had to be a very special prison, and it is a
special prison-not entirely a satisfactory one,
but it is a special prison.

There were difficulties in administration.
Some of the concepts were not perfect when the
time came for the operation to commence.
They were not regarded as ideal.

There was to be a minimum security pri son
and a maximum security prison. That maxi-
mum security prison was to be built on that
site. Provision for it was made on that site and
the planning included it.

That is where we come to the question raised
by the member for Welshpool about the cater-
ing facilities. There was a central services
block, and that central services block was estab-
lished in such a way as to provide catering
services to all the prisons-the remand prison,
the minimum security prison, and later the
maximum security prison.

The capacity of that central services block
includes an ability to provide services to the
maximum security Prison. Now we discover
that the Government is planning on buying a
new site for the prison.

This is a serious issue in regard to public
funds, because we are talking not only about
the $700 000 set aside to buy a site for the new
prison, but also about the waste in the usage of
the Canning Vale site. The provision of central
services, in the form of a water tower and all
the other facilities at Canning Vale which were
established in the expectation that eventually
they would have to provide for a maximum
security prison, is wasted.

The other aspect of that prison which is im-
porlan is what it is going to do. The prison was
intended at the time I ceased to be the respon-
sible Minister to cater for all prisoners. There
was to be a very small and very high security
section. That was an insurance policy really,
because the planning of the Prisons Depart-
ment was that it would be desirable to cater for
a situation such as a terrorist attack in Western
Australia. We hope nothing like that will hap-
pen.

In other words, there would be a very small,
super high maximum security section just suf-
ficient for any crisis of that kind we might
have, so that the State would be able to cope
with it.

Secondly, there was to be the general high
maximum security prison. A lot of consider-
ation was given to the efficiency, the effective-
ness, and the economics of that design because
the experience of building the number of new
buildings around the State had indicated that
the old-fashioned design like Fremantle Prison
was in many respects more efficient and more
cost-effective than the new, single storey lay-
out. A lot of work was going into that rather
high maximum security prison.

Thirdly, a semi-psychia-tric integration was
to be included in that prison. In the old days,
and 1 suppose still now in a technical and legal
sense, the people to whom I am referring were
calle the criminally insane. They were to be
housed at Canning Vale as well because they
were proving to be a tremendous problem
within the WA health system. What was
happening was that the the Medical Depart-
ment, which was responsible for people who
were psychiatrically ill, was being awkward.
Firstly, the medical authorities were saying
they Were not gaolers. They were denying re-
sponsibility for the security of quite danger-
ously ill prisoners-people who were not just
dangerously ill, but also dangerous. Our diffi-
culty with people convicted of these serious
offences was that they were being housed in
quarters at Swanboumne and Graylands which
had no more security than a wire mesh fence. It
was a serious situation. The medical people
were, quite frankly, being totally
uncooperative, telling us they were healers, not
gaolers, and would not be responsible for the
security of the criminally insane. Rather than
go on arguing in a silly way, the Prisons De-
partment took the view that within the new
major prison to replace Fremantle Prison it
would incorporate a section to cater for the
criminally insane. That section would provide
the necessary securities and facilities. That was
a decision to which we were driven by the atti-
tude of the medical authorities, and it was a
necessary decision to make in that early stage
of planning.

Finally, we had to consider also the general
question of hospitalisation and of providing
sick-bay facilities for all the prisoners at Can-
ning Vale, and those facilities were also to be
incorporated in that fourth stage. So we had the
central services block, the maximum security
block and the minimum security block, and the
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fourth stage was a multi-functional prison.
That was the plan. The concepts were there and
everyone understood the direction being taken.
The land was there, the water was there, and
the services were there. The location was estab-
lished-it is out there on Nicholson Road. The
prison officers' houses had been built.

So, we are entitled to a proper explanation. I
know that the shadow Minister for Prisons has
been doing work on the subject and he wants
an explanation. If the Government is altering
that basic policy decision, it should have made
an announcement; the Minister should have
announced what was going on. The member for
Welshpool, who was in the Chamber a moment
ago, will be able to confirm that when I was
Minister for Prisons I followed a policy of
openness to the maximum extent in terms of
prison planning and prison futures. We had
members of the Government and of the Oppo-
sition parties out at Canning Vale Prison on
literally numerous occasions, and out at
Fremantle Prison on a couple of occasions as
well because!I wanted members of the House to
understand the issues involved.

At that time, the estimated cost of a new
prison was between $40 million and $50
million; a very substantial capital commitment
and one nut easy to get from a Government. I
proposed that to achieve that figure we would
need to consider the Fremantle Prison in its
vacated form as an asset available for sale. That
caused a storm of controversy, because the
Mayor of Fremantle at the time, now the
Chairman of the MRPA, wanted to regard the
Fremantle Prison, vacated of its prisoners, as
an asset belonging to the City of Fremantle to
be developed as a tourist attraction or what-
ever. I was never opposed to that, although he
tried to paint me as being opposed to it. I was
interested only in money coming into the
Government to enable the new prison to be
established and to get the whole operation out
of the Fremantle Prison as should have been
done many years ago, and as still needs to be
done.

The House is entitled to a proper explanation
from the Government as to the change in the
planning for and the direction of Fremantle
Prison. We are entitled to a proper explanation
from the Government as to the suppression of
the prison industries' report. Why is it being
kept secret rather than being made available for
the public to see? It was a public report done on
a proper basis. All the different interests were
represented.

I move on to other aspects of the General
Loan Fund Budget. I note that $5 million is to
be provided to the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation and this $5 million fol-
lows an identical allocation last year. How are
these further moneys to be expended by the
WADC? The Treasurer on this occasion has
absolutely no basis upon which to hide behind
the WADC Act and to say that the corporation
is outside the reach of Parliament and outside
the scrutiny of Parliament.

Here we are dealing with the Treasurer's
Budget where he has allocated $5 million of the
taxpayers' money to the WADC. Every tax-
payer in WA is investing, through this Budget,
in the WADC. Every taxpayer is entitled to ask
what this allocation is for, what this investment
is for. As a taxpayer I am asking, as I am
entitled to ask in this debate, for an expla-
nation. Why is the Government spending tax-
payers' money in this way? Why does the
WADC need another $5 million of the tax-
payers' money? What is it going to spend the
money on? I ask the Treasurer in his absence:
Has that money already been handed to the
WADC? I want to know all the details, details
to which this Parliament is entitled, about this
$5 million. Who requested this amount, and
when, and why? What is the WADC going to
invest this money in? As a taxpayer, I have no
desire to invest in the WADC. I have no desire
to invest in iron ore mines, or in diamonds in
the Kimberley.

Mr Court: We are meant to be shareholders.
Mr HASSELL: We are compulsory share-

holders. This is a compulsory political levy. It
is the equivalent to what the unions do to their
members when they want money for political
purposes. It is a compulsory political levy, and
we need to be told precisely what it is for and
where it is to be spent. Why is it asked for and
who asked for it? Did Mr Horgan write to the
Treasurer or did the Treasurer write to Mr
Horgan? What is this $5 million allocation to
the WADC all about? I know we will never
know.

We will have another contentious contempt-
ible reply from the Treasurer when eventually
he comes into the House at 10 o'clock in the
morning when he is bright and fresh, having
had plenty of sleep, and the debates of the
House will be organised so he can give his
answer and pop out, and go home to bed. We
will have one of his contemptible replies and
he will not give the Opposition an answer to its
questions. It is important these questions be
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put on the record because one day this
Treasurer, this Government, and the WADC,
will be accountable for this money.

Similarly, $5 million has been allocated to
Western Australian Government Holdings, or
as it is technically titled, WA Government
Holdings. Why is $5 million going to WA
Government Holdings? It is intervening in
business left and right and causing much con-
cern. It must be remembered that WA Govern-
ment Holdings is in a completely different
position from the WADC because what one can
say of the WADC is this: Despite all its
deficiencies, or the criticisms we might make of
it-and there are plenty-it was established
under the authority of an Act of this Parlia-
ment and it is controlled by an Act of this
Parliament.

WA Governmhent Holdings is controlled by
no-one but the Treasurer, as if it were his per-
sonal private company. It is accountable or
answerable to no-one. I have news for the
Government. The legal forms may give it great
security for the time being, hut at the end of the
day the Government will pay the political price
for its secret, clandestine operation of putting
$5 million into WA Government Holdings, no
doubt to be passed on to Exim. For what pur-
pose? Why? Who asked for it? Is it a
coincidence that $5 million is going to Exim
and $5 million is going to the WADC? Is there
a competition going on between these two
Government trading houses to see which one
can achieve the best results or the biggest
losses? Is there a competition between them to
see which one can intervene the most in the
private sector? They have each been given an
equal start of $5 million in this Budget. Why
does not the Deputy Premier give us, by inter-
jection, information about the $5 million?

Mr Court: Because they have taken over the
role of his departments.

Mr HASSELL: It has not stopped his depart-
ment's growing bigger and bigger and bigger.
We used to have one department.

Mr Bryce: You are really devastating.

Mr HASSELL: The Department of Industrial
Development covered everything.

Mr Evans: Small results!

Mr HASSELL: Small results! What a laugh!
The Minister must have a more defective mem-
ory than that of the Treasurer, and that would
be difficult. What is this $5 million about?
What is it for? Who asked for it? Where did it
come from and who made the request?

Mr Bryce: You make your own speech in-
competent.

Mr HASSELL: That is childish. It is pathetic.
Here we are in the Parliament of this State and
the elected members of this House have a duty
to question the Government. We are debating
the Budget and an expenditure of over $1 100
million. That money bclongs to the people of
this State. I asked some questions about where
that money is going, what it is being spent on,
and about planning, and the Government's
best response is for the Deputy Premier to
make that remark.

Mr Bryce: That is dead right.
Mr HASSELL: Does that indicate something

deficient about the Deputy Premier, and his
attitude to Parliament?

Mr Bryce You are impressing no-one and
nobody believes you.

Mr HASSELL: Does the Deputy Premier
suggest that these questions are not legitimate?

Mr Bryce: Yes.
Mr HASSELL: Why?
Mr Bryce: Because if you want to ask your

funny little questions, the appropriate time is
at the divisional and item sections of this de-
bate.

Mr HASSELL: Is that right?
Mr Bryce: This is the general second reading

debate.
Mr HASSELL: Will the Treasurer be here to

deal with that?
Mr Bryce: He will, indeed.
Mr HASSELL: Why? Is the debate to be held

at some other time?
Mr Bryce: This is the general debate Bill. Do

you not understand the forms of the House?
Mr HASSELL: I do, very well. I know one of

the basic forms of the House is that over a long
period the Minister responsible for a Bill is in
the House when it is dealt with.

M r Carr: You have said that.
Mr HASSELL: I will go on saying it. The

Government has treated the Opposition with
contempt the whole way through this Budget
debate.

Mr Court: And all the Government is
interested in is the flashy publications on each
section.

Mr Bryce: That is exactly right.
The SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr HASSELL: It is a disgraceful situation. I
do not care how bored or fed up Government
members are or whether they want to hear what
I have to say, but it wilt be said. The Deputy
Premier can carry on all he likes. The Deputy
Premier happens to be the most senior Minis-
ter here. He has a responsibility to this Parlia-
ment and he is not fulfilling that responsibility.
He is failing.

Mr Bryce: You are pathetic and I doubt you
will last very much longer.

Mr HASSELL: Why am I pathetic? Why does
the Deputy Premier not tell my why?.

Mr Bryce: I have explained why.
Mr HASSELL: Why does the Deputy

Premier not explain why it is improper for me
to raise these questions about this expenditure?

Mr Bryce: I think the Speaker has been very
generous with you.

The SPEAKER: I am being very generous
with the deputy leader of the Government.

Mr Mensaros: You have no idea what you
are talking about.

Mr Bryce: It is not an appropriation Bill.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HASSELL: The Deputy Premier is rude

and offensive to everyone. He and his Minister
for Housing have from time to time mocked
the member for Floreat. These are the people
who come into this House in a mealy-mouthed
way, who talk about setting up ethnic affairs
commissions, looking after the people from
other countries, and who are constantly ob-
noxious and rude to the member for Floreat.
The Minister for Housing has done it on sev-
eral occasions and the Deputy Premier just did
it then. It is not smart. It is not funny. It is
plain bloody ignorant and the Government
ought to try thinking about it. The members
opposite are rude and ignorant and ought to
have some regard and respect for others. The
Government has none. That is the best it can
do. I am here to ask questions about the
millions of dollars the Government is spending
and the Treasurer is not here to deal with those
questions or respond to them. All the Govern-
ment can come up with is abuse.

Mr Wilson: Listen to your own speeches.
The SPEAKER: The Minister for Housing

will cease interjecting.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister can continue
for as long as the Minister likes. The more
misbehaviour he puts on the record, the better.

Mr Wilson: No-one is worried about you.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister for
Housing.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister cannot even
treat the Speaker with a modicum of respect.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HASSELL: It can continue as long as the

Minister likes. I am entitled to raise these
questions on behalf of the people of this State,
and I will raise them. If the Minister wants to
be rude, ignorant, and obnoxious, he can do so,
but the matters will be raised just the same.
The Minister's behaviour reflects on him and
not on me.

Mr Court: The Deputy Premier said that at
least during the Committee stage we will get all
the details.

Mr Rushton interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the

Opposition can make a speech without interjec-
tions.

Mr HASSELL: It is of course our view that
the Government of this State should withdraw
from the business sector. It should get out of
business and facilitate private enterprise oper-
ations. It should create the climate in which
those operations can succeed. The Opposition
believes that the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation should confine itself to
identifying the most effective ways in which it
can promote business opportunities without in-
volving itself in a financial way in those oper-
ations.

Alternatively, the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation may have a current role to
identify the assets of the Western Australian
Government and to ensure that those assets are
more effectively utilised and put to good use
and to ensure that they are turned to account in
some way, perhaps by being sold. Those tasks
should be carried out by the WADC. The Op-
position does not believe the WADC needs
anything more than administraiive funds to
carry out those tasks. We certainly do not be-
lieve the WADC should be investing in dia-
monds or iron ore, or in any other deals.

As far as WA Government Holdings and
Exim Corporation are concerned, simply, these
operations should not occur at all in the hands
of Government, except perhaps as a genuine
business promotion through the Department of
Industrial Development or through the small
business operations. The normal functions of
Government are to promote business
opportunities; to make sure land is available, to
make sure the services required are available,
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and to make sure that the private
entrepreneur can obtain land and services, that
he can get through the customs barrier to ex-
port his goods, and so on.

Government investments in these business
operations have so far proved to be flashy and
clever-I grant they are clever-but not
substantive. The returns on this sort of
Government handout have so far proved to be
minimal. The most recent example concerns
the 1984-85 before-tax profit of Exim which
was $163 062. This profit is minimal when
compared with the handout of $6 million it had
received from the Government. This corpor-
ation, without any authority from Parliament,
without any control or accountability to the
taxpayers other than under the normal
company law which would apply to a private or
public company without any of those protec-
tions, has received $6 million on which it
produced a profit of only $ 163 062, and is now
to receive another $5 million. For what reason?
On what basis? Where is the explanation for all
this? We are entitled to an explanation.

It may be that Exim Corporation has not had
much lime in which to establish a profit record;
it does take time even with large investments.
But certainly on the basis of what we have seen
there is no evidence that we are really changing
the course of business, development, growth, Or
the provision of jobs in Western Australia
through either the WADC or the Government's
trading house Exim Corporation.

One point to note about the capital works
programme is that only $3.393 million of the
total expenditure is provided from the State
development fund.

In this connection the Auditor General's re-
port for the year ended 30 June 1985 reads as
follows-

The fund was established with an appro-
priation of $950000 from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund and was
designed to receive moneys appropriated
by Parliament and contributions from the
private sector for infrastructure associated
with specific development and/or related
to special agreements. Under the pro-
visions of section 11(2) of the Western
Australian Development Corporation Act
1983 the fund also receives such moneys as
determined by the Treasurer to equate to
the taxation liability of the corporati .on ap-
plicable to commercial undertakings.

The crucial pant of this statement by the Audi-
tor General is the following-

The fund was intended "for infrastruc-
ture associated with specific development
and/or related to special agreements."

The report continues-
Despite this clear objective, the Govern-

ment has allocated for capital works only
$3.4 million out of the $29.1I million avail-
able in the State Development Fund as at
30 June 198 5.

We see that the State development fund is not
being used for the purpose for which it was
intended. It has taken the Auditor General to
identify successfully what has really been going
on with this Government.

I have already referred to the Government's
misrepresentation of the Budget expenditure
growth, and I have demonstrated once
again-although I can repeat the details if the
Deputy Premier wishes me to-the fact that
the expenditure growth of the State in real
terms in this Budget was three times as much as
the Treasurer said it was. That analysis has
been borne out by the Confederation of West-
ern Australian Industr (Inc.), the Western
Australian Chamber of Commerce and Indus-
try, and the Institute of Public Policy.

While the Government has not attempted to
discredit its argument which was briefly raised
during my response to the CRF Budget on 15
October, it has not refrained from publicly
using comparative expenditure statistics based
on the inaccurate method identified above.

During past years political advertising has
sometimes appeared to be vague or ambiguous.
Often the material used in such advertising has
not been the most accurate or relevant material
available.

This is possibly the first time that advertising
by a State Government has been based on a
fundamental untruth. It is of paramount im-
portance that the State of Western Australia
should not be misled by its own Government
on a crucial aspect involving State finances.
Taking into account the change in Budget ac-
counting procedures due to the water
authorities' amalgamation it is possible to ac-
curately compare the average level of real ex-
penditure increases over a period.

Firstly, mention should be made that in or-
der to compare the performance of the present
Labor Government with its Liberal
predecessors it is necessary to compare expen-
diture details over a similar period; that is.
over a three-year interval. The reason for this is
it avoids any distortion of the Liberal Govern-
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ment's performance in the early 1970s when
real expenditure growth was successfully
brought down from the exorbitant levels ex-
perienced under the Tonkin Labor Govern-
ment. When one goes through those figures one
finds they speak for themselves.

Whether calculated by using constant dollars
or by adjusting monetary increases in expendi-
ture for prevailing levels of inflation the aver-
age increase each year in the level of real expen-
diture clearly appears to have been higher
under the present Labor Government than
under its Liberal predecessors. The average
annual increase in real expenditure levels was
2.8 per cent under the Liberals, and 3.1 per
cent under Labor. That is calculated using con-
stant 1980-] dollars. Calculated by adjusting
monetary increases for prevailing CPI changes,
the figures are 3.1 per cent under the Liberals
and 3.4 per cent under Labor.

While those percentage differences may ap-
pear to be small, it must be remembered that a
milestone was crossed in the 1985-86 Burke
Budget when for the first time the Budget
exceeded 53 000 million. So we are talking
about figures of that magnitude, and about a
total expenditure if one takes into account
capital expenditure, of over $4 000 million.

If the Government's act of deception had not
been found out by the Liberal Opposition it is
likely the public would have continued to be
misled by the Government's claim to a lower
level of expenditure growth based on the totally
inaccurate method of comparison. This means
that not only has the Labor Government taxed
the people of this State by 51.7 per cent more
than the Liberals, which is more than twice the
prevailing rate of inflation, but also it has been
responsible for higher levels of expenditure
growth. Clearly it is appropriate to remind the
Government of the words of its own Minister
for Budget Management (Hon. J. M. Berinson)
as reported in The West Australian of 8 July
1985 when he said-

The most accurate measure of the bur-
den of government on the community is
given by State Government expenditure
figures.

In the light of the Government's recent decep-
tion perhaps this statement should read that
the most accurate measure of the burden of
Government on the community is given by ac-
curate State Government expenditure figures.
The Government's own Minister has laid down
what he regards as the accurate measure of, or
the most accurate base for measuring, the bur-

den of government. The base he has chosen is
State Government expenditure figures. Having
made that choice we then find that the Govern-
ment in a pme-election year has brought out of
reserves untold millions of dollars.

Perhaps they are not quite untold millions
because we know that, taking into account
natural growth and other factors, of the order
of $80 million was built into this Budget-$80
million clear and clean like the money left over
from the worker's pay at the end of the week
after having paid the rent, food, electricity and
the lot. This Government had $80 million to
splurge in this Budget.

With that huge sum we nevertheless see
people in the private welfare sector expressing
grave dissatisfaction at the Government's treat-
ment of some people in very unfortunate cir-
cumstances. We see the Government has failed
to give any real measure of tax relief by
abolishing one of the taxes. We have a contro-
versy about land tax and the fact that the direc-
tion of Government continues as it
was-growth ever larger and expenditure ever
increasing.

This Budget provided the Government with
an opportunity to change direction and to shift
the basis and go forward as we have proposed
to create less of a burden of Government in this
State-ess taxation, less interference, and less
involvement. It had an opportunity to simply
do what Government does best-create good
conditions in which private enterprise can be
enterprising and flourish, and will be able to
profit and prosper. In that way we will all profit
and prosper.

