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THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Dr Alexander) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PAROLE

Appointment - Council's Message

Message from the Council received and read notifying that it had appointed a Select
Commu~ittee to inquire into and report on parole and inviting the Legislative Assembly to
appoint a lie committee.

PETITION - RENAL DIALYSIS UNIT
Fremantle Hospital

MR KIERATH (Riverton) f 10.06 am]: I have a petition couched in the following terms -

To the Honourable Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We the undersigned hereby petition that a renal dialysis unit be established at
Fremantle Hospital, thereby allowing patients ready access to extra life-saving
medical services. The Unit centmed at Shenton Park is not easily accessible to
patients south of the Swan River.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 13 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

[See petition No 23.]
PETITION - FOOD ADDITIVES

Supermarkets and Food Outlets Display Chart

MR KIERATH (Riverton) [10.07 am]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To the Honourable Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We the undersigned hereby petition that the Government require all supermarkets and
food outlets to display clearly a chart detailing the coding used in food additives,
thereby allowing the consumer to know which chemicals were used in the product.
The consumer can then exercise freedom of choice in deciding whether or not to use
the product. The chart should also warn of the possible harmful effects of food
colourings, especially red E 123, and yellow E 102, (carmoisine and tartrazine), until it
has been proven that these additives are not injurious to health.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 47 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

[See petition No 24.1

PETITION - NET FISHING, ALBANY WATERS

Retention Support

MR GORDON HILL (Helena - Minister for Local Government) [10.08 am]: I present a
petition which states -



To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned-..support the retention of net fishing in Albany waters, to
ensure the continued supply of fresh fish for the community and tourists alike.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 1 625 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of
the Legislative Assembly.

This follows the contentious debate between professional and commercial fishermen in the
Albany area.

Mr Blaikcie: What are you going to do about it?

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: This is nor the time for debate. I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 25.1

PETITION - NOXIOUS INDUSTRIES, HAZELNIERE

Relocation
MR (JORDON HILL (Helena - Minister for Local Government) [10.09 am]: I have
another petition which states -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned, earnestly petition the Governmient to rake whatever
action is possible to assist in the relocation of noxious industries from
Haze Imere to a less populated sire.

We believe that the noxious industries have not taken sufficient action to
overcome the problems of effluent disposal and nor is it possible to
sufficiently eliminate odours from either the effluent disposal system or the
cooking process to allow these industries to be located near residential areas.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 172 signatures and I certify' that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 26.1

MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Wool Industry

M R HO USE (Stirling) [ 10. 11 am]: I move, without notice -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of motion relating to the wool industry.

This is a matter of great urgency, not only for this Parliament and for this Stare, but also for
this nation. The wool industry in Australia is the second largest export eamner for this
country. We are told continually by the Federal Government and particularly by the Federal
Treasurer that we should do everything we can to keep exports moving and to keep the
balance of trade in this country at the right level.

The wool industry has come to a standstill largely because of actions taken in the last week
by the Federal Minister for Primary Industries. It is right and proper that this Parliament
should debate this issue. It is not right and proper to leave it for someone else to debate. It
cannot be left to other people to worry about. The elected representatives of the
woolgrowers and the elected representatives of the people of this State should debate this
issue in the Parliament today.
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The matter should be debated today because a major conference of industry leaders will be
held in the city of Roma in Queensland next week to discuss this issue. They need to be
informed of what our elected representatives feel about this issue. We should leave them in
no doubt that this Parliament, in a united stance, supports the wool industry, supports its
elected representatives and supports the people who are elected to make those decisions.

It is not right that people from outside the industry should direct the industry. As an elected
representative of a large number of woolgrowers in this State, I urge the Government to
support this motion to suspend Standing Orders so that we can debate this issue immnediately.

MR NMacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [10.14 am]: The Liberal Party
also believes that this is a matter of urgency which should be addressed immediately by a
substantive motion in the Parliament. Yesterday we saw the farce of the Government's
refusal to debate an issue that this Parliament clearly warned debated and we saw a great
waste of time.

A debate on this motion should be held as a matter of urgency with time limits imposed so
that we do not waste the time of the Parliament but that we address the issues raised in the
member for Stirling's motion. This is one of the most important economic issues facing
Australia today and is a matter of urgency. A decision on this matter will be made at a
national level next week and this Parliament and this State are entitled to debate that
important issue.

The Liberal Party supports the motion to suspend Standing Orders so that we can debate this
issue sensibly to ensure that Western Australia's point of view is placed firmnly on the agenda
of the national debate to be held next week.

MR PEARCE (Arrnadale - Leader of the House) [10.16 am]: I was notified of this
proposal by the deputy Leader of the National Party shortly before the Parliament
commenced sitting. The Government has taken the position that, in the Address-in-Reply
debate, there is every opportunity for private members to raise matters of interest and
importance to them.

Mr Lewis: By substantive motion.

Mr PEARCE: By amendment to the Address- in-Reply.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I believe we debated that yesterday. A further debate on
the issue today is not in order.

Mr PEARCE: I would have thought that the member had such a drubbing yesterday that he
would not have turned up today.

Mr Kierath: I wonder whether you have been given a DCM.
Mr PEARCE: We have done all right. We have been reading the dispatches.

The motion which the National Party seeks to move stands out a little from the other efforts
that have been made to suspend Standing Orders during the current Address-in-Reply debate
and particularly from the one which dealt with political opportunism in relation to the
elections and which could have been covered by the normal course of events.
This motion is against our general policy of not suspending Standing Orders. However, I am
inclined to accept this motion given that the matter is currently before the Commonwealth
Parliament, given the meeting to which the deputy leader of the National Party referred, and
given that the Opposition understands we will not spend all day on the matter.

The difficulty is that we are in the third week of the Address-in-Reply debate and the huge
number of things that should be dealt with are not being dealt with properly because of the
need to complete that debate. I expected the Address-in-Reply debate to be completed this
week so that we could clear other matters.

Mr Kierath: Why did we not start earlier? Because your side was not ready.

Mr PEARCE: We would be still in the same situation. We have reached the situation where
the Opposition is moving two amendments a day to the Address-in-Reply motion. That is
unprecedented in this Parliament. If members cooperate in getting clear of the Address-in-
Reply -

Mr Kierath: If Parliament had begun on 28 March, we would be in that situation now. The
Address-in-Reply would be finished.
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The DEPUTY SPEARER: Order! The member for Riverton will come to order. Those
comments are nor relevant to the current debate.
Mr PEARCE: I would be prepared, on behalf of the Gioverrnent, to accept on this occasion,
in contradiction of our general policy which we propose to maintain for the remainder of the
debate, a motion to debate this issue with the same rules as apply to a matter of public
importance; that is, allowing 30 minutes for both sides. Would that be enough to suit the
purposes of the National Party?

Mr House: Yes.

Mr PEARCE: Would the Liberal Party be prepared to agree with that?

Mr Macinnon: Yes.

Mr PEARCE: On that basis the Government accepts the motion to suspend Standing Orders.
Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

MOTION - WOOL INDUSTRY

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [10. 18 am]: I move -

That this House:

(1) calls on the Commonwealth Parliament to support the wool industry's
proposal for an increase in the ceiling of wool tax and the maintenance of the
current floor price;

(2) advises the Commonwealth Minister for Primary Industry that his counter
proposal is unwarranted and unwelcome meddling in the wool industry and
that his actions have caused much uncertainty in the wool processing industry
throughout the world;

(3) cites the Commuonwealth Government's refusal to allow a firee float of the
Australian dollar as a major cause of the current crisis in the wool industry;

(4) notes that the Commuonwealth Government's high interest rate policy is -

(a) undermining the Australian Wool Corporation's marketing strategy;
and

(b) causing considerable and long term financial hardship to Western
Australian woolgrowers.

I thank the Government for allowing this motion to be debated and the Opposition for
supporting the National Party. This motion is a mailer of urgency and it should definitely be
debated by this Parliament.
Mindful of the severe time constraint on this debate I want to be concise. The wool industry
faces a decision making process which could destroy what has been a stable market for 17
years. The industry has had a great deal of stability and no cracks have shown in it in the last
17 years. The people in Government today need to remember that the wool industry came
out of a very uncertain period in the early 1970s when many woolgrowers were sent into
bankruptcy. Out of that was born a reserve price scheme which has stood the industry in
good stead. The scheme was administered by good people who had the ability, intelligence
and the necessary market know-how to keep the market stable.

I am the first to admit that the industry has reached a point where it has a rocky road in front
of it, but it is no time to panic. It is certainly no time to ignore the elected representatives of
the industry who stand steadfast behind the fact that we should have a floor price in the
market of 870v clean. They have put that proposal to meetings around this nation and have
been supported by a majority of woolgrowers. I would go so far as to say that approximately
90 per cent of woolgrowers support the proposal to leave the floor price at 870g.
The Federal Minister for Primary Industries has no statutory ability to interfere in that floor
price but he has the ability to set, by way of regulation, the amount of wool tax levied on
growers in cases where their money supports the industry fund. He sought to ignore the
advice of the elected representatives of woolgrowers when they advised him to allow the
cedling to go to 25 per cent of wool sales. He ignored that advice and said it would be set at
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20 per cent. It is an example of direct interference in marketing and is against the advice of
people who know more about the wool industry than Mr Kerin will ever know. It is a slight
on him, his Government and the Treasurer that the Federal Government has allowed this to
happen.
The wool industry knows what it wants; it made a request to the Minister which he chose to
ignore and he stands condemned for that action. I urge him to attend the conference at Roma
next Wednesday and to listen to what the industry has to say to him and then reverse that
decision. His decision will have an effect on us for a long time to come. There is no middle
position and that should be understood not only by the Minister but also by the small
percentage of the people in the industry who want to trop the floor price of wool. It is not an
option. If the floor price is decreased. by how much should it be decreased? As a
woolgrower no-one has indicated to me that if the floor price dropped to 7000, as suggested
by Mr Kerin, it will increase wool sales. Do we drop the floor price to 500g, 3000 or 2000?
No-one really has an answer, but we know that if the floor price is dropped there would be an
air of uncertainty among the buyers of wool around the world. The moment the floor price is
dropped by one cent we indicate to the world that we do not have a floor price. We would be
faced not with a lower floor price but with not having a floor price at all and that will affect
the wool industry in Australia. It will affect not only the income of producers of wool, but
also the income of every man and woman in this country because the export dollars earned
from wool are second only to coal in importance to this country. We cannot afford to allow
that to happen.

Mr Blaikie: It could be one of the reasons that the Government has taken an irresponsible
attitude in trying to get rid of wool stockpiles.

Mr HOUSE: I will come to that.

Members should understand that we have two options: First, we have a floor price of 8700
clean or, second, we do not have a floor price.

A debate is continuing among a small percentage of people in the industry who think that the
floor price can be dropped to 7000 and everything will be rosy. The news for them is that if
they do, in a few weeks' time they will have to drop it again. Not one wool buyer would buy
wool after the reserve price was dropped because he knows it will drop further. As soon as
the industry relents and drops the floor price wool buyers will be aware that the price will be
dropped again and we cannot afford it.

One of the reasons the wool industry is in crisis is the overvalued Australian dollar. It is
affecting not only the wool industry, but every export commodity of the country and it is also
affecting dramatically the balance of trade payments. The Federal Government has chosen to
hold the Australian dollar at an inflated price and, as a result, every commodity we are trying
to sell on overseas markets reflects a higher price than it should and wool falls into that
category. If this Government were to allow the Australian dollar to find its true value on the
world market - most economic experts think it should be 120 lower than the level at which it
is currently trading; that is, 650 or 670 to the American dollar - wool would be trading on the
market at the price which producers need and there would be no need for a lowering of the
price scheme or an increase in wool tax.- Wool would be trading at its proper value.

The solution to the problem faced by woolgrowers. is fairly and squarely in the hands of the
Federal Government and Mr Kerin. However, they will not take that responsibility and they
are forcing that responsibility onto the wool producers and the Australian Wool Corporation.
The industry has made a decision that it wants the floor price to stand and the people in the
industry are prepared to use their money to assist it. It is a marvellous thing and it shows
they stand by their industry. What about the Government' s contribution? The Federal
Government should recognise that its economic policies are affecting the people of this
nation. I repeat it is not only the woolgrowers but every man and woman in this country who
are affected by the balance of trade figures. If we do not take steps to move the wool
stockpile the economic crisis in this country will deepen. A solution to the problem is in the
Federal Government's hands because it can float the Australian dollar and once it reaches its
true level at somewhere Mround 650 not only wool, but also other export commodities will
start to be traded.

There are many historical reasons why we need a floor price. I said earlier the floor price
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was the result of great uncertainty in the early 1970s when many woolgrowers, including me,
nearly went bankrupt. Out of a series of meetings we camne up with a plan which has stood
the industry in good stead for 17 years. The people who have been selected to represent the
wool industry on bodies like the Australian Wool Corporation and the Australian Wool
Industry Council are good, thinking people who have the intelligence and the know-how and,
above all, the necessary marketing input from around the world to make decisions that are
right for the industry. They have made a decision; that is, they want the floor price to stay at
87o in the best interests of the growers. They warnt the Government's support and that is
not what they are receiving. Unfortunately, the industry has not received the support of the
members of the Federal National Party and I am embarrassed to have to say that they have
acted like a mob of wimps again. They have deserted the industry in its greatest hour of
need. If members of that party want to know the reason they have not received the support
of the people at the ballot box it is because they will not support the people who elected
them, and serve them right. The people who elected them do not want uncertainty in the
industry and they want the floor price to remain in order chat it will, bring stability to the
industry.

I urge the Federal National Party to overturn the decision made yesterday. Its members stand
condemned for making that decision and they certainly do not have my support. I am proud
and pleased that members of the State National Party are able to present a case in this
Parliament on behalf of the vast majority of woolgrowers who want the wool industry to be
stable. The stability of this industry is paramount. At a time when producers of all sorts of
commodities in this country are facing uncertainty, we should be able to underpin the wool
industry with a great deal of certainty because the structure is in place to do so. The way to
do that is to support the Australian Wool Corporation and the Australian Wool Industry
Council, and in doing that we shall support the people who know what is best for this
industry.

The Government cannot meddle with the floor price. The problems facing the wool industry
must be addressed, and the largest of those problems arises from the fact that China and
Russia have stopped buying wool for a short period because of their economic problems. As
a result, the Japanese, the other major buyers in the market, have also reduced their purchases
of wool. That is a normal economic scene. They know their pipeline is full of wool, that
they have top making wool and wool is still coming in; therefore, they do not need to
purchase mare. That is the reason a floor price was set up and woolgrowers. have been
prepared to pay a wool tax, using their own and not Government money, for a scheme to
stabilise the industry when these hiccups occur. It is true that the industry is now facing one
of its biggest problems, but this is no time to panic ind to desert the industry. We have
always known that those sorts of problems would arise from time to time, and that the
Russians, Chinese, and Japanese would come in and out of the market as it suited them. For
that reason a wool ta is levied to allow the corporation to purchase Australia's wool. This is
no timre to panic or to desert the industry while the pressure is on because for the first time in
17 years it is facing a problem.

It should be emphasised that this has always been the case in the wool industry; that is,
buyers have come in and out of the market as fashions and seasons have changed. Because
of last year's warm. winter in northern Europe less wool was sold into that market. The
industry is aware of the seasonal, fashion and other changes which may impact on the market
and that is the reason the wool tax was put in place. I emphasise again that there is no
taxpayers' or Government money in this scheme. The fund is supported by woolgrowers'
money. The industry has gone into the commercial market, as any commercial enterprise
would, and it has borrowed money at commercial rates of interest against the stockpile. The
Government has no right to interfere in this matter, because no Government money is
involved. If the Government wants to interfere in some way, it should lower the price of the
dollar which would allow the wool to be traded profitably. The Governm ent has created the
problem; it has not been created by the woolgrowers. Anybody who wants to get involved in
this debate should have their own money involved in the wool scheme, just as I and 90
per cent of woolgrowers have. I amn sure those woolgrowers would support the case I am
putting this morning.

Mr Taylor: You should declare an interest.

Mr HOUSE: I am more than happy to declare an interest, as the Deputy Premier requests.
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He has raised an interesting point. I declare my interest in that my money is involved, and I
want him and his Government to stay out of it. I am sure that the Deputy Premier, as an
intelligent man, will support my case because he does not have an interest in the wool
industry. I was pleased to hear that very goad interjection. I am sure the Leader of the
House will agree with the Deputy Premier and will support me. It will be marvellous to have
bipartisan support for this motion, and I am pleased to hear that indication from the
Goverrnent.

Let us make sure that the woolgrowers who have their money in this scheme make the
decisions. They have been making those decisions at meetings held around the country
recently. I chaired a meeting at Frankdand the other night which was attended by
approximately 450 people. I guarantee that 90 per cent of those people were in favour of
supporting the Australian Wool Corporation and the reserve price plan at 8700 a clean kilo.
A similar meeting at Newdegate, which I attended, supported this scheme. Although it is a
very busy time for woolgrowers, approximately 100 of them stopped work and attended that
meeting for four hours. That is an indication of the level of debate. The woo~growers want
to keep this matter out of the Federal arena. They want to send a message to Mr Kerin that
he should listen to woolgrowers, the elected people and others in the industry, and that he has
no right to be involved in the debate. If he wants to get involved, he should tell Mr Keating
to change the economic direction of this country and allow the value of the dollar to drop.

That brings me to my final point; that is, the Commonwealth Government's policy which has
allowed interest rates to be maintained at a high level. That is having a double-barrelled
effect by not only increasing costs for woolgrowers when they borrow against the stockpile
to buy more wool, but also by impacting on individual growers in a pertinent and specific
way. It is costing them a fortune to survive. They are the productive people in this country
and the Government's policies are responsible for a great deal of financial hardship in the
industry. An amount of about $12 million was loaned in this State by the Rural Adjustment
and Finance Corporation. Approximately 25 per cent of the people who borrowed that
money cannot maintain their interest and capital repayments. That is an indication of a great
deal of financial hardship, most of which has been caused by the high interest race policy of
the Federal Government. Those high interest rates have been forced upon the industry by the
Government. They have resulted in growers not being able to trade wool and they have
exacerbated the problem with Australia's world trading position. It is untenable that the
Federal Government should be allowed to interfere in this debate at the level it has. It is
untenable that any consideration could be given to supporting it. Governments are elected to
govern - to direct the traffic - not to interfere in the individual rights of producers in this
country. Let the industry get on with the job of making its own decisions, and any statutory
requirements can be debated in the Parliament. The statutory requirements are clearly set out
in the Australian Wool Corporation Act, which provides that the Parliament is able to make
decisions with regard to the wool tax only. To that end [ call on our elected representatives
on the conservative side of politics, particularly the National Party, to get behind the
woolgrowers who elected them and to make absolutely certain that their case is put in the
Federal Parliament. The woolgrowers. are prepared to pay more money and to support a
higher wool tax level; I believe they are prepared to support an increase as high as 300
per cent. Some may be prepared to pay an even higher tax. They do not want the Federal
Government meddling in their business and telling them what to do.

The National Party is pleased and proud to support the majority of woolgrowers in this State.
We stand right behind the Australian Wool Corporation and the Australian Wool Industry
Council, and we will support those elected representatives every inch of the way at the
conference in Roma. They can be absolutely assured that the National Party is right behind
them and every woolgrower in this State who supports a reserve price scheme. They are
aware of the stability that scheme has brought to the industry over the past 17 years and they
are absolutely determined to keep it in place. They do not want the scheme ruined. The
industry has no option. There are only two positions; that is, not to have a floor price, or to
maintain a floor price at 870g a clean kilo. There is no middle ground. We want the industry
to be stabilised, with the floor price remaining at 8709!.
1 thank the Government and the Liberal Party for allowing this motion to be debated, and
particularly the Leader of the House for accepting this as a matter of extreme importance,
which it is.
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MR ()MODEI (Warren) (10.40 am]: I second the motion. I point out to the House the
gross hypocrisy of members on the Government benches who today allowed a debate on this
important issue but would not allow debate on other matters related to the Leader of the
House, the Auditor General's report and the member for Armadale. We were forced to bend
to the Government's wishes in those matters. It appear-s that the Government has principles
of convenience and will discuss issues it wishes to discuss but not ones which are of
importance to the State.

The member for Stirling pointed out quite clearly that wool growers in Australia should be
supported. Members of the Parliamentary Liberal Party agree with that sentiment. A
number of levels of taxation support relating to the price of wool have been discussed. It has
been suggested that a levy of between 10 per cent and 25 per cent should be imposed. I
know that the Australian Wool Corporation and the Australian Wool Industry Council of
Australia have suggested a number of options and sought to canvass many representations
relating to those options. I will outline those options so that members can understand the
extent of this situation and the importance to the nation of this industry as a major income
earner.
The Australian Wool Corporation has three options. Option (a) is to maintain the floor price
at 870c with a wool tax of 20 per cent in L990-91 and the maximum necessary thereafter. Its
assessment of the result is a peak debt of $4 billion in 1992-93 gradually declining thereafter;
a gradual decline in shorn wool production to 800 million kilograms; and peak stocks of
six million bales in 1992-93 declining to 5.4 million bales in 1994-95, which would depress
wool growers' incomes over subsequent years. Option (b) is for a floor price of 700c and a
wool tax of 20 per cent in 1990-91 declining in subsequent years. The wool Corporation
assesses the result as being that the price competitiveness of wool would recover more
quickly improving demand starting in 1990-91; a peak external debt of $2.1 billion would
occur in 1991-92 and drop to zero in 1994-95; shorn wool production would decline sharply
in 1991-92, and peak stocks of just over 4.4 million bales in 1991-92 would decline to
two million bales in 1994-95 thus allowing higher prices and producer incomes in
subsequent years as a trade off for sharply declining wool growers' incomes in the early
1990s. Offset against the comparative benefits of a drop in the floor price as outlined the
corporation considers that the following factors must be considered carefuilly: Reduced
confidence in the floor price scheme in the long term would be of great concern-, short term
financial problems to some wool customers because of devaluation of their stocks; and losses
to the market support fund through writing down the value of stock.

Option (c) is to maintain the floor price of 870; with a wool tax of 25 per cent in 1990-9 1
and the maximum necessary thereafter, which is the favoured option of many growers in this
State. The corporation's assessment of the result of this option is a peak debt of $3.4 billion
in [992-93. declining slowly thereafter: production decliniing more rapidly than under option
(a) in 1991-92 resulting in lower peak stocks of 5.8 million bales in 1992-93; and at the end
of 1994-95 a stockpile of 5.2 million bales would remain which would depress wool
growers' incomes in subsequent years.
We are talking here about millions of bales of wool which by 199 1-92 would total in excess
of four million bales. Members on this side of the House support the Australian Wool
Corporation and the Australian Wool Industry Council in their quest to control the industry
and support the motion.

MR WIESE (Wagin) [10A45 am]: I support the motion and the comments made by the
Deputy Leader of the National Party. We are talking about an industry which has carried
Australia for 200 years, from when this country started. This industry is still of vital
importance to Australia and is presently passing through a crisis period. In the middle of this
crisis we have an Australian Government virtually pulling out the rug from under the wool
industry. It should be condemned in the strongest possible terms for doing that. This
industry needs the support of Govemrment. It has conducted, maintained and supported itself
throughout the whole 200 years of Australia's history. In the past 20 years it has operated
under its own legislation which it has supported with its own money. It is prepared to
continue doing that.