Let us take the subject about which we were
speaking with the Minister for Transport
during question time tonight-the simply ap-
palling situation at the Port of Fremantle with
the endless stoppages. The Minister for
Transport tried to play it down and suggested
the stoppages were insignificant although we
were able to name two ships which had
bypassed the port. Let us leave aside the details
because in a broad sense that does not matter.
What does matter is that the Government has
put all of its energy and money into WADC,
Exim, and WA Government Holdings.

Imagine if the Government had called
together John Horgan and people from the
board of WADC, and Jim Horwood and people
from the board of Exim and said to those
worthy gentlemen-those experienced business
people-that what this State needs is not
people playing entrepreneurs as Government
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agents but someone to really find a practical,
sensible solution to the industrial relations
system and the problems of this State. Suppose
that kind of brainpower and business expertise
had been put to work on the Problems that
really affect business in this State. Imagine
what real progress might have been made. Look
at the relative importance of these two issues:
The land at Buckland Hill which has been sit-
ting there for a long time has been in the own-
ership of the Commonwealth for many years.
The Commonwealth has decided to get out and
the WADC is expending enormous resources
and energy to sort out the mess and deal with
the Commonwealth and put the land to some
kind of use. How does one compare the import-
ance of that with the importance of sorting out
the mess that occurred at Hunbury a few weeks
ago when that port experienced its most serious
stoppage ever and there was disruption to ex-
ports and industry?

How do we compare the importance of the
Buckland Hill situation with that at the Port of
Fremantle where the average number of stop-
pages exceeds three per fortnight? It does not
matter whether the stoppage is for five min-
utes, two hours, or two days in the sense that it
is a real problem that ought to be confronted;
yet here we are, putting this huge sum of money
into fiddling around with Buckland Hill, with
investing in one of the iron ore mines, in one of
the diamond mines and all of those things
which were previously covered effectively by
the private sector.

That is a problem that ought to be
confronted because it is fundamental to this
State's future, to its exports and to its success
in the world. This has been left to drag on with
anybody in particular being brought in to deal
with it when the Minister for Transport could
have brought in people like those who now sit
on the boards of the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation and Exim. He could have
got together a number of these people and said,
'took the Government cannot keep up with
this problem because we are in the grip of mili-
tant unions and every time we try to do some-
thing we are thwarted by the Trades and Labor
Council or the executive of some union; but
you people have the expertise and we would
like to engage you to find a long-term solution
to a very serious problem." This problem, as
the Minister has said, is a very old one and its
roots go way back. I do not blame him for that
but I do blame him for his lack of action in this
respect.

Why has the Government not used those re-
sources of expertise and business acumen for a
purpose that really would have affected the
people of Western Australia and the business of
Western Australia, in order to ensure that our
exports and our products-whether they be for
agriculture, for fishing, for mining, or for
manufacturing in some cases-get onto the
markets of the world? That would have been
worthwhile and a worthy objective for those
people. It would have been a sensible use of our
community's human resources. But instead we
see the Government pursuing a shadow in the
belief that it could in some way change the
economy of this State by fiddling around with
these little business operations. These business
operations will not be a success even if they are
around for 100 years.

Mr Bryce: And we will be, the way you are
going.

Mr HASSELL: I am talking about business,
not the Government. I said, -if they"-that is,
if those businesses are around for 100 years
they will not be successful in doing what the
Government hopes they will do because that
system does not Work in Western Australia.
The Government has not yet discovered that.
However, people such as John H-organ or Jim
Horwood could have made a real difference to
the problems such as those with which the Min-
ister for Transport cannot cope-problems in
the ports of Fremantle and Bunbury and the
Argyle diamond mine-Transport Workers'
Union dispute. They might have designed a
new industrial relations system that could have
made a real difference.

Mr Bryce: You realise that these people do
not agree with you?

Mr HASSELL: About what?
Mr Bryce: You have been monumentally

unaccepted. You have been ranting this par-
ti cular view for the last 21/ years and I would
be surprised if these people have not heard
your views. in fact, Mr Horgan has been known
to sit in the Speaker's Gallery and listen to you
rant on with this sad old tune. You should
know that they do not agree with you.

Mr Court: They have taken over your old
department, so don't worry about it.

Mr HASSELL: I do not think the Deputy
Premier understands, and I do not think he
ever will.

Mr Court: They won't tell him.
Mr HASSELL: They may tell the Treasurer

but he does not tell anybody else.
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Mr Clarko: He got caught out last week for
telling too many people.

Mr HASSELL: He was concocting an impec-
cable source.

M r Clarko: What is an impeccable "source"?

Mr HASSELL: It is something one pours
over the roast dinner to hide the real flavour.

Mr Clarko: Exactly.

Mr Bryce: You are starting to sound like a
puppet.

Mr HASSELL: Really? I could go on and on
about that, but I wonder if the Deputy Premier
wants to develop that one? He should say what
he really means.

Mr Bryce: You are sounding like a puppet.

Mr HASSELL: The Deputy Premier should
say what he really means. The Treasurer hinted
about this the other night but since the Deputy
Premier never comes up with anything original,
he must copy the Treasurer. Once again I ask
him what he really means.

Mr Bryce: He is a genius, a man of like mind
in this case.

Mr H-ASSELL I suppose calling him a
"genius" is the Deputy Premier's reward to the

Treasurer for what he said about the Deputy
Premier the other night when he replied in the
Budget?

Mr Bryce: It was a brilliant contribution, I
thought.

Mr HASSELL: It was an occasion on which
he was endeavouring to patch over the cracks
in order to make everyone happy. However,
once again I ask the Deputy Premier to come
out and say what he means by calling me a
11pp". The Deputy Premier should have
the courage to do what the Treasurer does not
have the courage to do, and I challenge him to
say, under the privilege of Parliament, what he
means right now, and what he and his leader
meant in their snide hinting.

Mr Bryce: There is nothing snide in my mind
at all. It simply struck me that you were behav-
ing like a member of Parliament who had all
the hallmarks of being a puppet and if you are a
bit concerned about that, that is your business.

Mr H-ASSELL: I am not concerned, I merely
encouraged the Deputy Premier to say what he
really meant and to finish what he started. I
hope that he has the courage to say what he
really thinks in this place.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I think
that the Leader of the Opposition should ad-
dress his remarks to me and endeavour, as far
as possible, to ignore these interjections.

Mr HASSELL: I think with respect, Mr
Deputy Speaker, that you would acknowledge
that there are occasions when the debate in this
House becomes a debate across the Chamber to
some extent, but I would direct my remarks
through you to the Deputy Premier. I earnestly
request that the Deputy Premier say, under
privilege, what he really meant by his remarks.

Mr Bryce: I don't need to elaborate, because
you are doing that to the extent that you are
making a mockery of yourself and your
position in this place. You are wriggling on a
hook.

Mr HASSELL: I am delighted that the Depu-
ty Premier has responded although I do wish he
would reply.

I would have completed my remarks on the
Government Budget and the fact that it will be
passed by this Parliament five minutes ago if it
were not for the Deputy Premier's interjec-
tions. I would like to say that although I am not
familiar with the details of Standing Orders
and how we vote on different parts of Bills, I
would wish that there were an opportunity for
me to vote against the allocations to the
WADC and to WA Government Holdings. I
would like to exercise that opportunity.

Mr Tonkin: You can vote against the Budget
or any part of it.

A Government member: Or by a division.
M r HASSELL: I hope so; I would l ike to have

a division and I would like to guide the House
on that issue because I do not believe that any
of my money, or that of any other taxpayer,
should be put into the WADC or WA Govern-
ment Holdings.

I particularly object to the investment of that
money in WA Government Holdings. The
Treasurer has been challenged on three oc-
casions to respond to the charge that WA
Government Holdings is operating absolutely
without statutory authority. He has never
answered those requests. He has always moved
sideways and spoken about the WA DC. He will
not answer the charge that Exim Corporation is
operating without statutory authority.

I feel very strongly about the money that has
been allocated to WA Government Holdings. I
hope there will be an opportunity for me to
vote against the allocation when we are dealing
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with the details of the Budget. I will vote
against the allocation to the WADC because I
feel that money is not justified either.

Subject to those various remarks and ex-
pressing the earnest hope that we will have a
genuine, honest, and complete reply from the
Treasurer, I indicate broad suppont for the Bill.

MR LIAURANCE (Gascoyne) [10.01 p.mn.]:
The biggest pant of the $1 .2 billion capital
works programme funds has been allocated to
the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia. The amount allocated in 1984-85
was $480 million in round figures. The
proposed expenditure for 1985-86 will be $313
million. That is a huge expenditure. It has
always been a very important pan of the Gen-
eral Loan Fund Budget. It has been a large part
even more so in recent years because of its
massive undertakings. Some of those have
peaked and are starting to fall away. Hence we
see a decrease in the amount this year. Never-
theless, it will still account for more than $300
million.

It is because of that huge expenditure and the
involvement of the SEC in coal contracts that I
wish to direct my remarks to the State Energy
Commission's allocation and also to the in-
volvement of the coal companies in these con-
tracts and the fact that one of those contracts
has been rewritten in recent times. Of course
that leads us to the involvement of the
Treasurer in one of those coal contracts and the
fact that he decided to take the advantage of
some largess from one of the coal companies.

Mr Blaikie: Is that what is known as a
freebie?

Mr LAURANCE: It could be called that, yes.
I wish to refer to a couple of articles in the

Press. I refer Firstly, to a letter appearing in The
western Mail of 26 October under the heading
"Hardly a joyride for Griffin shareholder". The
author gave a noin de plume. However, the
name and address were supplied. The author's
address, was Warnbro, in your electorate, Mr
Deputy Speaker.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: They wrote to
me; I fixed the matter up.

Mr LAURANCE: The letter stated-
Ihave the misfortune to own shares in

one of the Griffin group of companies.
We have complained to Corporate Af-

fairs about the asset shuffling going on, but
nothing happens.

I'm just so happy to see that the Premier
is doing better than the rest of us.

He gets free trips at our expense for him-
self and some of his family and Griffin
Coal cannot pay a dividend.

It is also a shame that Mr Stowe cannot
see himself clear to give other shareholders
free rides too-or could he expect a favour
in return from some of his other passen-
gers?

That letter is from a very disaffected minority
shareholder in Griffin.

I wish also to refer to Peter Kennedy's
column "Politics" which appeared in The West
A ustralian of 19 October i n wh ic h the foll[owi ng
appears-

Yet he would be well aware that Griffin
Group chairman Ric Stowe is a vice
patron of the Labor Party's John Curtin
Foundation, formed last year to raise
money for investments to finance the es-
tablishment of party offices and other ser-
vices in major regional centres.

There are also extensive business links
between Mr Stowe's companies and the
Government, especially with coal. And Mr
Burke publicly supported Mr Stowe's
takeover bid, through Skywest Airlines, of
the NSW based East West Airlines in late
1983.

I remind the House of the famous statement by
the Treasurer out of Cabinet about his policy of
accepting free gifts. He said the policy was silly
and unworkable. Since then, however, it has
been restated in almost the same terms. The
original policy of 20 June 1983 said that Minis-
ters, their spouses, and their families should
avoid circumstances in which the acceptance of
any gifts could give even the appearance of a
conflict of interest, past, present, or future. Yet,
we have the situation where East-West Airlines
was given the right to enter into the intrastate
airline business in Western Australia, a major
political change and one in which the Treasurer
has been very closely involved. As Peter
Kennedy quite rightly pointed out, he has also
been involved with Mr Stowe, especially in re-
lation to coal.

That brings me back to the matter of the coal
contract between Griffin Coal Mining Co. Ltd
and SECWA. For some time there has been a
dispute between these parties over an amount
of $18 million. That amount has been shown in
the Griffin annual reports as an asset of the
company because Griffin obviously considered
that it would be successful in its action against
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the State and would fully recover the $18
million in dispute. It has therefore shown that
amount as being pant of its assets.

On 7 June 1985, just two or three days before
this matter was due to go to court, it was
announced that a settlement had been made
out of court. That is very interesting. I wish to
refer to some of the announcements that were
made at that time. Firstly, Griffin Coal Mining
Co. Ltd wrote to the Listing Manager of the
Perth Stock Exchange and said-

The Griffin Coal Mining Co. Ltd is
pleased to announce that its litigous dis-
putes with the State Energy Commission of
Western Australia concerning their re-
spective performances of the 25-year coal
sale contract entered into in 1979 have
been settled out of court.

He went on to say-
The terms of the contract are entirely

confidential to the parties.
No-one other than the agents for SECWA and
for the company was allowed to know the terms
of the settlement. However, they must have
been obvious because the matter was settled
out of court-

It stated that, "Whilst, therefore, being able
to disclose the precise quantum of the compro-
misc of Griffin's outstanding monetary claims
and the financial changes to the status quo of
the coal price and the acceleration and mechan-
isms with all their complex implications, the
directors are able to state that the ratifications
of the compromise include: (1) That the net
assets of Griffin as at 30th June 1985 should
not materially vary from those appearing in
published accounts as at the 30th June 1984-
(2) That Griffins consolidated operating profit
before tax for the current year ending 30 June,
1985 and for the next ensuing year would be
reasonably comparable with those published
for the more recent past years."

Not only did the company report to the
Stock Exchange on 7 June, but also the Minis-
ter for Minerals and Energy-who, like the
Treasurer, is not in the House tonight-made a
statement on 7 June indicating that the dispute
between the SEC and Griffin Coal over its 25
year coal sales contract had been setted out of
court. The dispute was to be heard in the West-
ern Australian Supreme Court before Judge
Roland on Monday 10 June.

Three days before that the dispute was
settled out of court. The Minister for Minerals
and Energy said further that he was "pleased

that long and costly litigation had been avoided
and a solutlion satisfactory to both parties had
been found." The statement mentions the other
details apart from giving the financial terms.
The Minister said that, "The financial details
of the settlement would remain confidential",
but he believed "the new terms would be ben-
eficial to Western Australia's energy consumers
in the years ahead."

Obviously there was a write-off of
approximately $18 million which the Griffin
Coal Mining Co Ltd believed it would be suc-
cessful in obtaining by issuing a judgment
against the State Energy Commission. It suited
the SEC, otherwise I guess the $18 million
would have impacted on the Budget in this
financial year and would have substantially af-
fected it. As a result of the settlement out of
court on 7 June, the State Government reached
a situation where it did not have to pay the
company anything for the time being.

Six days after the settlement out of
court-that is, 13 June-W. R. Carpenter
Holdings Pty Ltd made a cash offer of $4.85 for
GriffinCoal Mining Co. Ltd shares. As a re-
sult, the minority shareholders became
disenchanted. I have already referred to a letter
which was headed, "Hardly a joyride for Grif-
fin shareholder", which was published in The
Western Mail last Saturday. After the out of
court settlement, W.R. Carpenter Holdings
made an offer of $4.85 for each share. The offer
was advocated to the minority shareholders by
what were called the independent directors.
There are only two independent directors who
are directors of Griffin Coal and not directors
of W.R. Carpenter Holdings and this is where
the difficulty arose as far as the minority share-
holders were concerned. I believe the State
Government and the senior officers of the SEC
have the responsibility to advise shareholders
of what the terms of the out of court settlement
were.

A takeover bid was made on information
which was known only to the directors of the
company and the terms of the takeover were
kept secret from the shareholders. I ask mem-
bers how anyone who owns shares in Griffin
Coal can work out whether the price offered for
the shares was fair and reasonable when the
terms of the offer had been kept secret. It is not
fair and reasonable if the directors who made
the takeover bid have this confidential infor-
mation, and yet those people being offered the
amount of $4.85 for shares had no idea what
they were worth and what the asset position of
the company was.
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As 1 have mentioned, the takeover bid oc-
curred very quickly. It was only on 7 June that
the out of court settlement took place-the Su-
preme Court hearing had been listed for 10
June-and six days later a takeover bid was
made.

In the previous year the shares had been
valued at $13, but because of a shift of assets
between various companies and the group con-
cerned, the share price had fallen and was well
below $4.85, which was the price offered on 13
June.

Nevertheless, on .12 August the takeover bid
was lifted from 54.85 to $6.85 per share, and
once again it was recommended that the share-
holders accept this offer. Of course, the
recommendation to accept the offer was made
by the two independent directors. I understand
that their recommendation was based on two
reports, and I refer to the Kleinwort Benson
report and the Robertson Research Australia
report. Both reports were dated 16 August, but
it is interesting that prior to that date the
recommendation to the shareholders was that
they accept the offer price of $6.85.

It has been indicated to me by the minority
shareholders that there is great significance in
the dates I have mentioned-that is, both re-
ports were dated 16 August and yet the offer
price was lifted to $6.85 on 12 August; four
days before- and it was recommended by the
independent directors.

The Klcinwort Benson report indicated that
the unaudited 30 April 1985 figures show a net'
tangible asset backing per Griffin ordinary
share of $10.48. I remind members again that
the initial price was $4.85.

As to Quorum
Mr CRANE: Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw

your attention to the state of the House.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The mem-

ber for Gascoyne will resume his seat. The
member for Moore.

Mr Crane: Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw your
attention to the state of the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: If the member for
Moore wants to draw my attention to some-
thing, I suggest that he should stand up.

Mr Blaikie: He already did once.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The mem-

ber for Vasse! I think there is a way to run this
House in a decorous manner and I intend to
run it that way. When a point of order is called,
I do not expect the whole point to be dribbled

out immediately while someone is on his feet
talking. I will call on the member to sit down
and then I will address the member who is
asking me, on a point of order, to consider
something. When I do so, I do not expect him
to have already said it and then say it again
sitting down. If the member for Vasse objects
to my ruling, he can take the appropriate
course of action that is open to him. If he does
not, I suggest that he keep quiet. I call the
member for Moore.

Mr CRANE: Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw
your attention to the state of the House.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I see 20 members
in the House. I call the member for Gascoyne.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: I was indicating that this

report by independent consultants shows that
just a few weeks before the out of court settle-
ment, the net taxable asset backing per Griffin
Coal Mining ordinary share was shown to be
$10.48. That price was discounted for a num-
ber of reasons. It came down to a final valu-
ation of between $6.60 and $8.17 a share. The
new offer price was lifted to $6.85 a share, just
25c above the minimum in the report prepared
by the independent consultants. That took into
account a number of factors. But how does one
know that it took into account the out of court
settlement in a fair and reasonable way?

I do not believe that can be known without
the shareholders being given access to the in-
formation that was available to the directors of
the company and to the State Energy Com-
mission of Western Australia. Really, it is a rort
upon the minority shareholders of that
company. That rort was aided and abetted by
the State Government through the State Energy
Commission. Obviously, it was a very good
deal for the Government. It must have been a
very good deal for the company, because the
directors immediately launched a takeover bid
for the balance of the shares they did not
already own. Some weeks Later the Premier
flew off on a plane belonging to the chairman
of that company on a free trip with his family
to Fiji. That is why this person who is a share-
holder wrote, "it is hardly a joyride for Griffin
shareholders." Members can see why the share-
holders were upset. If they could not get the
true value of their shares, why could they not at
least get a free plane trip to Fiji?

I think they raised a very important paint.
Somewhere or other there is a true value for
those shares. The only way anybody could
know would be if he had access to the infor-
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mation that passed between SECWA and Grif-
fin Coal Mining Co. Ltd. Obviously the deal
was that the $18 million would not be paid by
the State Energy Commission to Griffin
immediately, hut once the takeover was com-
plete and over the life of the renewed contract,
which will run for a further 18 years, this
amount will be repaid and more than repaid.
Of course, that will not benefit the minority
shareholders because in the meantime they
have been bought out at a price for their shares
that they really cannot establish the fairness or
reasonableness of.

This is not a fair and reasonable situation. I
believe that the State Government has been a
party to this action. It is difficult to get any lead
on the terms of the agreement. I do not believe
that even the independent consultants could
give an accurate picture of the values of those
shares because I am not sure that they were
party to all of the information that was necess-
ary and whether they discounted the share
price for the different factors in a fair and
reasonable way. There is an action-I believe it
is still an outstanding action-by a former em-
ployee of W. R. Carpenter Holdings who has
some information about Griffin Coal. He has
made that information available to a number
of parties and it has been passed on to me. He
said that "the original contract between the
State arid Griffin Coal was known to be an
onerous cost, plus one which SECWA is most
anxious to break or amend. At the moment it
appears that Griffin Coal's selling price would
be about $28 per ton ne."

I am not sure because we have always been
told that that information was confidential. But
I believe that this person was probably in a
position to know the detail, and he thought that
under the original agreement the price was $28
per tonne. Obviously under the new agreement
the $18 million will not be paid to Griffin Coal
immediately, but will be paid in the form of a
higher price per tonne over the life of the con-
tract. it has been suggested to me that the new
price per tonne could be $32. That would be an
increase of $4 per tonne. One does not have to
be Einstein to work out that under the new
contract Griffin Coal will be required to deliver
to the State Energy Commission 2.! million
tonnes a year for t he next 18 years. if that is at
$4 a tonne extra, something like an additional
$8 million a year for I8 years may be paid
under the terms of that contract. I am only
guessing at that figure. 1 do not know the confi-

dential terms of the settlement; but neither do
any of the shareholders who have had a bid
m ade fo r the ir shares i n recentI weeks.