However, the industry is being undermined by the Minister for Primary Industries and
Energy of this country who has made statements regarding the level of wool tax and support
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for the industry, intimating that the reserve price it has operated on is under question. That is
puling the rug out from under the industry and creating turmoil among the people who use
and buy our wool. That was The last thing farmers needed, but it is what they have. This
motion calls upon the Federal Government to get behind the growers and the industry and to
provide them with the support they are prepared to provide for themselves. The motion calls
on the Federal Government to provide farmers with an opportunity to carry forward their
industry with verbal support and that type of thing from Government. That is what the
industry needs, arid that is what we are calling for here.

Moves by the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy to undo this have been absolutely
deplorable. He should be asked to cease his comments and withdraw the pressures he is
putting on the Wool Council of Australia and the Australian Wool Corporation and allow
them to make their own decisions based on the information available to them and without
pressure from him. Over the past 20) years the wool industry has developed a network of
contacts throughout the world and it is using them to ascertain the situation at the present
time. Members of the wool industry and the Wool Council of Australia are the people in the
best position to make decisions about this industry. I do not believe that the information on
which the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy has been operating, which comes from
the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics, is sufficiently reliable for
him to use it in reaching decisions.
MIR BRID;E (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) [10.49 am]: In my view Parliament
has a responsibility to support an industry where it is demonstrated an absolute consensus of
view is held. A motion such as this which satisfies people that consensus exists should be
supported because it reflects a clearly defined position of people in the industry. That is not
the case in Western Australia at present. Two industry groups hold differing views about the
way in which this matter is presently being handled in Australia.

I feel rather saddened that the matter has been brought to Parliament in this way because it
does not provide this Parliament with a clear opportunity of making a judgment, in a very
rational and objective way, about how it should deal with the matter. It is all very well for
the National Party to come forward with its proposition, but those of us who are in
Government and who have been assigned the responsibilicy of representing the industry need
to be very clear in our own minds that we are going about our duties in a correct and proper
manner. In view of the uncertainty which exists, we need to have further discussions, as a
Government, with the industry groups in this State. It is not appropriate now to support this
motion. I say that with a great deal of regret because I always want to support and be in the
corner of industry people. That is never in dispute. However, at the same time 1 have always
said that before one makes a decision or commits oneself to a decision, it is necessary to
count to 10. We do not have the opportunity of doing that today.
We cannot support this motion in the form in which it has come forward. In saying that, I
amn not in any way indicating to this House or to the industry that we do not understand the
degree of concern that is being felt. The concerns are justified, and it is a worrying situation,
but it is one which the Commonwealth Government has to address in a very thorough and
precise way. I am not prepared to say here that it is entirely a matter for the Federal
Government, but there are factors which are currently being considered by the Federal
Government and which need to be reassessed by the Federal Minister. That is reflected in
some of the comments which are coming from industry groups.

We in this State should do what I am. currently proposing we do; that is, have discussions
with the chief industry representatives, such as the Farmers Federation and the Pastoralists
arnd Graziers Association, and with individual or collective industry personnel, so that the
State will be better placed to be able to mount an approach to the Commonwealth. We did
this in respect of the proposal to deregulate the wheat industry. We reached a clear position.
There was no dispute within the House about how -

Mr House: You did not have much luck there.

Mr BRIDGE: No.

Mr House: You must admit we cannot afford to lose this one.

Mr BRIDGE: We will not lose it. The member must admit that we did not have any major
conflict in this House about our approach to the Commonwealth. That is the point I am
making.
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Mr Blaikie: We are not worried about what you do in the House. We are worried about
what you do outside the House.

Mr BRIDGE: I know; and the member follows it with great interest.

Ido not have difficulty in understanding the concerns of the members of the National Party
and the member for Warren, They are perfectly entitled to express those logical and
legitimate concerns. However, in view of the position which exists in this State it would not
be appropriate to recommend to the Parliament that it support this motion. I would be
perfectly happy to offer to the Opposition, as an alternative, the opportunity of discussing
with me an appropriate approach which we could take to the Commonwealth Government in
a collective way. That is the way to go; it could then not be argued that we have in any way
politicised this issue or that we are not pursuing it with the support, effective input and
guidance of the industry.

Mr Omodei: Fix up the pig industry while you are there!

Mr BRIDGE: We can have a go at that.

Mr Macinnon: You gave us a commitment that you would do it but you have not done it.
and it is important to do that at the same time, as the member for Warren said.

Mr BRIDGE: As far as I am concerned we should be going; there is no worry about that.
While I acknowledge that the concerns of the industry are very great, and it could be argued
chat the Federal Minister needs to reassess his current thinking in respect of this matter, it is
not appropriate for us to mount an approach to the Commonwealth until we have a position
clearly signalled to us in this State. If the Parliament of Western Australia were to do that, it
could be seen to be mneddlig in this issue without having been given that assignument by the
growers of this State.

The things which have been said here are true. T7he wool industry is a longstanding industry,
going back some 200 years. The floor price was put in for a very good reason. The growers
have run with all of these initiatives. No-one disputes that, and not for one moment is
anyone in this State reflecting on the commitment and fortitude which the producers of wool
in Australia have applied to ensure that their industry is maintained, sustained, and, if
anything, advanced. However, that does not alter the fact that in view of the circumstances I
have just referred to, and in my judgment as Minister for Agriculture, we will not support the
motion.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Premier) [10.56 am]: [ want to address same of the
issues raised by the Minister for Agriculture.

Mr Cowan: Are you first going to declare your interest?

Mr TAYLOR: I am probably wearing a woollen suit.

Mr House: [ hope you are. Have a look to see whether it is. You are not even game to have
a look.

Mr TAYLOR: It is probably 20 per cent wool and 80 per cent synthetic, knowing my
purchasing range. [ will check later to see.

I understand the concerns of the National Party. It is an issue of grave concern to all
Australians, particularly because, as the member for Wagin said, for many years Australia
has been part and parcel of the wool industry. The wool industry has been a critical
component of what has happened in this nation over the past 200 years, particularly in terms
of our balance of trade.

On 16 May, Hon John Kerin, the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy, said in a
statement about the Australian wool industry that some of the difficulties faced by the
industry were not so much of its own making but were caused by a combination of factors
involved in the industry, both overseas and local factors. He said that at the Roma
conference at the end of the month -

..the growers will be asked to consider and vote on issues which are fundamental to
their own prosperity and, for some, their survival as producers of wool.

Mr Kerin continued -

I therefore applaud the release by the Australian Wool Corporation and the Wool
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Council of Australia of a paper which, probably for the first time, goes some way in
setting out a number of chokces before growers.

HeI said in respect of taxes -

You will recall that industry recently anticipated that an increase in the wool tax to a
maximum of 15% would be sufficient to finance a rapidly growing stockpile.

The Federal Government has now agreed to increase cht tax to 20 per cent. Some growers
are saying they want a 25 per cent tax.
Mr Cowan: The corporation is saying that, arid it is supported by the Wool Council of
Australia, so when you say "some" you had better qualify that it is a vast majority.
Mr TAYLOR: We will probably hear more about that later from another member on this
side of the House, but not all growers are saying they want a 25 per cent tax.

Mr House: The important point is chat it is their money, and if they decide they want to put
their money into a self funding arrangement, why should the Government interfere?
Mr TAYLOR: I am well aware of that, but let me continue with what Mr Kerin said about
this issue. I am very disappointed to see that the motion says -

(2) advises the Commonwealth Minister for Primary Industry that his counter
proposal is unwarranted and unwanted meddling in the wool industry ...

The role Mr Kerin has played in primary industry in Australia since becoming Minister for
Prmary Industry is an admirable one. Many people involved in primary industry in
Australia recognise that Mr Kein is prepared to stand up and be counted on a range of
issues.

Mr House interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: I know that. I know Mr House is talking about the wool industry; that is why
I am disappointed that he expects the Government to support a motion that is so critical of
Mr Kerin, who is an excellent Minister and has the runs on the board for primary industry.

Mr Wiese: It is not Mr Kerin of whom we are critical. We are critical of his stance on the
wool industry.
Mr TAYLOR: Yes, Mr House is critical of his stance on tie wool industry, but he is also
critical of him. The nature of this fellow is reflected in his speech which states -

You are perhaps aware of Kern's immutable first law of political resolution.

He repeats it as follows -

Horsehair amulets, snake-oil, the entrails of chickens, and buckets of money cannot
replace the meat of substantial policy analysis and substantial policy action.
Despite this, I don't pretend that having information is going to make the effects of a
very hard decision any easier for the individual producers.

He goes on to look at what has happened in the Australian wool industry. He says -

The reasons for this are twofold.

1) The demand for Australian wool has substantially declined over the past year.

Later he says -

2) Australian producers have markedly increased the supply of wool.

The total production of wool in Australia is estimated to have increased to a record
1.2 million tonnes in 1989-90 - an extraordinary rise of about 13 per cent in one season. I
was involved in the Select Commnittee on Hardship in the Rural Sector during which timre a
couple of points came home to me. The first was that it seemed that farmers who were
conservative in their farming practices did not go in and out of different products. When
wheat prices were good, some farmers planted wheat and when wool prices were good they
bred sheep. The farmers who changed products to suit the market were the ones who had the
difficulties. The conservative farmers continued to survive.

Mr Clarko: As you indicated, it might be the general rule, but it is not always the case.
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Mr TAYLOR: I accept that, but many of the tanners about whom I am critical have leapt
into the wool industry. They have seen very good wool prices over the last couple of years
and the result has been a 13 per cent rise in the total production of wool in Australia.

Mr Wiese: The myth that it is an extraordinary rise should be killed. That rise of 13 per cent
is nothing in the wool industry. When I go from one good season to one bad season, which I
have done twice in the past 10 years, my wool clip has fallen by 20 per cent.

Mr TAYLOR: I will deal with that. Mr Kerin goes on to say -

This is because the livestock industry responds only slowly to downward changes in
price.

He gave the example of the beef collapse in 1974-75 when it took more than eight years
before herd numbers bottomed out. He said -

The adjustment process in wool, while not that slow, is not something which can be
achieved overnight.

For example, I would remrind you that from 1968-69 through to 1970-71 prices
received for wool fell by 34%.
For 1969-70 through to 1973-74 the prices received by growers for wheat and beet,
both reasonable production alternatives for Australian farmers, increased by 234%
and 39% respectively.

Mr Clarko: John Kerin would have been on one of the agricultural committees which urged
farmers to get out of industries that were down and to go into more productive industries.

Mr TAYLOR: John Kerin can answer that. He goes on to say -

Despite these massive changes in relative prices, from 1970-71 to 1973-74 the
production of wool declined by 2 1%.
I do not need to tell you that 1972-73 was a major drought year.

It is clear that the capacity of the grower to instantaneously shift out of wool
production is limited.

Limited by the requirements for new plant and equipment.

Limited by finance.

Lim-ited by climate and geography.

And limited by inclinations, individual preferences and individual skills of growers
themselves.

170 million sheep (that's 10 animals for every Australian) won't just disappear....

In short then:

*a substantial reduction in demand for our wool; and

*a massive increase in the national clip

have led us to the current position.

He then referred to the options that face the woolgrowers as follows -

1) the retention of the 8700 floor and a 25% tax;

2) the retention on the 8700 floor and a 20% tax; and

3) the lowering of the floor price to 700@ and a 20% tax.

These choices represent a reduction in the income of wool growers, in the first year
(1990-9 1), of about 13 %, 19% and 30% respectively.

These are not insignificant figures.

Again, they represent a stark, bleok future in the com-ing year.

I do not want to go on with Mr Kerini's speech. Mr Kertn was trying to point out the
difficulties to the wool industry. However, by discussing these issues in Roma, the likes of
Mr Kerin, the Federal Government and our Minister for Agriculture wil be prepared to
resolve the industry's problems.
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Another important matter for Western Australia to consider is the Australian dollar and at
what level it should be. It is interesting that paragraph (3) of the motion states -

(3) cites the Commonwealth Government's refusal to allow a free float of the
Australian dollar as a major cause of the current crisis in the wool industry;

Mr Gooch, one of the senior people in the wool industry, in speaking in February to
pastoralists and graziers in Western Australia, was reported as making the following
statement -

He blamed the industry problems on record production, the withdrawal of the
Chinese market and speculation about the Australian dollar.

I can understand that if there is speculation on the Australian dollar overseas buyers will bide
their time and say that the dollar will stay where it is and not fall. I can see how that would
psychologically influence the buyer's decision on whether to buy wool today, this year or at
the end of the year.

Mr House: I can tell you what he said yesterday at a public meeting in Newdegate and what
he said last Wednesday night. He said that if the Australian dollar dropped to its true level,
which is about 120 below the inflated price, we would move the stockpile of wool very
quickly.

Mr TAYLOR: That is not what he said in February, but he certainly said that speculation - if
one believes what is printed in The West Australian about the Australian dollar - is one of the
causes of the uncertainty in the industry. It follows quite logically that that could be the case.
If people were not certain of the level of the dollar, they would look for an advantageous
position from which they could enter the market and buy their wool.
Mr Wiese: In that speculation, how long will the Australian Government hold the dollar
where it is at the moment?
Mr TAYLOR: I do not know whether the Federal Government is able or willing to hold the
dollar. Onily a month ago, Mr Keating supported the push for a lower dollar. He recognised
a need for a lower dollar and, as a result of his saying that, the dollar fell a couple of cents.
Mr Keating and the Federal Government face a classic economic dilemma in that while they
want to address the balance of trade problem and to see a lower dollar, which would be good
for Western Australia, they also recognise that a lower dollar could mean forcing up interest
rates and inflation in Australia. I believe the Australian dollar could certainly move down,
which would be in our interests as a resource-based and export-based State.

It would also undoubtedly be of great benefit to the wool industry to see the Australian dollar
plummet to a price of, say, 60 or 80 below the current price. We all know that is an
appropriate level at which it should be and where it should stay. That figure would dispel
doubts and uncertainty about what might happen to the dollar and elindiate one of the three
uncertainty factors mentioned by Mr Gooch in February. However, we must also bear in
mind that it is not just a matter of our saying that the Australian dollar should go down; when
it does it must be as a result of a very firm and stable move.

We all have to accept that if the value of the Australian dollar is 680 or whatever, that is a
fair and reasonable price for the Australian dollar, and overseas buyers will also be aware
that that is where it will stay for a long time. But if its value goes up and down all the time.
that would be very bad for the wool industry; we would not know where we were.
Mr House: I made the point very clearly that you either have a reserve price or you do not.
If you lower it once, the buyers will pick you off the next time you have a problem. Tell me
at what level wool will trade on the world market? What is your figure?

Mr TAYLOR: I do not know.

Mir House: Neither does anybody else. The moment we show weakness we are gone.

Mr TAYLOR: The price is set at 8709!, and nobody is prepared to buy it at that price.
Mr Keating is trying to point that out. Who knows when the wool stockpile will move? I
accept that. If we talk about the Australian dollar value, it must be a firm movement. If the
floor price falls to a level which might be acceptable, we must show very clearly what that
limit is.

There are difficulties. As the member said, if the price of wool moves, people might say, "It
Afl471-9
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has gone down to 8000; if we hang around for another six months it might go down to 7200."
[ accept that that is a problem, but at least there is an opportunity for those involved in the
industry and who should have a say in the industry to meet in Roma and address these issues.
As long as that opportunity exists there is hope for the wool industry to claw its way out of
this difficult situation.
Mr Wiese interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: That is fighting talk. As the Minister for Agriculture said, we will not
support the motion for two reasons. Firstly, the Roma meeting is now firmly on the agenda.
Secondly, it is asking too much of us to support a motion which is so critical of a Federal
Minister who, in my view, has done a very good job in a whole range of areas to support
primary industry in Western Australia.

Mr Omodei: The point is to keep it where it is rather than allow the whole thing to collapse.

Mr TAYLOR: He has put forward a whole range of options in relation to this issue.

Mr Blaikie: We all know that the Federal Government wants the wool out of the door as
soon as possible so that there are a few dollars in the kitty to help with the balance of
payments.

Mr TAYLOR: That is a short sighted view which reflects a gross misunderstanding of what
the Federal Government is seeking in relation to the wool industry. To suggest that the
Federal Government wants to see the wool industry on its knees is ridiculous: it is so
important to the balance of trade and to the economy of Australia that that suggestion is
absolute nonsense. That comment should be seen in chat light.

I point out that our lack of support for this motion is not related to a lack of support for the
wool industry; it is more related to the issues raised both by the Minister for Agriculture and
me in saying that if the Opposition had talked to us about the nature of the motion before
putting it forward we could have seen our way clear to supporting it, but we cannot support a
motion which is so unfairly critical of a Federal Minister who is faced with a difficult task
which he is trying to resolve in a proper way.

MR LEAHY (Northern Rivers) [11.14 am]: Mr Speaker. I welcome you back; it is good to
see you in better health. I oppose the motion. I represent an area of Northern Rivers which
has more pastoralists than any other area in Western Australia. As the deputy leader of the
National Party would know, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association opposes the retention
of the 87o floor price for wool.

Mr House: Do you know how the vote went the other day?

Mr LEAHY:- The majority of growers in my area oppose it.

Mr House: If that is the basis of your argument you might be on our side if one of them dies.

Mr LEA-Y: That may be so. I represent the pastoralists in this area and the pastoralists
oppose it. The majority of pastoralists in my area to whom I have spoken oppose the
retention of 8700k.
Several members interjected.

Mr LEAHY: That shows the polarisationt of views. The deputy leader of the National Party
said that the federation supports the retention of the 870g. That is not supported by the
Australian Bureau of Agricultural Resource Economics.

I quote from this morning's The Australian Financial Review. It says -

If the floor was maintained and growers levied 25 per cent next season - the preferred
option of the Wool Corporation and the Wool Council - it said it was conceivable the
stockpile could climb to 6 million bales within two years, the equivalent of an entire
season's clip, and just under 8 mill ion bales by 1994-95,
Further, the grower tax would need to blow out to 32 per cent in 1991-92 if
corporation borrowings were to stay below the $2.5 billion level now approved by the
Federal Government. Borrowings would still be at $ 1.1 billion in five years.

In contrast, a 7000 floor and 15 per cent tax would have the market support fund back
in the black by 1994-95 and stocks declining after a maximum 4.3 million in
1991-92.
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Mr Wiese: Pigs might fly!
Mr LEAHY: This is a highly respected organisation.

Mr Wiese: In January and February your organisation was quite happy with an 8700 reserve
and a 25 per cent levy.

Mr LEAHY: They are moving with the times.

Mr Wiese: They are moving all right; they are very flexible.

Mr LEAHY: The Australian Bureau of Agricultural Resource Economics also said that it
favoured heavily the reduction of the floor price of 8700 to 70o a kilogram. As I said
earlier, the pastoralists in my region support it as weUl.

Mr Court: Which pastoralists have you spoken to in the last week?

Mr LEAHY: I have been down here for the past week.

Several members interjected.

Mr LEAHY: It is not an issue which has cropped up in the last week. I have been speaking
to pastoral ists about this for some months.

Mr Court: What has been your position?

Mr LEAHY: They are asking for the price to be dropped to a level which will lead to the
clearing of the present stockpiles.

Mr Wiese: What level is that?

Mr LEAHY: They are guessing, just as we are. They support Mr Kerin in a reduction to
700k. It is amazing that we hear talk from the other side about floating the Australian dollar,
but members opposite do not want the price of wool to float. In fact members opposite do
not want the price of wool to drop at all.

Several members interjected.

Mr LEAHY: What price should the Australian dollar be? Nobody knows.

Mr Cowan: When did you last consult the pastoralists you represent?

Mr LEAHY: I spoke to pastoralists on Friday of last week. I spoke to two pastoralists in
Cue last week.

Several members interjected.

Mr LEAHY: It might have been a closed vote; it probably was.

Mr Cowan: Did they relate their views to you?

Mr LEAHY: Those people did so personally.

Mr Cowan: You then made an assumption that you were hearing the views of the
pastnralists and graziers.

Mr LEAHY: The pastoralists and graziers voted. Those I spoke to said to me that they do
not support the retention of the 8701 level.

Several members interjected.

Mr LEAHY: In answer to the Leader of the National Party, I said that last Friday I spoke to
two of them. As he knows, the issue is not something which has been raised in the last week;
it has been going on for some time.

Mr Court: I spoke to some people; they must have been telling different stories.

Mr LEAHY: The member was speaking to the miners; they would not know about it.

Mr Court: I made a point of speaking to about 30 of them on Friday and Saturday. It is a
piry you did not come to the Liberal Party meeting in Meekatharra.

Mr LEAHIY. I was not invited. I oppose the motion.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (20)

Mr Bradshaw Mr H-assell Mr Mensaros Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Minsort Dr Turnbull
Mr Count Mr Kierath Mr Nicholls Mr Watt
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Mr Grayden Mr Macinnon Mr Strickland Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Noes (25)
Dr Alexander Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs Dr Gallop Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mr Graham Mr Read Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Mrs Watkcins (Teller)
Mr Canf Mr Gordon H-ill Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Catania Mr Kobelke Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas

Pamr
Mr Trenorden Dr Lawrence
Mr Shave Mr D.L Smith
Mrs dwardes Mr Grill

Question thus negatived.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MARINE AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by N4r Taylor (Deputy Premier), and read a first time.

ACTS AMENDMENT (BETTING TAX AND STAMP DUTY) BILL
Second Reading

M RS D EC65 (Whitford - Minister for Racing and Gaming) ([11.25 am): I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill amends the Stamp Act 192L1, the Bookmakers Betting Tax Act 1954 and the Betting
Control Act 1954.

In January 1987 the Goverrnent announced that there would be an inquiry into the
horseracing industry uinder the chairmanship of Mr C.W. Quin,. The Quin report released its
recommendations early in 1988, and many of chose recommendations were imnplenmented by
means of the Acts Amendment (Racing Industry) Act 1988. This Bill implements a further
recommendation of the Quin report; namely. that there be a change to the rate of
bookmakers' turnover tax and an abolition of stamp duty on bookmakers' betting tickets.

At present, the bookmakers' turnover is taxed on a sliding scale. The first $100 000 of a
bookmaker's annual turnover is taxed at two per cent and thereafter at 2.5 percent. The
Quin report recommended that the higher level of turnover tax be reduced from 2.5 per cent
to 2.25 per cent, of which 0. 125 per cent was to be paid into a racing industry development
fund. The Qu in report recommended that the lower rate of two per cent on the first $ 100 000
should remain. The Government has not yet accepted the recommendation that there be a
racing industry development fund and so has reconsidered the recommendations in The Quin
report. Rather than maintain a two-tiered system of taxation, the Governiment believes that a
single rate of 2.25 per cent tax on all bookmakers' turnover is simplest and fairest.

Bookmakers' betting tickets attract stamp duty at the rate of 2.50 per ticket for metropolitan
operations and 10 per ticket for non-metropolitan operations. The Quin report recommnended
that this stamp duty be abolished, and this Bill implements that recommendation.

As a result of these amendments, the taxation burden on bookmakers will be relieved to the
extent of approximately $546 000 per annum. The amendments are retrospective to
I August 1989 in accordance with a commuitment given to the industry.
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I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cowan (Leader of the National Party).

ADDRESS- IN-REPLY - EIGHTH DAY

Motion
Debate resumed from 15 May.

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [11.28 am]: I would like to speak to the Address-in-Reply to the
Governor's Speech that he prepared for this, the second session of the Thirty-Third
Parliament. In commnencing my remarks I take the opportunity to congratulate the Premier
on her position. I note that the Premier is not here today and I find it very disappointing that
the Premier has rearranged the sitting times of Parliament to the inconvenience of some of
the rest of us, yet she herself manages to conduct meetings while we are here in Parliament.
Despite that fact, however, I congratulate the Premier on attaining her position. It is a
remarkable achievement, both for her personally and for women in Western Australia.
Western Australia has a long history of women achieving positions in Parliament; the first
woman to be elected to an Australian Parliament was Edith Cowan in 1921.
I move now to the subject of families. At the moment Western Australian families -
particularly single income families - are suffering. The Government may not realise this, but
as a result of the downturn in the economy and the fact that no industrial development is on
the horizon people are losing their jobs. Many more people now have to accept the dole
from the Department of Social Security. However, a tragic situation has occurred in respect
of the Government's own employees, particularly throughout country towns. Members of
the National Party know that for many years the lowest paid workers in country areas were
employees of the former Forestry Department, which is now pant of the Water Authority.
Even the families of Government workers employed at power stations need the family
income supplement to survive. I regard that as a severe indictment of our country and
particularly of the Labor Party, which has been in power in Western Australia and Australia
since 1983. That situation should not exist in our country and it is made worse by the
taxation laws of Australia. I support the principle of income splitting for single income
families because I feel it is the only way in which pay-as-you-earn families will be able to
make up the financial difference. The taxation system is manipulated by many people in
society and accountants can take advantage of the system for the benefit of some people.
That is what occurs and it is detrimenta to single income families which are also PAYE
families. That is an area which should be addressed and I am doing that through the
Australian Taxation Office as a member of the National Party and as a member of the
Opposition.
Families must be considered as an endangered species. They protect the young of our
society, and it is obvious that something is going very wrong with the young people of
society. Juvenile delinquency is running rampant and homeless children are brought to our
attention every day through the media. In my experience as a doctor in this State for just on
25 years, it is apparent that this situation has become worse. I put the reason for that down to
the social engineering changes which occurred under the Whitlam Government in the 1970s.
If members think about it, they will realise they did not hear about homeless children or
juvenile delinquency before the Whitlam Government introduced those social engineering
changes. The incidence of homeless children has definitely increased. The figures coming
from the Government's own department show that homelessness among children is
increasing, and I put it down to social engineering.

I wish to move on to another matter in which the Government has been involved, and that is
the clamping down on budgetary items introduced in this financial year. For example, since
the WA Inc factor began to hit home, the Building Management Authority has been
abysmally short of finance. The BMA can only fix blocked drains and repair locks on doors
after vandals have been in the buildings. The program of repair and maintenance of our
buildings is falling very far behind. I will not mention specific cases because if I were to do
so we might find that some public servant is castigated for giving information to the
Opposition. The Capital Works Budget has been cut; the Premier herself admitted that
borrowings for building projects such as police stations and schools will be cut. The
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Government is instituting cutbacks in other areas. In respect of my electorate of Collie, I will
mention two specific cases. Firstly, $170 000 was allocated for the development of the
Department for Community Services' new building, in order to deal with all the people who
need the family allowance, are now on social security and are battling to survive in the
present economic environment. Of the $170 000 granted for the proposed capital works
program for 1989-90, only $19 000 was spent. The Department for Community Services
staff will move into the Water Authority budding. Members may say that it is a very good
idea to use the resources of the Water Authority but the Water Authority building is empty
because its employees have been moved to Bunbury; it is recentralisation. Secondly, the
capital works item dealing with TAPE workshops has been removed from the Budget. It is a
severe indictment of the Government that the $887 000 allocated to the TAPE workshops
was removed from the Capital Works Budget. Only $64 000 was spent, and that was spent
on designs, programs and putting the project up to tender. However, when the project went
to tender and three companies tendered, it was stopped. That is a clear indication of how
budgetary constraints - particularly as a result of the WA Inc saga - forced upon the
Government have affected Collie. WA Inc impinged very heavily on Collie right back to the
time when a former Acting Treasurer signed the $15 million cheque to forward purchase coal
from Westemn Collieries Ltd.
I wish now to refer to the Governor's Speech, in which he presented the Government's
legislative program for this session. I was shocked to see that the legislative program, which
comprised five pages of the Governor's Speech, was all about consumption, except for one
sentence which read -

The active encouragement of development of the resources sector, ie minerals,
minerals processing and energy, in Western Australia, is a major thrust of the
Government's development strategy.

It is a terrible indictment of the Government if it can deal only with consumption. It is rather
upsetting that Parliament has been sitting for just on two weeks and all we have heard is
debate on the subject of consumption. This State is in trouble at the moment because no-one
is talking about productivity. There are no wealth creating projects on the drawing board; no
wealth creating projects are being discussed by the Government. In particular, the subject of
energy production is not being addressed. Western Australia has lost the Sarich project and
has only just salvaged pant of the North West Shelf Goodwyn A Platform project.
Downstream processing projects will be lost to Western Australia; as the former Minister for
Economic Development and Trade said only two weeks ago, five downstream processing
projects will most likely be lost to Western Australia. These projects - and the companies
involved with them - will be lost to Western Australia because decisions are not being made
by this Government. As the former Minister for Economic Development and Trade,
Mr Grill, said -

It is thought by most people in SECWA and Government that we have at least up
until the end of this year to make a decision in that regard.
However, crucial decision making deadlines are very much closer at hand. The
questions of pricing and tariff policy have to be answered now..

If those questions are not answered now, the five companies involved in the downstream
processing projects will be lost to Western Australia.
Another project which could be lost to Western Australia - because the Government will not
make a decision - is the submarine refitting contract. The Federal Government has a two
ocean defence policy but that Government does not adhere to its policy. I am sure that every
member in this House knows, as well as I do, that the Navy has decided what it will do and
that the Federal Government is going nowhere. The Western Australian Government has not
told us what it intends to do to try to obtain this essential project for Western Australia. The
State Governmnent is in a state of paralysis, and no decisions are being made. Whenever the
possibility arises to make a decision, the Government forms a committee instead.
The editorial in The West Australian of 20 April 1990 relates to Dr Lawrence's first speech
as Premier, and reads -

Apart from cutting across the line she took earlier on dealing with WA Inc losses, Dr
Lawrence's main answer seemed to be creating a host of new committees and
inquiries to look into the problem areas.
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When the Premier spoke yesterday in this place, we heard about more committees, more
committees, and no decisions.

Mr Ripper: What about the Department of Computing and Information Technology? Was
that not a decision?

Dr TURNBULL: And no-one will lose a job! They will be moved sideways. How much
money will be saved?

I refer now to the Harmnan committee set up last year in order to save the Government from
making a decision about energy production and whether to have private or public power
production in Western Australia.

Mr Fred Tubby: A decision should have been made three years ago.

Dr TURNBULL: Yes. I will not go through all the data which may be contained in the
Harman report because I hope that by the end of this month the report will be presented in
this place. However, as the report is running a month late we may not receive it by the end
of May.

Mr Fred Tubby: Why is it a month late?

Dr TURNBULL: Once again, no decisions have been made. I wish to make a number of
salient points in relation to the energy situation in Western Australia as they relate to my
electorate. A decision should have been made on the location and type of the new base load
power station we should have in Western Australia. But a decision has not been made: it is a
chicken and egg situation. I refer now to the report of the State Energy Commission of
Western Australia produced in March 1990. The report stated that the forward planning
estimates for energy requirements in Western Australia had been reduced. SECWA also
states that we do not have to make a decision for a new power station to be operational by
1994; we can make a decision to have it operational by 1995 instead. That is an indictment
of the current Government; it represents a lack of decision about energy production in
Western Australia which will reduce industrial development in Western Australia,
particularly downstream processing in the minerals industry.

I turn now to Australia's first national greenhouse plan presented by Senator Graham
Richardson, the Minister for the Environment at that time. We have heard a lot of talk about
the greenhouse effect, and about how gas is a better power source than coal; that gas will not
contribute to the greenhouse effect as much as coal. In relation to the greenhouse energy
strategy, I quote from Electricity Week of 16 March 1990, as follows -

Called A Greenhouse Energy Strategy, the report analyses the effect of a set of
efficiency measures and fuel substitutions on energy consumption and carbon dioxide
emissions projected for the year 2005. It says the combined effect of the programs
would produce energy savings of 35.8%. Carbon Dioxide emissions would be
reduced by 46% from the base case assumed for 2005..

One very interesting item contained in the projection - and the document is very thick and
includes many tables and estimates about how the savings can be achieved - is that these
savings are derived only through efficiency improvements, and from some fuel substitutions
for energy uses; that is, particularly in the transport industry. The document reads -

.. savings achieved through changes in the mix of fuel sources for electricity
generation would be additional..

So debate in Western Australia as to whether we should utilise gas or coal in order to reduce
the impact on the greenhouse effect, as far as I am concerned, does not have a large place in
the decision as to what fuel our next base load power station should use or where it should
be.
The third matter I wish to raise for discussion relates to gas costs versus coal costs. North
West Shelf gas is three to four times more expensive than coal at current day prices, so no
further debate is needed on that point. I know further incremental North West Shelf gas will
be cheaper, but that same argument can be put for Collie coal. All incremental fuel is
cheaper so we cannot compare North West Shelf gas with Collie coal, or indeed any other
coal.

To talk about Perth basin gas being cheaper is fiction. Barrack Energy discovered gas at
North Yardanogo and that is supposed to indicate that we wil be able to produce gas from
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the Perth basin to run gas-fired turbines. But everybody seems to forget that Barrack Energy
has run into a few problems and that it will cost $40 million to $50 million to fulfly develop
that gas fid - if it is ever fully developed. The Mintister for the Environment should not
continue his statements about how we can rely on finding a litdle gas here and there to keep
us going, to save us having to make a decision about energy production for three years or so.
When comparing Collie coal and Hill River coal, members should know that Collie coal is
cleaner because it produces less ash and less sulphur. The coal produced by the new coal
mine comes from the "Premier" deposits. These premier deposits contain good coal in a
thick seam which can be mined for the life of the new station. One seam can be mined for
40 years to supply the raw material for the new 600 megawatt station. Hill River does not
have that advantage. It has four seams, one of which is in a environmentally sensitive area.
We cannot compare old Collie coal with new Collie coal and the coal at Hill River. Price
reductions will result from the establishment of a new mine at Collie and have already
occurred for Collie incremental coal.

Recent contracts for the supply of some I Mtpa representing a 30% increase in
SECWA's total coal supply has provided a price reduction of some 30%.

Using incremental coal, the electricity supply to the Barrack silicon metals plant could start
from as low as 249 per kilowatt hour. Incremental generation of electricity is the secret to
pricing in Western Australia. A base load power station must be constructed to take
advantage of the peak load gas generators which the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia has purchased. Gas generators do not produce base load power. The discussion of
a combined-cycle base load gas generator is speculative.
Mr Cart: No, it is not

Dr TURNBULL: They are still being introduced around the world and problems have arisen
in their production of electricity.
Mr Car: That is not true. Very big operating base load combined-cycle gas stations have
been operating effectively in other parts of the world for quite some time.
Dr TURNBULL: They are very new and the Mlinister will firid problems in introducing
them into Western Australia. He should remember that gas is as selective as coal. Each gas
find is related to its own generators. Coal is exactly the same;: a coal fifed power station is
built to suit the coal that is put through it. These sorts of problems will confront a base load
gas project in Western Australia.
The debate on this matter should concentrate on the establishment of a private power station
versus a public one. The assistant secretary of the Trades and Labor Council, Rob Meecham,
said on radio two weeks ago that, as far as he was concerned. the cost of energy is the vital
question in Western Australia. If a private power station is the only way to produce energy
at a cost competitive level, a private power station must be established. The workers in
Collie understand that. One of the reasons the former Minister for Resources Development
was so keen to have a new base load power station at Hill River was that he felt it could be a
private one. A private power station at Hill River would be separate from contamination by
the unions in the power stations at Collie. Ir is possible to have a private power station on the
Collie coalfields. I have told a number of people that the work force in Collie says that the
trouble with the possible establishment of a new power station at Collie is that a new work
force would have to be found to run the old SECWA power station.

Mr Minson: That is privatisation.
Dr TLJRNBULL: Yes, the new station would be privatised. The work force of Collie
understands that changes will have to occur in work practices. A restructuring process is
already in place at the power station and the mines.

The Government's decision to shelve the TAFE workshops at Collie is reprehensible and
will be detrimental to the power generation industry in Western Australia. It does not matter
where the base load power station is located, the workers must be trained in multiskilling,
broadbandirtg and other skills. Western Australian workers will miss out on jobs if they
cannot learn these skills and this State will fall behind the other States, and the industry will
have to import workers from Queensland and New South Wales. it is reprehensible that
proposals to set up TAFE workshops have not been completed.
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If the Government were dinkum, it would niot increase the royalties on coal. One of the
reasons the Government wants to move from 50 per tonne for SECWA coal to $2.16 per
tonine for privately purchased coal relates to other factors, which includes private power
stations' coal royalty costs. We know that this royalty rate, if increased on SECWA
purchased coal, will flow straight on to SECWA costs and will mean increases in the price af
electricity in Western Australia, particularly for domestic consumers. I intend to ask the
Minister for Fuel and Energy and the Treasurer when the increased royalties will be applied
because that will increase the cost of electricity in Western Australia. My advice to the
Government is not to increase the royalty on coal, but to decrease the royalty on coal
purchased by private companies. If the Government accepts my advice, the industry will
expand in Western Australia and costs will be kept down, the Government will be seen to be
dintkum, coal will be a price competitive energy source in Western Australia, and industrial
development will continue to move ahead in Western Australia.

Thank you, Mr Speaker, for listening to my contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate.
The Governor's Speech contained little on productivity and development for Western
Australia and the Government should be condemned for that.

M R OIO DE I (Warren) [ 11.58 am]: It gives me great pleasure to speak in this Address-in-
Reply debate and to bring to the attention of the House some of the issues which concern me.
Members will be aware that last week in the House we discussed an amendment an the
health crisis that exists in Western Australia. The main Press comment on that amendment
was the Minister for Health's call for a round-table conference an the health crisis in Western
Australia and Australia. This week the South Western Times featured an article headed
"Wilson refuses to attend meet". The article stated that the State Minister for Health, Keith
Wilson, refused to meet with Bunbury doctors to discuss the city's hospital crisis at a
meeting on 10 May. It is an absolute disgrace!

Mr P.1. Smith: The Minister for Health did not refuse to meet with the doctors. The meeting
was held on Tuesday when the Minister was in this Parliament.

Mr OMODET: Is the member saying the Somth Western Times has lied?

Mr P.J. Smith: If the member for Warren had read later articles in the South Western Times
and the Collie Mail he would know that the Minister will meet with this group.
Mr OMODEI: It states in the article that the Minister accused the hospital 's medical
advisory committee and other Bunbury doctors of -

..a reluctance to respond constructively after recent meeting with Health
Department representatives.

In the article the mayor of Bunbury, and a prominent doctor, Dr Em Manea, said that it was
unreasonable for Mr Wilson to expect the doctors to cooperate when the system was falling
to pieces. He said that it was not good enough for Mr Wilson to be offering the excuse that
the Government did nor have enough money - although, surprisingly, the Minister did not say
that - and expect doctors to cooperate. The Minister needs to explain why not enough money
is available and how we can achieve a better result. Dr Manea was not worried about the
doctors because he believes they can look after themselves. His concern was for the public
as it is the people who will be hurt - he wants to know why that is the case.

That is a very serious issue. In the same week an article in the Donnybrook-B rid getown Mail
headed "Hospital cutbacks worry councils and medical staff' stated -

The spokesperson, who for ethical reasons cannot be named, fears the State
Governmnent is considering reducing the number of services carried out by hospitals
throughout Western Australia.

Mr Blaikie: Where was that?

Mr OMODET: That was in Donnybrook. [ would have thought that Bridgetown would be
well serviced with a relatively new hospital, however it is feeling the squeeze as well.

Mr Blaikie: In Busseltort the operating theatre has been stopped from operating on the one
day a week that it was operating.

Mr OMODEI: I do not want to dwell on the health issue as it was well and truly discussed
last week. I thought it important to highlight that seven or eight speakers last week referred
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to concerns in their electorates, yet they received Little or no Press, and the Minister who
called for a round table conference did not even turn up for a meeting at a major regional
centre in the following week - that is a disgrace! Either the Government is accusing the
hospitals of being recklessly wasteful or the Government does not have the money. The truth
is that the Government does not have the money and everybody in Western Australia knows
why.

The night before last an issue of concern was raised in Parliament relating to a lack of
communication, and a conflict, between Ministers. In last week's Hansard the Minister for
the Environment referred to an article in the Counn-ymn in which he attacked a statement I
made regarding the conflict between him and the former Minister for Economic
Development and Trade, the member for Eyre. The former Minister stated that he wanted a
Kraft chlorine pulp mill in the south west. The Government has gone to great lengths to
distance itself from that statement. The Minister for the Environment has been reported in
the Press as supporting the Kraft chlorine pulp mill, yet we all know the Premier is of the
opposite opinion in that she believes some other kind of pulp mill should be established.
This is a real division in the ranks; this is a Government which states that it supports the
environment, when in fact it does not. I am sure the Green Party in the Fremantle electorate,
and the Maylands electorate for that matter, will be looking very closely at the conflict
between the Government's proposal and that of the Minister for the Environment; that is a
proposal by a Minister who is supposed to be concerned about the environment - he is not the
Minister for Resources. A Kraft chlorine pulp mill will create huge environmental problems
wherever it is placed.

The other night the Minister for the Environment referred to an article in the Countryman by
stating that attached to the article was a very nice cartoon of himself in a fighter plane
shooting me down. He stated that the editor of the Coutryman certainly knew what would
happen to me if I stuck my head out. Now I checked the article, and I found it to be very
interesting.

Mr Hassell: You always have to check on what the Leader of the House says!

Mr OMODEI: The Minister was referring to my reported comments of his Kamikaze
attitude to issues in the south west. The article shows the Minister in what appears to be a
Sopwith Camel Biplane - or so it appears - which is full of holes and he is supposed to be
shooting me down. The Minister does not know that a Kamikaze was a Japanese pilot who
had a plane fully loaded with bombs in which he committed suicide. My reference was that
the Minister was a disaster on the environment. About three or four weeks ago the Minister
for the Environment supported a proposed housing development on one of Perth's most
valuable ground water resources, the Jandakot Mound. Probably very good political reasons
,exist for placing housing suburbs on the Jandakot Mound, but we know that it is a very
valuable resource for this State. It is an area from which we can draw future water supplies,
but the important thing is that the Minister for the Environment was in direct conflict with
the Minister for Water Resources on that issue. It amazes me that the Press in Western
Australia seems to gloss over these issues. Two senior Ministers in this Government were
talking at cross purposes about one of our most valuable resources; the Minister for the
Environment was taking on the Minister for Water Resources because the Minister for Water
Resources wants to see that area protected - and rightly so. It is of concern that Ministers are
makcing these statements.

It is interesting to note that the Minister for South-West has been silent regarding these
matters. We are talking about a Kraft chlorine pulp mill in the south west, yet what do we
hear from the Minister for South-West? We hear nothing. This pulp mill will be in his
backyard, yet the Minister does not comment. We have a tannery of great importance to
Boyanup and to the Capel Shire and a number of people in that area are greatly concerned
about the possible pollution it could cause to the ground water. The same problem exists
with effluent disposal. What do we hear from the Minister for South-West? We hear zilch!

Mr Gordon Hill: That is not true.
Mr OMODEI: It is true. The former Minister for Economic Development and Trade was
manipulating the situation with some obscure deal with an overseas company tied in with the
Fremantle to Perth railway line. All these matters will come out in due course. Here we
have a Minister who is directly involved in the south west making a statement indicating that
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we will have a study for future industrial sites; however, three days later the former Minister
for Economic Development and Trade states that he, too, will have a new study. It would
appear from statements made in this House over the last few years that we have a
Government hellbent on task forces and committees.

Mr D.L. Smith: I have come back to the Chamber to indicate that you have used your old -

Mr OMODEI: Westrail has entered the mineral sands transport dispute.

The SPEAKER: Order! The behaviour of members really has deteriorated over the last few
days. What members must do with interjections - 1 refer my remarks to the Minister for
South-West at this stage - is to wait for a pause in the debate before interjecting.
Interjections which shout over the member on his feet are highly disorderly and not
acceptable.

Mr OMODEI: Thank you, Mr Speaker;, you can rest assured that my voice will carry to the
other side of the House.

I was referring to an article in the South Western Times headed "Westrail enters mineral
sands transport dispute". The Government's policy on the transport options for the mineral
sands deposits in the south west corner of the State at Scott River is well known. The
Government supports a rail option and apparently this option was to be mooted by the
Government, but the Minister is not aware of it.

Mr D.L. Smith: You know a technical committee was established to investigate all the
transport options. A consultative committee consisting of the shires was established.
Mr OMODEI: Why has it come to light in this article? The Minister has been very vocal in
his support for the road option which was a preferred option. A task force and other "Yes
Minister" committees to which I have referred were set up. What is on the agenda now?
Westrail is coming to the party and after public meetings at Nannup, Augusta, Margaret
River and Scott River we now have -

Several members interjected.

Mr Blaikie: Westrail has a submission before Cabinet. Does the Minister support it?

Mr OMODET: Does the Minister support the rail option?

Mr D.L. Smith: There is no submission before Cabinet from Westrail.

Mr OMODE!: Does the Minister support the rail option?

Mr D.L. Smith: It is too late to consider the Westrail option.

Mr OMIODET: It is very important to the people in the south west that they know what is
happening. A number of meetings have been held and many people have considered the road
option from day one.

Mit D.L. Smit~h: Have you read the technical report?

Mrt OMODEI: When it came down to the final analysis it was between the two sea opt ions
and the road option. Why was the Westrail option nor mooted? The feelings of the people in
Nannup have been expressed. A representative from Westrail said the following in the
newspaper article to which I have referred -

IHe said the Government hadn't made a decision on how the mineral sands would be
transported.

Westrail's latest submission is believed to include upgrading the existing Nannup
line, which would require the strengthening of the crack structure and easing the rail
gradient to cope with the additional weight.
"There will be a new 10 kilometre diversion from B ibilup to a rail head at Sedgeman
Road, which would bypass Nannup.

I challenge the Minister to name more than 10 people who knew about this option before the
report was issued.

Mr D.L. Smith: Westrail was represented on the technical committee and it had the
opportunity to make a submission.
Mr Blaikie: That is absolute rubbish and you know it.
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Mr OMODEI: The Minister is misleading the people in the south west because they think
that the options were road and sea only. It should have been considered a long time ago and
been made public and I am concerned that it has not.