Mr Blaikie: You have been pretty accurate
w it h you r guesses i n the past.

Mr LAURANCE: It was interesting how the
Premier ranted and raved when I quoted the
figures relating to pastoral leases and he stood
up in the House within 24 hours and confirmed
them himself.

Mr Blaikie: You were also extremely accu-
rate in your comments about the Tourism
Commission.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government saw fit
to make some changes in that area very quickly
afterwards, so presumably I was very accurate.

The agreement was made with Griffin Coal
mining company. It was satisfactory and
involved a huge amount of money. A deal was
done whereby the benefits of that deal would
accrue to both the State and the company after
7 June. Very shortly after that the takeover bid
was made.

Mr D. L. Smith: You are indulging in a great
deal of self-illusion if you think anyone is
taking you seriously.

Mr LAUJRANCE: I hope that comment is
recorded in Hansard because I will send a copy
of it to "Wondering" of Warnbro.

Mr Bryce: How will you find "Wondering"
of Warnbro?

Mr LAURANCE: It has the address sup-
plied.

Mr Bryce: Not to you.
Mr LAURANCE: No, to the newspaper. 1

suppose it would be possible to send the com-
ment to the newspaper for it to send on to the
writer of the letter because that person would
be very interested in those comments. It is ob-
viously being treated as a frivolous matter by
the member for Mitchell, but it is being treated
very seriously by those people who have shares
in this company, people who have invested in
the company and in the Collie coal contracts
because they have had them recommended to
them over a long period. They are now having
that asset removed from them on terms and
conditions of which they cannot judge the fair-
ness or otherwise.

Mr IBlaikie: Isn't the member for Mitchell on
the Public Accounts Committee?

Mr LAURANCE: Yes, I understand he is. He
m ight be able to i nvest igat e t h is fu rt her.
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That is the situation and 1 think it is of con-
cern. The senior officers of the State Energy
Commission would not want to be party to this
arrangement that has occurred, yet they are
bound by the Government to remain silent.
The minority shareholders have nowhere to go
because they cannot in any way establish what
the true, reasonable and fair price of those
shares would be. The Premier has shown by
accepting this gift that he has broken his own
rules. That has been pointed out several times
already in the Parliament. But the Premier now
has a responsibility to those shareholders to tell
them what that value is. We know the value of
his free trip from the company.

I remind the House that the Premier said
that no Ministers were to receive aay gift and
should avoid circumstances in which the ac-
ceptance of any gift could give even the appear-
ance of a conflict of interest, past, present, or
future. Here is a multimillion-dollar deal car-
ried out to the disadvantage of many Western
Australians and to the advantage of W.R.
Carpenter Holdings, and the Government has
assisted the arrangement by not making the
information available.

It is a serious charge when the Premier of this
State will get involved in a deal such as this. He
has a responsibility to come forward and make
public the terms and conditions of that ar-
rangement. He came forward and said he was
accepting a free gift from the company; he
acknowledged that it was a good deal for W.R.
Carpenter Holdings and it was a good deal for
him because, as a result, he did not have to find
$18 million in this Budget to settle the dispute
between the parties.

It is sinister that the Premier was prepared to
get involved with that company in this way. He
has not satisfactorily explained the situation,
but he said that the original policy which
prevented him from undertaking such a trip
was silly and unworkable. However, when the
heat was on in this House he restated that pol-
icy, which is virtually word for word what was
contained in the original policy. It does not
make right the trip he took to Fiji and several
other gifts and trips he has accepted from the
same source.

Mr Court: He refuses to answer the question
about what trips were taken. He told the media,
but said that because the list is not Complete he
will not give it to us.

Mr LAURANCE: He listed 23 holidays
taken by him and other Ministers. He quoted
from that list to the members, but has refused

to give further information. The members of
the Opposition do not want that information,
but I have brought forward information con-
cerning a group of people who have been
severely disadvantaged. They did not know the
extent to which they had been disadvantaged
because of the secrecy of this Government. The
Premier has accepted a gift that has obviously
compromised him and which emphasises how
close his association is with this company.

In the interests of fairness and because he, as
Premier, represents all of the people in this
State, including the minority shareholders of
Griffin Coal, he has a responsibility to come
forward and indicate that he will not accept
further free and compromising gifts from these
interests and that he will do the right thing by
the minority shareholders. Most of them have
already quit their shares so they cannot hold
out for a higher price, but they could take ac-
tion for damages for not being given a fair
price. That option may be open to them if they
get further information from the Premier
which I think he should give them because he
has compromised himself in this matter.

I move to another area of Government ex-
penditure in this Budget, Homeswest. A con-
siderable change has been made to the way the
Homeswest programme will be administered
this year. I accept that some of the changes are
very worthwhile and innovative. A consider-
ably greater amount will be put into this area
than in the past and that will result in far more
homes being built this year.

Mr Read: The present Government is doing
a far better job than the last Government. Are
you prepared to say that?

Mr LAURANCE: No, I am not prepared to
accept that but I will refer to that point in a
moment. I have made positive comments
about the programme, but because substantial
changes have been made, the Government has
a responsibility to make sure that no-one gets
hurt by those changes. The people being hurt
by the changes at the moment are the appren-
tices employed by the companies who have tra-
ditionally built homes for what was previously
the State Housing Commission. There are sev-
eral of these companies and they deserve a bet-
ter deal. They should have been encompassed
ink the changed programme for this financial
year. There was plenty of opportunity to give
those people a fair go at the same time as
introducing an innovative and new building
programme. There was room for both and the
Minister's programme allowed for both.
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Much emphasis has been placed on the
"select and construct" scheme and I am pre-

pared to admit that this will force-feed the situ-
ation. Many people on the Homeswest list will
become involved with private housing
companies. It has advantages and disadvan-
tages. The prices quoted under the "select and
construct" programme are for the basic design
house only. The houses do not have a fixed
price and, as the Minister pointed out, to be
involved in this scheme it is necessary to have
considerable marketing experience. The
potential buyer will be told that a range of
blocks of land and a range of builders to con-
struct the house are available and that he can
select his block and the builder. The builder
may then tell the purchaser that the price
quoted is for the basic design and that price
does not cover building on the particular block
chosen. He may say that site costs will be in-
curred when building on that block and that if
the person gives him a few hundred dollars
extra he can build the house on that block. That
is one of the disadvantages of the scheme.

Mr Wilson: Are you saying that builders are
saying that?

Mr LAURANCE: No.

Mr Wilson: Why did you say it then?

Several members interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: Is the Minister suggesting
that it will not happen? Is he saying that the
standard price will be the same on every block
of land through the "select and construct'
scheme?

Mr Wilson: Are you saying that builders will
work underhand and that they will be operating
less than satisfactorily?

Mr LAURANCE: They will have marketing
representatives who will be on commission. I
will restate what I said: Pressures will be placed
on those people to select a particular block if
they pay the variable site costs. Is that clear,
and does the Minister deny it?

Several members interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: I have pointed out the
great advantages in the scheme. What will hap-
pen is that many of the standard conditions
will not be acceptable. There will be nego-
tiations between the builders and the appli-
cants to add a bit more in certain areas; to put a
few extra dollars in for a few extra benefits.
They will not get a house for the price that the
Minister has told them they will get it for under
this scheme.

Mr Wilson: Are you saying people should not
have some ability to negotiate?

Mr LAURANCE: No, but they will not get
the house for that price, will they? I would be
interested to know what the position is at the
end of the year.

Mr Wilson: They may or they may not. You
are inferring certain things which you have no
right to infer. You are casting a slur on the
builders involved.

Mr LAUJRANCE: No, because people who
have been involved with the scheme have told
me many people say to them, "We do not like
that stove," and they are told, "Give us $300,
we will put in a different type of stove." These
are the disodvantages under this scheme.

Mr Wilion: How is it a disadvantage?
Mr LAURANCE: People will say, "You can

have this house for this price; arrange a loan or
get it through the commission." When one
comes back with the loan it will not buy the
house, because one will be told, "There is an
extra $500 for site costs, an extra $300 for
another stove," and so on. Pressure will be ap-
plied to those people to accept conditions
which 'did not apply under the previous
scheme.

Mr Wilson: I do not accept that pressure will
be applied. If you are saying pressure has been
applied in the past and it is being applied at the
moment, I will have that looked into and I will
show you up for implying things about other
people's dishonesty which are not founded in
fact.

Mr LAURANCE: In the private market there
is no problem, but in this market, people will
be struggling to make the initial deposit and get
into the house.

Mr Wilson: Do not worry, I will do what you
have said, I will investigate it.

Mr LAURANCE: I think the Minister will.
That is why I am raising it in the Parliament. If
the Minister did not, it would be a dereliction
of his duty.

There are plusses and minuses in the scheme.
I have pointed out some of the plusses and
some of the minuses. People will be
shoehorned into going beyond their means to
get into one of these "select and construct"
homes.

I want to refer to the fact that when the
Minister put out his terms and conditions for
the scheme, he said there would he four
schemes. Under scheme No. I he will call for
10 builders and two reserves, making a total of
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12 building companies. Scheme No. 2 would
consist of 10 builders and 2 reserves; again that
might involve 12 companies. Scheme No. 3
would consist of eight builders with two re-
serves, and scheme No. 4 would involve four
builders with one reserve.

Let us take one of those-scheme No. 1: 10
builders and two reserves. At least 10, possibly
12 companies should have been involved. How
many companies were involved? I will tell you,
Madam Acting Speaker (Mrs Henderson).
There were only five. Why were only five
companies involved? I have nothing against
those five companies. They are five good
companies. I have had involvement with them.
I know them all; they are good.

Mr Read: Have you slipped something to
them?

Mr LAURANCE: No.

Mr Read: They are not in that category you
are talking about?

Mr LAURANCE: Those five builders com-
ply with the conditions. I will read the con-
ditions. They have to be reputable builders
having proven ability and experience in the
cottage construction and marketing industry. I
asked the Minister whether those five
companies met those conditions, or whether he
could describe those companies in that way.
Why were the other companies not eligible to
make up the number he gave? He said 10
would be available, yet he approved five only.

What has happened to the other companies
which have been building for the State Housing
Commission for a long time? They have
employed many apprentices. One company
which will not be building these houses has
employed up to 120 or 130 apprentices. It will
not be building the houses. This company and
other building companies will sack their ap-
prentices. This company was discriminated
against.

I asked the Minister, "Yoo said you would
select 10 builders but you selected only five,
why not select the number you said you would
select?"

I asked, -Are they not reputable companies?
Do you mean to say that there are only five
reputable builders in this State who can build
up to 300 homes? Arc only five builders eli-
gible? Why are all the others who have been
building for years not eligible? is it because
they are not reputable?" He replied, "No, they
are reputable."

I asked, "Do they not have proven ability
and experience in the cottage construction in-
dustry?" There is onty one other factor, and
that is marketing ability. Why can they not
obtain marketing ability? Why can they not, as
they have for umpteen years before, build up
and develop marketing experience if that is all
that is required? Most people could not care
less whether the organisation has marketing ex-
perience or not. They want a home.

Mr Wilson: They are getting more homes
now than they ever did under you.

Mr LAURANCE: What is wrong with the
builders who have been building in the past?
The M in ister sa id he wan ted 10 bu ilders.

Mr Wilson: That did not operate under this
scheme.

Mr LAURANCE: They are good friends of
mine, these five builders, but are they the only
good friends the Minister has? What about the
other five?

Mr Wilson: You know very well the selection
was made by a committee representing the
Housing Industry Association and the Master
Builders Association.

Mr LAURANCE: It is very unfair to those
other builders.

Mr Wilson: You are criticising these very
reputable associations.

Mr LAURANCE: I am not criticising the
five people who have been selected. The Minis-
ter selected those five. Why did he not say he
would select only five? He said he would select
10 builders. There is something very sinister in
that.

Mr Wilson: Absolute rubbish!
Mr LAURANCE: Those people should have

been given a fair chance to become involved.
The only reason the Minister can give is that
under the "select and construct" scheme his
adviser sells land and he is paid a substantial
commission for selling the land.

Mr Wilson: What land?
Mr LAURANCE: The land on which the

houses in the "select and construct" scheme are
to be built.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson):
Order! The honourable member's time has ex-
pired.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [10.48 p.mn.]: I ap-
preciate the opportunity to make some com-
ments in connection with some of the matters
related to this subject. At the beginning 1 would
like to say that this is the second Loan Bill
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debate this week where the Treasurer has not
been present to take part in this debate. When
we are talking about tens of millions of dollars,
it is only right that we should have a proper
debate.

As has been explained by the member for
Floreat, we cannot obtain more details regard-
ing many sections of these estimates during the
Committee stage.

Mr Bryce: That is not true. Check your
Standing Orders. Just because they have not
been used does not mean they cannot be. You
have the facility available during the appropri-
ations debate if you wish to use it.

Mr COU RT: That is during the CRE debate?
Mr Bryce-. That is right.
Mr COURT: But not during this debate.
Mr Bryce: Yes, during this debate. Read

Standing Order No. 304 and you will see you
have that ability.

Mr Mensaros: I have been advised it is not
the subject of debate here.

Mr Bryce: I have checked and double
checked with the record.

Mr Tonk in: It is in H-ansard. t have never
seen such an ignorant Opposition in my life.

Mr COURT: One of the matters I want to
discuss is the question of the WADC and WA
Government Holdings that have each been
given $5 million in this loan fund.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson):

Order!
Mr COURT: I have gone to the trouble to

make inquiries about what can be explained, as
the Deputy Premier said tonight, and to find
out what can be debated during the Committee
stage of the debate, and it was explained to me
that certain sections of it can be debated but
other pants cannot.

Mr Tonkin: What parts?
Mr COURT: The parts listed.
Mr Mensaros: Those not subject to appropri-

ation.
Mr COURT: We can ask questions about the

section relating to the WADC and WA Govern-
menit Holdings, but we cannot debate matters
relating to the public works section. The
WADC and WA Government Holdings have
been allocated $5 million each for this coming
year. It would be great to run a business where
one could ask for another $5 million and set
about spending that sum with the certainty of

no accountability to this Parliament. We have
seen one of the subsidiaries of WA Govern-
ment Holdings which has been given $6 million
from the Federal Government to buy pastoral
leases in the Kimberley. I think we are living in
a dream land. It is the same old story, easy
come, easy go. We can ask this Govern-
ment-and we have done so on a number of
occasions because we believe there is a very
important principle at stake; that is, that
millions of dollars of taxpayers' money, par-
ticularly through the vehicle of WA Govern-
ment Holdings, are being spent without any
accountability to this Parliament-as many
questions as we like about what is going on
with that operation. We have not had any
answers and we will not get any answers during
this debate tonight as to why those funds are
required. Does WA Government Holdings
want to go into cattle stations, manufacture
gidgets, or whatever that company wishes to
do, using our funds? Even the member for
Mandurah must be concerned-

Mr Read: 1 am very tired.

Mr COURT: It is a very important loan fund
debate and whether we are tired or not is not
our prerogative. We have to take the oppor-
tunity when we can to debate these matters
which the Opposition regards as of extreme im-
portance and we will continue to debate it even
when we are tired.

A Government member: You have no con-
sideration.

Mr COURT: It concerned the Opposition
that during the debate on the WADC which, as
I recall, occurred at around three o'clock in the
morning, the Premier made it clear a number
of times that the public would be able to buy
shares in this company. In fact, he went to great
lengths to say how the Government was going
to make it possible for shareholders to buy into
that company. Of course, that has not been the
case with WA Government Holdings. That is
one of the misleading things we have debated
in this House when we debated the Northern
Mining NL legislation which was to purchase
an interest in a diamond mine. We all know the
story of what happened after that, and we
ended up with Northern Mining having its
name changed to WA Government Holdings.
As pant of that legislation, the Government has
the ability to put unlimited Government
guarantees through that company, and it ends
up with a very powerful vehicle with which it
can do a great deal, without coming under the
scrutiny of this House.
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Of course that creates suspicion. We have
made the point about certain people in the
WADC, and why the current board is running
that operation. Okay, we have confidence in
the ability of those people, but they could
change. What happens when we end up with
WA Government Holdings with all .its
subsidiaries and different people from those
now employed to work in those operations? If
they need funds, they can go to the Govern-
ment and say "We need another $5 million."
We cannot ask questions about the ventures i t
is going to go into and, of course, suspicion will
be raised.

The point I want to discuss with reference to
WA Government Holdings is that one of its
subsidiaries is the Exim Corporation. Exitn has
been all over the place. It has had a chequered
history. It was launched as an export/import
operation to help this State's trading position
and to gain entry into the export market. We
have heard so much rhetoric from the State and
Federal Governments about this export busi-
ness and the need to improve our performance.
No-one would agree more than does the Oppo-
sition that we have to get our export act
together. The last September quarter trade fig-
ures are of concern if we analyse the figures and
see the problems that have arisen. The fact that
the commodity prices are poor is starting to
show through. Those industries which we relied
so heavily upon-our primary production,
mining, and agriculture sectors-are having
difficulty performing and keeping up our trade
figures because of this problem of failing com-
modity prices.

We have seen what has happened with sugar
and rice and the problems the grain industry is
having. The alumina prices, at present, are
about half what they were budgeted to be some
years back. One can imagine the pressure that
situation is putting on those companies con-
cerned. I get the impression that we have a
Government which talks about helping our ex-
port industry, but which seems to initiate few
genuine things to assist it. I can see the State
and Federal Governments, in many ways,
doing much to destroy our export performance.

I mentioned briefly the question of the
changes made with respect to the grants system
which make it difficult for small businesses to
take advantage of that scheme to enter into the
market. It is important that we get a new breed
of these smaller businesses becoming involved
in our export industries to help our traditional
exporters so our trade performance can be
improved. We are faced with the problems on

our wharves that we have discussed tonight.
We see the immediate reaction on the question
of South Africa with economic sanctions.

We have a tremendous amount of trade, not
only to South Africa but through South Africa
to southern African countries. We must look at
this question of the grants, because it is affect-
ing many businesses and Government people
say it is a matter of urgency to arrest our falling
trade position so at least some people in the
Government are recognising the fact that we
are having problems maintaining our trade
position. On the other hand, the Government
makes it more difficult for this country's
salesmen and women to break into new mar-
kets. This is where State and Federal Govern-
ments can assist in helping these small
businesses learn about the export business and
give them a chance, because often it takes one
or two years to learn how to get their product
ready for these markets and onto them. The
changes to the Federal Government export
Market development grant scheme will result in
thousands of legitimate exporters being forced
through lack of capital to discontinue their ex-
port operations or lower their export activities.

What happens now is that small businesses
must find the first $5 000 before ;.ny assistance
is available. This really is a great disincentive
for those companies which are contemplating
exporting their products. An amount of $5 000
does not go very far, but at least it is a start. It
is a bit of encouragement for them to get out
there and see what can be done.

Combined with many other changes to the
scheme, it has been estimated by people
involved in the export industries that up to 60
per cent of existing exporters will either cut
back or eliminate their export activities
altogether. Here we are at a time when our
trade performance is declining. We all know
that the Australian economy and our standard
of living depends very much upon our export
performance and the foreign exchange earnings
that we can achieve. With the pressure on and
with the falling commodity prices we certainly
need other avenues in which to improve our
performance. State and Federal Governments
do have a responsibility to create an environ-
ment in wvhich exporters can take full advan-
tage of the many opportunities that are being
opened up.

The Government started referring to Exim as
a body which would help trade, which sounds
good. but it is how a Government goes about
assisting local businesses to get into the export
business that counts. They have tended to go
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into business and become competitive with
other people and that is not the way it should
be done.

The Opposition has made a commitment
that we want to get all these different Govern-
ment bodies which are now fiddling and buying
into businesses, out of business. The private
sector knows how to do all that. This Govern-
ment can do many other things to help ex-
porters.

The Opposition has addressed many of these
problems, for example, in our small business
policy, under the heading of "Exporting". The
Deputy Premier might be aware that one of the
areas that we believe is important-it takes
many years to achieve this-is that people
working in our industries have to have a better
understanding of the languages and the cus-
toms of the different countries that we deal
with.

The Deputy Premier and I had the pleasure
of attending the Hollywood Senior High School
graduation ceremony earlier this week. It was a
bit embarrassing to hear of the performance of
the dux of the school. The exam results of this
year 12 student were something like 92 per cent
for mathematics, 92 per cent for science, 92 per
cent for French, and 92 per cent for Japanese. I
thought how lucky that person was to do so
well at French and Japanese. The member for
Scarborough would be interested to hear that
he was only 15 years of age and was two years
younger than the other students doing their
TAE. He was the dux of that school. Hopefully
more people will come through our school
system with such a tremendous background in
languages and will become involved in the
business sector.