Bear in mind that the Minister did not see fit to appoint me, as the local member of
Parliament, to the task force, which I find hard to accept - surely the local member should be
involved? If I were the Minister for South-West the Minister would have been appointed to
the comittee if he were my opposing number. I would probably have made him chairman
of the committee.

Several members interjected.

Mr OMODET: It would be one way to keep him quiet.

Mr Pearce: There is nothing inconsistent with his being made chairman of the committee
and your not being appointed chairman of the committee.

Mr OMODEL: Of course, under those circumstances this person would be responsible to me
as the Minister which would be normal procedure. If I were Minister this sort of thing would
not have occurred and the people of the south west would know exactly what is happening.
It is not good enough to have numerous studies.

Mr Blaikie: If the Minister for the Environment is a champion of the rail cause I hope he
will commend his argument to Cabinet that rail should be a considered option to can mineral
sands.

Mr OMODEI: I agree with the member for Vasse. There are inconsistencies between
Ministers of the Government - not only one or two of them, but several of them . and it is a
matter of real concern.

I turn now to a matter of great concern to the people in the south west corner of the State;
that is, the spread of apple scab throughout apple orchards. Members will be aware that the
apple industry is worth $24 million per annum to this State and the Government has put in
place a package to try to assist those growers whose orchards have been affected by this
disease.
In 1989 a grower in the south west sent leaf samples which he thought contained apple scab
to the Department of Agriculture. The tests showed that it was not apple scab, but a
relatively harmless fungus disease. History now shows it was apple scab and the disease has
now spread throughout the south west corner of the State, particularly Manjimup, Pemberton
and pants of Donnybrook.

Mrs Beggs: Who said it was a harmless disease?

Mr OMODEI: The Department of Agriculture said the sample which was sent to it showed it
to be a harmless disease and that was in 1989. The disease has spread throughout that
orchard and the farmer has a good case to claim compensation. In response to a question on
compensation for Government programs the Minister for Agriculture said that as a mailer of
policy the Westrm Australian Government is a self insurer in the same way the
Commonwealth carries its own insurance. He said the State Government, through Treasury,
underwrites cover for professional indemnity and public risk liability in respect of programs
undertaken by Goverrnment deparments.

! suspect from that statement the farmers whose orchards have been affected by this disease
would be eligible for compensation. I find it almost unbelievable that the Government's
compensation package is $1.1 million. It sounds a lot of money, but when it is investigated
closely one finds that $525 000 comprises an interest free loan, on which the Government
will pick up the interest. The loan is to the Western Australian Fruit Growers Association
and that amount is to be repaid some time in the future. The other component is via the
Rural Adjustment and Finance Corporation to the level of $600 000. 1 have taken up this
matter with the Department of Agriculture and I have yet to establish whether it is pant of the
Federal Government's allocation to RAFCOR or whether it will be supplemented by the
Western Australian Government. Another part of the package is an allocation of $3 000 per
farmer for the services of an approved assessor/accountant/consultant to assist in solving
their problems and to make application for funds. The $525 000 has to be repaid by the
industry - the industry shares the burden, but how far will $525 000 go when some of the
growers have suffered losses of up to $500 000? It is a Clayton's package and it is an
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absolute disgrace especially when I look at the old brewery site, which has an interest bill of
$50 000 per month, and other developments for which Government funds have been used.

This State has a $24 million per annum industry which is being sacrificed by the
incompetence of this Government. Some of the apple varieties are being poached by New
Zealand which is claiming plant variety rights. It is a disgrace and I am sorry the Minister
for Agriculture is not in the House to hear my claims.

It was interesting that last night the Minister said in answer to a question without notice that
the member for Warren could not keep apple scab out of his orchard, I do not have an apple
orchard. The Minister also referred to transferring bananas from the Ord River to the apple
orchards in the south west. The people suffering financial difficulties in the south west will
not be pleased about that. What happened when the Minister, following three or four
requests, camne to the Warren electorate to meet the growers? In his usual amiable way, for
which he is well known, the Minister said that he was taking the matter out of the hands of
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr D.L. Smith: We provided $6 million this year to deal with apple pests.

Mr OMODEL: Is the Minister for Justice referring to Queensland fruit fly?

Mr D.L. Smith: Fruit fly and apple scab.

Mr OMODET: I am talking about apple scab; if the Minister for Justice wants to talk about
fruit fly, he can do so during his speech. We are all aware that $5 million has been spent on
controlling Queensland fruit fly. I am talking about the Minister for Agriculture coming to
my electorate, saying that he will take full control and asking what should be done. The
growers said the trees should be pulled up, and the Minister gave the impression that if they
removed their apple trees, they would be compensated. Large areas of apple orchard are
being pulled up and the growers are expecting compensation. However, they are presented
with this Clayton's package, which is an insult to them.

A further problem in the fruit and vegetable industry relates to the situation at the Canning
Vale markets. The concerns of people in this industry were raised with the Minister for
Agricultur as long ago as 28 February 1990. and to date they have not received a conclusive
reply. I asked the Minister for Agriculture a question without notice and received the
following reply -

I am aware of the situation currently experienced by agents at Canning Vale markets.
A number of meetings have taken place between agents' representatives, officers and
me to ascertain whether there is a way in which we can examine this situation with a
view to teaching a resolution. I have asked the agents' representatives to provide me
with a package to take to Cabinet, if that course of action is available and open ro me.
Until that package is prepared I ani nor able to go to Cabinet. I understand from the
latest informnation I have that we are close to reaching that point, so in the near future
I should be able to respond to the agents' concerns in relation to financial matters. In
answer to the last point raised in the member's question, I have not considered any
restructuring because we have not made a decision yet in respect of the financial
concerns highlighted by the agents.

That has been going on since 28 February and the agents have now written three letters to the
Minister. I hope that the Minister for Agriculture wil read the transcript of this speech and
will act more quickly than he has in the past. The agents have highlighted the areas of
concern, which include rents, power, wages, parking, fuel, rubbish, fork-lifts and interest on
capital. The facility at Canning Vale is magnificent and some credit is due to the
Government for its construction. However, it has reached the stage where before long it
could become a white elephant, and that would be a great shame for the producers,
consumers and handlers of fruit and vegetables in this State. I call on the Minister to act
quickly. It is obvious that a restructuring of the market trust is needed to properly reflect the
aims and ambitions of the agents and the users of Market City, and I hope that this will take
place in the near future.

Another issue I raise, on a more positive note, is footrot. I commend the Deparment of
Agriculture on its efforts in this area which is a major concern at the moment. It affects
roughly one million sheep in this State and is becoming a very serious problem. The loss per
head of sheep is $16, and taking into account the number of sheep affected, the total loss to
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the industry is in the vicinity of $16 million. The Department of Agriculture has acted in an
exemplary fashion, above and beyond the call of duty, in providing workers and inspection
facilities. Unfortunately, the department is still under-manned. It is the Government's
responsibility to provide further facilities such as office equipment, capital works and staff to
address this issue. We are talking of an industry worth millions of dollars to this State. It is
worth working for and at the moment a diligent group of Department of Agriculture stock
inspectors and people seconded to the department axe assisting farmers across the State in an
effort to curtail the spread of the disease. A number of areas are involved, and I am aware
that already 446 properties have been released from quarantine in the past five or six years.
That is to the credit of the farmers and their consultation with the department. However, it is
important for the Government to realise the gravity of the situation. Footrot in sheep may
not sound very important to people in the city; however, the containment of that disease is
important for the people who produce sheep and depend upon them for their livelihood. In a
number of industries Western Australia enjoys a disease firee status, which enables it to
maintain its market share on the State and international markets and helps to keep its
competitors out of this State. Therefore, it is important to maintain chat disease free status.

Amendment to Motion
Mr OMODET: I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

We are pleased to advise Your Excellency that Her Majesty's Opposition
offers its total support to any actions designed to assist Western Australian
industry win the contracts for the refit of the Royal Australian Navy's Oberon
submarines and other crucial industrial projects both essential for our
economic recovery and to ensure that the gloomy forecasts made of the
Western Australian economy by former Premier Peter Dowding and of the
Australian economy by Senator Walsh do not become a reality.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.28 pm]: I support the
amendment moved by the member for Warren. One concern I have about the new sitting
times in this Parliament is that it appears the Government has arranged for the Premier not to
be in the House during the day; in other words, she thinks she can carry on her job -

Mr Taylor: She was here all day yesterday.

Mr COURT: Last week the Premier was in the House for question time on two occasions
and that was all.

Government members: Where is your leader?

The SPEAKER: Order! Quite apart from the inquiries from Government members about
where the Leader of the Opposition is, which are incorrect and improper, 1 have great
difficulty working out what this subject has to do with the amendment. Part of that difficulty
may be related to the fact that I do not have a copy of the amendment before me. If my
memory is correct, the comments of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition have nothing to do
with the amendment moved by the member for Warren.

Mr COUJRT: I will refer to the submarine contracts in which the Premier has taken an
interest. The Opposition has difficulty getting answers from the Premier on occasions
because she replies that the matters are the responsibility of the Deputy Premier. In this case
it appears that the matter is formally the responsibility of the Deputy Premier, but the
Premier has been talking on the subject.

Mr Taylor: You are wrong again.

Mr COURT: Whose responsibility is it?

Mr Taylor: It is my responsibility, but the Premier and the Deputy Premier work together on
issues. You may find that unusual.

Mr COURT: I am glad that the Deputy Premier is in the Chamber because he may be able to
provide some answers. At the end of December 1988 the Defence Department in this State
agreed that the refit of the Oberon submarines should take place in Western Australia.
Something must have happened in 1989, because the Defence Department and the Federal
Government are now saying that they want the submarine refits to take place in New South
Wales.
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The saga of this State winning major defence contracts has been a sad and sorry orie. We are
horrified about the run of losses which the State has experienced and which look like
continuing because of this Government's bungling. If members look at major defence
contracts they will find that the former Deputy Premier, Mr Bryce, promised we would win
the submarine contract. However, that was bungled and Mr Bannon from South Australia
won the contract, to his credit, and has ensured that his State has become a major beneficiary
of the work associated with it. We were then told not to worry, that the frigate contract
would come our way. What happened? It went to Victoria and New South Wales.
The Trades and Labor Council of WA was so upset about the way in which this Government
was handling defence contracts that it asked for the former Deputy Premier, Mr Bryce, to be
replaced. After the frigate contract was lost we were told that we would get the submarine
refits. Interestingly, by the end of 1988 the private sector in this State, to its credit, had sold
the Defence Department the idea that it should shift the refitting of submarines from Sydney
to Western Australia. The proposition was advanced that the department sell the Cockatoo
Island facility and use the money from it to relocate so that a genuine two ocean defence
strategy would be working.

This State has facilities to refit submarines and in December 1988 the Defence Department
called for expressions of interest from companies in the Fremantle area for what it called,
"depot level maintenance of the Oberon submarines". Three companies, Australian
Shipbuilding Industries, Cloughs Engineering and Garden Island Dockyard in Sydney were
short-listed for that work. That was the high point at the end of December 1988. Since then
we have slowly gone backwards reaching a situation where just prior to the recent Federal
election the Defence Department and the Navy reached a decision that they wanted the
Cockatoo Island facility to continue doing that work. How could the Government allow that
major contract to slip through its hands?
What happened in 1989? The Government was concentrating on controlling its WA Inc
scandals. We had the petrochemical plant fiasco which culminated in the Government
getting rid of the former Premier and Deputy Premier. While it was worrying about those
things it allowed that major defence contract to be turned around to a point where the two
favoured sites are now in Sydney. We were told just prior to the Federal election that the
Defence Department had made its final decision and recommended to the Government that
the first choice be Cockatoo Island, the second choice Garden Island in Sydney and the third
choice AST in Western Australia.

The former Minister for Defence, Kim Beazley, has been replaced by Senator Ray, and the
Sydney people have been able to sell the concept that this work should remain in New South
Wales. The Western Australian Government did nothing while the people in Sydney were
busily ensuring that this work remained in their State. It was not until the TLC and the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry Inc got together a few weeks ago and told the
Government they had had enough, that we had lost the submarine and frigate contracts and
now look like losing the submarine refits, that the Government finally started to do
something.
The Liberal Party is extremely annoyed that every time - and I have gone back through Press
releases and correspondence to 1985 to check this - it offered the Government bipartisan
support in an attempt to win these contracts, it was refused. The Government never took up
those offers. The Opposition never had a briefing on the projects the Government is trying to
win. The Opposition has had to use its own intelligence to find out what is happening.

Mr Read: In other words, you do not find out.

Mr COURT: Thbe member for Murray might think this is a laughing matter, but the Labor
Opposition in New South Wales contacted Premier Greiner saying they wanted the State to
win some of these major defence contracts and would give the Premier their total support. It
was accepted and now, when that State is dealing with the Defence Department it does so
with a united force from the Liberal, National, and Labor Parties in that State.
Mr Taylor: Is this what you are offering here today? Is that right? The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition spent the first six minutes of his speech in vitriolic abuse of the Government.

Mr COURT: Yes, because the Government never had the decency to brief us on this subject.

Mr Taylor: What absolute rubbish!
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Mr COURT: Members opposite, realising they were facing defeat in relation to this matter,
put pressure on the Federal Government to delay its decision until three days after the
comning by-elections because it does not want announced that the contract will go to Sydney
when it was to go to the Fremantle area. The tender specified that the companies had to
operate in the Fremantle area. The Government has approached the Federal Government to
delay its decision, which is a sick stunt.

Prior to the recent State election we were told that the petrochemical project would be a "you
beaut" exercise and there were no worries about it. After the election it was a failure. The
Government is saying to the people of Fremantle, "We will get this contract, believe us." If
the Government is dinkum about this, why will the decision not be announced before the
by-election?

Mr Taylor: If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is dinkum, he should talk to us about this.

Mr COURT: I can tell members of the stunts that occurred at the Government's Caucus
meeting yesterday in relation to the member for Eyre, the former Minister for Economic
Development and Trade, who whipped up a bit of support in the Caucus room and got the
Government to put $25 000 towards a media campaign before the by-election. Government
representatives went out to industry and tried to get it to contribute to that promotion, I am
told to the extent of about $50 000, so that the Government could run a campaign to build
support. How pathetic can the Government get when the best it can do is run a media
campaign in Western Australia? We all want the contracts here; the Government does not
have to waste money on newspaper campaigns.
Mr Taylor: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is quite ignorant and does not know what
he is talking about. I will leave it to the member for Eyre to sort him out on this issue.
Mr COURT: The member for Eyre is quite interested, because his colleague tried to raise
this matter in Federal Caucus. Since becoming a backbencher, the member for Eyre, the
former Minister, now says chat we have to get this contract and have to make a decision on
power stations. Why did he not do that when he was the responsible Minister? Why is he
taking an interest in these matters after moving to the backbench. The Government had the
opportunity to win the contract. Now that Mr Grill is no longer the Minister he is the driving
force in the Government's efforts to win the submarine contract. Good on hin! I am glad
someone is doing something because Government members on the the front bench have done
nothing. In the Daily News, Mr Campbell complimented the State Government for its
success in boosting the population and the economy of Bunbwry. The article further stated -

"But they won't repeat this unless they get someone else with the drive and calibre of
(former Minister for the South-West) Julian Grill," he said.

The Federal member for Kalgoorlie said that nothing would happen in this State unless the
member for Eyre was back in harness. He might even be right; we might need someone like
him in harness again. Why did the Government not do something about it when it had the
opportunity?
Yesterday, in Federal Caucus, Mr Campbell attempted to gain support for Western
Australia's bid to have the submarine refit carried out in this State. However, he was howled
down. Senator McKieman was the only person from Western Australia who offered him
support. He was the only one who bothered to stand up in that Caucus meeting to try to wmn
the contract for Western Australia; Caucus treated the member for Kalgoorlie as a joke. The
two people trying to win the submarine refit contract are the former Minister who no longer
has a position on the front bench and the Federal member for Kalgoorlie whom Caucus
regards as a joke.

Mr Troy: Tell the truth. Where was the Deputy Premier a week or two ago?

Mr COURT: Last week when the Premier attended the Economic Planning Advisory
Council conference she met Senator Ray and the Prime Minister. At that meeting Senator
Ray said that the Defence Department had decided that Cockatoo Island was the Federal
Government's first choice for the refit and its second choice was Garden Island in Sydney.
He said he was sorry that Western Australia would not receive the contract. The Prime
Minister was not so certain about where the contracts would go and said he would consider
the matter at the Cabinet meeting on 29 May.
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The Premier wanted an announcement to be made before the by-elections so that she could
say that Western Australia would receive the contract. Why play around with this issue? If
the contract is comning to Western Australia, why does the Government not say so? Why has
the decision and a subsequent announcement not been made? The matter has been going on
for months. In December 1988 we were told that the contract would be given to this State.
However, in 18 months there has been a complete turn around with Sydney now being the
first choice. This State desperately needs this work and it should receive the contract to refit
the submarines because the work can be handled in this State. However, it seems we have
missed out. This Stare should have greater involvement in that area. I am told its
involvement in the frigate program will not represent more than five per cent of the contract.
That is pitiful. We have now been told that the Navy's preferred region for the submarine
refitting program is Sydney.

If the contract stays in Sydney, that decision would make a mockery of the two ocean
defence policy promoted by the Labour Party - the reality would be the exact opposite to
that. The idea of a two ocean defence policy is to provide defence backup while keeping half
of the Navy in this State. Unfortunately, a number of industries were about to be attracted
here to provide the specialised services required for servicing the Navy. These industries
have been making planning decisions based on the proposal to have the major refit project
come to this State.

As the Premier said last night, the infrastructure has been built. Money has been spent on the
infrastructure for which there will be no use if the contract is not given to Western Australia.
This Governiment has sat on its backside and done nothing. It is now trying to drum up
support~before a by-election by saying that perhaps there is some chance of obtaining the
contract. The Deputy Premier does not seem to be taking this matter seriously.

Mr Taylor: I take the matter seriously. I don't take the messenger seriously.

Mr COURT: The Opposition approached former Premier Burke, former Premier Dowding
and this Government and asked them to accept our offer of bipartisan support. The least the
Government could do would be to say that it is not necessary. For five years the Opposition
has been trying to assist the Government and has been ignored by it. As I mentioned earlier,
it has not even been given the courtesy of a briefing. When I first came to Parliament, the
Opposition was offered a briefing of some description every week by the Governmrent and
Ministers would offer to explain what they were doing on this project or chat project. Over
the last few years we have not received briefings. This Governiment has become so bogged
down in all of its scandals and dirty dealings, it does not even have time to brief its own
members on the scandals, let alone on some of the more positive aspects of its dealings.

A team of Governiment people will be visiting the Eastern States next week as has occurred
in the past. The Liberal Party wants to join the Governiment in trying to obtain the defence
contract. However, over five years the Governiment has not accepted the Opposition's offer
of support, and this State is facing another possible loss of revenue. I hope I am wrong. I
hope the submarine refit contract is given to this State. We have had enough of promises that
do nor eventuate before by-elections. If the Government were fair dinkum about winning
this contract, it would realise that its case would be a lot stronger in Canberra if it were
represented by all political parties from this State.

Mr Taylor: That's your view. I will deal with this with great pleasure when I stand up.

Mr COURT: A contract of this nature is extremely important, not only for the two refits for
the Oberon class submarine, but also because, in five years, Australia's new submarines will
require maintenance and refilling for which Western Australia will have the facilities.

This State does not receive its fair share of Federal Government contracts. The Opposition
has always said to the Government, to the Trades and Labour Council, to the Confederation
of WA Industry (Inc) and to any other interested body, that it is right behind attempts to win
such contracts. However, the Government has never taken up its offer nor paid it the
courtesy of briefings. Until the Government has someone on its side who has some fife in
his belly and who really wants to win contracts, Western Australia will not win them. The
Op position is sick of the bad news and sick of the doom and gloom. The former Premier told
us how bad things will be. Why does the Government not accept a constructive offer from
the Opposition in a joint effort to win industrial development contracts? it is beneath the
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Government's dignity to work with the Opposition on these matters and it is about time it
changed its tune. This State's morale and credibility is at rock bottom and it is time the
Government supported the Opposition's offer to lift things to a new plane.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Premier) [1.2.50 pai: Someone said once that
patriotism was the last refuge of scoundrels. Sometimes patriotism is also of some
assistance, but in this case we have certainly seen a scoundrel at work, in the suit of the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The motion to amend the Address -in-Reply is no more
than a cynical, hypocritical and sick little stunt because the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
knows full well that had he wanted to move a motion to get bipartisan support he could have
moved a substantive motion after the Address-in-Reply debate, which would have given us
the opportunity of addressing this issue. Only once in the history of this Parliament has an
amendment to the Address-in-Reply been agreed to. It is not in any way serious for the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition to move this amendment. I deal first with the issue of
briefings,

Mr Fred Tubby: On what date - the 29th?
Mr TAYLOR: I will come to that. Never to my knowledge has the Opposition been denied
a briefing on issues about which it has asked for a briefing. Only yesterday the Leader of the
National Party mentioned this issue and said he needed more information about it. I said to
the Leader of the National Party that if he would lie a briefing on this issue, I would arrange
it for him. The same day I wrote a note to the people in my office, saying that the Leader of
the National Parry, Mr Cowan, would like a briefing in relation to the Oberon submarine refit
matter, and could they please mrange it. I do not know whether the member has yet received
a response, but I am certain there will be a message in his office today, saying chat offer is
open to hum. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition talked about not having had a briefing
made available to him and about wanting to work with the Government in a bipartisan
approach to these issues. Not once have I received a telephone call; not once has he spoken
to me or to the former Minister.

Mr Court: Do you want me to give you a copy of all the requests I have made for a
bipartisan approach?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TAYLOR: Not once has the Deputy Leader of the Opposition ever said to me or to
Jlulian Grill, "We would like to know more about the Oberon matter. Can you arrange a
briefing?' as did the Leader of the National Parry yesterday. That request would have been
accommodated within a couple of days. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition chooses to
play, through the Press, the politics of so-called bipartisanship. Not once has he come along
to us and said, even while walking across the Chamber during a division in the House,
'Would you mind giving us a brie fing on this matter?' The answer would have been, "Yes;
of course", just as it was when the Leader of the National Party asked that question. I know
it hurts a bit when the truth comes out about how serious the Deputy Leader of the
Op position is not about this issue.

NU Court interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I am nearly better but I want to get all the way better. I do not want
this headache to persist for any longer than it is, and the easiest way to resolve that is to have
interjections wa-it until the person on his feet has paused, and to cease all of those
interjections which are designed to shout over the person on his feet, particularly when we
have a couple of people with such very good deliveries.

Mr TAYLOR: I am sorry that my remarks have so upset the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition. Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition want a briefing?

Mr Court: Yes, but why have you nor accepted our offer of bipartisan support?

Msr TAYLOR: Because the Deputy Leader of the Opposition never asked me.

ME Court: Come off it!
Mr TAYLOR: Would the Deputy Leader of the Opposition l ike a briefing about this matter?