Mr Burkett: Obviously the dlux of that school
would make a great bank manager!

Mir COURT: He probably would, yes. It
always fascinates me to talk to the overseas
Department of Trade officials, some of whom
have tremendous qualifications. I have been
pleasantly surprised to discover that many
trade officials speak a number of languages and
they have the ability to do a good job
representing Australia overseas. That is good
practical help where they have an understand-
ing of the country concerned, and how business
is conducted in that country. With that knowl-
edge, one goes out and tries to get some of that
business.

One of the first things that the State and
Federal Governments can do to help our export
industries-it is an Australia-wide problem-is

to make it possible for our exports to leave the
wharves. The Mudginberri dispute was not a
shipping problem. The unions would not even
let the products leave the abattoir in that case
and as a result the beef industry lost millions of
dollars and markets which could not be
regained.

Locally we had a disastrous and very sad
three-week dispute at Bunbury. Our main WA
port, Fremantle, has had a terrible run over the
years. Earlier this year the Opposition brought
up this question in the House. It was very
interesting to see the reaction of the Minister
for Transport at the time. Initially he did not
want to know much about it or to know that
there was a problem, and after the seriousness
of the problem was explained to him, how one
could get a daily report on the strikes, the hold-
ups and the delays in shipping, he eventually
admitted to us that there was a problem and
that the Government would set up a committee
to look into the matter to see if it could do
something about it.

Several months have passed and this week
when the Opposition for the second time this
year raised this issue-it is becoming a major
concern to the people trying to export their
products-we discovered that the committee
did not even get off the ground and the Minis-
ter for Industrial Relations has now become
involved and is trying to do something about it.
He will look at the level of industrial dispu-
tation and ascertain the reasons for the dis-
putes. A year has passed and we have achieved
absolutely nothing. The situation has remained
exactly the same as it has been for some time.

The Minister for Transport showed a great
deal of courage in one of his answers to a ques-
nion tonight in which he admitted that some of
the work force on the wharf had put themselves
into a privileged position.

Mr Bertram: No, he said your Government
put them into a privileged position.

Mr COURT: I do not intend to even argue
about who put whom into a privileged position.
The Minister will assess the situation as he sees
it. I realise it is a very difficult situation. I have
a lot of sympathy for any member of this
House, whether from this side or the other side
of the House, who is trying to resolve the prob-
lems at Fremantle because I have spent a great
deal of time with the member for Narrogin and
others worrying about what goes on at
Fremantle and how the wharf operates. The
solution will not be easy. I would much prefer
someone such as the Minister for
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Transport-just one Minister-trying to solve
the problem. I do not think it will achieve
much. The Government has not done its home-
work and it has transferred the responsibility
for the problem to the Minister for Industrial
Relations.

The Government has come to realise that the
Fremantle wharf has its own inbuilt problems.
Some pretty brave action will be required to
change the situation. The problem will be
further complicated by the fact that next year
the port will operate in a completely different
fashion for a year while all the different acti vi-
ties associated with the America's Cup go on.
Handling that situation will require some
special skills in itself. There is a problem at
Fremantle.

I was sad to read in the Warren-Rlackwood
Times of 23 October-these are the sorts of
comments I have heard by people shipping out
of Fremantle, but this is the first time I have
heard them expressed from such a dis-
tance-the following-

MANJIMUP-Pemberton vegetable
growers shuddered last week as the State
lost another vegetable export market.

Wharf disruptions at Fremantle were the
cause.

The order formerly supplied by WA pro-
ducers has been filled by Taiwan.

Considerable losses to producers and ex-
porters have been caused by disruptions at
the point of loading.

The newspaper goes on as follows-

Local vegetable growers are somewhat
removed from the problem point and they
have difficulty establishing where t0 put
the costly blame for the disruptions.

They know at the end of the line they have lost
a market. One can only break into those export
markets, as was explained to me in some detail
last week when I was talking to people who are
fruit and vegetable exporters, by establishing
contacts over many years. Those people estab-
lished a market in Singapore and then supplied
Malaysia, then moved to Hong Kong and then
Brunei. Some are moving into the Middle East
and they have built up expertise over the years,
but they need reliable shipping because it is a
low-cost product which deteriorates quickly.
The shipping must be reliable and at competi-
tive prices. It is sad to see this industry having
those problems.

One exporter I spoke to said that the last
three containers he had packed in his sheds for
shipment-into a refrigerated container-had
to be diverted as the truck was going to the
wharf because there was a hold-up on the
wharf. The container load went to a warehouse
in Fremantle for a day or so until the dispute
was sorted out. The problem then arises that
one cannot have too many hold-ups. If the
goods are held up for a certain period of time
they then have to unpack the container and put
the produce on the local market. Those are the
problems the exporters come up against. The
shadow spokesman on agriculture (Mr Old)
and I have visited other producers and dis-
cussed these problems with them. All parts of
the chain must be working for them to get their
produce out. The same applies to anyone who
is exporting, whether a commodity goes
through the airport where one runs into the
problem of the TWU and Mr O'Connor, or
through the wharf. We must get to the stage
where we have not only reliable means of
shipping produce, but also a reasonable price.
This is another point the Minister for
Transport raised although he did not exactly
mention the levy system which operates on the
wharves. He said that some sections were in a
privileged position. He knows only too well
that the levy structure developed over the years
has reached a point where whenever the union
wants an additional perk or the union's head
office over east wants more funds for some
reason the union introduces or raises a levy.

It has got out of hand; it has been made too
easy and in many cases the blame must go to
some employer groups as well as employee
groups. It has reached the stage where the cost
associated with getting the produce across the
wharf is becoming prohibitive. In Western
Australia we can produce goods competitively,
the cost of transporting them by ship has
probably never been cheaper, but the cost of
handling them across the wharf prices them out
of international markets.

The criticism we have here is that the Minis-
ter early in the year initially did not want to
know about our criticism. Then he said he
would do something with the committee.
Nothing much seems to have occurred and now
another Minister is becoming involved. We are
not getting a great deal of shipping through
Fremantle. That in itself is sad because there is
no reason Fremantle cannot be a major port for
Australia. We have a very good train link from
here to the east and there is no reason we can-
not encourage more freight to be unloaded

3481



3482 [ASSEMBLY]

here. If we had a reliable cost-competitive
wharf we could have a tremendous service in-
dustry in a port with a reputation for being
reliable. It could be a gateway for Eastern
States markets. Instead we have a situation
where ships go out of their way to bypass
Fremantle. That is sad. I want to refer now to
South Africa. All this talk of economic sanc-
tions smells of hypocrisy. Let us look at the
figures involved.

Mr Gordon Hill: What do you think of
Malcolm Fraser's appointment?

Mr COURT: I have no time for his being
appointed to the committee.

The trade figures for 1984 show that we
exported $64 million worth of goods to South
Africa and imported $26 million worth of
goods, so we have a pretty favourable trade
balance. Many people do not realise that a lot
of our products which go to South Africa pass
through that country to the southern African
States. We now have the situation where the
Prime Minister grandstands while overseas and
says we will impose sanctions and stop the air-
lines flying to South Africa. He wrote a letter to
the Premiers, and Mr Cain has said he will
impose sanctions also.

Mr Evans: What will Mr Fraser do?
Mr COURT: Hopefully he will go to South

Africa and learn a bit about the place.
Mr Gordon Hill: Have you been there?
Mr COURT: No, I have not been there. I

would like very much to go there. I always like
to visit these countries; I visit different
countries as much as I can.

Mr Bridge: The basis of your remarks tonight
is dollars and cents. There is a lot more to
South Africa than that.

Mr COURT: I am talking about trade to a
country. If we want to get involved in talking
about politics of all the different countries we
trade with we will get into a ridiculous situ-
ation because we would not be trading with
anyone. There is even disagreement among the
Labor Premiers. Premier Cain in Victoria said
there would be economic sanctions, but
Premier Wran in New South Wales asked why
we should be the bunnies. He said that if we
stopped trading with South Africa a lot of
people in Australia would be put out of work.
He realises that a lot of the trade to South
Africa goes to other pants.

Mr Bridge: But Fraser has been consistent,
hasn't he?

Mr COURT: Yes, with a policy which I have
not supported. I am consistent on that point.

The situation is that the Premiers are all over
the place. The Premier of Western Australia
has not come out and taken any position at all.
He probably realises there is quite a bit more at
stake than going along with what the Prime
Minister has been saying overseas at the confer-
ence. The annoying thing about all the talk
about South Africa is that it assumes every-
thing in our neck of the woods is in good shape.
We have a preoccupation with telling other
countries what to do. What right do we have to
tell them what to do when we cannot handle
the probleims in our country?

Mr Bridge interjected.

Mr COURT: The member knows only too
well my position on the question of land rights.
I want to raise something in a minute to show
the concern I have about our preoccupation
with one part of the Aboriginal question. It is a
concern that is all too often expressed by ex-
perts from Canberra, New South Wales, and
Victoria, where they are not particularly
worried about the Aboriginal problem. It has
probably come under discussion in their differ-
ent Caucus meetings. I do not believe these so-
called experts have the same depth of under-
standing or are required to know as much
about the problem as people in States such as
South Australia, the Northern Territory, and
Western Australia. That concerns me.

Mr Bridge: They have a similar problem in
the Eastern States.

Mr COURT: But not to the extent that we
have in this State and in the others I have
mentioned. In the last couple of years we have
ignored the real problems while concentrating
on land rights-we have ignored health, edu-
cation, and housing, among others. It is
disturbing to read the reports which have come
out in recent weeks-indeed they seemed to
come out at the same time-which are quite
frightening because they highlight the very real
plight that large sections of our Aboriginal
population are facing.

In The West Australian of 29 October a re-
port into Aboriginal mortality and morbidity in
Western Australia was cited. This report was
produced by Dr Declan O'Neill and Dr Don
Hicks of the Health Department and was made
public. It was prepared from Health Depart-
ment death statistics in 1983, which was the
first full year in which aboriginality was
recorded on death certificates from hospital
and other records. It read as follows-
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ABORIGINES are dying at nearly three
times the rate of other West Australians
and their life expectancy is about 16 years
shorter, according to a new government re-
Pori.

Heart disease caused by obesity, hyper-
tension, diabetes, alcohol-related diseases,
injuries and other violence were the major
factors in raising the death rate and
showed the impact of urbanisation.

The report goes on-
The 1983 data showed that Aboriginal

men could expect to live 56.1 years,
compared with 72 years for others.

In the same paper for the same day another
report highlights the high young Aboriginal
death rate, and it quotes Professor Michael
Gracey's comments published in the Australian
Medical Journal. It reads as follows-

VIOLENT deaths among young Aborigi-
nes through murder, suicide and motor ve-
hicle accidents, often associated with al-
cohol, are causing concern among top WA
medical researchers.

Researchers have studied different areas, in-
cluding the Kimberley. I think every member
of this House should read this report because it
gave me quite a shock.

Mr Bridge: Why should it give you a shock?
Mr COURT: I did not realisq that these re-

ports were coming out in this way. I have read
a lot of research work which was carried out in
the 1950s and 1960s on this problem and I
would have thought, looking at this 1 983 re-
port, that the situation had improved.

Mr Bridge: All the time I have been in this
House I have tried to rouse some compassion
in your members. This report relates to those
very things that we have sought to rectify for
years.

Mr COURT: I am merely telling you my
opinion on this subject. These articles came out
only recently and it is interesting that they both
came out together.

Mr Bridge: I would like you to circulate
them.

Mr COURT: I certainly will. The other
article was from Mrs Betsy Buchanan from the
emergency welfare section of the Trades and
Labor Council. She is quoted as saying-

... almost all the Aboriginal families regu-
larly seen by the foundation had chronic
health problems.

Many of the children had middle-ear in-
fections, which affected their education
and social development.

That might not seem like very much but I have
had some experience of middle ear infections. I
can remember going up to Princess Margaret
Hospital at one time and viewing a ward full of
almost 40 Aboriginal children, all of whom had
middle ear infections. The doctor explained to
me that Aborigines and Islanders, particularly
when young, do not have an immunity to this
sort of affliction. I lived with a similar problem
in my family for ten years and I know exactly
what this entails. I know about the problems it
causes in families in regard to education and
the like. It takes time before children grow out
of these problems, but during those years they
are very susceptible to them. The editorial in
The West Australian of 29 October reads as
follows-

There are strong feelings, particularly in
the north of the State, that neither tax-
payers nor Aborigines are getting full value
from the money being spent on Aboriginal
welfare. There have been recent sugges-
tions that too much money is being wasted
by bureaucrats with too little understand-
ing of the real needs of Aboriginal com-
munities.

I do not think any member here would dispute
that, but it is easier to say that than to find a
way in which these considerable sums of
money that are being spent could be better
used. That, perhaps, is the challenge that we
have-to try to improve this particular situ-
ation. I repeat I was shocked when I saw those
research figures and they highlight the very real
problem which now exists and which people in
general-not the member for Kimberley-have
tended to brush aside over the last few years
because they have been preoccupied with land
rights and other issues.

I will just briefly raise one other matter
which is of concern. It is a matter I think
should be handled in the proper way. I have a
particular Criticism of the Government because
this matter which is now being raised, should
have been raised earlier. It is to do with some
problems that have arisen in connection with
solar hot water systems. [tlis a problem particu-
larly in the hot northern climate of our State
and the problem-without being too scientific
about it-is hi-tech. I do not know whether the
Minister for Technology read the article in The
West Australian this morning dealing with
comments made by Ian McLaughlan, President
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of the National Farmers' Federation, but ac-
cording to that article, farming is now classified
as a hi-tech industry.

Mr Bryce: I think hi-tech is now the flavour
of the month.

Mr COURT: I thought the Minister de-
scribed it as one of the "tonnage" industries?
The farmers behind him will know that farm-
ing has been a hi-tech industry for some time.

The problem is connected with the solar hot
water systems which have a steel tank. These
tanks have a corrosion problem, and inside
they use a magnesium anode. In very
hot climates, however, there is a reaction be-
tween magnesium and the iron core which cre-
ates hydrogen gas when the tank has not been
used for a while. The hydrogen gas builds up.
When the occupants come back from holidays,
or whatever, and turn their washing machines
on, the hot water is drawn from the top of the
tank and this mixture of hydrogen and water
rises into the workings of the machine and
when there is a spark-when the machine
changes cycles-an explosion occurs. I have
never heard of this problem before, but it has
blown up two laundries in the north. I think
there has been a problem in the electorate of
Murray-Wellington as well. The problem was
brought to the attention of the Opposition from
a couple of different sources and we have asked
questions.

What I am concerned about is that there has
been a problem in the north and now the
mining companies and the State Housing Corn-
mission-Homeswest- make sure that when a
house has been left vacant for some time the
water is run off to get rid of that hydrogen gas
from the washing machine. As far as I know
Homeswest was not aware of this problem
when it sent a letter out to the people con-
cerned, and I will just quickly read it out.

This letter is to advise you that a special
case change is imminent-

The SPEAKER: Order! How long is the let-
ter?

Mr COURT: I wish to read only a paragraph.
The SPEAKER: The member is not allowed

to read letters. He can paraphrase them.
Mr COURT: Okay, Mr Speaker. The letter

states that all water heaters with magnesium
anodes are to be fitted with hydrogen release
valves before being accepted by the State Hous-
ing Commission-Homeswest. The solar in-
dustry has designed a valve which theoretically
lets the hydrogen gas out but it does not necess-

arily work particularly when there is a lot of
water which causes corrosion. I am concerned
that Homeswest has not advised its field staff
of the safety measures lo be taken on properties
prior to reletting.

The mining industry has been aware of the
problem. I think it is a consumer affairs matter.
The Government should be Working in con-
junction with the industry to bring the matter
to the public's attention so that, if modifi-
cations have to be made, they are made.

I am a great supporter of the concept of solar
power. If there has to be a modification to a
system, let us do it. Someone has been injured
in one of these explosions. I think Homeswest
or another responsible department has the re-
sponsibility of making the public aware of the
problems and the measures to be taken to en-
sure there will be no accidents.

We have asked many questions about this
matter. It certainly is not seen as a scare tactic.
It has to be looked at in a rational way. How-
ever, our questions show there has been a prob-
lem and there is a need for a design change. I
can imagine the system working in the Pilbara
region.

The last point I wish to cover is that relating
to the Treasurer's trips. I am concerned that
the Treasurer has not told the media or this
House that he has prepared a list of the free
trips taken this year. The Treasurer is doing
himself a disservice because there is talk that
there have been other trips. Now that the mat-
ter has come out into the open, the Treasurer
should give Parliament and the public the in-
formation they require so that the matter can
be done with. It has been an unfortunate exer-
Scise for the Treasurer but it will become an
even more unfortunate exercise if he is not pre-
pared, as the member for Gascoyne said, to
make all information available.

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington)
[11.33 p.m.]: I agree with what the member for
Nedlands said about wharf stoppages. It was
interesting when I was in Fremantle a few
weeks ago to have a look at a live sheep ship to
see the way the wharfies stop work over very
minor things. The night before I arrived they
were loading sheep and they had about 300
sheep to load or about five minutes more work.
When one considers that they load 1 200 sheep
an hour, 300 sheep would constitute about five
minutes' work. However, it was the last load
before knock off. It started to rain so they
downed tools and finished work. The truckies
had to take the sheep back to the feed lots,
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unload them, and then reload them in the
morning and return to the ship. One truckie
told the wharfies what he thought of them. The
wharfies went out on strike. When I arrived the
next morning they were trying to work out
whether they would go back to work or whether
the strike was justified. As it turned out, they
went back to work. In the meantime, though,
the trucks Were lined up with their sheep to be
loaded onto the ship. I thought it was intoler-
able and hard to believe that people of this
mentality with only five minutes' work to go
could stop work because of a little rain. If the
conditions were dangerous or there were
worries that a severe accident could occur and
they stopped work, everyone would agree, I am
sure. But these matters are minor and are diffi-
cult to comprehend.

The Murray District Hospital has only one
physiotherapist. I asked a question recently of
the Minister for Health about the situation
existing in other hospitals. He told me that the
Rockingham hospital has a physiotherapist for
every 31.2 inpatients. The Murray District
Hospital has one physiotherapist for every 65
inpatients. It is true, as the Minister said in his
reply, that the inpatient rate is lower. However,
it is worrying that the Murray District Hospital
physiotherapist is not doing her job properly
for the benefit of the patients in that area. Be-
sides helping the inpatients she has other duties
which include prenatal clinics, exercise for the
elderly, and lecturing.

Positions were advertised in The West
Australian last Saturday advising that the
Health Department was setting up a staff
development branch, which to me smacks of
another extension of the bureaucracy. As I said,
the Murray District Hospital is in need of one
or two more physiotherapists. The Mandurah
Community Health Centre has three full-time
physiotherapists and one pant-time. I know that
cannot be compared with the situation at the
Murray hospital because those patients are not
inpatients. However, it still seems a little un-
fair. I am not knocking the fact that the
Mandurah area has these physiotherapists. I
am saying that it is wrong that the Murray
District Hospital has only one.

It seems that money is being wasted by the
Department of Health in the setting up of the
staff development branch. The department is
seeking to make several senior appointments.
The first job listed is the position of a coordi-
nator of needs assessment. That job carries a
salary of $39 233. The position of coordinator,
management development carries a salary of

$37 480. The position of coordinator, pro-
fessional development carries a salary of about
$33 000 as does the position of coordinator,
personnel development. Obviously those are
four senior positions but more staff will have to
be employed. I will not argue whether those
positions are needed or not. However, the basic
requirement of the Health Department is to
provide a reasonable standard of health care.
We have too many shiny-bums who are not
really developing the health care work and who
are trying to work out staff developments for
the staff in the Health Department. I am sure
the staff is capable of developing its own with
all of the coordinating and improvements that
are going on but I think it is probably more
important that we have people out in the
health-care field working to improve the lot of
sick people.

Another matter that was brought to my at-
tention recently concerns the way in which job
vacancies in hospitals are advertised. On my
last visit to the Yarloop Hospital I met with the
director of nursing who told me that the new
system was that job vacancies in all hospitals
must be circulated to every hospital. I asked the
Minister for Health a question in tbis House
concerning this matter. Not only does the ad-
vertisement have to be circulated to every hos-
pital, but it must be placed on the notice board.
Mem bers can imagine the number of advertise-
ments involved and it is very difficult to place
them all on the notice board.

As I said, this system has been introduced
recently, and I believe it is a complete waste of
money. If a person is looking for a job, he will
go through the proper channels to ind one.

I asked the Minister what cost was involved
in sending out these notices and he told me that
it was negligible and that forms were
distributed once a week. Someone has to pre-
pare the forms and they have to be sent to the
hospitals. The Minister should give serious
consideration to this matter and decide
whether it is economically viable to continue
with it. I can see no reason for it.

I refer now to the Tronado machine which is
to undergo another test to ascertain whether it
is of any value to the community. l am in sup-
port of this action.

It is unfortunate that last year, when the
Government decided to institute further trials
with the machine, there were not sufficient
patients to take pan in the trial-perhaps I
should say that it was fortunate!
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One of my constituents discovered 12 years
ago that she had breast cancer and was told that
she would be required to have a mastectomy.
She did not want to undergo this operation and
asked her doctor what other form of treatment
was available. Her doctor advised her to have
the Tronado treatment, which appears to have
worked.

Obviously one cannot judge the success of
any treatment on one case only, but the person
to whom I refer has great faith in the Tronado
machine. Either last year or the year before the
same woman was required to undergo futher
treatment, but the Tronado had been taken off
the health list and she had to pay to receive the
treatment. This is another area which should be
considered by the Government. Perhaps it will
depend on whether the forthcoming trials are
successful, but that may take several years.

I am pleased to see that the Government has
provided a reasonable sum of money to dredge
the estuary at Mandurah. I personally believe
that by dredging a reasonable channel there will
be a chance that the problem will be overcome.

The Government has indicated that it is con-
sidering what is known as the "Dawesville cut"
to provide another access to the estuary from
the ocean.

I was staggered when I learnit recently that a
person who owns land where the Dawesville
cut will go through has plans to build a caravan
park on that land. A State Government agency
allowed him to go ahead with the development.
I questioned the Minister for the Environment
on this subject and he has advised me that until
the environmental review and management
programme has been completed the develop-
ment cannot be stopped. I understand that the
development has started because there was a
photo of the developer in the local paper and
he was standing on the proposed caravan park
site where truckloads of sand had been
dumped. Naturally the local shire will not tell
him that he cannot continue with the develop-
ment, which will cost in the vicinity of $1
million. However, the Government appears to
be happy for him to undertake the develop-
ment and when it is completed it will say, "We
need this land for the Dawesville cut." By that
time the developer would have spent a lot of
time in developing this site and it is not fair
that he should be subjected to this kind of
treatment. I cannot see why a moratorium can-
not be placed on the development until the
ERMP has been completed.

It will cost the Government a lot of money to
go ahead with the Dawesville cut if the
developer proceeds with the caravan park and
then finds that the Government requires the
land.

It makes one wonder whether the Govern-
ment is dinkum about the Dawesville cut or
whether it is hoodwinking the people of
Mandurah. It will be a huge project and like
most projects it will finish up costing more
than the initial estimate. It certainly will cost a
lot more if the caravan park is allowed to de-
velop.

As I have already said, it is wrong that the
Government has not held up the work until it
receives the ERMP.

While I am referring to the Mandurah-
Murray area, I advise members that the Minis-
ter for Transport announced about a month
ago that the Government would commence
Work on upgrading the Mandurah-Pinjarra
road. In the last couple of months about 10
deaths have occurred on that road. It is a con-
stant worry to those people who use the road
and it certainly needs repair. The area is very
low lying, and as a result the road has an un-
even surface.

The Minister advised that the upgrading of
the road would commence at Mandurah. I was
surprised at that announcement because the
deaths which have occurred on that road have
not been at the Mandurah end, but have been
midway between Mandurah and Pinjarra. The
pressure that was brought to bear on the
Government for the upgrading of the road was
because of the deaths that have occurred.

I would have thought that the Main Roads
Department would commence the upgrading at
the point where the deaths have occurred, but
that is not to be the case. I wonder whether the
Government has the concerns of the people at
heart or whether it is looking for votes in the
Mandurah area.

Mr Burkett: Knowing the efficiency of the
Main Roads Department, I doubt whether it
would do anything unless it was correct. I think
you would have to give full marks to Mr Don
Aitken.

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not think Mr Aitken
would make the decision about the upgrading
of a road in that area. It would be a decision
made by the engineers.

Mr Grill: There are no political aspirations
as to where the upgrading will start. The traffic
on the Mandurah road is heavier than that at
Pinjarra.
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Mr BRADSHAW: I appreciate where the
heavy traffic is and it is not where the deaths
have occurred. I know that some of the acci-
dents have been caused through negligence.

Mr Read: A lot of' them have occurred near
Alan Bond's daughter's farm. There is no point
in staffing the upgrading there.

Mr BRADSHAW: The road is very uneven.
Mr Read: It is not a bad road. Do you travel

on it very often?
Mr BRADSHAW: I would probably travel

on it more than the member for Mandurah.
Mr Read: I used to travel on it every day

when I was teaching and I had no trouble with
it.

Mr BRADSHAW: I have not had any trouble
driving on it.

A further point I would like to raise in con-
nection with the Mandurah-Pinjarra road con-
cerns the speed limit. I believe that a standard
speed limit should be placed on that road. At
the present time there are about a dozen differ-
ent speed limits and I very rarely reach the
maximum speed on any section of it.

As members can appreciate, if the speed
limit is 100 or I110 kilometres an hour, the
average motorist wants to drive at that speed.
Inevitably, one such motorist will have a
motorist in front who travels at a much slower
speed and this can lead to aggravation. If there
were a standard speed limit on that road, the
anxiety of a motorist wanting to travel at, say,
I110 kilometres per hour would be taken away.

Some time ago I wrote to the Main Roads
Department about the speed limit on this road,
but to date I have not received a reply. There-
fore, I do not think it has investigated my
suggestion about the speed limit. If one is lucky
he may travel two kilometres on that road at
the maximum speed limit only. I must admit
that I rarely travel at 100 kilometres Or I110
kilometres an hour on that road because of the
amount of traffic.

Another thing that has come to my attention
since coming into this job is dual inspection
fees at abattoirs. The export abattoirs have to
pay a State inspection fee as well as a Com-
monwealth inspection fee. When I first heard
about it I found it hard to believe that it was
illegal to sell meat in Western Australia if it has
been inspected only by a Commonwealth meat
inspector and not also by a State meat inspec-
tor. We sell that meat to America, the Conti-
nent, and other countries. In fact, the
Americans send inspectors to inspect our abat-

toirs on a regular basis to make sure that they
are up to a certain standard. They have the
ability to wipe out an abattoir if they find that
it does not come up to that standard, yet we
have a dual inspection fee situation. All it does
is add to the cost to the producer or to the
consumer. At Harvey abattoir an agreement
has been reached whereby the State inspector
does not turn up. However, the inspection fee
has to be paid regardless.

Mr Grill: Aren't you aware that we are doing
away with that?

Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, I know, and I think
that is a good idea. I am trying to point out that
I hope we do not end up with a situation simi-
lar to that in New South Wales where inspec-
tions are left in the hands of the Common-
wealth Government. I believe the Common-
wealth inspector should have responsibility for
the export abattoirs in Western Australia and
the State inspectors should have responsibility
for the non-export abattoirs. I am worried that
costs could soar in non-export abattoirs if they
are put in the hands of Commonwealth inspec-
tors. At this stage, State inspection fees are
cheaper that those of the Commonwealth. I
know that a committee has been formed, but I
do not know why it is needed. I think it would
be a straightforward matter to make the de-
cision to get rid of dual inspection fees. It will
cost money to have a committee formed.

Mr Evans: This problem has been going on
for 15 years.

Mr Troy: What about the responsibility of
local authorities?

Mr BRADSHAW: I know that local
authorities also play a pan. I know that the
problem has gone on for quite a few years, but
it seems strange to me that it has taken this
long to get to the stage where the dual inspec-
tion fee system will be done away with. It is not
good that we have had the problem for so long.
I am not quite sure why we need a committee
to look into the matter to decide how the
system will be done away with.

I was disappointed that Waroona Primary
School missed out on its allocation for funding
in the Budget. The Minister visited the area last
year and the way he carried on over the pri-
mary school was a sad affair. He continually
abused the Waroona Shire Council, I believe
unnecessarily. He called the councillors a mob
of country hicks. He said that to a reporter.

Mr Pearce: I did not.
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Mr BRADSHAW: The shire council believes
it; it was told that by a reporter. The Minister
can say what he likes, but the reporter told the
council that that is what he said.

Mr Pearce: I had a meeting with the shire
council and the whole matter has been ami-
cably settled. You have been trying to stir it
along, that's all.

Mr BRADSHAW: I have not been trying to
stir it along. While the Minister was in the area,
he accused the shire council of being respon-
sible for the mix-up because it had rezoned the
block. I asked him in Parliament whether he
had made that statement and he said that he
had not, but when he talked to the council he
apologised for the statement. I do not know
whether that was a case of his lying to the Par-
liament. What in fact happened was that the
Education Department wrote to the shire coun-
cil and asked it to rezone a particular block of
land so that a primary school could eventually
be built on it. The only good thing to come out
of it so far is that the land has been resumed.
Possibly in the near future a primary school
will be built on that land. That will improve the
situation for the youth of Waroona. They have
had unsatisfactory teaching amenities for many
years, having been taught in decrepit buildings.
The rooms are too small and the time has well
and truly passed when they should have been
knocked down and a new school built.

The fact that we have had an allocation in
the Budget for the new school at Australind is
welcomed. The area is growing at a dramatic
rate. There is a lot of pressure on the two
Bunbury high schools, and by building this new
school at Australind, some pressure will be
taken off those schools. Pressure will also be
taken off the people who live in Australind,
because the travelling distance to the high
school will be reduced.

That is one of the good things the Minister
has done in the Murray-Wellington electorate.
He has allocated some money for the Pinjarra
Senior High School.

Mr Pearce: What about the Clifton Park
School; you have not mentioned it?

Mr BRADSHAW: What is happening there?
Mr Pearce: An allocation has been made to

the Clifton Park School.
Mr BRADSHAW: That is good to hear be-

cause it will take the pressure off the Eaton
Primary School which the children from
Clifton Park currently attend. If the Clifton
Park Primary School is built by 1987, 1 am sure
the parents will be most grateful. Clifton Park

is a strange area; it is surrounded by the golf
course on one side and blocked in by SCM
Chemicals on the other. It is an area with very
few facilities and the construction of a primary
school will give the area a sense of identity and
well-being. It is a pleasant area but I think the
people feel somewhat isolated. The school will
perhaps also provide a meeting place and hall
which the area currently does not have.

Mr Read interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: I know that some of the

people in my electorate go to the member for
Mandurah and I can understand that because
he is a member of the Government. I can re-
member just before I was elected being with
people from the Yunderup area. They came to
speak to me about their problems before the
election but after the election when they found
that my party was out of Government they
went to see the member for Mandurah. Obvi-
ously people go to the person from whom they
believe they will get the best results.

Mr Read interjected.
Mr BRADSHAW: It could be the case. It is

up to them to decide and I have discussed it
with them. The Minister is reported as having
accused me of political bias. They may not
have been his exact words but that is what was
meant. It is strange for that reference to be
made in this case because Waroona is probably
the least political shire council in my electorate
and, indeed, in many others. To my knowledge,
it has never invited any member of Parliament
to its Christmas functions and it tries to keep
away from members of Parliament if possible.
Until recently, when the member for Brand was
elected, the shire has had Liberal members of
Parliament. According to the newspaper, the
Minister has accused that council of political
bias.

Mr Read: In this case, they were not biased
but they felt they had more chance of success
by going through the Federal member.

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not think so. I was
the member who got the Minister down there
in the first place. He came a couple of weeks
before the election. Going back to the history
of it,!I asked the Minister in February last year
to visit the area and he agreed to do so. The
year went by and eventually one day I saw him
in the House and asked him when he would
make the visit. He said he would do so next
year. He said that Wendy Fatin had asked him
to go there. It can perhaps be understood why
the Waroona Shire Council has become agi-
tated.
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Mr Read interjected.

Mr BRADSHAW: I asked the Minister to go
to that area long before the member for
Mandurah did. The member was keen for
the Minister to visit Mandurah, not Pinjarra. I
appreciated the Minister's visiting Pinjarra
even though he did not promise to build a new
high school there. It is a pity that he did not say
the Government would build a new high school
because the administration area of that school
is rather derelict, as the member for Mandurah
is aware, because he used to live next door to
the school. A building next door to the school
had been condemned but is now part of the
school buildings. On that basis one can imagi ne
what some of the classrooms are like. The re-
ceptionist in the administration area is located
on the front verandah and it is time that money
was spent on this school, either by upgrading
and renovating the existing school or by build-
ing a new school. Some funds have been put
aside to carry out repairs ari renovations but
they will be only superficial and a great deal
more needs to be done.

A sum of $400 000 has been allocated for the
Murray District Hospital and this is long over-
due. The roof of the hospital is leaking badly
and the ceiling has holes in it. The hospital is
badly in need of upgrading and a total of
$700 000 will be spent in the next 12 months;,
$400 000 this year and $350 000 next year.

To some extent the Government is not doing
the right thing by building a new hospital in
Mandurab. A district hospital can provide all
the facilities required for an area. One large
country hospital-not large compared with Sir
Charles Gairdner Hospital or Royal Perth Hos-
pital-can provide amenities such as physio-
therapists, speech therapists, and ancillary
health services. However, if fewer patients use
the hospital and it is downgraded, these ser-
vices tend to be lacking. By having a small
hospital in Mandurab and another small hospi-
tal in Pinjarra, some of the facilities provided
in larger hospitals will not be available. It
would have been better to develop one regional
hospital.

I can understand why the people of
Mandurah want a hospital, but in the present
circumstances the hospital is only 15 minutes'
drive from Mandurab. Many people living in
Perth would expect to travel 15 or 20 minutes
to a hospital. The people in Mandurah are no
worse off than the people in Perth, many of
whom could be 30 minutes' drive or more from

their nearest hospital. I see nothing wrong with
leaving the Murray District Hospital as the
main hospital for the region.

It is a pity I missed out on a pair. The
Pinjarra music and drama club had a world
premiere of a musical.

Mr Tonkin: A world premiere?
Mr BRADSHAW: Yes, not bad for Pinjarra.

Mr Tonkin: Who wrote it-somebody in
Pinj arra?

Mr BRADSHAW: I must admit I am not
sure.

Mr Tonkin: Somebody from Mandurah?
Mr BRADSH-AW: The Minister for the Arts

may know, because he gave $2 500 for Harry
Beck to do the musical score for it. It is a pity I
missed out on a pair because I was invited
along tonight. There was to be a little reception
before seeing the musical. From past experi-
ence I can say the Pinjarra music and drama
club does everything to a high standard.

The Benger Drainage Board has impressed
me since I became a member. I have been going
to meetings in Bunbury. The Premier was at a
meeting and he used the drainage board as an
example of a QANGO which should be re-
moved. He said it did not meet on a regular
basis.

I believe it was doing a good job. It was not
costing the taxpayers any money whatever.
About 20-odd farmers in the Benger swamp
used to charge their own rates. If anything
needed doing they would pay for it.

That QANGO went out and a consultative
committee, I think it is called, was set up. This
will cost taxpayers money because it works
with Government employees.

The Benger Drainage Board was meeting on
a regular basis. I asked whether this new com-
mittee had met and I was told the authority
had not finished forming it. The Benger Drain-
age Board went out of action in March and I
asked this question in August. Obviously the
new committee had not met in that time. The
previous Benger Drainage Board met on a
quarterly basis and everything was sweet.

Nobody knows what the present position is.
The Water Authority does not know when the
board will be called for the draining of the
swamp. It seems to be up in the air. The Benger
Drainage Board has been running successfully
since 1917. The present change is quite disrup-
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tive. Nobody seems to know where he stands.
Farmers want to get that swamp drained but
nobody has been given any instructions.

The Bunbury College of Advanced Edu-
cation, which is opening soon, will be a great
attribute to Bunbury. Somebody who applied
to do a degree in nursing which was advertised
a couple of months ago approached me. When
she applied she received a letter saying she
could not sit for a mature age entrance examin-
ation, even though the advertisement said she
could. When she challenged that. she received
another letter which said the course was not
starting in February as mentioned in the adver-
tisement. One of the reasons given was lack of
financial standing. It is a sad state of affairs
when an education programme is advertised as
being available, yet when one applies one dis-
covers the course will not start.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [ 12.15i a.m.]: I want to make a couple of
points tonight. The reason for bringing on the
debate which the Opposition disagreed with
was that it had been promised earlier in the
day. The Acts Amendment (Meat Industry)
Bill-

Several members interjected.

Mr TONKIN: We had promised to deal with
the Hill. Members know very well that on oc-
casions when we expected Bills to come on,
many did not and members opposite moaned
because of that. We could have let the meat
industry Bill carry on. It would have gone on
for another two or three hours and the Leader
of the Opposition would be starting to speak at
midnight. We would have had more moaning
and whingeing from the Opposition.

Mr Blaikie: A man from Denmark came
specially to listen to that meat industry Bill and
that is how you have insulted him.

Mr Clarko: There is something new in what
you did. You moved from a situation where
you had a debate running smoothly, where the
Minister was here, to a Bill where the Minister
was not here.

Mr TONKIN: I will come to that in a mo-
ment. We promised to give the Leader of the
Opposition an opportunity to speak today. We
brought it on just after 8 o'clock. If we had
brought it on at 10 o'clock or I I o'clock, the
Leader of the Opposition would have objected.

Mr Clarko: What you have done is quite un-
fair.

Mr TONKIN: If we had waited longer it may
not have come on at all today. We told the
Opposition it was coming on. The Opposition
has often complained when we have said a Hill
will come on and it has not.

Mr Blaikie: A man came all the way from
Denmark. He is from the Primary Industry As-
sociation and he has an interest in the meat
industry legislation, as do one or two other
people. You should be ashamed of yourself.

Mr TONKIN: If members like to look back
in the record they will find innumerable
examples every year.

Mr Clarko: Do not make an excuse for your
Treasurer who was not here.

Mr TONKIN: Much has been made of the
Treasurer's not having been here. He had not
gone home to bed, he was at a function, and a
very important function indeed.

Mr Clarko: The function finished at 10
o'clock. A

Mr TONKIN: Presumably the Treasurer
should be here to reply to the debate.

Several members interjected.
Mr TONKIN: How is one part of it if one

does not reply to it? Presumably the Treasurer
would be required to reply to it.

Mr Clarko: You reply on the basis of what
you have heard.

Mr TONKIN: That is the point the Oppo-
sition is making, that the Treasurer should be
here so that he can reply to the debate.

Mr Clarko: It is fair enough for him not to be
here if he has other things to do. He was not
here so we should not have had the debate. He
should have said, "We cannot take it, we will
do it when everybody is here."

Mr Bryce: We have faithfully recorded notes
to take to him.

Mr Clarko: It is not treating the Budget with
respect.

Mr TONKIN: The Opposition is making the
point that the Treasurer should have been here
to reply to the debate.

Mr Blaikie: And to listen to it. Give the
Leader of the Opposition the courtesy of
listening to him.

Mr Gordon Hill: Let the Leader of the House
speak.

Mr TONKIN: The point I am making is that
on the last two occasions the then Treasurer Sir
Charles Court brought the General Loan Fund
Bill to this House-in 1980 and in 1981-he

3490



[Thursday, 31 October 1985] 39

did not bother to reply to the debate. The Bill
just went through. There had been speakers
from the Opposition side, and when it came to
the debate, the Bill went straight through and
he did not say one word. Members can see the
way the Opposition changes the rules. We
might as well have a cardboard cut-out sitting
here if he is not going to reply to the debate. He
did not think the comments made were worthy
of a reply.

It is amazing how the Opposition changes the
rules when it is on the other side of the House.
Sir Charles Court did not even bother replying
to the debate. What is the point of having a
Treasurer who sits there and does not reply to
the debate? Those are the facts. He did not
show any courtesy to the House and did not
bother to stand when the debate was on. There
is no record he was here because Hansard does
not show that. He might as well have been
home in bed because he made no attempt to
reply to the debate. The Opposition talks about
the Treasurer's not replying to the debate but
Sir Charles Court, whom the Opposition Con-
tinually lauds as a great man, in his last two
years in this place, did not bother to reply to
the debate on this Bill.

MR TUBBY (Greenough) [12.22 a.m.]: I
would like to make a few comments on this
General Loan Fund Budget debate. I am cer-
tainly going to make my contribution and I will
not be talked out of it by anybody even at this
hour of the night.

I have looked through the Budget Estimates
concerning my electorate and the lack of funds
allocated is rather noticeable.

I expected that to be the case this year be-
cause I admit that last year and the year before
a considerable amount of money was spent in
my electorate. In many cases these were com-
mitments instituted by the previous Govern-
ment and honoured by this Government. So
there was not a great deal that could be
expected, but I do not see some considerable
funds have been allocated, in many cases to
finish off the overlap of funds from one year to
another and to clean up those payments.

The figure that is most noticeable-and I
think the wording must be wrong-is for the
upgrading of the Greenough regional
prison-the sum allocated is $750 000. 1 find it
very hard to believe that this prison, which has
been open for some 12 months only, and is an
excellent structure indeed, was not finished off
in every way. I see this as possibly the Govern-
ment's commitment in the loan repayments as

the prison was constructed by the joint efforts
of loan raising by the various councils sur-
rounding that area. They raised the funds
through their loan buying powers as a group
and the Government agreed to meet the loan
commitments. I presume this $750 000, rather
than being for upgrading, would be a loan com-
mitment.