Mir Court: I will tell you the five times we have offered bipartisan support.
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Mr TAYLOR: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will receive a briefing about this issue.
Thai illustrates my point about how simple it is. I deal now with the point, as the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition puts it, that it has all happened. Today the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has done great damage to our case in making his last comment that it has all
happened. He said previously in addressing the House that this major contract had slipped
through our hands; we had delayed the decision and the contract would go to Sydney. A
statement such as that does enormous damage to the Western Australian case. Those people
who live on the east coast, and who work at the Cockatoo and Garden Island dockyards,
would clap their hands in glee that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition in Western Australia
has said in this place, in support of a motion that is supposed to give a bipartisan approach to
this issue, that the major contract has slipped through our hands and will go to Sydney. Had
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition been serious about wanting to help us he could at least
have said that the contract had not been lost.

When I was asked to become involved in this issue we were confronted with two challenges.
The first was to have the Navy look seriously at what was being done in Western Australia.
The Navy had not even bothered to do that.

Mr Court: It is darmning that your Governiment has not even got to the stage of having the
Navy come here to look at it.

Mf TAYLOR: I met with Senator Ray, the Minister for Defence, and told him chat, first, we
wanted the Navy to come to Western Australia to look at both Australian Shipbuilding
Industries and Clough to see what they had to offer, and also to look at the 50 or 60 other
contractors who will be associated with this effort. The Navy was here last week. I ani still
not happy with the work it did here, but at least it came across. I said also, at the request of
the industry and the unions, that at the very least we would want this matter to be considered
by Federal Cabinet. Senator Ray told me that would be most unusual because he had been
told, as a Cabinet Minister, to make the decision because it was a tender issue and to not
come to Cabinet with it. However, as a result of the work being done by, in particular, the
Premier with the Prime Minister, Senator Ray has now agreed to have this matter considered
by Federal Cabinet. I regard that as a plus for us. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition and
the member for Riverton are saying that this issue has been put off until after the by-election.
It has been put off because we asked Federal Cabinet to consider it, and Federal Cabinet will
not meet until 29 May to consider the issue. If the member wants a briefing, he has got it. If
he wants bipartisan support in relation to this issue, he should not give up the ghost as easily
as he has given it up here today. He should stand alongside me and others who want to make
sure that this contract will end up in Western Australia, because it is an important issue.
There is a good deal of expertise and capability in Western Australia, and this contract could
mean for Western Australia as the years roll by the creation of something like 1 000 new jobs
and a contribution of more than $900 million to the State's economy. One of the reasons that
we are even in a position to be able to look at this is a decision made by a Federal Labor
Government to have a two ocean defence policy.

Mr Court: Which you are now going to reverse.

Mr TAYLOR: No; we will not let the Federal Government reverse that policy. It annoys me
that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition talks about bipartisan support, yet gives up so
easily and says we are now going to reverse it. If that is the sort of help which the member
has been trying to give us for the past five years, thank God we are in the situation we are in
today of not having had that sort of help because I do not need the help of a Deputy Leader
of the Opposition who is so weak in his support, and who is so political in his attitude of
damnning the Government arnd trying to score political points out of this issue.

Mr Court: We are sick of your stunts.

Mr TAYLOR: The member should not talk about stunts in relation to this issue because he
is the person who has come up with this cheap political stunt in moving an amendment to the
Address-in-Reply to seek bipartisan support when he knows full well - and he said he has
been here for a little while - that as far as this issue is concerned an amendment to the
Address -in-Reply is not on. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition did not even have the
courage to address the issue through the moving of a substantive motion in this House. Had
he done that we would have had a great deal of pleasure in supporting the motion, as the
House knows full well; the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has gone about it today with a
cheap little stunt and in a hypocritical way.
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Having said those awful things about the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, I offer the olive
branch. We are pleased to see that the member, having asked me for the first time ever, will
accept my offer and take advantage of the opportunity of having a briefing on this issue.
Several members interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: We have an effective telephone system in Western Australia. The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition knows that had he wanted to he could have seen me and asked that
we sit down together -

Mir Court: We have offered our support continuously and you have rejected it.

Mr TAYLOR: All the member has done is to offer his support through cheap Press releases
which have done nothing. I have a few of them to prove the point.

Sitting suspended from 1. 02 to 2.00 pm
Mr TAYLOR: One of my concerns is the hypocrisy of this sort of amendment to the
Address-in-Reply which contrasts with what the Liberal Party has been saying in a series of
news releases on investment and economic development in Western Australia. News release
after news release is critical of the activities of Government departments and Ministers.
News release after news release does little to encourage investors in Western Australia to
believe that they will receive a bipartisan approach to investment in this State. It is very
important to adopt a bipartisan approach to investment in this State. I can pick no better
example of this than the Boyanup tannery -

Mr Court: In all seriousness, a number of Ministers have had this job you have now. We
have said on defence matters, "Let us work alongside you." We have never had the offer to
work with you.

Mr TAYLOR: As the former Minister in this area said a while ago by way of interjection,
never once has he said that members opposite cannot have a briefing.

Mr Court: I am not talking about a briefing; anyone can give a briefing. I am talking about a
bipartisan approach to Canberra.

Mr TAYLOR: Perhaps today might mark the start of something new, if that is the case I
shall be happy to be a part of it. Looking back over previous portfolios such as Health, I
have said to the Opposition and to the National Party in relation to issues such as the drug
offensive that we should be approaching that on a bipartisan basis, and I think we have
largely achieved that aim. In the area of law and order I offered the same opportunities.
Unfortunately they were not taken up with the same degree of enthusiasm. Once again I
offer to the Opposition and to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition in particular the
opportunity to join with us on the issue of economic development in Western Australia
because it is an important issue. Many important developments in this State are on our
agenda today. I shall run through a few which I think are very important.

First there is the Goodwin project in which we have provided for Western Australia the basis
for a very important industry which can service what we hope will be the growing
development of gas and hopefully oilfields throughout the north west of the State. Secondly,
in areas such as advanced materials, Boral has a proposal for a fused alumina plant. We
hope that that will get off the ground. Mlinproc has a proposal in relation to titanium. We are
detrmined to see that through to its end. BHP has a high smelt proposal for Kwinana, and
we hope to see that through. Some very important possibilities outside the advanced
materials area include the further processing of our agricultural produce in Western
Australia. If we were to set about further processing our agricultural produce in this State we
could add to the value of our agricultural produce.

In conclusion, my view of the future of Western Australia is that we are very good at mining.
We have some of the best miners in the world. We are very good at farming; we have some
of the best farmers in the world. They are both efficient and economic. The next challenge
in this State is to add value to the products they produce so efficiently. This is the job I have,
and it will be all the more enjoyable and all the more beneficial to Western Australia if
people in this State, in Australia and overseas, recognise that when it comes to these issues
we will have bipartisan support. If that is to be the case, if members opposite want briefings,
it is only a matter of picking up the telephone and asking for the information. When it comes
to talking to those people involved in industry who are coming to Western Australia to
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address these sorts of issues, I shall make a point of making sure, where necessary and
appropriate, that both the National Party and the Liberal Party obtain invitations to functions
arranged for those people so that they can see that in Western Australia we are prepared to
work together on these sorts of issues. If we can do that, well and good. But it does not
really help to move an amendment to the Address -in-Reply. If it had been done in another
way we might have found ourselves supporting the motion. The fact that I am not supporting
the amendment does not mean that I do not support the philosophy behind what the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is trying to do. If today marks that change, that will be a plus for
Western Australia and it will make our job as Western Australians that much easier.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [2.07 pm): It is regrettable that this genuine attempt by the
Opposition to offer cooperation to the Government in a matter which is extremely important
to Western Australia was belittled and almost ridiculed by the Deputy Premier. This does no
good either to his Goverrnent or to the State. However, that does not deter me from
continuing the line which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has taken. This amendment
could be interpreted as a direct reply to the Premier who remarked last night that she heard
nothing but negative criticism from the Opposition; she never heard anything positive.

The Opposition advocates active support for boosting the economy in Western Australia. If
that hinges on a case where the Commonwealth or the Eastern States are involved, the
problem is always very difficult, because it must be recognised that we represent only
10 per cent of the voting power, perhaps even less of the population of Australia.
Furthermore in the Eastern States most people are selfish enough not to recognise that
sometimes by going against Western Australia they also go against the national interest. The
refitting of the Oberon submarines is an example of this.

The submarines case is an important one because it goes far beyond the boosting of
employment in Western Australia and far beyond an economic fillip to the Western
Australian industry and the various good side effects which it may achieve. What the
business circles, the employers and the Trades and Labor Council advocate is in the interests
not only of Western Australian business and industry, but also of one-third of Australia and
indirectly, although just remotely indirectly, in the interests of the whole of Australia.

The Premier told us yesterday that she tried to achieve reconsideration by the
Commonwealth Government, and I think she used those very words although I have not yet
looked it up in Mansard - I do not know whether we have yet received the daily edition. The
Premider also stated that the matter would be decided by Cabinet, and the Deputy Premier
referred to that as well. However, I honestly wonder - and I am very sorry that the Premnier is
not presently in the Chamber - whether she is and was fully informed of all the vital
circumstances surrounding the decision making, because I would not allege that she would
have deliberately not told us the whole truth. From this I can only deduce that the Premier
might not have been fully briefed, because the truth is that the policy has changed since the
newly-elected Hawke Government took office and since the office of Minister for Defence
has been handed from Kim Beazicy to Senator Ray.

The Navy and the bureaucracy in the Defence Department got on top and practically changed
the previously announced two ocean policy, and that is the crux of the whole matter.
Consequently it has been decided to concentrate all the bases and all the facilities on the
eastern seaboard. Humanly, that is understandable, although it is very condemnable, because
the high brass of the Navy and the high-up bureaucrats all live in Sydney and I suppose they
would not like to have to come Western Australia. This decision of the officers and
bureaucrats would, I suggest, possibly have been resisted by Kim Beazley but it has not been
resisted by Senator Ray, who just accepted what the department told him.

That decision means that only two Oberon submarines, instead of the six which were
originally intended, will be overhauled and refitted, and they will be fitted at the rate of one
per year; that is, one in one year and one in the next. That will mean not only that there is
less work available, but also that there will be a gap from the point of view of maintenance
work of at least four or five years before the new 471 submarines are comm-issioned. They
are expected to be commnissioned in 1996 or 1997.
Of course, that will mean quite a change. The Navy brass argues that it will not be a loss of
four submarines in usage because they will shift around the existing Oberons by way of
changing the crew every month or two and putting a new crew of 60 in so that the

993



submarines will stay in the water virtually permanently. One wonders why they could not
have done that in the past; nevertheless, when the new submarines come onstreamn they will
have only 40 crew and different equipment, and even a different motor from the diesel
motor. Therefore the contract for the refitting of these two Oberon submarines runs for only
two years, and that is because of a change of policy which has not been mentioned by
anyone. The Navy wishes to say that the argument - which it gives as a reason - is that it
wants to keep the submarines in Sydney, at Cockatoo Island, because the work can be
handled there for two years and after that the equipment at Cockatoo will probably be
scrapped because the tool machinery and equipment could not be sold to anyone except
perhaps a war museum, as it will be so far out of date by that time.

This new policy makes it impossible for these two new Oberons to be refitted in Western
Australia. It would not be a viable proposition and it simply would not happen. To return to
the point, and this is not undermining the endeavour the Government made, the Opposition
offers its support to the Government in persuading the Federal Government to change its
policy, to get above the bureaucrats and Navy brass and tell them what the policy is; because
as yet nobody has announced that the two ocean policy is to be cut out although that is in fact
the case.

I do not know to what extent the Premier has been briefed, but I just could not imagine that
she would not have realised (hat and not told us. Neither did the Deputy Premier. They all
talked about the persuasion needed to get the contract here. I want to make it quite clear that
the policy must be changed back. Possibly it emranated from Kim Beatley, and without him
we just could not get that contract. To put in the new infrastructure and equipment for
refinting only two submarines is, from a business point of view, just nonsense and it would
not be viable; therefore it is the policy upon which the Government must concentrate. The
Opposition is offering its help to persuade the Federal Government to return to the two ocean
policy. This is not only in the interests of Western Australia, although it is primarily so, but
also in the interests of the nation, if the nation accepts that the western third of Australia is
part of it. The new policy is nothing but the old Brisbane policy of World War UI which
meant that we would defend ibis country from Brisbane to perhaps Adelaide - the eastern
side of Australia - and the rest could be had by the Japs.

The other danger in this policy, even from the point of view of immediate defence, is that
there will a four year gap in having workable submarines. Two are to be refinted and they
will be finished by 1991 and 1992, and the recomrmissioning of the 471s will come only in
1996 or perhaps 1997 at best. Therefore I repeat that this policy must be changed, with the
help of the Opposition, and if it is not changed there is no way Western Australia will get the
contract. This has been recognised by the Federal member for Kalgoorlie, as reported in this
morning's newspaper, although he has put it the other way round. HeI says that unless we
get the contract in Western Australia the two ocean policy will be abandoned. That is true
enough, but I say it is really that the policy has already been abandoned, and that must
change.

I therefore ask the Premier to use her influence with the Federal Government, and to use the
influence of the TLC, the industry, the two tenderers - Australian Shipbuilding Industries and
Clough Engineering - and the Opposition. I am hopeful that, unlike the Deputy Premier, the
Premier, judging from what she has said, will not ridicule our genuine offer to help change
this policy. There are various views on this which underline that what I am saying is quite
conredt.

The Leader of the National Party has supplied me with a document outlining what has been
put forward by expert consultants as a case for Western Australia's competing for the
contract to maintain and refit Oberon-class submarines. It stares -

The policy of self reliance requires national industry capability, the Two Ocean Navy
and creation of a national infrastructure.

It does not mention Western Australia and refers to national infrastructure. The document
also states that the -

Implementation of the pol icy is a pressing necessity. The Defence Minister..

Which Mr Beazley was at the time -

... has warned on two occasions ... that the easing of tension in Europe will increase
instability in Australia's region of interest.
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How true that is. The obstinacy of the bureaucracy is expressed in a letter written by one of
the tenderers to the present Federal Minister for Defence in which he complained that the
Department of Defence's "assessment team refused to discuss the submissions with the
tenderers"; that is, the Western Australian tenderers. The letter goes on to state that the -

.. assessment tearn Can kill any project in the manner in which they write the
specification and then assess the tenders. They appear to have very effectively
frustrated Governiment policy in this instance.

The letter also suggested that -

Our tender was about 20% less than the Cockatoo costs.

That was based on the maintenance of the two ocean navy policy. It also stated -

The submarine maintenance and refit programn must be looked at over the long term -
not on the basis of one submarine.

It continued -

The assessors have excessive concern to protect their position and hide behind
commercial confidentiality. We are quite prepared to have our tender made public
and will ensure it is.

In the old policy, the cenderers asserted -

If it is the Navy's intention to move.. . the submarine support facilities to the west
coast, .. .

The tenderers asserted that the work should go to the Western Australian firm, Clough
Engineering, who would immuediately form a 50-50 joint venture with the Eastern States
based company, Australian Submarine Corporation. Furthermore, if it were based on
refitting all Oberon-class submarines, it would indemnify the Federal Government against
damages in connection with Cockatoo Island. The Cockatoo Island people claimed that, if
they do not get the contract, they will seek damages from the Federal Government, That
hangs over the Federal Government's head; it may finish up wit a damages action being
taken against it. But the WA tenderer would indemrnify the Federal Government and would
create the infrastructure with capital costs which would be viable in the refitting of all
submarines.
However, if the policy has changed and the two ocean defence position does not apply, the
coast of Western Australia would be unsuitable from both a tenderer's point of view and the
Navy's point of view. To invest capital for refitting two submarines would not create any
security for the future of the project in Western Australia.

Pressure ought to be applied to the Commonwealth Government to uphold the self-reliance
policy based on the two ocean defence force. I would have liked to debate this matter with
the Deputy Premier, but I was unable to understand him because he lapsed into a shouting
match instead of answering the merits or demerits of the debate. As a different argument, the
Deputy Premier said that the Government could not accept this amendment because it
attempted to amend the Address-in-Reply. Mr Speaker, you know better than I, that the
Deputy Premier is incorrect because, in the 1950s, the Address-in-Reply was amended on
several occasions. The Deputy Premier cannot claim that the motion is discourteous to the
Governor or that it is not the normal custom or behaviour of this House. The Government
has either not told us the truth or it does not understand the situation fully. It is not a matter
of bargaining with the Commonwealth on whether Western Australia should get the contract;
it is a matter of telling the Commonwealth Government to get on top of the bureaucrats and
keep the two ocean policy in which case, logically, Western Australia should be awarded the
contract. This is the context in which the Opposition offered very seriously and very
genuinely its support which the Deputy Premier has ridiculed.
MR GRILL (Eyre) f2.28 pm]: The Opposition has put forward this motion on the basis
that it is a genuine attempt at cooperation but that was not obvious to members on this side of
the House given the nature of the speech made by the member for Nedlarids. His speech
could not be interpreted as genuine; it could only be interpreted as a speech of censure, of
great aggression and great venom, and very negative.

Mr Court: After five years it is about time this State had a win with a defence contract. The
Government has failed and I have obviously made my point.
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Mr GRILL: If the Opposition continues to go down that defeatist and negative path -

Mr Court: 'That is the Government's path.

Mr GRILL: - without offering the Government, on this or any other occasion, a single
initiative about which we could cooperate, the Opposition is letting its side down. The
Opposition is letting Western Australia down and it is not using its Federal colleagues in the
way they should be used.

If the Opposition wanted to be helpful, it could be. The member for Floreat made a speech to
which members cant relate and with which they can sympathise. It gave the Government
some encouragement to think that the Opposition would be prepared to cooperate.

Mr Court: What do you mean, "prepared to cooperate"? We have been prepared to
cooperate for five years.

Mr GRILL: Not once during the 11I months that I was Minister for Economic Development
and Trade did the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, or anyone else on that side of the House,
ask for a briefing on this matter. Opposition members asked for briefings on other matters
and their requests were acceded to immediately. Opposition members have been briefed on a
number of matters that they considered important and the Opposition should ask itself why it
did not ask for a briefing on the submarine contract during the period I was Minister. The
Opposition has never put to the Govemnment a proposition for cooperation -

Mr Court: We put five propositions to the Government where we offered bipartisan support
but the Government did not respond. That has never been done before.

Mr GRILL: We have not had bipartisan support during that period. The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition's speech was entirely political and it was dealt with in the same way as it was
delivered.

Several members interjected.

Mr GRILL: I would like to hear debate on the way in which cooperation can take place.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! It is highly improper for interjections to take the form they have
taken over the last couple of minutes. I have allowed a couple of those interjections in the
hope that it would be enough and that the aggravation within people would be resolved. It is
clear that that is not the case. Those sorts of interjection are to cease.

Mr GRILL: I do not know who the forthcoming Opposition speakers will be in this debate
but I understand we will hear a number of speakers. I look forward to hearing positive
suggestions from the Opposition about ways in which it can cooperate with the Government
in relation to this critical project. Already we have a broad based coalition of interest within
Western Australia which is prepared to cooperate. This coalition is represented by the
Confederation of WA Industry (Inc) and individual elements of the confederation, the Trades
and Labor Council, and -

Mr Court: Did the Government consider asking the Opposition to help?

Mr GRILL: No, not at this stage, because the Opposition has never come to the
Government; it has never demonstrated any interest in this matter.

Mr Court: I have said already that the Opposition has offered its support five times.

Mr GRILL: There are projects on which the Opposition can offer its support.

Mr Macinnon: What happened to Sarich? We offered support but now that company is in
America.

Mr GRILL: If the Opposition wants to cooperate with the Sarich project, I can say that I had
lunch with Mr Sarich today. I put to him that there was room for cooperation with the
Opposition in respect of a further submission to the Federal Government to fund a
manufacturing plant in Western Australia. Mr Sarich said he was very pleased to hear of
such a suggestion. He also said he had held discussions with the Opposition and he thought
the Opposition would be prepared to cooperate on a bipartisan basis. But let me make
something clear: Never once has the Opposition requested a briefing on the issue from the
Deputy Premier, or from me, while I was Minister.
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Mr Macinnon: Our offers have been rejected out of hand.

Several members interjected.

Mr GRILL: Never once has the Opposition put a proposition to Government.

Mr Macinnon: What is the point of a briefing? We offer our support!

Mr Court: I asked whether the Government had asked for Opposition help and the answer
was no.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRILL: Members of the Opposition have behaved in a particularly hypocritical way
today. They wWl have the opportunity to redeem themselves -

Several members interjected.

Mr Clarko: When will you become the a-member for Eyre?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRILL: We empathise, to some extent, with the views put forward by the member for
Floreat. We want to hear from the Opposition at least some positive suggestions. These
have nor been put forward yet; let us hope they will be forthcoming.

Mr Court: What is more positive than saying we want to go with you to Canberra?

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! This is the last time today that I will ask for cooperation. From
now on, if members choose not to cooperate when my requests for sensible interjections are
made, I wil apply the rules to any individual as they are written in the book. In case of any
doubt as to what I mean, the book states that members will not interject. If members do not
interject in what I consider to be a proper parliamentary fashion, it is appropriate that the
rules be applied to members and that they do not interject at all. For the last time, I seek
members' cooperation.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition has the opportunity this afternoon to redeem itself The speech
of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was very negative; in many ways, it was a defeatist
speech, almost along the lines that the contract was lost. It was hard to ignore what appeared
almost to be a touch of glee in his voice at that suggestion.

Mr Court: We offered our help; it was rejected.

Mr GRILL: That is the way the speech came across to me. By offering bipartisan support,
we should judge the Opposition's actions.
Several members interjected.
Mr Court: The member has made an admission today.

Mir GRILL: I would like to carry on without the continual interjections from the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition who, by and large, was able to make his speech without interjection
from this side of the House. One matter I would like to put to rest is that this Government is
not -

Mr Clarko: When are you going to be pushed out?

The SPEAKER: Order! That is not appropriate.

Mr GRILL: The Goverrnent does not consider the contract a critical one.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: I seek your guidance, Mr Speaker. I have listened to your instructions
today. I have sat in this place for a long time and listened to members from both sides of the
Chamber throwing barbs about one another, about the Leader of the House and others. I
have been the target of those remarks, as have many members opposite. What we have heard
today is pant and parcel of the parliamentary process. You have just ruled that an interjection
was not acceptable. I would appreciate your advice as to why that remark is not acceptable.
Under which Standing Order do you make your ruling? Will this be a consistent ruling in
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future for this type of matter so that we can take your guidance and points of order at the
appropriate times.

The SPEAKER: I will deal with the last pant of the point of order first. I sincerely hope the
Leader of the Opposition will assist me from time to time in taking those points of order.
There are times during debate where a question can be raised by way of interjection. I do not
see, however, anything in the current motion that could lead to such an interjection in this
debate. Therefore. I think it improper. What I think is proper is for interjections that assist
the flavour of debate, reject the argument frm time to time, or assist people's memory, those
sonts of interjections are designed to assist debate and they are the ones for which we should
be looking. Interjections which do not assist that process are inappropriate at all times. By
.,at all times" I mean from either side of the House at any time.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
Mr GRILL: One matter we can agree upon is that this contract is critical for Western
Australia; also it is a contract which has been targeted for some time by Western Australia.
We do not resile from that. We intend to win the contract. I do not want to hear in this place
what we have heard today; that is, a lot of defeatist talk about members of the Government
and others not being dinkumn about the contract.