Mr Carr: I think it is upgraded in terms of a
level of security which was not previously
provided.

Mr TUBBY: I do not doubt that the level of
security has been upgraded, but I know when
Hon. Joe Berinson, the Minister for Prisons,
was there to commission the prison, a number
of comments were made about the beautiful
set-up and that it was a credit to all concerned.
It was necessary to lock the gates to keep people
out rather than keep them in. It is rather amus-
ing to see people wanting to get out of there
because the accommodation inside would be
equal to anything one would get on the outside.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Ser-
vices would agree that that is correct.

There is also the police station at Perenjori.
That building has been coiiipleted and there is
another allocation of funds.

Mr Can: That is now finished. It will be
opened in three or four weeks.

Mr TUBBY: Another area of interest to
me-and I wondered why it was listed-relates
to the Rural Housing Authority vote of $2.31 8
million. Last year it was only $661 452. 1 would
have thought that with the serious downturn in
the rural indlustry and the number of people
leaving the industry, there would be less re-
quirement for funds to be allocated to rural
housing than perhaps there has been before.
We have no areas that are being newly devel-
oped. Development is a thing of the past so far
as the rural industries are concerned at this
stage until we see a considerable upturn-we
hope that is not too far away. By that time
there will be many surplus homes in the rural
industries. The demand for assistance from the
Rural Housing Authority will be severely de-
pleted in the years to come and I think there
has been an overcommitment in the Budget for
that amount to be allocated with respect to the
rural housing industry. I will certainly be
interested when we come to that division to
find out the reason for that considerable allo-
cation.

Mr Blaikie: It could be that the Government
is out of touch with the rural scene.

3491



3492 [ASSEMBLY)

Mr TUBBY: Thai could be so because the
Premier has admitted that the Government has
not been listening to what has been said, and
the serious situation that now exists in the rural
industries is a message the Opposition has been
endeavouring to convey over the last few years
it has been in Opposition. It is a situation that
was coming up and the Government should
have been prepared for it and should not have
been carried away with the very good season we
had last year as far as production was con-
cerned.

I know I personally urged the Government to
take advantage of that because it was creating a
holding situation with the good season. We are
now planning ahead and trying to overcome
that. The Opposition was spot on when it said
that the season would not overcome the prob-
lems which were more deep-rooted than the
Government would believe.

I am disappointed to find that the Govern-
ment is making rushed decisions to cater for
mortgagee sales which we forecasted some 12
to 18 months ago. It is only when it actually
happens and farmers have to demonstrate-
not in a way that they normally do-to get the
message through to the Government that their
problems are taken seriously. The farmers
mean business.

Mr Blaikie: The horse has bolted and the
Government has woken up to find there is a
problem.

Mr TUBBY: That is right. It is a very good
lesson to the Government. The Opposition has
experienced members on this side of the House
and we were able to forecast what was going on
because we have a thorough understanding and
knowledge of the industry. I hope in the fui-
ture-and I do not say this to discredit the
Government-that it will take note of what the
Opposition has to say because the Opposition
is not trying to belittle the Government in any
way. We are only trying, in a genuine way, to
represent the industry we are so involved in. It
has been a good lesson to the Government that
it may be seen in a better light in the future if it
does listen to some of the messages the Oppo-
sition endeavours to convey.

I mention some of the developments that
have taken place in my electorate. I am very
proud that the Northampton District High
School has been completed. The Northampton
district is very proud of that school. Those
people have waited a long time and have gone
through a lot in order to see that school situ-

ated where it is. There were many differences
of opinion within the district as to where the
school should be sited. I was a person who
perhaps was seen to be going against the grain
of many of my constituents in Northampton
because I felt the most sensible thing to do was
to have the school sited where all the sporting
facilities were available so that there would be
maximum usage of available sporting facilities
rather than having duplication. Northampton
experiences considerable difficulty in obtaining
an adequate water supply and it seems ridicu-
lous for the school to develop ovals and sports
grounds when only a short distance away the
community provides the same facility. It was a
very good decision that the school should be
sited alongside the sports ground to maximise
the use of available facilities. I hope a satisfac-
tory arrangement will be worked out whereby
the Education Department will contribute to
the costs of upkeep or maintenance of these
sports prounds because of the responsibility it
carries to provide these facilities from its own
resources.

Mr Blaikie: I have seen that facility. It is a
credit to the community. A facility like that
helps a small community get decent facilities
which they normally would not be able to
afford.

Mr TUBBY: That is correct. Excellent facili-
ties are now provided and I am sure the school
will reap the benefits of the decision that has
been made.

Another school in my electorate of which I
am very proud is the John Wilcox Senior High
School. It is only just inside my electorate, only
a stone's throw from the member for
Geraldton's electorate. This school has now
been upgraded to become a senior high school,
and all the facilities that accompany a senior
high school have been provided. It is an excel-
lent school and I am very proud indeed to have
that facility within my electorate. In many
schools these days additions are perhaps not in
keeping with the overall standard of the school.
We have heard criticism in this House in re-
gard to what is normally expected. I agree that
in many places additions have been rather elab-
orate. I am very pleased indeed that the de-
cision has been made for the additions to be in
keeping with the existing standard at the John
Wilcox Senior High School. They will be con-
siderably better than the facilities which
existed previously. This school will serve that
area for a long time. The way the area is
expanding, it may not be long before we are
looking for another high school, perhaps in the
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northern area in what is known as the
Waggrakine area. It may not be long before we
call out for that type of development because of
the growth that is taking place.

Mr Clarko: I made the decision to upgrade it,
in your company, in 1982.

Mr TUBBY: The honourable member was
not easy to convince.

Mr Carr: You reluctantly responded to a
severe twisting of the arm by both the member
for Greenough and myself.

Mr Clarko: I was ahead of the department, as
you know.

Mr Carr: You were still well behind us and
the community.

Mr Bryce: You made a couple of good de-
cisions.

Mr TUBBY: It was the decision of the mem-
her for Karrinyup when he held the portfolio of
Minister for Education. I know the decision
was not easy, and I knew that the member for
Geraldton was putting pressure on him because
the John Wilcox School served a considerable
area of his electorate. It was a great decision.

I was very disappointed to notice that in the
Budget for health there is still no allocation for
the replacement of a kitchen at the Mullewa
District Hospital. This is something for which I
have been pressing very hard for 10 years. As a
matter of fact, it is 10 years to the day since I
became a member of Parliament.

Members: Happy anniversary!
Mr MacKinnon: Hear, hear! Congratu-

lations.
Mr TUBBY: By only an hour it has entered

the eleventh year.
M r Clarko: You have done a good job.
Mr MacKinnon: Hear, hear!
Mr TUBBY: Some 10 years ago a decision

was made to upgrade the Mullewa District
Hospital.

Mr Bryce: It is only a week before the anni-
versary of my by-election- I am not being fa-
cetious. I am being serious.

Mr Rushton: Yours is a very sad occasion-
Mr Bryce: My anniversary is on 7 November.

Some very fine members of Parliament have
come to this place as members of the by-elec-
tion club.

Mr TUBBY: I thank the Deputy Premier for
that comment. He does not often issue compli-
ments like that. I certainly appreciate the com-
pliment if he includes me in that category.

Mr Bryce: Yes, I do. I think I must be getting
old and mellow. I think that is the trouble.

Mr TUBBY. It was decided to spread the
cost of the redevelopment and additions to the
hospital over three stages. The department
indicated the priorities that should be given to
the development of this hospital. The kitchen is
an old weatherboard attachment to the hospi-
tal; the remainder of the hospital is brick. The
priority for the second stage was the provision
of additional wards. The third priority was the
office and reception area. However, because of
the pressure being applied for ward space the
hospital board some years ago decided that a
higher priority was needed for additional ward
accommodation and it was agreed to move that
number two priority 10 number one priority
and transfer the kitchen renovations to number
two. However, the years have passed. Because
of its dilapidated condition and lack of funds
the kitchen was renovated. It certainly made a
big improvement but it is showing signs of con-
siderable deterioration at this stage. I was
hoping to see within the Budget this year an
allocation of funds to allow for the replacement
of that kitchen. The problem was certainly
accentuated by the additional wards which
were provided, which placed a considerable ad-
ditional load on the catering requirements of
that kitchen. Because of the high proportion of
Aboriginal people in Mullewa and the great
nced for strict health requirements, I see the
replacement of that kitchen as a very urgent
priority indeed.

Perhaps the Minister for Education may be
able to clear up this matter for me, but I have
not been able to find an allocation in the
Budget for the provision of airconditioning and
a water supply for the Palatine mission at
Tardun. He indicated to me some eight or nine
months ago that consideration was being given
to the provision of airconditioning and water
supply. I know it is not a major development,
but I regard it as being of sufficient
consequence to have received a substantial al-
location in the Budget. I am a little disap-
pointed that it has not received an allocation
although I have heard that tenders may be
called and that an allocation may be provided.
I was speaking to the brother in charge, and he
is- getting very concerned, with summer coming
on. These urgently-needed facilities have still
not been supplied. The Palatine Mission
brothers have provided wonderful brick ac-
conmmodat ion and facilities for the children
attending the mission school but the rooms
supplied for the education of the children cer-
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tainly are not in keeping with the remainder of
the buildings provided by the Christian
Brothers. The schoolrooms are what we call
demountable types, or "matchboxes". The
brothers have joined them together and have
done a marvellous job to make them look
something. However, I have been there during
a heat-wave and the conditions the children
work under are shocking. They told me last
year it was so hot that the wax crayons were
melting and all they had was a solid block of
wax.

In my speech on the Budget two nights ago I
referred to the plight of the Hemnsley family
who live at Greenfield near Geraldton. I was
unable to complete the recording in Hansard of
a resume of what has taken place with regard to
their problem. Rare flora was found on their
property, and this has led to a sad sequence of
events which obviously is no nearer being
solved than it was four years ago. I was reading
a resume of what had taken place, and I will
carry on with that now so that it can be
recorded in Hansard. It is as follows-

The Director of the Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife, Mr Bowen, advised
us that no cash compensation was avail-
able at that time. He said cash compen-
sation would take years to settle. He
suggested we accept a land exchange to ex-
pedite matters.

The first offer made to us was that the
areas to become Crown land totalled 67
ha, they would give us 35 ha in exchange.
We would not accept this offer as a large
gravel deposit was included in the land
they were taking from us. We had
negotiated to mine this gravel, proceeds to
be farm repayments.

The department eventually offered a
more equal land exchange which we ac-
cepted to expedite finalisation.

Four and a half years have passed, and
the terms of the land exchange have not
been finalised. We were informed last
week, that the Lands Department will only
now be starting to survey as they had made
errors.

The government has been promising for
over two years that the matter would be
settled in the near future. Today they can-
not define "near future." It appears the
future is no nearer than it was two years
ago.

Only recently I asked questions of the Minister
for Conservation and Land Management as to
the interpretation of "near future", and he was
unable to indicate what it was. This is a very
sad situation after the 41/ years of hell that this
family have been through. The risum6 goes on
as follows-

We have had to pay for any errors
caused by ourselves, but why should we
have to pay for errors caused by the
government.

At present our situation is:
The government has taken away our

earning capacity in the gravel.
The government has rendered our land

titles useless until this exchange is
finalised.

4 / years ago we had to take short term
bridging finance and commercial bills at a
very high rate of interest.

We have now lost a fishing boat, our
home, large quantities of our mohair goats;
all sold in an effort to meet interest pay-
ments. It hasn't been successful.

Mr Tonkin: How long is the letter?
Mr TUBBY: Not very long; there is another

short section. It is very important that it be
recorded. To continue-

Had the land exchange been completed
quickly, we had intended to sell off pant of
our farm to consolidate our debts.

We have no other assets to sell, so no
interest payments have been made for
quite some time. The interest just keeps
compounding on the principal. Our oni-
ginal loan has now doubled, even with all
OUr efforts of selling our assets.

We have no hope of meeting loan pay-
ments, and we cannot sell our farm even if
we wanted to, because we have no titles
until the land exchange is completed.

I do not think it is a joke. The Leader of the
House should know it is a very serious situ-
ation.

Mr Tonkin: I certainly was not laughing at
you or your letter.

Mr TUBBY: I hope not. It is not a letter; it is
a resum6 from Mrs Hemnsley, and it goes on as
follows-

Our compensation matter has seen 2 dif-
ferent governments, 4 different Ministers,
and the Department has been divided into
2 departments and the division concerned
with our case called Conservation and
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Land Management. These changes have
caused so much confusion that nobody can
understand our predicament.

That is a fact. 1 have seen the file, and I think
the member for Geraldton has seen it as well.
To continue-

The present Minister has twice refused
to return our gravel deposit to us, as it has
rare flora growing on it. We can respect his
decision if we can get financial assistance,
so we don't lose our farm.

We had a meeting with the Premier beg-
ging him for help.

I read the report of that meeting. Mrs Hemsley
wrote a further note to me as follows-

Reg,
I have made a quick calculation with

regard to the value of the gravel.
The Act reads that compensation will be

paid for loss of use and enjoyment for 5
years as the loss continues.

The land exchange compensates for loss
of use of land, but full loss has not been
compensated for.

Town of Geraldton notified the Minister
in 1981 that they were in dire need of
gravel and would require a minimum of
20,000 cubic metres from us per annum.
This we had also verbally negotiated with
them.

Therefore we had lost on one contract
alone:-

20,000 cubic metres at $4.50 per cubic
metre, i.e., $90,000 per year for 4 / years.

How can the generosity of the Minister
waiving our $50,000 fishing licence fee
compensate for this demonstrated loss?

If we can get no satisfaction are we sup-
posed to donate this amount of $405,000
to the W.A. Government?

Sincerely
Ann

That was the letter Mrs Hemnsley wrote to me.
It is a very serious situation indeed.' It is very
sad that the stage has not been reached follow-
ing a promise made 2'/2 years ago that this as-
tounding situation would be cleared up within
three months.

When this undertaking was given by the
Premier-that he was going to have his brother
finalise and handle the matter-he indicated
that he had not received that request. The
Hemnsleys thought they had only to wait those

three months. That was three years ago and
they probably thought that by now the property
would be sold. However, both of these people
have been working very bard simply
endeavouring to survive, and hoping that this
complex case will be decided very shortly. One
can see how complicated the situation is simply
by the r6sum6 which I have quoted, and it is
obvious that it will be a long time before either
any land changes hands, or these people will
even be able to sell their property. They are
facing a very difficult situation indeed.

The Morawa district celebrated its 75th anni-
versary the weekend before last. John Barnett,
the ABC rural broadcaster and weatherman
who is so well-known to us all, was invited to
Morawa for the weekend. He paid that district
a great compliment. He went up there
expecting to see everybody downhearted and in
the doldrums because of the poor rural situ-
at ion, but he was absolutely amazed at the re-
silience of the people and the way in which they
were determined to celebrate the 75 years that
that district has been operating.

People in Morawa are certainly very proud
of the achievement and development that has
occurred over those 75 years and I was very
proud to go back. Being the son of one of those
original pioneers who went to Morawa in 19 10,
I have spent my lifetime in that area. It was
very pleasing to see a number of the original
pioneers there for that occasion, renewing old
acquaintances and catching up on what had
happened in the many years that have passed
since they left the district.

I commented on the rural situation in an
interview with the local manager of the ABC in
Geraldton. He called on me, as a person who
has spent my entire lifetime in that area, to give
a rundown of what had made the district of
Morawa what it was and is. As he put it, there
is now a very serious situation in the rural sec-
tor, but there has not been a mortgagee sale in
that particular district as yet. Although I do not
think there has been a mortgagee sale, I know
that that record will not be in place for long
because I know that there are quite a number of
farmers who, I would say, are going to be taking
off shortly what will probably be their last har-
vest because of the serious situation they are
now in. It is very sad to see that happen, but
that is the situation.

John Barnett indicated that he was truly
amazed during the weekend-which was a
three-day weekend-at the activities that were
carried out. Mr Barnett is a man who loves to
get out into the country areas and mix with
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country people, and I know that in his Sunday
morning radio session-I do not know whether
many members listen to it-hie usually talks
about the north and his great love for it. How-
ever, despite all the activities of that nature he
has witnessed in this State, by far the best as far
as atmosphere and hospitality of the people
were concerned were the activities that went on
in Morawa during the celebrations. He thought
they were absolutely amazing.

Mr Bridge: That is the very point I have been
making in this Chamber all the time. The
people are in good spirits out there in the State.
Everybody is happy.

Mr TUBBY: They are not happy, but they
were determined to celebrate on this occasion.
Many country people in that area are
wondering whether they will be there to cel-
ebrate any more such occasions. I know I put
on the record during the interview I had with
Mr Paul Thompson of the ABC in
Geraldton-and that 20 minute: interview with
him will be put onto a special tape and sealed
in a container that is to be buried this year and
unearthed in 25 years' time-that the situation
in Morawa is a very difficult one. I indicated
that I thought the products country people
produce-that is, the food and fibre
products-were the essentials of life. Although
there may be a severe shaking out, these essen-
tials will always have to be produced and it will
be a very sad day when there are no farmers in
WA producing these basic necessities.

[ hope that the shake-out that will take place,
and is taking place, will not make too much of
an impact on those districts because they have
provided wonderful facilities for their citizens.
It would be a very sad day indeed to see all that
development and achievement going to waste.
A lot of the highly productive land will not pass
back to nature because I believe that if it is not
to be used for grain growing, it will be used for
the raising of stock. It may not carry the type of
stock that we normally graze today; it may be,
as has been demonstrated, that Angora goats
can be a very profitable enterprise. They may
well do even better in that area than sheep and
cattle currently do.

I am very pleased that this week we have
seen the end of a very disturbing and sad situ-
ation in the Geraldton area. The member for
Geraldion's district and mine overlap and I
know of the anxiety people in Geraldton have
suffered over the last five years, and particu-
larly over the last few months. I know the
people of that area were very appreciative of
the efforts that were made to catch the

Geraldton rapist. They were appreciative also
of the funds made available by the Govern-
ment which enabled the town to remain lit up
at night, something which comforted many
people and relieved their anxiety. It certainly
made a very big difference to the town and the
area, and the people at least felt a little more
secure. I believe also that the police have done
a marvellous job in following up leads, which
sometimes faded out, and 1, on behalf of the
people of my area, would like to express my
sincere appreciation for the work done by the
police and the enormous hours they put in.

Thank goodness it appears they were in the
right place at the right time-2. 15 a.m.-in an
area which they knew the person they were
looking for frequented.

It is pleasing to think that the police believe
they have got the man they were looking for. I
hope that will be confirmed in the near future
so that the atmosphere in Geraldton can return
to the relaxed lifestyle in which people once
lived.

Mr Tonkin: The trouble is, you will never be
sure, will you?

Mr TUJBBY: I think we will know in the very
near future as things get back to normal. The
events have certainly been a great strain on
people living in Geraldton.

I was interested to read that a very good
friend of mine and a chap I went tO school with
was the gentleman who assisted the police
officer in capturing the man.

I will have a little moire to say when the
Budget is discussed in Committee.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bryce
(Deputy Premier).

BILLS (6): RETURNED
I . Construction Industry Portable Paid

Long Service Leave Bill.

2.
3.

Bill returned from the Council with
amendments.

Reserve (No. 36636) Revestment Bill.
Skeleton Weed and Resistant Grain in-

sects (Eradication Funds) Amend-
ment Bill.

4. Authority for Intellectually Handi-
capped Persons Bill.

5. Acts Amendment (Authority for Intel-
lectually Handicapped Persons) Bill.

6. Medical Amendment Bill.
Bills returned from the Council without

amendment.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (RESOLUTION OF
PARLIAMENTARY DISAGREEM'ENTS)

BILL
Council's Message

Message from the Council received and read
notifying that it had declined to read the Bill a
second time.

BILLS (8): ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the following Bills-
I.Commercial Tenancy (Retail Shops)

Agreements Amendment Bill (No. 2).

2. Occupiers' Liability Bill.
3. Acts Amendment and Repeal

(Transport Co-ordination) Bill.
4. Liquor Licensing (Moratorium)

Amendment Hill.
5. Local Government Grants Amendment

Bill.
6. Acts Amendment and Repeal (Statutory

Bodies) Bill.
7. Wildlife Conservation Amendment Bill.
8. Law Society Public Purposes Trust Bill.

House adjourned at 1. 06 a. m. (Friday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TRADE

South Africa: Bans

1270. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:
(1) What effect will the Federal Govern-

ment's economic sanctions against
South Africa have on Western
Australian industry exporting to
African countries?

(2) Does the State Government support
economic sanctions against South
Africa?

(3) If "Yes", will compensation be paid to
those companies affected, particularly
if staff are to be laid off

(4) Does the Government support the
union bans currently in place in West-
ern Australia on exports and imports
with South Africa?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) Not yet known.

(2) to (4) The Government has not yet
considered this matter.

AMERICA'S CUP
Contracts

1349. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Transport:

In view of the Minister for Tourism's
reply to question 1053 of this session,
would he please detail contract works
given out by the Government in the
Fremantle area in connection with the
America's Cup?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Breakwater construction, northern
boat harbour.

(2) Breakwater construction, Fishing Boat
Harbour.

(3) Construction new land-backed wharf
and associated roads, Fishing Boat
Harbour.

(4) Supply and placing sand fill for total
harbour development-

(5) New electrical supply to northern sec-
tion, Fishing Boat Harbour.

(6) Hardstanding works associated with
the Mews Road Wharf, new land-
backed wharf, and other associated
work within the harbours.

(7) Toilets and service buildings in both
harbours.

1358 and 1360. Postponed.

PRISON: CANNING VALE
Security Systems: Electronic

1379. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Prisons:
(t) Is it a fact that some electronic secur-

ity systems have been installed at Can-
ning Vale prison complex?

(2) If so, when were these systems in-
stalled?

(3) What was the cost of the installation
of these systems?

(4) Are the systems currently in oper-
ation?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) installation is not yet completed.
(3) (a) Canning Vale Prison--esti mated

$150 000;
(b) C. W. Campbell Remand

Centre-estimated $482 000.
(4) No, although testing is being conduc-

ted.

PRISONER
Brian William Edwards: Imprisonmient

1386. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Prisons:
(1) When was Brian Wiliam Edwards

convicted of wilful murder?
(2) What were the terms of his imprison-

ment?
(3) Where is he currently imprisoned?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) l4 April 1980.
(2) Death. This was commuted to strict

security life imprisonment on 16
December 1980.

(3) Fremantle Prison.

1388. Postponed.
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CHEMICALS

Sodium Cyanide Plant: Notice of Intent

1403. Dr DADOUR, to the Minister for the
Environment:

(1) On what date was a notice of intent
submitted to the Environmental Pro-
tection Authority by the proponents of
the proposed sodium cyanide plant?

(2) On what date did the Environmental
Protection Authority notify the pro-
ponents that an environmental review
and management programme would
not be required?

(3) What research has been carried out
into the operation of sodiumn cyanide
plants in other pants of the world?

(4) Is research data on sodium cyanide
plants available to the public from the
Department of Conservation and En-
vironment?

(5) What are the minimum environmen-
tal protection measures a sodium cy-
anide plant would be required to
meet?

(6) What agency or agencies are respon-
sible for ensuring that such minimum
environmental protection measures
are complied with?

(7) If such measures are not complied
with, what body or person can take
action to ensure compliance?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(1) 21 September 1984.

(2) 29 November 1984.

(3) and (4) This plant will use the most
modern technology which does not in-
volve the storage of significant
quantities of hydrogen cyanide and is
not comparable to older plants else-
where in the world.

(5) to (7) The plant must meet the stan-
dards set by the licensing require-
ments of the Clean Air Act and the
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act,
and be approved by the relevant local
authority which will be advised by the
EPA in respect of environmental as-
pects-

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS
Electrification: Steering Committee

1404. Dr DADOUR, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has anyone been appointed to the

steering committee for the electrifi-
cation of suburban rail?

(2) If "Yes", who has been appointed?
Mr GRILL replied:

(1)
(2)

Yes.
Chairman, MrT-Chairman;
Commissioner of Railways;
Director of Economic and Financial
Policy, Department of Treasury; and
the Coordinator General of Transport.

1405 and 1406. Postponed.

WILDLIFE
Birds: Indigenous

1407. Mr P.3J. SMITH, to the Minister for the
Environment:

What is the number of separate
species of endemic birds found in-
(a) the South-West Land Division;
(b) Western Australia?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(a) Ten;
(b) twelve.

1408 to 1412. Postponed

HOUSING: GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES'
HOUSING AUTHORITY

Units: Kojonup
14 13. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for

Housing:
(1) How many housing units does the

Government Employees' Housing
Authority have in Kojonup?

(2) Are all presently occupied?
(3) How many are allocated to the Edu-

cation Department?
(4) What other Government departments

and instrumentalities occupy Govern-
ment Employees' Housing Authority
units in Kojonup?
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Mr WILSON replied:

(1) 13.
(2) Yes.
(3) If.
(4) The Police Department occupies the

remaining two units.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Accommodation: Kojonup

1414. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Has the Education Department sought

additional Government Employees'
Housing Authority housing in
Kojonup for the 1968 school year?

(2) If so, what additional accommodation
is being sought?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) No.
(2) Answered by (1).

EDUCATION: KIGH SCHOOL
Kojonup District: Enrolment

1415. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) With regard to the Kojonup District

High School, what is the estimated en-
rolment for 1986?

(2) What teaching staff will be required
for 1986?

(3) Will additional teachers' housing be
available for 1986?

(4) If so, what additional units are being
considered?

(5) If no additional housing units are to
be provided for 1986, where does he
anticipate the teaching staff will be
accommodated?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Primary 294; secondary 114; total
408.

(2) 29.8 teachers.
(3) No.
(4) Not applicable.
(5) As at present, in GEHA and private

rental housing. However, a depart-
mental officer will be visiting
Kojonup next week to discuss housing
requirements with the school principal
and teaching staff.

ENERGY: HYDROCARBONS

Exploration: Siratigraphic Slim-hole Drilling

1416. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
M inerals and Energy:
(i) Is stratigraphic slim-hole drilling for

hydrocarbon explorat ion undertaken
in Western Australia?

(2) Is this method used extensively else-
where in Australia and in other
countries?

(3) If this method of exploratory drilling
is not permitted in Western Australia,
for what reason is it p ro h ibited?

(4) Is it considered that this method of
exploratory drilling is less costly than
more conventional drilling methods?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes, on occasions. Conventional
stratigraphic slim-hole drilling has
always been an accepted practice.

(2) Yes.

(3) Conventional slim-hole drilling using
oil drilling equipment presents no
problems. Slim-bole drilling using
mineral drilling equipment may be ap-
proved, subject to compliance with
petroleum safety Memorandum No.
2/1985, which states-

Mineral drilling rigs may be used
in drilling operations provided all
requirements of the Directions as
to Drilling Operations are met,
and-

(i) casing, rotary shouldered
tubulars and well-head equip-
ment conform to API Stan-
dards;

(ii) senior rig personnel (the rank
of drillers and above) are
trained and experienced in
well control in accordance
with Clause t8 of the Direc-
lions; and

(iii) the Director is satisfied that
the well can be controlled in
the event that any water, oil
or gas zones are penetrated.

(4) Yes.

1417. Postponed.
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HEALTH: HOSPITAL
Bent fry: Assessment Centre

1418. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) When will the assessment Centre at

Bentley Hospital be completed?
(2) How many beds will be in total in the

three units, hospital, geriatric, and as-
sessment, after the completion of the
assessment Centre?

(3) Are there to be any additional build-
ings constructed in the current
financial year at the Bentley Hospital
site?

(4) What plans for future development at
Bentley are being considered by the
department?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) Construction is due for completion on
22 November 1985.

(2) 166 beds plus 8 one-day-stay beds.
(3) No.
(4) (a) Funds have been allocated this

financial year to identify the
likely future role and function of
the various metropolitan non-
teaching hospitals. Any future de-
velopment plans will be depen-
dent on the outcome of these
studies.

(b) Consideration is also being given
to the need for hydrotherapy fa-
cilities at Bentley Hospital.

TAXES AND CHARGES: STATE
TAXATION DEPARTMENT

Inspectors: FID Returns
1419. Mr COURT, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Budget
Management:
(1) How many inspectors in the State

Taxation Department are assigned to
checking financial institutions duty re-
turns?

(2) How many organisations have been
inspected in-
(a) the financial year 1984-85;
(b) July 1985;
(c) August 1985;
(d) September 1985?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) The Commissioner of State
Taxation has indicated that his de-
partment believes it inappropriate for
information about the level of inspec-
lion activities to be publicised. How-
ever, the Minister for Budget Manage-
ment will consider providing the in-
formation on a confidential basis if
the member raises the matter with
him.

EDUCATION: TERTIARY
WA institute of Technology: Investment Funds

1420. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
(1) Will the Western Australian Develop-

ment Corporation be taking over the
management of surplus investment
funds of the Western Australian Insti-
tute of Technology?

(2) If "Yes", did the Western Australian
Development Corporation win this
work by competitive tender?

(3) Why has the Government decided to
take this business off private sector
managers?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (3) The Western Australian Insti-
tute of Technology has made no ar-
rangements with WADC in relation to
the management of surplus invest-
ment funds.

142 1. Postponed.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
Work Experience: Union Membership

1422. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Industrial
Relations:
(1) Can the Government give any assur-

ance that what happened in Victoria
when a 15-year-old student on work
experience was persuaded to join the
Builders Labourers Federation will
not happen in Western Australia?

(2) Is he aware that there is a fear that this
could happen in Western Australia
and therefore business and other or-
ganisations are concerned to have
students on work experience?
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Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Under Western Australian industrial
law, work experience students are
excluded from the definition of em-
ployee and are therefore not subject to
award provisions and have no
entitlement to award wages. However,
employers are not precluded from
paying reimbursements to students in
excess of legal entitlements, and the
Government cannot prevent em-
ployers from making such payments.

(2) 1 am not aware of any concerns which
have been expressed in this regard.

1423 and 1424. Postponed.

WATER RESOURCES: DAM
Harris River Construction

1425. Mr BRADSIHAW, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Has the final decision been made to

construct the Harris River Dam?
(2) If the decision has been made to con-

struct the Harris River Dam, has the
site been chosen?

(3) Was there More than one site under
investigation?

(4) Will the darn built be the largest poss-
ible for the sites available?

Mr TON KIN replied:

(1) The State Government has decided to
proceed with the construction of a
dam on the Harris River, subject to an
environmental clearance and the
availability of finance.

(2) The Water Authority has selected a
site 5 km upstream from the conflu-
ence of the Harris and Collie Rivers.

(3) Yes, two sites were under investi-
gat ion.

(4) No.

WATER RESOURCES: DAM
Kent-Styx Rivers

1426. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Has the 'Kent-Styx Rivers junction

been pegged and reserved for a future
dam site?

(2) If "Yes", what are the plans for its
development?

(3)
(4)

What is the proposed capacity?
What are the plans for the utilisation
of timber in the area which will be
flooded by the dam?

(5) Which communities would be served
by the dam?

M rTON KI N repl ied:

(1) and (2) The Kent-Styx Rivers j unction
lies within the Kent River water re-
serve which has been proclaimed
under the Country Areas Water
Supply Act, principally to protect the
quality of the water resource through
the application of controls on the
clearing of indigenous vegetation.
Routine investigations have identified
a dam site just downstream of the
Kent-Styx Rivers junction, but the
Water Authority has no plans to de-
velop the site.

(3) to (5) These issues have not been
addressed.

FORESTS
Jarrab: Area

1427. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) How many hectares of jarrah forest

are there in-
(a) State forests;
(b) other?

(2) What is the estimated volume of tim-
ber available in the above areas?

(3) At the current rate of logging, for how
many years will these areas be com-
mercially viable?

(4) Is there a management plan which will
provide a sustainable yield of jarrah,
and if so, what is it?

(5) In each of the years en ded-
(a) 30 June 1983;
(b) 30 June 1984; and

(c) 30 June 1985,
what was the volume and/or tonnage
ofjarrah cut in the State?

(6) What amount was exported-
(a) overseas;
(b) interstate?
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(7) Are there any plans to limit exports to
either area, and if so, to what extent?

(8) Is he aware that felled logs are appar-
ently being deliberately mutilated to
prevent spot millers utilising them?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(I) (a) 1428 000 ha;
(b) approximately 220 000 ha does

not include private property.
(2) 14 800 000 m3 available for general

purpose milling.
(3) Approximately 25 years.
(4) Yes. See "General Working Plan for

State forests in Western Australia
No. 87", pan 1, folio 29. I hereby
table a copy.

(5) (a) 480 017 inl;

(b,) 500 822 inl;

(c) 590 691 inl.

(6) (a) 1983 not available;
1984 not available;
1985 not available;,

(b,) 1983 13 385 ml;
1984 not available;,
1985 not available.
The Department of Conservation
and Land Management does not
keep this type of statistic-this
information is all that is available
from the Australian Bureau of
Statistics.

(7) No.
(8) No. If the member has any evidence!I

would be pleased to receive it.
(See paper Na. 264.)

ROADS
Alexvander Drive-Thongsbridge Street: Closure

1428. Mr CASH-, to the Minister for Lands
and Surveys:
(1) Further to question 2678 of 13 March

1985 concerning the closure of
portions of Alexander Drive and
Thongsbridge Street, Menora, can he
advise when the Crown grant will be
issued?

(2) As the original request for the road
closure was made tin 26 September
1984, does he consider the amount of
time taken to attend to this request to
be reasonable?

Mr McI VER replied:

(1) The closed road alienation certificate
will issue within 2 to 3 weeks on re-
ceipt of purchase money and fees
requested on 17 October 1985.

(2) No. However, I have to have regard
for the fact that as it is simply
correcting a minor encroachment, at
no stage has this transaction been ur-
gent and I am aware that it has had to
take its turn within the high volume of
survey drafting and examination tasks
currently being handled by the Lands
and Surveys Department.

1429 and 1430. Postponed.

COMMERCIAL ARBITRATION BILL
Discussions

1431. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister
representing the Attorney General:
(t) Have the proposed provisions or the

provisional drafts of the Commercial
Arbitration Bill 1985 at any time be-
fore or during the Attorney General's
discussions of the Bill been submitted
for comments to the Institute of Arbi-
trators, Australia?

(2) If so, were such comments received
and were they in acceptance of the
proposed provisions?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr GRILL replied:

(1) to (3) The Commercial Arbitration
Bill 1985 was introduced into the
Legislative Council in February 1985.
In August 1985 the Institute of Arbi-
trators, Australia, submitted com-
ments on particular clauses of the Bill.
On 3 October 198$, the Attorney Gen-
eral provided the institute with a
detailed reply.

CONSERVATION AND LAND
MANAGEMENT

Informal Agreements
1432. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:

(1) Does he intend to continue the prac-
tice of using informal agreements to
arrive at decisions on conservation
and land management measures?
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(2) Does this not thwart the process of
public participation required under
the Conservation and Land Manage-
ment Act?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes, where desirable.

(2) No.

HOUSING: LAND

Clifton Hills: Use
1433. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for

Housing:
(1) Referring to question 1189 of 1985,

for what purpose is part of Lot No.
290 Connell Avenue, Clifton Hill,
Kelmscott, now proposed to be used?

(2) Is it to be used for-

(a) housing;

(b) recreation;

(c) public open space?

(3) Are any plans for its use now being
drawn?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) and (2) The land is currently zoned
rural and can only be utilised for the
purposes allowed for that zoning by
the relevant schemes.

(3) No.

GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS: PERTH
TECHNICAL COLLEGE SITE

Redevelopment: Tenders

1434. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier:

was he, any of his Ministers, or the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabi-
net made aware, or knew of, the per-
sons and companies interested in
tendering for the development of the
Perth Technical College site in St.
George's Terrace?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The short list of companies and
consortia tendering for the develop-
ment of the Perth Technical College
site was announced in April 198 5.

WA DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet: Rote

1435. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier
What duties, responsibilities, or as-
sociation does the Parliamentary Sec-
retary of the Cabinet have in relation
to the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation?

M r BRI AN BU RKE rep)lied:

The Parliamentary Secretary of the
Cabinet has no duties or
responsibilities in relation to the
Western Australian Development
Corporation,

SIR LENOX HEWITT
Business Interests: Response

1436. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier
(1) Will he make available the reply

received from Sir Lenox Hewitt re-
garding his various business interests,
and about which he expressed public
concern on 10 May 19 85?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) The correspondence is be-
tween Sir Lenox and the Government
in relation to his role as a consultant,
and hence will not be made public.
However, if the member has any
specific concerns and raises them with
me, I will consider having them
investigated.

1437. Postponed.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION
Charter Flight: Carnarvon

384. Mr BARNETT, to the Minister for
Education:

Could the Minister throw further light
on the incident last Saturday related
to the failure of his charter flight to
arrive?

Mr PEARCt replied:
I thank the member for some notice of
this question, and I am in fact well
able to throw further light on this inci-
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dent which led to some entertainment
in the House yesterday. It has became
something of a serious matter for me
in that although I have told the House,
as I always do, the absolute truth
about this matter, in the Press and in
another place some questions have
been raised about my credibility, par-
ticularly as the firm concerned has
taken it upon itself to go to the Press
and to the Opposition in a way which
seeks to publicly discredit-

Mr Laurance: That is not true. The mem-
ber for Lower North Province went to
the company and asked about the
facts.

Mr PEARCE: I wonder if the member for
Gascoyne could explain how the
member for Lower North Province
was able to determine precisely which
company it was.

Mr Laurance: I presume he made some
inquiries.

Mr PEARCE: He did not make any in-
quiry of me.

Mr Laurance: After you had criticised
them publicly-

Mr PEARCE: I did not criticise the firm
publicly because I was unaware of the
circumstances under which it failed to
honour its commitment and who was
responsible. I was very careful not to
name the firm in any public sense, and
in the radio broadcast in Carnarvon I
said "the charter firm". I did not refer
to the firm by name. The only circum-
stance which has brought this firm's
name into the open is that Mr Lockyer
asked a question in Parliament yester-
day.

Mr Hassell: The only other Minister who
has dorothy dix questions asked which
get him into trouble is the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform.

Mr PEARCE: This question is not getti ng
me into trouble. In fact it is going to
lead to an apology from an Opposition
member because I am going to
produce some corroborative evidence
of my story, and that evidence in-
cludes the Opposition in a way which
we will find out in a moment.
When I told the House yesterday that
in fact there were people who were
able to affirm that I was at the airport

at the time I mentioned, I indicated
that I had spoken to an officer of the
Department of Aviation. I had my
office ring the Department of Avi-
ation today and Mr Alan Mulgrue, an
officer of that department, is able to
confirm that the officer to whom I
spoke recollects the conversation in
which I sought to discover where the
aeroplane was. Thus I have in fact cor-
roborative evidence.

The Opposition knows that well, too,
j ust as it knows the truth of that be-
cause its members also sought today
to find out what was going on. The
Opposition contacted the Department
of Aviation to seek the same infor-
mation, and it was told what I have
just told the House. Mr Muigrue told
my office that that was so; that is, he
told my office what he had told the
Opposition. So the Opposition knows
full well that the Department of Avi-
ation is able to confirm my story. I can
explain completely what happened,
and I will do so in a moment.

Let me come back to the Opposition's
question because Mr Lockyer, the
member who in fact sought to throw
mud at me-which has had the effect
of publicly naming this derelict
company and thus deflecting all the
mud onto it-said in the other place
last night that if the Government
could provide corroborative evidence,
he would apologise to me.

Not only do I have the corroborative
evidence, but the Opposition has it
also. I expect that if Mr Lockyer is a
person of any integrity he will rise in
the adjournment debate this evening
in the Council and make an apology. I
will go to the Legislative Council at 6
o'clock this evening to hear his apol-
ogy.

Several members interjected.

Mr PEARCE: I do not expect Mr Lockyer
to apologise, because he is not a per-
son of integrity.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr HASSELL: It is contrary to Standing
Orders and highly disorderly to make
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comments like the Minister for Edu-
cation has made about a member in
another place.

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Oppo-
sition's point is taken. It is not Proper
for members in this place to reflect on
members in the Legislative Council.

Mr PEARCE: I certainly withdraw my
comments, but I restate my previous
remarks that if Mr Lockyer is a person
of integrity he will make an apology.

Questions withiout Notice Resumed

Mr PEARCE: I had my office speak to the
pilot involved in this incident. He is
Mr Kim Parker, who is a reliable pilot
and has flown many Ministers on
many occasions. He is not a pilot with
Austair, but was hired by it on this
occasion. Ke was asked to undertake
this flight, I assume, because none of
Austair's pilots was available.

He arrived at the airport at 6.45 a.m.
and went straight to the hanger. He
handed in the flight plan, and then
expected to meet an officer from
Austair. The officer never turned up.
The pilot waited in the plane and he
can confirm that a representative from
Austair did not turn up to make the
necessary removal of myself from the
point at which the company had
arranged to meet me and take me to
the waiting plane through No. 1 gate. I
have no doubt that the pilot filed his
flight plan.

Mr H-assell: Hammer away at small busi-
ness just to make a point about how
clever you are.

Mr PEARCE: What I am hammering away
at is the Opposition, and not a small
company at all.

The Opposition sought to raise issues
relating to my credibility, as it has
done to the credibility of a number of
members on the frontbenches; and, as
on ever other occasion, it has shown
itself as not knowing what it is talking
about. I has not only been false in its
allegations, but it has also been ma-
licious.