Mr Court: If it is so critical why has the Government not accepted the Opposition's offer to
help win the contract?

Mr GRILL: As [ have indicated, that offer was never made to me or to the Deputy Premier.

Mr Courti- The Opposition made the offer five times to the Government!

Mr GRILL: I amt not aware of any conversation taking place and certainly it has never taken
place with me or the Deputy Premier.
A huge amount of work has been done by a large number of people, within the bureaucracy
and in private enterprise and within political circles, to ensure the contract comes to Western
Australia. The contract will come to Western Australia-, we will be successful.

Mr Court: It should!

Mr Kierath: Will the member stake his reputation on it?

Several members interjected.

Mr GRILL: I believe we will get the contract; it is not necessary to make remarks like that.
The Opposition has moved this amendment on the basis that it offers its cooperation.
However, all the Opposition wants to do is to denigrate the situation, make smart remarks
and shout people down. If the Opposition wishes to cooperate, it should do so for a few
seconds while I finish my remarks. We would not have a believable two ocean policy in
Western Australia if it were not for the efforts of Kinm Beazley. He was the person who
wirned a concept which had languished on the top shelf under successive conservative
Governments into reality. For the first time we witnessed naval personnel being transferred
to Western Australia and the prospect of many more. The two ocean policy which had been
a very nice talking point and a subject about which the Opposition parties have produced a
lot of rhetoric suddenly became a reality. To simply knock those people who have worked
very hard - the Premier more recently, the Deputy Premier and the member for Peel, Norm
Marlborough - is wrong because they have brought about a situation where we do have a two
ocean policy in Western Australia.

I know the member for Floreat will appreciate this point: We have had some very powerful
interests in the Eastern States aligned and arraigned against Western Australia in this
contract.

Mr Court: Would you include Mr Packer in that?

Mor GRILL: I think that might be the case.

Mr Court: A Packer/Hawke alliance?

Mr GRILL: I will not go that far, but certainly Mr Packer, who owns the company and the
island, is a lobbyist in the process. There is a whole range of powerful interests which have
been aligned against Western Australia from the beginning and amongst those people have
been the Navy. The Navy has had a very cosy situation in Port Jackson. In fact, the two
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biggest naval bases and repair yards in Australia are situated at Cockatoo Island and Garden
Island. The cosy situation for the middle level personnel is one they do not want to see
disturbed in any way and they have fought tooth and nail from the beginning to ensure chat a
recommendation would come from the naval staff against transferring these contracts to the
west cost. We expected such a recommnendation to come forward and it is nothing out of the
ordinary. It is in those circumstances that we need to work as hard as we possibly can and
we need to bring to bear a coalition of forces from the west coast to ensure we obtain this
contract for the west coast. Most of that is in place. Industry is working with the
Government and the unions are working with the Government and if the Opposition wants to
join that coalition the Government would welcome it, but it does not welcome the sorts of
political stunts we have witnessed today. Maybe the tone of this debate changed after the
luncheon adjournment and perhaps on that basis we can have a coalition of forces in Western
Australia which would match the coalition of forces which has endeavoured to maintain
major contracts, facilities and institutions at a national level on the east coast. If we break
through in this instance it would be one of the few we have won under any Government. If
the Opposition wants to join with the Government it would be welcome.
Mr Court: The Minister said we were not welcome.

Mr GRILL: [ heard him say distinctly that the Opposition was welcome. The Government
may not support this amendment to the Address-in-Reply motion, but the Minister certainly
said in the second part of his speech that he would welcome the Opposition.

Two events took place yesterday which will be helpful in that process: First, the State
Government said it would contribute a further $25 000 towards a media campaign. It has
asked industry to match the $25 000 on the basis of another $50 000.
Mr Court: For a media campaign?

Mir GRILL: Yes, for a media campaign.

Mr Court: Before the by-elections?

Mr Macinnon: I thought the Premier said there would be no pre-election advertising.

Mr GRILL: There will niot be. Let me tell Opposition members the details and they will
understand. The media campaign to date in respect of this matter has been directed at the
Western Australian media. Industry, the unions and the Government believe that a media
campaign needs to be directed through the Eastern States' media at Canberra. The
newspapers within which such a campaign can be mounted are the national papers.

Mr MacKinnton: I thought he said it would be you, the Minister and us banging on the
Minister's desk in Canberra. They will not respond to a media campaign. Do you think the
Minister reads the advertisements?

M GRILL: We believe such a campaign should take place.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRILL: At least the offer has been made by the Government. It is a further contribution
and the Government believes a media campaign needs to be directed through the national
media, not fthough the Western Australian media.

Mr Court: So it was discussed in Caucus yesterday?

Mr GRILL: It certainly was.

Mr Court: I was told by the Deputy Premier that it was not discussed in Caucus. I am sick
of this deception.

Mr GRILL: I think the Deputy Leader of the Opposition did not hear him properly. The fact
is that the Government has made an offer of $25 000 to industry to be involved in a media
campaign directed, at a national level, at Canberra.

Mr Court: Get your act together.

Mr GRILL: Members opposite should get their act together. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition's speech today is one he should not be proud of. It was a strident, hypocritical
speech and it brought no credit to the Opposition. If the Opposition believes in a two ocean
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defence policy and it wants to be involved in this campaign; if it believes that this tender can
be successfully sought by Western Australia it has that opportunity, If the Opposition simply
wants to carry on with the empty political posturing it has gone on with to date let it do it.
From the tone of the debate today, that is all it wants to do. The Opposition consists of
empty people, bereft of ideas, who have not put forward a positive suggestion in relation to
this matter and are unlikely to do so even after the offer to cooperate in this campaign.

Over the last seven years in Western Australia we have had easily the most successful
economy in Australia. This State's growth rate have easily outstripped that of the other
States. We have not had the degree of cooperation at a Federal level that I would like to see
in respect of these sorts of contracts and renders. By and lar-ge we have had to go it alone
and have not received the support from the Opposition in respect of these major tenders that
we deserve.

I believe the Government will pick up this contract and I believe we should not be talking
doom and gloom- There are real chances that this contract will come to Western Australia
and the two ocean naval policy will continue.

Mr Macnnon: That is not what you said the other day.

Mr GRILL: [ have given certain warnings about the economy of Western Australia and I
stand by them. If we do not heed those warnings we will be in trouble. However, I believe
the Government will heed my warnings and Western Australia's economy will continue to be
the most successful economy in Australia. However, we will not do it while we have an
Opposition which is preoccupied with one issue - WA Inc. We have not heard anything
positive from the Opposition in myriad debates we have had in this place over the last few
years. The Opposition is preoccupied with WA Inc, not the Government, and it has been to
the detriment of all else. That is the reason the Opposition has not been successful at the
polls and chat is why at successive elections the people of Western Australia have simply
said that they do not want these people who continually knock in Government. The public
have said, 'We do not want these people who are continually whingeing. We do not want a
Leader of the Opposition who can never say anything nice or positive about anything that the
Government puts up. We do not want a Leader of the Opposition who continually whines
and snarls on television or radio, or in the Press."

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! In respect of the requests that I made earlier today there should in
reality be about six members of the Opposition who would take no further part in debate
unless given the call, and they would be very lucky to get my eye in order to get the call. I
do not accept lightly that sort of flaunting of the rules and regulations of this place. The bulk
of the speech of the member for Eyre was held in excellent parliamentary fashion; it was
destroyed by the last 30 seconds. I ask again for members of all sides to cooperate.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cowan (Leader of the National Party).

SENATE - VACANCY
Joint Sitting Election

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): Members will be aware that a joint sitting of the Parliament
is timed to occur at 3.00 pmn today in order to fill a casual vacancy in the Senate. In order to
facilitate members' opportunity of attending the Legilative Council Chamber where the
joint sitting will be held, I will now leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells.

Sitting suspended from 2.52 to 3.15 pm

SENATE - VACANCY
Join: Sitting Election - Campbell, Mr Ian Gordon

T HE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): Order! I have to report that a joint sitting of both Houses
was held this day and that Mr Ian Gordon Campbell was duly elected as a senator of the
Commonwealth Parliament.

Opposition members: Hear, hear!
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A DDRESS-IN -REPLY - EIGHTH DAY
Amendment to Motion

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.16 pm]: Before that rather
significant event took place to fill the casual vacancy in the Senate, we listened to the
member for Eyre make sonic comments about the amendment that was moved by the
member for Warren.

Perhaps the first thing one can say about the comments of the member for Eyre is that the
real focus of attention on this issue must be directed at the Federal Government's two ocean
policy. The day the former Minister for Defence, the member for Swan, Mr Beazley - and I
hope you will allow me to use his name, Mr Speaker - lost the Ministry of Defence, I believe
very strongly that that two ocean policy was placed very much in jeopardy. The real thrust
of Western Australians should be to begin the demand for that policy to be retained, not for
any great degree of politicking but to insist on our right, as one-third of this nation, to have
our coastline and our part of the nation defended. At the moment, with the departure of the
former Minister of Defence to other ministerial pastures, we really are in a position where
nobody - certainly not the new Minister for Defence, from the impressions I have received -
is giving us any great consideration.

Therefore we agree entirely with the member for Eyre, and also the member for Floreat, who
made the same point; that is, that it is really the Federal policy in relation to defence that will
detem-nine whether we secure the contract to refit the Oberon class submarines. Firtly, we
must argue for the two ocean policy to be retained - or, if it is already lost, to be reinstated.
The next step then boils down to who runs the Ministry of Defence or, in this case, who
makes the decisions for the Federal Minister for Defence in relation to ts issue. It is very
clear to me from what little information I have had the opportunity to gather that there is an
excellent case for the refitting program to be conducted in Western Australia, provided the
two ocean defence policy is to continue. If it is not to continue there is no case at all that
could be argued for Western Australia.

We, as members of Parliament in this State, must put first things first. We must argue the
case for the retention of the two ocean defence policy and, having argued that successfully,
we must begin the argument for the refit program to be located here in Western Australia.
That will be somewhat difficult because, as has been stated by previous speakers, the Navy
has made it very clear that it is reluctant to make the hard decisions in this case. It would
much prefer to move away, to some extent at least, from the two ocean defence policy, leave
much of the Navy personnel around Sydney, and not have to undertake the hard task of
transferring personnel to Western Australia from the eastern seaboard, as it was referred to
by the member for Floreat.
I understand that in its submission to the Minister for Defence, the Navy said there were
three options, and those options have been canvassed. They are the Cockatoo dockyard, the
Garden Island shipyard, and of course relocation to Western Australia. The argument has
been put forward that the relocation cost to Western Australia would be in the vicinity of
$60 million. That is one of the reasons given by the Navy as to why it should not consider
the refit program for the submarines in Western Australia. If we add to that relocation cost
the fact that the Navy has now determined that it wants to refit only two submarines, quite
clearly that relocation cost means a much higher cost for the actual refit of each of those
submarines, when compared with the refit program that was extended to the additional
Oberon class submarines which we have. However, in making that recommendation the
Navy has forgotten that there is some difficulty with the Cockatoo dockyard in that it is very
old arnd has built into it some inherent inefficiencies which would impact on any program
that is undertaken to refit the submarines. It has been calculated that some substantial
savings could be made by the Australian Government through efficiencies if the refit were
done here.

If we are to maintain the two ocean defence policy, and use HMAS Stirling as the submarine
base, the added bonus is that because those submarines work in waters closer to Fremantle
than to Sydney, they will have a much longer period on tour of duty in the waters they are
supposed to patrol. Consequently, there is some strategic and logistical value in making sure
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that ibis project comes to Western Australia. When one adds to that the need for Western
Australia to maintain the high development and economic growth it has sustained - even now
in these times of recession that growth rate is higher here than in the rest of Australia - it is
essential that the submarines be based here

Of course, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is correct in saying that the only way to
maintain that growth rate is to fight very strongly for this type of industry to be established in
Western Australia. One must remember that it is not solely the refit program itself which
will benefit Western Australia, but also the spin-offs of that program. One such spin-off will
be Western Australia's capacity to maintain the submarine fleet here for the time it is
stationed at HMEAS Stirling;, that will be a recurrent benefit on an annual basis for Western
Australians. That case must be argued very strongly.

One matter which disturbs me greatly - and I think it disturbs many other people - is that the
Premier indicated prior to her visit to the Eastern States last week that the question of the
submarine refit program was very high on the agenda. The Premier was to go to Canberra to
argue Western Australia's case for that work to be undertaken in Western Australia. I mean
no disrespect to the aged of Western Australia but on the Premier's return to this State the
newspaper headlines did not carry a story about the success or otherwise of her trip but rather
an item which said that the Premier was to end discrimination against the aged. That is a
very laudable policy and one that -

Mr Pearce: Is becoming increasingly attractive, I am sure.

Mr COWAN: The Minister is correct. While we had a much heralded visit to the Eastern
States, there was very little trumpeting on the Premier's return. That leaves members on this
side to believe that the negotiations in Canberra were not successful. However it was not
until the Premier answered a question last night in this place that we learnt that someone was
being sent from Western Australia to Canberra to maintain the argument for the program to
be based in Western Australia. That may be laudable in itself, but that way of dealing with
an issue as large and as important as this - in terms not only of defence and defence strategies
but also of securing additional jobs and high technology industries, not just for the time of
the refit program but for as long as the submarine fleet is based here - is not sufficient. It
indicates that this Government is adopting a low profdle approach to this mat-ter and that can
only lead the Opposition to believe that the program itself does not have a high priority.

There is no question that given the actions of the Labor party prior to the Federal election,
the Federal Government owes its very existence - its survival - to the Western Australian
branch of the Australian Labor Party. If the Labor Party makes that sort of sacrifice it is
about time it collected its debts. The Opposition not only would be glad to support the State
Government in arguing the case in respect of the two ocean defence strategy and the reason
for basing the submarine fleet here, but also would lend the Government support in political
terms and point out to the Prime Minister that he owes his survival to the action taken by the
Western Australian branch of the Labor Party. I think it is time the State Government
collected because, if it does not, I suspect we will not see the refit program established here.
We will not see an effective continuation of the two ocean defence policy; what we will get
in lieu of that will be some Jollies thrown to the Premier at the Premiers' Conference. The
Premier will be told. "Take this away and be satisfied with it." Second best is not good
enough in this case. The Opposition will do everything it can possibly do -

Mr Pearce: We are shooting for the main prize.

Mr COWAN: [ certainly hope the Government is and I hope the Government achieves it.
Please be assured that the Opposition will not accept an additional funding program thrown
to the Premier at the Premiers' Conference in lieu of the main prize, because it is a main
prize. Some people say that it will supply about 400 extra jobs in Western Australia.
However, I raise two important observations: The defence policy must be maintained with a
submarine base here at HAMS Stirling, and we want the ability to maintain that fleet in a
permanent sense after the refit program. If we lose that, ultimately the two ocean defence
policy will be lost; it would be terrible for this Government to be remembered for that when
the political historians sit down to write about the years in which this Labor Government
held office in Westemn Australia.
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MR KIERATH (Riverton) [3.31 pm]: The amendment to the Address- in -Reply is based on
three issues: These are the submarine contract, industrial and other projects and the gloomy
forecasts made by a certain person. I will address all three areas. I begin by replying to
something said by the Deputy Premier and the member for Eyre. They stated that they were
disappointed in the Opposition's approach in that we seemed to be taking the attitude that
this submarine project had been lost. Our concern is that the rumours around town state that
the project has been lost. When we look at the date on which the decision will be made, it
can be seen that it is after the date of the Fremantle and Maylands by-elections. Prior to the
Premier's much heralded departure on her trip to Canberra there was a great deal of fanfare
about the things the Premier would achieve. However, she has been silent on her return.
That has fuelled the rumours about the project being lost for it is believed that the
Goverrnent does not have the courage to tell that to the people of Western Australia yet.

Examining the Government's sincerity regarding the submarine project, one sees that it took
Rob Meecharn from the Trades and Labour Council along with the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry to apply pressure and to encourage the Government to act with backbone
on the issue. As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, it had been a bipartite approach
which was encouraged to become a tripartite approach in completing the project to come to
Western Australia. The Opposition applauds the move to have half of the Navy in Western
Australia. I am a former member of the Kwinana Town Council and I was involved in
planning decisions which cut across political boundaries as most members had the interest of
the area at heart - we give credit where it is due. As part of the process of reaching that
decision it was expected that the refit work would be done in Western Australia. That was an
inherent part of the policy as the ships were not just to be stationed here, but many support
services would also be performed in Western Australia. However, Western Australia seems.
to have missed out.

I refer now to other crucial industrial projects. The Opposition wholeheartedly supports any
efforts by the Government to attract proper projects into this State. By that I mean projects
with a sound industrial and economidc base; I do not mean Mickey Mouse projects which are
manufactured for no other purpose than for ALP fundraising. It has always intrigued me that
the Government, in attacking the performance in the past of members of the Opposition, has
attacked some projects which came to Western Australia. These projects have come into
fruition and produced profound benefits for the State. It is unfortunate that I cannot say the
same about some of the projects the Government has been involved with.

I refer now to the Sarich engine. This is a project that should have crossed party political
boundaries. When I was a member of the Kwiniana Town Council we lobbied the State
Government and Opposition, and everybody else we could think of, to ensure that the
manufacturing part of this project would remain in the State. It is sad that it has gone
overseas. This means that we are exporting our income; we have exported a major project
which would have reaped huge amounts of income not only for Western Australia but for the
whole of Australia; we have exported jobs because jobs that would have been held here have
gone overseas. The second ancillary stage, the lower levels of production, will hopefully be
retained, but this matter strikes at the very heart of our value added projects. We hear much
talk about value enhancement to aid our export situation, yet what could be more valuable
than to have intellectual property turned into a physical product for export to the rest of the
world? It is sad that it has been lost, If 25 per cent of the effort that was put into the
promotion of the Petrochemical Industries Pty Ltd project by the Government had been put
into the retention of the Sarich engine and the submarine refit projects, either one, or both,
would be in operation in this State.

It is intriguing to see what happens to the long serving members of the ALP when they retire
or when they are forced to retire. On Friday last I had difficulty in wiping the smile off my
face when reading the headline in The West Australian which stated "Walsh brands PM a
spineless wimp'. This is a man who has been a member of the ALP for 30 years and has
carried the can for the party for many years. It was only until recently that he was one of the
financial gurus in the Federal party.
The SPEAKER: Order! Could the member give me some indication of how this fits into the
amendment debate?

Mir Marlborough interjected.
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Mr KIERATH: If the member for Peel would allow me, the second and third parts of the
amendment refer to the "gloomy forecasts made of the Western Australian economy by
forner Premier Peter Dowding and of the Australian economy by Senator Walsh". I will not
dwell on this for too tong because I realise that this point will hurt members opposite.
Mr Walsh's refers to economic circumstances and to personal circumstances - that is what
some members opposite object to. I quote from the article in which Senator Walsh is quoted
as calling Mrl-Hawke -

... an "old jelly-back" and saying he had a personality defect which required him to
have a 'spine transplant".

Mr Fred Tubby: That's terrible!

Mr KIERATH: That is a statement by a man who was a senior finance Minister in the
Hawke Government and still is a representative in the Senate. H-e is not on the front bench
now and he has found a new dose of honesty. He went on to say the following -

* he was opposed to the immigration decision..-

.. when he and Governor General Bill Hayden "take over, there will be no more
immigration".

That is a sad comment because immigration has enjoyed a bipartisan approach over the years
from the major parties. The quote continues -

Mr Walsh said that Mr Hawke's "extraordinary" statement in 1988 that living
standards would rise because of the recent wage increases and tax cuts showed a
"personality defect" in the Prime Minister.

He also stated that Mr Hawke had a personality flaw "including a need 'to be loved''. Mr
Walsh stated that the Government had been too slow in its micro-economic reforms,
particularly on the waterfront and had failed to take tough economic decisions. He
concluded his comments by stating that Australia was heading for a recession.

It is interesting that while still representing the Labor Party he had that sudden fit of honesty,
saying that the Federal Government had been too slow in introducing its reforms, particularly
relating to the waterfront. It is important that this is on the record. The interesting thing
about this Government is that when things are going well all its members are prepared to
claim the credit: equally, they are prepared to disown the debits. The Goverment cannot
have it both ways. The Deputy Premier said that the Opposition was not serious about
wanting to be on side because it did not ask to be. Equally, the sanielogic applies to him; if
he were serious why did he not make an offer to us? He did not want us to join the decision
making process because he did not want us to find out the real reasons why this project could
be lost to the State. He does not want us to know the truth about this decision when it is
finally made. The rumour is about town that the decision has been made and that the
Government is delaying the bad news.

Mr Clarko: The little burst from the member for Eyre was like a moth flying through a
candle; once his wings catch fife he attracts much more atention and a few moments later he
is gone. He will not be the member for Eyre for much longer.

Mr KZERATH: That is correct. As a new member I find it frustrating that J listen to the
words but the actions are quite different. Ministers say they are sincere about projects but do
not put effort into them. They put all their marketing, hype, and selling expertise into
Mickey Mouse projects which never eventuate and end up as a big black hole which sucks
money out of our economy. However. with real projects from which one can see a benefit
coming, such as this one, no-one seems to be very interested.

Mr Nicholls: Maybe they need a few of the people they were well acquainted with.

Mr KJERATH: I think the people running these projects have not offered some form of fund
raising to them arnd that is why their interest declined. The Deputy Premier says he wants us
to stand by him. He is now offering the olive branch and has new found wisdom and good
heart. If someone were cynical he would say that if he knew the decision was already lost he
was trying to find someone with whom to share the blame; he did not want us to take any
credit, but he wants us to share the blame.

The member for Merredin pointed out in relation to the recent Federal election that the
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Federal Government owes something to the State of Western Australia, and I believe it does.
He said that the Federal ALP should pay up by giving us first prize, the submarine refit
contract. The amendment went on to mention the farmer Premier, Peter Dowding.
Remember him, Mr Acting Speaker? He promised us a future we could believe in.
Promises, promises! What do we hear noaw? We hear gloom and doom from people in the
public arena and from the former member for Maylands. What intrigues me is this sudden,
new found burst of honesty and integrity now he is no longer in this place or leading his
party. Senator Walsh, a senior financial gumu in the Federal Parliament, with whom the
Prime Minister pleaded not to quit Cabinet, is now bucketing his leader and colleagues. He
is clearing the decks to satisfy his conscience before he gets out of politics.

Let us dispense with these Mickey Mouse projects. Members on this side of the House have
today said they ar:. prepared to offer a bipartisan approach to this project because this
contract is more important than party politics. The Deputy Premier criticised us for not being
involved with this project before. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition pointed out that he
offered bipartisan support on numerous occasions. The important thing is for this State to get
sound industrial projects. We need the submarine project and projects such as the Sarich
engine. I urge members apposite to support the amendment.

MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.46 pm]: [ mentioned during a debate last week my concern
about cynicism and gobbledegook in this Parliament. Today's debate on this amendment
sinks this House, or at least one half of it - like one half of a submarine - to the depths of
cynicism. The matter of the submarine refit is much more serious in national, defence and
economic terms, as was articulated and pointed out forcefully by the member for Eyre, than
the cynicism contained in this amendment portrays.

I turn first to the question of cynicism because the member for Riverton in his challenge, or
in canvassing the Speaker's last comments, made the point well. He said, "My relevance
comes from the last part of the amendment." The member for Riverton was pointing to that
part of the amendment which reads -

..and to ensure that the gloomy forecasts made of the Western Australian economy
by former Premier Peter Dowding and of the Australian economy by Senator Walsh
do not become a reality.

That is what the member for Riverton claims as his defence of relevance to the cynicism he
quite unashamedly and unapologetically introduced into this serious issue. How can this
Opposition be taken seriously when cynicism as blatant as his contribution is levelled not at a
Minister of the Government or a member of the Government backbench but at the Speaker of
this Parliament?

Mr Kierath: I have more credibility than either of those two members.
Mr DONOVAN: . The member for Riverton claimed relevance and waffled on about Walsh
and others.

Mir Kierath: Is the member claiming he is more credible than those two people?

Mr DONOVAN: The member for Rivertan claimed his relevance on the basis of the last
part of the amendment. If the amendment had something going for it - and I confess that the
first part one can at least read and respond to, but the member for Riverton did not choose
that -

Mr Kierath: I did. I responded in relation to the submarine project, other projects, and
comments which came from the member's side of politics.

Mr DONOVAN: The member far Riverton chose to base his claim to relevance on the most
cynical part of this amendment. I will tell him what this issue is about. I remind members of
the contribution of the member for Eyre, who is far better known in this State than any
member opposite for his commitment to the economic development of the State. in response
to a remark by the member for Karrinyup, I point out that the contribution by the member for
Eyre will outlive the member for Karrinyup even if his physical presence in this place does
not, in the end.

Mr Clarko: I am not the member for Karriny-up.

Mr DONOVAN: My apologies.
A7547 1- 10
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Mr Clarko: It shows that the member is prone to error.

Mr DONOVAN: Indeed. I placed on record my acceptance of that human frailty in my
apology last week. I do not have a problem with errors, but members opposite have a
problem with arrogance.

Several members interjected.

Mr DONOVAN: I do not want to repeat the perceptive and compelling argument put by the
member for Eyre but I remind the House that this debate has two critical components.
Mr Shave: When will you get to the good part?

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Let us have an end to the interjections. The member for
Morley has the call, and if he addresses his remarks to the Chair we may have fewer
interjections.

Mr DONOVAN: m17anc you. Mr Acting Speaker. Rather than respond to the interjections -

Mr Clarke: I thought they were the best part.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I have just called for order and an end to interjections,
and they started up again straightaway.

Mr DONOVAN: - I remind the House of the good old days in the local cinema when the
shorts of the forthcoming features would be run first, and the main feature would be left for
the last part of the program. This debate is certainly about economic opportunity; there is no
question about that. It is also about the viability of the two ocean defence policy and the
posture of self-reliance. The amendment moved by the Opposition lacks credibility and
gains in cynicism on both counts. Its seriousness is totally submerged by the last part of the
amendment.

The cynicism with which this debate has been conducted by the Opposition has been heard
outside this place. Today I have been in touch with the leaders of the ex-service
organisations in this State, who are quite happily and forcefully in support of this
Government's effort to obtain - or regain - a commitment to the refit in Western Australia of
the Oberon submarines. Arrangements have been made to meet later this week with other
members of the ex-service community, both from this State and nationally, who will, it is
hoped, share the same view about this issue as do Western Australian members of the ex-
service commnunity. They are taking this debate very seriously. They are not encouraged by
the Opposition's use of this place to score a couple of points off the Government on an issue
as fundamental to them as the self-reliance of this country. They are not impressed by the
lack of seriousness that has been portrayed by conservative parties in this State about an
issue to which those ex-service organisations attach a great deal of importance.

Mr Nicholls: Are you saying you have been told that by representatives of those groups?

Mr DONOVAN: I am a member of those groups, and I have had discussions with leaders of
those groups.

Mr Nicholls: Which groups in particular?

Mr DONOVAN: I will not tell the member. He can find out for himself. I assure him that
they have indicated their optimism that they can achieve a large groundswell of support for
the Government's initiatives in attempting to recover and cement in place in Western
Australia the submarine refits.

Mr Nicholls: Are you saying they reinforce their support for your Government's actions?

Mr DONOVAN: I am saying, first, that the debate has been, heard outside this place. The
debate from the Opposition's side of the House has been seen as a cynical exercise which
lacks credibility because it has not demonstrated a commitment to this issue prior to today.
Second, there is every reason for optimism that a large degree of support for the State
Government's position will come not only from the ex-service community in this State but
from elsewhere. I cannot repeat any more forcefully than I have die concern that is felt in the
community when debates of this nature are brought on in this place and are used in such a
cheap and belittling way. The ex-servicemen of Western Australia take these debates very
seriously. I have made that point a number of times in the short time I have been in this
place.
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Mr Nicholls: Do they take Senator Walsh's statements seriously?
Mr DONOVAN: They take seriously the issue of their service for and ongoing commitment
to this country. I do not always agree with their position, and no doubt there are times when
the member does not agree with their position, but they hold firm their right to make a
contribution to discussions about defence policy and self-reliance. They do not take kindly
to that sort of commitment being used in this place to simply score a political point.
The effect of this amendment is not in the first part, as it should be. If it were, members
opposite would not have moved it in that way.
Mr Nicholls: Are you suggesting the amendment is right but maybe the last few words are
not too good?
Mr DONOVAN: I amn not suggesting the amendment is right. The amendment is cynical
and cheap. It is demonstrably so by its conclusion, if not by the first part.
Mr Nicholls: So we should not have made reference to Senator Walsh; is that what you are
saying?
Mr DONOVAN: Members opposite can refer to whom they like. Senator Walsh has
broader shoulders than most members opposite.
Mr Nicholls: Are you saying Senator Walsh is pretty knowledgeable about financial
matters?
Mr Graham: lHe is not a submarine!
Mr Nicholls: I don't know; maybe the Prime Minister would like to think he is!
Mr DONOVAN: I can tell members one thing about the analogy between Senator Walsh and
submarines. I remember very well a period prior to 1983 when the torpedoes that he fired
were extremely effective.
Mr Nicholls: Yes; they hit the target.
Mr DONOVAN: They certainly did.
Mr Nicholls: That is what happened just recently. He hit the target when he made known
his true feelings.
Several members interjected.
Mr Lewis: He made dishonest statements.
Mr DONOVAN: Every time, whether it is in respect of the Premier when she is on her feet,
a Minister, -

Mr Lewis: You were baiting the Opposition. What are you talking about? Can't you handle
it?
Mr DONOVAN: - a public servant outside this place, or an industry leader, members
opposite cannot resist making the charge of dishonesty. Members opposite love it.
Mr Nicholls: The point is that the submarine contract is very important to Western Australia.
Mr Graham: The definition of 'dishonest' is anyone who disagrees with the member for
Applecross.

Mr Lewis: That would be pretty right too!
Points of Order

Mr WIESE: It would seem to me that the implication in the statement made is really not in
keeping with the tone of this Parliament under normal circumstances.

Several members inteijected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ripper): I am still mystified by the point of order raised by
the member for Wagin. Will he explain it further?
Mr WIESE: To call a member of the House dishonest and to make accusations of dishonesty
has been ruled by previous Speakers and Deputy Speakers in this House to be
unparliamentary. Members are usually called upon to withdraw such remarks.
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Mr DONOVAN: I would like to speak on the same point of order. I ask the member for
Applecross to withdraw his accusation and I support the member for Wagin's point of order.

The ACFI}G SPEAKER: Which member is the member for Wagin alleging called another
dishonest?

Mr WIESE: I am referring to the member who was addressing this House. If there was a
previous reference I did not bear it.

The ACTING SPEAKER: This has become a frivolous matter and the best course to take is
to ask the member for Morley to resume his speech, However, imputations of improper
motives against members are disorderly and can be brought before the House only by way of
a substantive motion.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed
Mr DONOVAN: This debate should not involve frivolity.

Mir Nicholls: Is the issue of the submarine contract umportant to the Western Australian
economy?

Mir DONOVAN: I have said three times that the submarine contract is important. The
member for Lyre has addressed that thoroughly and comprehensively. The submarine
contract is also important in terms of the two ocean policy.

Mr Nicholls: Are you suggesting that, because the Opposition raised the matter today,
Western Australia might lose it? Is that what you are alluding to?

Mr DONOVAN: F am not suggesting that the Opposition could have that degree of
influence. I remind the House that the issue here has to do with two things: First, the
economic opportunities which are open to this State; and, secondly, the credibility and the
viability of the two ocean defence policy. People in my constituency - and I am sure the
member for Mandurab has heard it from the people he represents - believe this matter is
extremely serious. They believe they have the right to contribute to and be heard on matters
of defence policy, therefore, they take umbrage at these sorts of issues being raised in this
place in a cynical and cheap way as is portrayed in the amendment today simply to achieve
some sort of point scoring from the Government.

I condemn this amendment because it seeks to use, as the member for Lyre has pointed out,
important economic and defence issues which are being debated at the national level as a
political piggy back upon which it hopes to catch out the Government in a cheap political
trick.

Mr Nicholls: How is it cheap?

Mr Lewis: That is pathetic. Where is the substance to your argument? The Government has
failed with the submarines, it has failed with the frigates arid it will fail with this issue. The
Government is too scared for the Premier to say, "Sorry, we were not successful. It will not
be announced until the 29th."
Mr DONOVAN: Does the member for Applecross think the addition of the three lines at the
bottom of the amendment is a serious contribution? I know what people in my constituency
and in the ex-services community would give to those three lines.

Mr Lewis: What have ex-servicemen got to do with the debate? The member for Morley is
waffling.
Mr DONOVAN: Firstly, ex-servicemen represent a large constituency in this State and
nationally. Secondly, they take defence seriously. Thirdly, the Government expects the ex-
service community will support this contract. Fourthly, ex-servicemen feel cheapened,
debased and offended when they see that this issue has been used to gain a cheap political
point. The issue is not whether this State winis a submarine contract; it is much more
substantial than that. This Government is on record as sparing no effort to redeem that
contract and the member for Eyre has canvassed the Government's position on the submarine
refit issue. If the Opposition's amendment is genuine, more questions need to be asked about
where it stands.

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [4.07 pm]: Mr Donovan's speech was pathetic and
repetitive and, if the member for Morley wishes to describe the Opposition's motion and
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speeches as fulfl of cynicism and gobbledegook, I would suggest that he read his speech in
Hansard tomorrow and perhaps then he will listen to some of the members on the Opposition
benches. I support the amendment, and will rem-ind members that it states -

We are pleased to advise Your Excellency that Her Majesty's Opposition offers its
total support to any actions designed to assist Western Australian industry win the
contracts for the refit of the Royal Australian Navy's Oberon submarines and other
crucial industrial projects both essential for our economidc recovery and to ensure that
the gloomy forecasts made of the Western Australian economy by former Premier
Peter Dowding and of the Australian economy by Senator Walsh do not become a
reality.

I understand why the references to Peter Dowding and Senator Walsh may embarrass
members opposite and why the member for Morley is upset over those words, but I am
talking about the concerns raised by Western Australians. The Government cannot ignore
the fact that the State's economy has two major problems: The first is the huge waste of
taxpayers' dollars resulting from WA Inc; and the second is the problems created by the
Hawke Government which have resulted in the collapse of confidence and investment plans
in the Western Australian economy. Government members cannot deny that those
hard-earned taxpayers' dollars were given away or that they did not know what was going
on. In fact, the member for Eyre was a senior Minister in the Cabinet when decisions were
being made. Each member is just as culpable as the previous Premier, Peter Dowding, and
Deputy Premier, David Parker. I will direct some of my comments to the member for Eyre.

As a consequence of those irresponsible actions this State will suffer and that suffering is a
consequence not only of this Government's policies and actions but also of the economic
vandalism of the policies the federal Government has put in place. The amendment to the
motion addresses the fact that it is this State Government's responsibility to ensure chat the
submarine contracts are granted to Western Australia. Thie objectives from that refitting
contract will be increased employment and investment, and, obviously, the flow-on of that
investment. That is one of the aspects this Government should face up to to ensure that
Western Australia, among all other States in Australia, can make faster and more effective
progress or will be cushioned to a greater extent than the other States.

It is very important for the Western Australian economy to push the two ocean policy. It is
also important from a States' rights position. The people in Western Australia live by the
Indian Ocean. We are not on the Pacific Ocean and it is absolutely essential to make sure
that we do not become an extension of the Pacific coast. That is why the Opposition has
offered its total support for any action the Government may take. It is hard not to be cynical,
bearing in mind the economic statement made to this Parliament on Tuesday, 15 May by the
Premier, Dr Carmen Lawrence. Last Friday the Premier was in Canberra and one of the top
priorities on her list of items for discussion was the submarine refit contracts. The next
possible opportunity she had to advise the House of the outcome of those discussions with
the Prime Minister was Tuesday, 15 May, when she made her economic statement. Was any
conmment made in that economic statement about the contracts for refitting of the Oberon
submarines? Not one. How on earth can the Opposition not be cynical about the
Governiment's serious commitment to this project? It is absolutely crucial to the Western
Australian economy.
After hearing the Premier's so-called economic statement on Western Australia and where it
is going, the Opposition was prepared to offer its support at the next available opportunity. It
was necessary to do so by way of an amendment to the Address- in-Reply. That is an
indication of the Opposition's concern and commitment. The Opposition regards it as
absolutely serious and, i~f members opposite do not consider the amendment seriously, it is
they who are being cynical and who are trying to find excuses which may be necessary if a
decision is made not to refit the submnarines in Western Australia. I hope that the contract is
awarded to Western Australia. This State needs that contract and the Opposition is prepared
to do everything possible to ensure that it is awarded to Western Australia. The member for
Eyre talked about a coalition of forces and said that a working party is going to Canberra
next week. Why did the Government not ask the Opposition to join that working party? It is
no good the member for Eyre asking why the Opposition did not approach him; the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition said he had approached the Government with offers of assistance
on five occasions. In the spirit of a coalition of forces, it was incumbent on the Government
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to say that it needed help and to ask members of the Opposition to go with its representatives
to Canberra next week. Did the Government do so? No. Therefore, it is hard for the
Opposition not to be cynical. It is an indication of how pathetic the Government is that it has
accused the Opposition of moving an amendment full of cynicism and gobbledegook. It is
also an indication that the Government is not sure how it will deal with this issue when,
perhaps on Monday, 29 May after the by-elections, the decision will be announced that
Western Australia has lost the contract. I refer to the first paragraph of the Premier's
economic statement to the House on Tuesday, 15 May -

Western Australia leads the nation in its contribution to economic wellbeing.
Continuing this contribution is essential to provide security for families today and in
the future.

I could not agree more. Investment and jobs are needed in Western Australia, and we wish
to make sure that Canberra knows of our needs, and now. I hope that the pessimism of the
member for Eyre does not envelop the Premier's feel-good statements outlined in the first
paragraph of her speech.

MR SHAVE (Melville) [4A16pmJ: I have been listening with some interest to the
comments made today and the criticisms of members on this side of the House with regard to
this maintenance contract. The amendment states that the Opposition offers its total support
to any actions designed to assist Western Australian industry win the contracts. This State
has a problem and the reason the Government is trying to portray the Opposition as the
reason Western Australia appears to be losing the contracts - it appears that the Government
is conceding victory, although it will not say so - can be illustrated by an analogy with my
children. When one child does something wrong she immediately says that the other also
does it wrong. The Governiment is trying to apportion the blame in this matter because it
lacks the capacity to negotiate contracts.

The Government has little expertise in the business area to negotiate anything. One of the
problems the Goverrnent has in its negotiations is that the Federal Government realises that
this Government is an easy touch and it will react least to the unfavourable decision that may
be made. The State Government has adopted the attitude that it will go to Canberra and, if it
scratches the back of the Federal Government, it will reciprocate. It does not work that way.
The Federal Government is treating the people of Western Australia as second-class citizens.
I do not misunderstand that type of approach, because it is the approach the Federal
Government has adopted in this country for the past six years. Why dioes the Government
not sit down and work out some of the other reasons for not getting this contract? I refer to
matters such as our electricity being among the most expensive in Australia. A wonderful
propaganda campaign was waged stating that charges were cheap in Western Australia arnd
that no increases would be higher than the rate of inflation. However, electricity, excise duty
and other charges in Western Australia have increased at a higher rate than those in other
States. Those people who want work carried out will decide that the last place to go is
Western Australia because it is the most expensive. This State has the honour of being
identified as the one State where business should not develop, particularly second stream
produce, because the Government charges too much for all its services. T'he situation is no
different from going to a panel beater or solicitor; if the charges are too high and the
customers cannot afford the price, they do not continue with the project. People are suffering
because the Government has misappropriated all the money, it has overcharged and it has
wasted money on schemes and deals that are non-existent in terms of productivity.

I went to Singapore at Christmas time and visited the development on Sentosa Island. What
a charade it was to commit th ie people of Western Australia to that project. The former
Premier had said that everything was going weDl and that there were no problems with the
project, but when I visited Singapore nothing was happening. I do not know how the
Government managed earlier; perhaps it hired a rent-a-crowd and gave them all $20 to look
productive. When I was on Sentosa the project looked absolutely hopeless.

The Government continues to waste money on bad deals. Does the Government not have
any compassion for pensioners, or the people at Fremantle Hospital who cannot get
treatment? Does the Governent not have compassion for people who wait four years for
State housing? I can give examples of families being split up. Welfare agencies tell
husbands to live with their parents and wives to take their children and live with their parents
because they would all be better off financially.
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The Minister for Housing is responsible. If the Minister were with people robbing a bank
and she were only sitting in the car she could not say that she was not responsible. In this
case the Minister is responsible in the same way that a director of a company is responsible;
she is as culpable as these sorts of people.
The reality is that if Western Australia loses the submarine refitting contract - and I hope we
do not because many people in my electorate cannot get a job - it will be for a number of
reasons. To summarise a few reasons [ would say we are incompetent, our charges are too
high, or we have incompetent negotiators and have been outweighed in talks with the Federal
Government. The numbers on the front bench of the Government have become thin. We
have seen many departures from that area and that is a sad thing; although in some ways it is
a good thing.
Western Australia is heading into a decline. I read in tonight's newspaper an ankile by a
unionist, Mr Mark Smith, who has been a fervent supporter of this Government over a long
period, but like many other union officials he has had enough. Teachers have had enough,
and it is only a mailer of time before the Government is thrown out. Government members
can stand up and accuse Opposition members of incompetence but the court jesters on the
other side of this House have not achieved anything in the last six years. They have led this
State into a huge debt.
The Government is responsible for what is happening in this State, it is responsible for the
recession. Why do not Government members start addressing the issue? Why do they
behave like children blaming each other for their mistakes?

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [4.22 pm]: Western Australia faces a very serious situation. The
amendment to the Address-in-Reply reinforces the fact that the Opposition wishes to
cooperate with the Government in its efforts to win the submarine refitting contract. This is
a very important defence issue, as the member for Morley stated very strongly. He also
questioned why this mailer has been raised today. In his opinion the amendment is a cheap
political stunt. I do not agree. The Opposition has raised this mailer today because it knows
it is a political matter with which we should deal immediately.

The Opposition can cooperate in many ways with the Government in relation to this contract.
The Opposition can draw the matter to the attention of the people of Western Australia, to
the Prime Minister of Australia and to the Federal Government. We can emphasise that it is
vital for Western Australia to win the contract. As the member for Kingsley stated, the
Premier has been to Canberra but she has not informed us about what happened at that
conference. I believe a deputation will travel to Canberra next week, and again the
Opposition sends its best wishes and its greatest moral support.

Mrs Edwardes: We would send physical support too.

Dr TURNBULL: Yes. The Opposition's role today is to raise the matter in debate, both in
Western Australia and in the Federal arena, because the amendment covers a very important
issue.

The member for Morley commented on the political aspects. It has been stated several times
today that the Navy has made a decision; the Navy's preference is for the submarine refitting
work to be carried out at Cockatoo Island. In October 1989 the Navy was considering a
move from Cockatoo Island - possibly to Western Australia. Strikes had occurred at the
Cockatoo Island dockyards over redundancy payments. However, a redundancy package
was negotiated, the strike was ended, and a favourable package was accepted. The
conditions of the package take effect at the end of 1990 when the metal workers' union and
other unions working at the Cockatoo Island naval dockyards accept that package.

The Navy realises that at the end of 1990 changes will occur at those dockyards. What has
happened to the Navy's thinking since October 1989? I suggest that one major factor
involved is the re-election of the Hawke Labor Government for three more years. Mr
Beazley is no longer the Minister for Defence. As the member for Floreat commented,
obviously something has changed in the Federal Government's two ocean Navy policy. The
departure of Mr Heazicy and the installation of Mr Ray as the new Minister for Defence
perhaps represent a reason for Western Australia's losing the contract. It is a political issue
and that is why the Opposition has raised the matter today. Political pressure should be
exerted on the Federal Government and the Prime Minister by this State Government.
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The three conflicting teams are the Western Australian Government, the Federal Government
and the Navy. The Federal Government is the ultimate decision maker so this is an
opportune time for the Premier of Western Australia to apply political pressure to the Federal
Government. [f the Opposition of Western Australia can help politically and with expertise,
that is what we offer.

The Government should act prior to 26 May; the matter should not be left until the Prime
Minister holds a Cabinet meeting on 29 May. At that stage, it will be too late because the
by-elections will be over and the Prime Minister will be able to say to the Premier of
Western Australia, "1 am very sorry but that is the way the cookie crumbles; I cannot do
anything about it."

I reiterate that the Western Australian Government should apply political heat to the Prime
Minister in Canberra. The Prime Minister does nor want the Labor Government to lose
control in Western Australia and be left with only a one seat majority. The Opposition has
raised this matter of urgency for that reason. It wants to emphasise the seriousness of the
matter to the people of Western Australia. It is a political matter and a decision should be
made by political force. A political move should be made to ensure that the submarine
refitting contract does not stay on the eastern seaboard. If this pressure is not made prior to
26 May. a decision will be made by the Federal Government on 29 May.

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [4.30 pm]: I will continue the line of argument followed by
the member for Eyre who suggested we should be optimistic about the possibility of Western
Australia winning the contract for the Oberon submarine refit contract. Like the member for
Eyre I want To add a warning to the perilous position in which this State finds itself.

Mir Court: Thanks to your Government.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is an opinion to which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
entitled, but I do not share it.

Mr Omodei: How did it happen?

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will give my version of how it happened, but I want to be positive
about the Opposition's willingness, although belated, to take a position in respect of the
Oberon submarine refit contract. I want to be positive about the Opposition's amendment
because it is to the benefit of Western Australia that we have a bipartisan approach to this
matter. The decision making process which has been put in place requires maximum
pressure to be applied. However, having read the amendment it is easy to come to the
conclusion that the Opposition is not dinkurn.

Mr Court: We will take the reference to Peter Dowding out of it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: All right, I will say no more.