The facts are clear. The company was
derelict. What I was forced to do was
because of a question asked in this
House; and I hope we have heard the

last of that from the Opposition on
this matter. I look forward to bearing
an apology from Mr Lockyer.

PORTS AND HARBOURS: FREMANTLE
Disputes: Increase

385. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:

Following the Minister's answer to
question 1289 in which he stated that
there had been 35 industrial stoppages
at the Port of Fremantle between I
July 1984 and 30 June 1985, and 29
stoppages between I July and 24
October this year-
(1) Is the Minister aware that these

stoppages are at a rate of more
than three per fortnight and are
increasing at a rate which is caus-
ing considerable difficulty and
financial suffering for importers
and exporters in Western
Australia?

(2) If the Minister is aware, what
specific action is he taking to en-
sure there is no further industrial
disruption at the Port of
Freman tle?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) This is a question that should

have been directed to the Minister for
Industrial Relations, but as far as it
concerns my portfolio I will answer it.
The figures I have given the Leader of
the Opposition are correct and they
tell a story, but they do not tell the
whole story. The fact about the num-
ber of stoppages being high is of con-
cern to the Government.
However, the duration of these stop-
pages has been very short indeed. The
majority of these stoppages have
either been authorised or unauthor-
ised stop-work meetings of short dur-
ation. After all, the number of stop-
pages do not indicate a high level of
disputation at the wharf. They do not
indicate a high level of work hours
lost.
In fact, the estimate made by the staff
of the Fremantle Port Authority is
that probably the number of man-
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hours lost is lower than during the
period when the Opposition was in
Government. I do not have the exact
figures to back that up, but I do have
the estimate of the officers from the
authority. The Minister for Industrial
Relations intends to obtain some fig-
ures on the subject, which might be
more definitive. I am not saying that
we are not concerned about the
stop-work meetings and other dis-
putes, but certainly the picture the
Leader of the Opposition is
endeavouring to paint-that is, that
there is a high number of man-hours
being lost-is simply not correct.

Mr Hassell: Are you aware of the concerns
of the companies? Have you received
as many representations about the
situation as we have?

Mr GRILL: I am aware of the concerns
expressed by the companies. I believe
that I am closer to the companies than
is the Leader of the Opposition and,
generally speaking, I am a lot closer to
those people engaged on the water-
front.
I am not saying that there is no con-
cern, but the level of concern is no-
where near as great as the Leader of
the Opposition is trying to make out.
The stoppages have been such that
they have been of short duration.
The Minister for Industrial Relations
has requested a Cull investigation for
the reasons for and level of industrial
disputation at the Fremantle water-
front. Hopefully the results of that in-
vestigation will be received by the
Minister shortly, and then we will be
in a position to speak with some clar-
ity on the subject. Until then, it is
wrong of the Opposition to endeavour
to paint an horrendous picture about
the disruption at the waterfront.

Mr H-assell: Didn't you form a committee
to investigate this situation six months
ago?

Mr GRILL: There was talk about a special
committee some months ago.

Mr H-assell: The situation was bad enough
for you to pursue a special committee.

Mr Peter Jones: You told us the member-
ship of that committee.

Mr GRILL: It was not a committee
appointed to investigate this subject.

Mr Peter Jones: It was appointed to inves-
tigate the disruption at Fremantle.

Mr GRILL: I think members of the Oppo-
sition will find that there was talk
about appointing a committee to in-
vestigate the question of industrial
disruption. That committee has not
been set up pending an investigation
by the Office of Industrial Relations
into the level of industrial disruption
which, as I have said before, is no-
where near as high as the Opposition
is endeavouring to suggest. Once that
report is received by the Minister for
Industrial Relations I think we could
probably deal with the subject with at
least some clarity. In the interim
period I do not think it deserves the
Leader of the Opposition or the Oppo-
sition generally to paint a picture of
horrendous disruption on the water-
front because that is not the case.
case.
It is quite wrong and counter pro-
ductive for the Opposition to run
down-as the Leader of the Oppo-
sition has done over the last few
days-the Fremantle Port Authority
and to besmirch its character around
Australia and overseas. What we will
find when the report is received by the
Minister for Industrial Relations is
that the level of industrial disputation,
while not being as good as it should
be, is certainly no higher than at any
other major port in Australia. It is
probably a lot lower than the level of
disputation when the Opposition was
previously in power.

Mr Court: Do you think it is serious when
our vegetable producers lose export
contracts because of these disputes?

Mr GRILL: Yes, I think it is. One of the
things that has come from recent dis-
cussions between representatives of
the maritime and stevedores unions,
the growers and exporters, and me, is
that those ships to which the member
referrcd in the latest dispute of any
magnitude at Fremantle were
exempted and sailed, having had the
produce loaded.

That is a breakthrough and such an
arrangement was not in place pre-
viously. I hope that it continues.
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ENERGY: GAS
North- West Shelf- Land Requirements

386. Mrs BUCHANAN, to the Minister for
Lands and Surveys:

What plans does the Minister have to
overcome thc strong demand for resi-
dential and industrial land at
Karratha which has been caused by
the go-ahead being given to stage two
of the North-West Shelf gas project?

Mr Mc! VER replied:
To ease the pressure caused by the re-
cent go-ahead being given, the Depart-
ment of Lands and Surveys will re-
lease a total of 113 blocks. Seventy-six
residential lots and three patio lots
will be offered at a department auc-
tion at Karratha on 7 November, and
33 light industrial blocks and one
special industry lot are available for
lease.
The member for Pilbara has
brought to the attention of the depart-
ment the intensity of the demand for
land at Karratha. As mentioned, the
demand has been precipitated by the
offshore gas project stage two an-
nouncement. Karratha is on the
threshold of an exciting new era of de-
velopment, and confidence in the
town is reflected in the current level of
retail, commercial, and industrial ac-
tivity, led by the $12 million shopping
centre being built in the town centre.
The auction will exhaust the De-
partment of Lands and Surveys'
supply of vacant serviced blocks at
Karratha, and discussions will con-
tinue with the Department of Re-
sources Development regarding trends
in project housing requirements and
also with the Shire of Roebourne on
general land demand. This will ensure
that future needs for serviced land are
met and included in the 1986-87 de-
velopment programmes.

TRADE: IMPORTS
Port Bypass

387. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is the Minister aware that goods

destined for Western Australia on the
vessel Anrho Asia, which recently
bypassed the port of Fremantle be-

cause of the industrial disruption,
were taken to Melbourne and will be
six weeks late arriving at Fremantle?

(2) If the Minister is aware, what action
has he taken to ensure that a similar
situation does not arise at the port of
Fremantle in the future?

(3) Will the people who have been
inconvenienced by this incident and
suffered financial loss as a result of the
incident be able to seek financial rec-
ompense from the militant per-
petrators of the dispute?

(4) Will the Minister give his backing to
those who seek to recover financial
recompense from those responsible
for the losses?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) l am aware of the reports to this effect

and I think I indicated in my earlier
answer that two ships bypassed the
port of Fremantle as a result of a stop-
page which took place a week or two
ago. I do not know how long that
cargo will take to return to Fremantle
and I do not know what the cost will
be. I do not think the Leader of the
Opposition expects me to know either
the extent or the cost of the delay.

(2) to (4) These disputes at the waterfront
around Australia happen from time to
time. It is most unfortunate when
ships have 10 bypass ports and cargoes
are held up. I lament these happenings
as much as the Opposition does.
However, this industrial disruption
and disputation on the waterfront will
not go away just by the wave of a
wand or, in the case of the Opposition,
by the use of the confrontationist tac-
tics it has used in the past. The Oppo-
sition should look at its record in this
respect. It allowed a situation to de-
velop on the waterfront over a long
period, through neglect and inept in-
dustrial relations practices, whereby
there is a situation of confrontation
and very little conciliation; and the
various parties, including shippers,
stevedores, wharfies, and other people
engaged in unions, are more likely to
simply take action by way of strike or
other forms of disruption rather than
follow a pattern of conciliation. That
situation is being changed right now.

3508



[Thursday, 31 October 1985J 50

Mr H-assell: In what way? What are you
doing about it?

Mr GRILL: During the period when the
Opposition was in power it extended
to a whole range of people on the
waterfront conditions, hours of work,
and payments that are very hard to
justify.

Mr Hassell: The Opposition did, or the
Industrial Commission?

Mr GRILL: The Opposition allowed a
situation to develop in which a group
of people were given conditions and
wages which could not be applied gen-
erally in the work force in Western
Australia or elsewhere. if we are
talking about hard decisions being
made and definitive action being
taken, the Opposition had a long time
to do both things. What did it do? It
did nothing. Generally the level of in-
dustrial disputation in this State has
fallen by 50 or 60 per cent while this
Government has been in power.

Mr Hassell: There have been three stop-
pages a fortnight in Fremantle for the
whole year, and the rate is increasing
since I July.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Hassell: They are simple figures-
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Hassell: Ships are bypassing the port of

Fremantlec-
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the

Opposition will decline to interject
while the Minister is answering the
question, particularly after I have
called order three times.

Mr GRILL: The facts are that the Oppo-
sition's record was absolutely lamen-
table in that area and in any other area
one would care to name. On the water-
front for a long period of time the Op-
position showed a record of neglect
and buckling under to thuggery from
unions such as the painters and
dockers union without lifting a finger.
The Opposition now talks about using
the big stick. The question must be
asked, why did the Opposition not use
a big stick and adopt this much-
vaunted policy of indtistrial re-
lations-the confrontation ist policy
which it now puts forward? When in
power the Opposition members were

cowards in relation to the maritime
unions. They put the unions in a privi-
leged position in comparison with
other sectors of the work force in our
community.
We eschew policies of confrontation.
By means of conciliation we hope we
can ensure the success for Fremantle
in respect of industrial disputation
that we have had in respect of indus-
trial disruption in the rest of the com-
munity.

HEALTH SERVICES
Mandurak: Budget Allocations

388. Mr READ, to the Minister for Health:
In addition to the most welcome de-
cision of the Government to establish
a Government hospital in Mandurak,
there are a number of other health ser-
vice needs of significance to
Mandurab which I have raised with
the Minister on previous occasions.
Can the Minister advise if allocation
has been made in the Budget for any
of the items which I have brought to
his attention?

Mr HODGE replied:
I am pleased to advise the member
that in addition to the $3 million de-
velopment for the first phase of con-
struction of the Government hospital
in Mandurah, there are a number of
other Budget allocations for improved
health services in Mandurah.
An amount of $170000 has been
allocated to provide the staff for a
casualty service which will commence
early in the new year and will be con-
ducted from the Mandurah Health
Centre pending the construction of the
first phase of the Mandurah hospital.
An amount of $67 000 has been
allocated to the St John Ambulance
Association in Mandurah to provide
four ambulance officers for this vital
health service to Mandurah residents.
A further $47 000 will increase staff
numbers at the Mandurah Health
Centre to improve community ser-
vices, particularly to the elderly.
This is a total of $284 000 for im-
provements to various public and
community-based health services in
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Mandurah over and above the $3
million provided for the construction
of the hospital.

TRADE: IMPORTS
Port Bypass

389. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is he aware that cargo destined for

WA on the vessel Encounter Bay
which bypassed the Port of Fremantle
recently due to an industrial dispute at
the port was taken to Melbourne and
will be two weeks late arriving in
Fremantle?

(2) If the Minister is aware of this, I ask
him now for the fourth time in re-
lation to this issue to explain what pre-
cise steps are being taken by the
Government to ensure that a similar
situation does not arise again at the
Port of Fremantle?

(3) 1 ask him again, this time in relation
to the Encounter Bay, whether the
people who have been inconvenienced

a nd have suffered financial hardship
because of this incident are able to
seek financial recompense from the
militant unions involved?

(4) If they can seek that financial rec-
ompense for their small business oper-
ations, will he give them his backing
and the backing of the Government in
supporting that recompense?

The SPEAKER: Questions (3) and (4) are
out of order.

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) The last question was a re-mun

of the question the Leader of the Op-
position asked two questions ago.
The Minister for Industrial Relations
and I are concerned at the number of
stop-work meetings and other stop-
pages that have been held at the
Fremantle waterfront. In fact, today
the Minister for Industrial Relations
met over lunch with the unions con-
cerned and discussed the question.
They maintain that the duration of
those stoppages at times is no more
than a matter of minutes. in terms of
man hours lost it is quite possible, on
the estimate made by the Fremantle
Port Authority, that the level is less
than during the period of the Previous

Government. I do not know how long
that freight will take to return to
Fremantle.

Mr Hassell: Will you investigate it?
Mr GRILL: I do not think it will bear in-

vestigation or that my investigation
would see the situation return to nor-
mal any more quickly. No shipper has
put that request to me. A paper will be
prepared by the Minister for Indus-
trial Relations shortly, and hopefully a
number of steps will be taken to re-
duce the number of stoppages.

PointI of Order
Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I understand

that one of my questions is out of or-
der, but the last question was whether
the Minister would back any action if
it were taken. That is a question as to
his policy. Do you rule that out of or-
der?

The SPEAKER: I ruled the last two ques-
tions out of order because one sought
legal advice and the other was hypo-
thetical.

Questions without Notice Resumed

PORTS AND HARBOURS: REGIONAL
Privatisat ion: Opposition Policy

390. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What would be the consequences if

the Opposition's policy to privatise re-
gional ports was implemented?

(2) Does the Government intend to im-
plement this policy?

Point of Order
Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, on the basis of

your earlier ruling, this question must
surely be Out Of Order. I understood
the question to be purely hypothetical
so, based on your ruling, it should be
ruled out of order.

The SPEAKER: Do you have any further
argument to put? If not, I indicate that
the question is quite in order because
the member referred to the Oppo-
sition's policy on privatisation. He has
asked the Minister to comment on
that policy in respect of a particular
area which affects the Minister's port-
folio. It is not for the Speaker to deter-
mine what the Opposition's policy is.
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Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) The privatisation of regional

ports will lead to exploitative pri cing
and a consequent suppression of
trade. Such privatisation-as
advocated by the Opposition-would
be to the detriment of not only port
customers but also the entire region a
particular port served. Despite the
enormous diversity of ports around
the world, private ownership is a
rarity-with the exception of
company ports serving a single corpor-
ation. It is not difficult to see why pri-
vate ports are a rarity. The geography
of ports dictates that customers are
more or less captive, so that the temp-
tation for exploitative pricing would
probably prove to be irresistible.
By contrast, Government or mu-
nicipal ports set prices at the lowest
level compatible with the financial
constraints in which they operate. The
net effect is a realistic approach to
securing new business, a high standard
of service to port customers, and spin-
offs to the area of which the port is a
vital part.
This Government's aim is to mini-
misc Government intervention in port
affairs while, at the same time,
recognising its responsibility for the
efficient operation of the port system
in the context of the State's financial
and economic management.
Ports are facilitators, and their ef-
ficient service to the people and
companies engaged in trade is the en-
tire reason for their existence. Conse-
quently, a close and responsive re-
lationship with their customers is cru-
cial. This relationship is well served by
our existing decentralised system of
port authority administration.

PORTS AND HARBOURS: FREMANTLE
Disputes: Committee

391. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Why did the Minister and the Govern-

ment not proceed with the committee
of employers, shippers, and unions
which he announced to the Parliament
in the autumn session as having been

set up to deal with the then high inci-
dence of disruption at the Port of
Fremantle?

(2) What other action, if any, has been
taken between then and now, other
than that which he has mentioned
today, in relation to the continuing
high level of stoppages at the Port of
Fremnantle.

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) MrSpeaker-
Mr Brian Burke: How many of the stop-

pages were paid stopwork meetings?
Mr GRILL: Some of them were.
Mr Hassell: That is a good answer; they are

paid stoppages.
Mr Brian Burke: That is in their award;

you gave it to them.
Mr Hassell: When they are paid stoppages

you don't count them in the statistics.
That distorts the situation even more.

Mr Brian Burke: They are in the statistics.
I wonder how many were those sort of
meetings, because you did not object
to them then.

Mr GRILL: I indicated that e intended to
set up a committee to endeavour to
handle some of the problems relating
to industrial disruption in Fremantle.
As indicated earlier, we did not go
ahead with the setting up of the com-
mittee at that stage. That is not to rule
out the setting up of such a com-
mittee; in fact, I think it will probably
be set up. In the interim, as I have
indicated, the Minister for Industrial
Relations is making inquiries-

Mr Hassell: Is concerned, is making inquir-
ies, will produce some statistics or a
paper within a few days.

Mr GRILL: Would the Leader of the Op-
position like to answer the question?
The Minister will have in his hands
fairly shortly a definitive paper about
the level of industrial disruption at the
Fremantle waterfront, and then we
can probably lay to rest some of the
Opposition's concerns. As I have said
before, the likely result of the in-
quiry-not that we consider the
present level of industrial disruption
is good-will be that the level will be
clearly shown to be less than applied
under the previous Government.
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(2) There has been a meeting between me
and the shippers of perishable produce
which was followed by a meeting with
the maritime and stevedoring unions
in relation to special fast-tracking of
those perishable items. As a result
there is now in place a system whereby
those perishable items are loaded, and
on the last occasion when ships of this
nature were held up in the port due to
an industrial dispute, the ships
carrying perishables were allowed to
leave. I think we can extend that pro-
cess. I have no doubt the Minister for
Industrial Relations will be
endeavouring to do that so that com-
modities are not held up in Fremantle.

ARTS
Funding: Changes

392. Mr TROY, to the Minister for the Arts:
Will he detail the changes which will
occur in future arts funding?

Mr DAVIES replied:
I thank the member, who comes from
an electorate where there is a strong
arts community, for some notice of
the question, and advise that we are
establishing a national precedent in
arts funding. Whereas allocations pre-
viously have been made yearly, they
will in future be on a three-yearly basis
for certain organisations. The money
will be given to the organisations each
year, but they will know ahead of time
the basic amount they will receive.
This will allow arts groups such as the
WA Opera Company to plan ahead
and coordinate their priorities in a
much better manner.
The triennial funding decision arose
from a proposal by the WA Arts
Council that its resources and allo-
cations from the sports-culture Instant
Lottery should be combined and basic
funding set down to give the arts com-
munity a stronger footing on which to
plan activities.
Triennial funding has been the aim of
arts groups for more than 10 years and
has national support and significance.
We have had telegrams of congratu-
lation from people in the Australia
Council; they have been unable to do
this.

Triennial funding is the logical out-
come of growth in the arts in the past
three years and represents the Burke
Government's confidence in the
strong future of the arts. I believe
other State Governments and the Fed-
eral Government might now reassess
funding arrangements. The grants
have been published, and I will not
repeat them here, but they will serve
as a basis for funding for 1986-88,
subject to the maintenance always of
Government funding to the arts.

SPECIAL EVENTS FOUNDATION
Establishment

393. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government set up a special

events foundation?
(2) If so, when was the foundation set up?
(3) Who are the members of the foun-

dation?
(4) What is its purpose?
(5) What Government funding will be

made available to the foundation?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (5) 1 do not think the Government

has set up a special events foundation.
Cabinet did address the question of
sponsorship for events associated with
the America's Cup, and I think the
name of it is a "special events trust." I
am not positive about that and I am
not positive about the detail that
would answer the remaining pants of
the question. If the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition puts it on the Notice
Paper-

Mr MacKinnon: How long ago was it set
up?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure
whether it has been set up yet, but the
Cabinet discussed it two or three
weeks ago.

Mr MacKinnon: And you appointed a
chairman?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not to my knowl-
edge; I am not sure whether we have
appointed a chairman. In any case, I
do not have the detail readily avail-
able. If the member puts the question
on the Notice Paper, or if he writes to
me, I will give him the details. I know
Cabinet made a decision to set up
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what I think was called a special
events trust, and it has to do with the
expense of sponsorship and the prob-
lem of finance for events associated
with the America's Cup and for other
special events.

TRANSPORT: AIR

Freight: Brunei-Singapore
394. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has the Government been negotiating
with a company called Transcorp for
weekly cargo flights Perth-Brunei-
Singapore-Perth, and if so is hxim
involved in a proposal to bring a trade
mission from Brunei to Western
Australia?

(2) If that is the case, have local organ is-
ations such as the WA Chamber of
Commerce and Industry (Inc) been in
any way involved or will they become
involved in this trade mission?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) The Coordinator General of

Transport and my office have
encouraged the granting of a licence to
Transcorp, and some months ago we
were very pleased to hear that the Fed-
eral Minister for Transport had
granted the licence. Since that lime I
have not been personally involved,
although members of the staff of the
Coordinator General have been
involved in endeavouring to promote
trade with Brunei.
I know it was one of the objectives of
fostering that particular service. There
was a concomitant desire to ensure the
service had some produce io go along
with it. I understand talks have been
held with him. I do not know how far
they have gone, and I have no knowl-
edge of the delegation to which the
member refers. It would probably
make good sense that such a del-
egation should be involved with the
various chambers of commerce in
Western Australia.
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