Mr Court: We will leave in the reference to Senator Walsh.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has realised that the final
paragraph of the amendment has noting to do with the ability of this State to win this
contract; it has, in the minds of Opposition members, something to do with winning minor
political points.

With reference to the situation with which we are faced we should look at recent history.
Members must be fair and honest about this matter because it is important to the State of
Western Australia. On 27 February 1987 when the then Minister for Defence, Hon Kim
Beazicy, announced the two ocean policy he ended an argument for Western Australia that
had begun in the Federal arena in 1922. Between 1922 and 1987 we heard a constant barrage
of arguments which are now being regurgitated in the Federal arena by members from both
sides of the political fence. In effect, it did one thing; that is, it stopped proposals related to
defence from coming to Western Australia.
Mr Court: In 1945 we had one of the biggest submarine bases in Australia.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Of course the 1945 era has to be considered separately. The
arguments commenced in 1922 and the two ocean policy was nor achieved until 1987. It is
interesting to consider during this debate about whether we should have a magnificent
backup maintenance system in the form of a two ocean policy in Western Australia what the
Federal Opposition parties did in 1987. The Opposition parties do have a role to play; that is,
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to be strongly lobbying their Federal counterparts. The shadow Minister for Defence, Mr Ian
Sinclair, said in the House of Representatives on 27 February 1987 that although it might be
opportune at that time for Australia to have a two ocean policy and although it might be
opportune to demonstrate our alliance to our American allies by being more effective in the
Indian Ocean, it was not appropriate to remove the maintenance facilities of such vessels
from the east coast to the west coast of Australia. He was referring to a problem which has
occurred since Hon Kimi Beazley left the Defence portfolio. There is no doubt in my mind
that two historical facts are in place: First, we would not have a two ocean policy if it had
not been for the efforts of Hon Kim Beazicy and, second, we would be more positive in our
attitude to obtaining the Oberon submarine refit contract if Hon Kini Beazicy were still the
Minister for Defence. in 1987 the shadow Minister for Defence voiced what is in the minds
of Eastern States' politicians. They are not dumb politicians and I do not care what side of
the House they come ftom, and they realised that the defence industry is worth billions of
dollars to the Eastern States. The latest technology and skills are in place in New South
Wales, Victoria, Queensland and South Australia. None of the Eastern States' politicians,
regardless of his political colour, wants to lose that from his electorate. No New South
Wales politician will sit by idly to witness what, in effect, will be the transfer of billions of
dollars worth of industry and multinational companies to the west coast. He would not want
the skilled people attached to those industries to leave New South Wales tomorrow or at any
other time.
Mr Court: That was a decision made under Beazley.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is the predicament we are in now. It is true that Western
Australia is at greater risk because Hon Kim Beazley is no longer the Minister for Defence.
Mr Court: In January this year the Defence Department said the operations would stay in
New South Wales and he was the Minister at the time. Don't use Beaziey as the excuse.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It leads me to the other problem. The first problem is that we no
longer have Hon Kim Beazley as the Minister for Defence and I believe that he was the best
Minister for Defence this nation has seen.

Mr Court: Are you saying that Senator Ray is no good?

Mr MARLBOROUGH: He has not been in the portfolio of Defence long enough for me to
measure his ability. In my opinion he would have to be an outstanding Minister for Defence
to be better than Hon Kim Beazicy. Kim Heazicy is the measure by which we should judge
defence issues.
The other problem with which we are faced is the attitude of the Navy. The role of the Navy
has been mentioned today, but I want to be more specific about it. I am disgusted that
Admiral Hudson and his group have taken a certain line. We should all be disgusted about it
because if we were running a company, a union or a political party in the way in which this
man is running his naval defence establishment by way of this contract it would leave a lot to
be desired. Admiral Hudson received contracts from Western Australia which he absolutely
ignored. The evidence [ have that he ignored them is that over the last 12 months he did not
send a naval officer to Western Australia to speak with the companies concerned.

Mr Court: And you did nothing to get anyone here. You are equally to blame. If you were
dinkumn about getting that contract you would have insisted that a naval officer come to
Western Australia.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ripper): Order!
Mr Court: Don't blame Admiral Hudson, blame yourselves.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ripper): Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition heard
me call order and he continued to interject. When the Presiding Officer calls for order it is
appropriate for members to cease interjecting. I hope all members of the House will follow
that direction.

Mr Court: I did not hear you call order, Mr Acting Speaker, and I apologist.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The blame should be quite clearly laid -

Mr Court: Your Government-
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: - at Admiral Hudson's feet. Not only did he not send a naval officer
to Western Australia to investigate the contracts submitted by Western Australian industries -

Mr Court: This is a scurrilous attack on Admiral Hudson.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition raises a valid point: Why did
not the Government move in earlier and, in fact, request that a naval officer visit Western
Australia to consider the contracts. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows that
negotiations by companies which are tendering with the Federal Government are, by their
very nature, extremely sensitive.

We were not requested by those companies to be involved. During the last fortnight I have
had the opportunity of meeting with those companies on three occasions; the last occasion
was as late as last night. I thought the reason the Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised the
issue today is he saw representatives from the Confederation of Western Australian Industry
Inc, the Trades and Labor Council of WA, Australian Shipbuilding Industries and Clough
Engineering here late last night, to meet with the Deputy Premier, the member for Eyre and
me. Unlike the debate we have heard from the Opposition - and we have to question how
dinkum it is in respect of this amendment - the discussions which took place last night were
extremely productive in making sure that in the next fortnight Western Australia maximises
its opportunity of gaining this contract. The discussions were productive because we had one
aim in mind; unlike the Opposition. Our aim was to maximise the benefits to this State, not
to score a short term political advantage.

Mr Nicholls: Too little, too late.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: We will see whether it is too little, too late. We need cooperation
from the Opposition, if it can see its way clear to approach its Federal counterparts, because
the mentality exists not just within the Labor Party in the Eastern States but is spread through
all political parties in the Eastern States, in not being willing to let go of those industries.

Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It will not be the end of the Navy in Western Australia if we do not
get this contract. The Navy in Western Australia is well established because of a policy
enunciated by Hon Kim Beazicy in 1987. However, we would like it established more
securely than it is, and the Oberon contract is an integral part of that. Much of the
infrastructure that will be required to establish a viable two ocean policy is already in place
in this State. During the last five years more than 50 companies in this State have been
accredited to do defence establishment work. Five years ago perhaps only one company in
this State was accredited to do that work.

Dr Tumnbull: If they do not get the job they will lose that expertise.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is right, and that is the fear. Although we have had an influx
of industries which have seen the window of opportunity in Western Australia created by the
initiatives of the Federal and State Labor Governments to establish defence as a major
industry in this State, there is a fear that there will be a winding down of opportunities if we
do not obtain the contract for the Oberon submarine refit.

Mr Court: That is a good drinking style you have got. Tell us why Beazicy allowed this
contract to go.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition would know that the strongest
thing I drink is water. The opportunities which now exist in this State need to be guarded
jealously. They could be guarded more jealously if we had a genuine attempt by the
Opposition pantics to join in this approach which has been made to Canberra. The Premnier
has been to Canberra, and I had the opportunity of speaking to her on Friday, at midnight
Canberra time, about her discussions with the Prime Minister. She indicated strongly to the
Prime Minister that Western Australia wanted the submarine refit contract, and that if the
Federal Government was fair dinkurn about its two ocean policy and its defence strategy it
ought to be committed to the submarine refits taking place on the west coast.

This is not an argument about economics, as some people on my side of the House, and in
Opposition, have said. This is an argument about politics. The tenders from Western
Australia were more than acceptable. It is clear from the discussions I have had with the two
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major tenderers that we have nothing to be ashamed of in terms of the tendering process that
we entered into. That is more than I can say for the admiral and his Navy colleagues.
During the next two weeks we need to grasp the opportunity of following on from the work
done by the Premier, because that is only one step along the way. The I I members of the
Federal Cabinet committee need to be lobbied, and the Western Australian members should
be lobbied harder than most. They ought to understand, and I am sure they do -

Mr Court: How was it that no Labor members supported Campbell in Caucus yesterday?

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not aware of the debate that took place in Federal Caucus.

Mr Court: Not one Western Australian member supported us. That is how strong your
Caucus is.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Not only did the Premier have a meeting with the Prime Minister,
but also she was able to get reversed a decision that had already been put in place through the
Navy. That decision was to not involve Western Australia at all but to send a
recomnmendation to the Minister for Defence, through the appropriate department, and have
him rubber stamp it. The Minister decided to not rubber stamp his decision until he had
heard what the Western Australian Government had to say, and that the matter would be
determined by Cabinet.

That represents a significant change from the direction in which we were heading because it
means that the window of opportunity will stay open for longer, and we can work even
harder during the next fortnight. I do not know whether we will win on 29 May. I am
confident that we will win rather than lose, but I would be more confident if the Opposition
were to remove from its amendment that part which is simply political and if it were fair
dinkcum about approaching this issue on a bipartisan basis.

Mr Court: That is how much faith you have in Peter Dowding.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I refer not only to the evidence in the amendment; the member for
Riverton spent the first two minutes of'his 20 minute speech talking about submarines and
the next 18 minutes in wandering all over the State. He did not address the amendment at all.
He is the Opposition spokesperson and one must question just how credible is the
Opposition's position.

The industry in Western Australia is the best equipped in Australia to tackle this contract.
The industry has the expertise, it has demonstrated its capabilities, and it is more efficient, by
as much as 30 or 40 per cent, than the dockyards in the Eastern States. The industry has
indicated its willingness to work hard and to meet its contracts on time; and it has gained a
reputation in the world which is second to none. The sooner members opposite stop
jabbering like the empty vessels that they are, and start pulling in the effort that is needed to
win this contract in the next fortnight, the better off this State will be.

Be fair dinkcum; members opposite should come on board if they want to, even though it is
belatedly, and start working with their Federal counterparts and I am sure that we will reach
a decision which will be of magnificent benefit to this State, not only in thie short term but for
many years to come. It will result in many opportunities and it will create new industries in
Western Australia.

NMR NICHOLLS (Mandurab) [4.51 pm]: 1 wish to make a few comments in particular in
regard to those made by the member for Peel about Admiral Hudson. As an ex-member of
the Navy I finid those allegations quite scandalous. It is pathetic for a member of the
Government in Western Australia to say that an Admiral of the Navy dictates to the Federal
Government where the tenders will go; that he dictates to the Federal Government what it
will do. Who is running the country? The admiral is there to support and guide the Navy,
and to put across the naval point of view. The member for Peel is contending that the
admiral is there to make the decisions. His Federal counterparts could get their act together
and make a decision by themselves.

This naval contract is of great significance to the economy of Western Australia, and it
should be argued as a crucial part of the two ocean policy advocated by the Federal
Government today. The Government should see no alternative but to support this
amendment to the Address-in-Reply.

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (2 1)

Mr Bradshaw Mr House Mr Omodei Mr Want
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Macinnon Mr Strickland Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mrs Edwardes Mr Memsaros Mir Thompson
Mr Gnayden Mr Mirason Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Hassell Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull

Noes (24)
Mrs Beggs Mir Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr Taylor
Mr Bridge Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mrs Buchanan Mr Grahamn Mr Pearc Mr Troy
Mr Can Mr Grill Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr D.L. Smith Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Kohelke Mr P.t. Smith Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs
Mr McNee Mr (ordon Hill
Mr Ainsworth Dr Alexander
Mr Clarko Mr Read
Mr Kierath Mr Leahy

Amendment thus negatived.
Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR WATT (Albany) [4.56 pml: Without question, the first issue on the political agenda of
the State at present is the Western Australian Government losses. Whichever way we look at
it, they reflect what has probably been the most inept and incompetent financial performance
of any Government in our 100 years of self governmnt, In fact it is regrettable that as we
celebrate our centenary this year of what is supposed to be responsible government we are
forced to endure what has been the most irresponsible period Of government in living
memory.

The Government members like to accuse the Opposition in debate over this issue of wanting
only to win Government. I have to agree that that is partially true. Of course the object of
seeking to enter Parliament is to be in Governiment. That is the whole object of the exercise.
But we also want the truth. Through you. Mr Speaker, I ask the Premier and the Government
to answer the question: If the boot were on the other foot, would members opposite support
calls for a Royal Commission? If the blunders the Government has made had been made by
a Liberal Government or by a coalition Government, would members opposite be sitting on
this side saying nothing, or would they be calling for a Royal Commission? Of course they
would be calling for a Royal Commission.

Mr Minson: If they did not, they would be negligent indeed.

Mr WATT: Of course. That shows the hypocrisy of those who sit opposite and who are
refusing calls for a Royal Commission. The failure of the Government to seek an
independent inquiry in which such things as the Fremantle Gas and Coke Company deal, the
Midland abattoir sale, the St George's Terrace property deals, which were absolutely
scandalous, the petrochemical deals, and the many other excursions into and flirtations with
big business, are a national disgrace and need investigation. Western Australians are asking
me, and also through the opinion pages. and I am sure they are asking Government members
the same, "Just how much money have we lost?' They are asking: Where has the money
gone? Who is responsible? Is any of it recoverable? If so, how much? What steps are
being taken or should be taken to begin recovery proceedings? H-as anyone been criminally
negligent? Are charges to be laid? The list of questions goes on. All we have is the
McCusker inquiry looking into the collapse of Rothwells. We are told by the Government
that that inquiry should proceed before any other action is taken. That is hopelessly
inadequate.

I am aware that none of us particularly likes opinion polls, especially if they do not favour
our point of view. However, if one acknowledges that polls and opinion sampling give some
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guide to public opinion, the recent Wescpoll gave a good guide to current thinking on this
issue. Of the people polled, 72 per cent said they wanted a Royal Commission set up to
inquire into these matters; 51 per cent of those who said they were ALP voters - not many are
left and it is about 33 per cent of the electorate - felt a Royal Commission should be set up to
inquire into the Government's losses. Why will the Government not Listen? The
Government claims that a Royal Commidssion could prejudice certain prosecutions that might
arise from the McCusker inquiry, but that inquiry is limited. In my view this Government is
completely out of touch with the people and with reality when denying the people of this
State what they have clearly asked for - a special Royal Commission established through an
Act of Parliament to inquire into the losses of the Western Australian Government.

Government members dumped their previous leader in order to present a new image to the
public and certainly the Premier's attempts to present that new image, so far as they have
gone, are commendable. I believe the new Premier is an honest person who has a genuine
desire to clean up the mess she has partly inherited. However, I remind the Premier that she
was part of the decision-making process, and that she was a member of the Cabinet which
either made or approved those decisions. Not one of the members who made those
economically delinquent decisions, which have become known as WA Inc, has clean hands.
The nearest one might get is the Minister for Mines, the member for Geraldton, who on one
occasion tried to dissociate himself from the acts of his colleagues in a report which appeared
in The Geraldton Guardian. Unfortunately he, too, was part of the decision-making process
and as a result he is as guilty as the rest. The Premier has made all the right noises about
accountability but she has not delivered the goods. The editorial in the WA Business World
of 24 April commented very succinctly on the Premier's address to the Press Club, which she
described as the most important speech of her life. The editorial suggested that her political
honeymoon had come to an end. In the Premier's speech she attempted to outline her agenda
for the Government and the article stated -

For an audience, made up of a few journalists and almost every conceivable lobby
group in town, there was something for everyone.

It continues -

While the address covered wide ground, there was a feeling that some of the really
big issues had been bypassed.

No mention was made of the location of the next power station or whether it would
be privately or publicly funded. No mention was made of how the State will cope
financially if the Bond Corporation succeeds in its damages claim over the failed
petrochemical project.

No exciting vision was proffered for the development of Western Australia over the
1990s, other than a predictable "development must be sustainable" and a rather tired
.we need to diversify.'

It is issues such as these that will dominate political and economic life in the early
1990s. And the early 1990s are going to be tough for Western Australia. Certainly
things are going to be far harder than one might infer from the tone and content of the
Premier's speech.

Mr Shave: Do you realise that even if the Government is successful in its action against
Bond Corporation, there is a strong possibility that there will be no money there anyway?
Mr WATT: Yes, I do and I think the Government also realises it. It is probably scared stiff.

I think the author of that editorial was correct, and certainly things are already tough. In
order to pay for the mistakes the Premier and her colleagues have made, already more
cutbacks have been made than at pruning time in a vineyard. To date amendments to the
Address-in-Reply have focused on such issues as health and education, which are extremely
important and which take a very large slice of the Budget.

I spoke to an engineer from the Main Roads Department and asked how much road should be
rebuilt in his region each year to maintain a good road network. He said that 40 kilometres
of new road should be built each year.

The question was prompted because he said in reply to an earlier question that funding was
very tight. I asked how much new road was currently being built and the Minister provided

1017



the figure of 10 kilometres a year. It can be seen that the 40 kilometres a year needed to keep
the road system up to scratch will soon become 50 kilormetres, 60 kilometres, 70 kilometres
and so on. If those figures are multiplied by the number of Main Roads Department districts
in this State, it can be seen chat a huge problem will be encountered with road construction to
catch up the backlog.

All members will have examples of capital works in their electorates which have been stalled
and where further problems of catch-up will be encountered in the future. I shall give some
examples. Four years ago in my electorate a program of refurbishment was commenced at
the Albany Regional Hospital. I suppose members are tired of hearing about that hospital,
just as they may be tired of hearing the member for Vasse talk about the Margaret River
Hospital. However, those hospitals are of great concern. It was planned to refurbish the
hospital in three stages; stages 1 and 2 initially, to be followed on completion by stage 3. It
should come as no surprise to members to team that stage 3 was not comrmenced, and still
has not been.

Mir Blaikie: Was the announcement made prior to an election?

Mr WATT: Prior to the election in January 1989. However, in reply to a question I asked
recently, I was advised by the Minister for Health that in approximately three years - the
period during which the refurbishing had been delayed - the estimated cost had blown out
from $4 million to $6 million. In that three-year period it had increased by 50 per cent.
Despite repeated promises and assurances that the work would be done, no commencement
date has yet been given. Who knows what the final date will be, and I imagine the catch-up
cost will be horrendous.

I want to use another example to illustrate how the financial dilemma facing this State is
hurting ordinary people at very dawn to earth levels. Far the past 15 years a group of
Christian women from all over the State has been holding an interdenominational camp at
Camp Quaramup in Albany, which is owned by the Department for Sport and Recreation. It
is sponsored by an organisation called Christian Women Communicating International. This
year about 110 women attended. That was slightly over capacity and the group was told that
next year it must restrict its numbers to the physical capacity of the camp. My mother and
wife have attended these camps and [ know that they are enjoyed and appreciated by those
who take past. In the past the organising commitrtee has paid a $ 100 deposit to book the
camp site; last year the deposit increased to $200. That was bad enough, but it was
acceptable. One can imagine the surprise of that group this year when it received a booking
form asking for a deposit of $600. There can be only one explanation; the Government
wants to hold as much cash as possible for as long as possible to earn as much interest as
possible to offset its losses. Who will keep the $100 interest earned on the $600? We all
know the answer. It will be the Government. I ask the Government to reconsider this silly
move and to restore the deposit required fat bookings at Camp Quararnup to a sensible and
reasonable level. This camp is used by charity and community groups and schools. If
schools and other groups of that type must pay that level of deposit it is a matter of robbing
Peter to pay Paul - a Caesar to Caesar approach - which is plain silly. I hope some good
sense will prevail in this area.

Another area of difficulty relates to a group of people in Albany known as the Crisis Agency
far Sexual Abuse. Some time ago a lady camre to my office to discuss sexual abuse in the
Albany area. She had observed a situation involving sexual abuse which led her to realise
that not only were a majority of people in the community blissfully ignorant about the
subject, but also it was more prevalent than generally presumed.

[ have given these people as much support as possible but they are in desperate need of help.
Through the efforts of the local people, working countless hours on a voluntary basis, at
considerable personal cost, a crisis agency was created and has been operating for three
years. During that period the agency has helped 868 people - an average of 290 people a
year, or 24 people a month. Not all people who have been helped have been sexually
abused; in some cases they have been associated with the families. These people provide a
telephone and a home counselling service. They have became well known, and the more
they become known the more they have calls on their time. It has become almost impossible
for them to keep up with the siruation. People who use the service have been both male and
female; the victims of sexual abuse have been 75 per cent female and the offenders have
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been 75 per cent male. The people who use the group come from all over the place but the
majority come from Albany. People from Bunbwry and Esperance have requested assistance,
and one contact came from Adelaide. When people go to an agency of this type, they feel
comfortable so they are prepared to travel long distances or make long-distance contacts.

I raise this issue today because the agency faces a crisis situation; it needs financial
assistance to be able to continue. Members may ask why is it necessary to have this type of
agency. Why is it not possible for the Department for Commuunity Services to provide such a
service? The people at the crisis centre claim that DCS can react to a situation of physical
violence but not where sexual abuse occurs, so the answer is that these people have nowhere
else to go. It is also true to say that the clients want to consult an independent agency, not a
Government department, and one in which they have complete confidence. If they do not
have this feeling of confidence, and cannot expect confidentiality, they will not go anywhere
and that is far worse, [ do not wish to make any reflection on the staff of the Department for
Community Services because they have been very helpful. It is a very sensitive issue where
people must have confidence in the agency.

The crisis group has raised an amount in the order of $10 000 in three years, mostly through
its fundraising efforts. However, currently the money has almost run out. On occasions, the
volunteers use their own finiance for which they receive no reimbursement; they do not take
any money from the funds raised in a voluntary way. Last year the group received $5 000.
However, recently the group was able to employ three young Aboriginal women with the
help of Federal Government funding. That helped a great deal to keep the records up to date,
but what annoys the agency - and I have not confirmed this information - is that a similar
group in Geraldton has received $50 000 a year for three years through the Health
Department. Another group in Hunbury has also received $50 000 a year to employ one and
a half full-time equivalent people funded partially by the Health Department, the Department
for Community Services and some other sources. I ask the Government to give serious
consideration to offering some financial assistance to the crisis group. I do not think the
group wants anything like $50 000 a year.

Mr D.L. Smith: I was not present for the beginning of the member's comments. To which
group is the member referring?

Mr WATTr: The Crisis Agency for Sexual Abuse in Albany. If the Government can Find
funds for worthwhile projects - and this is a worthwhile project - and if it is correct that funds
have been found for similar situations in Bunbury and Geraldton, the structure is in place.
All we want is a fair go.

Mr D.L. Smith: The group received some sexual abuse money last year.

Mr WATT: [ have stated that the group received $5 000 last year. No doubt it came from
the source referred to by the Minister. I have also stated that DCS has been helpful in that it
has provided accommodation in the form of a room. The department has also helped
occasionally with telephone bills; it has done its best and my comments do not reflect on
DCS staff. The group falls somewhere between Health Department assistance and DCS
assistance, so it is not eligible for funding. The matter needs sorting out.
Another area of financial difficulty not entirely caused by the Federal Government relates to
the airline pilots' dispute. The State Government might be able to assist. An Albany motel
proprietor approached me recently because he was feeling the pinch as a result of the dispute.
He provided details of coach cancellations representing 720 bed nights, worth $36 720.
Those figures apply to actual coach trips cancelled. However, 288 bed nights at partially
reduced rates resulted in further losses amounting to $14 688. The tour company with which
the motel proprietor deals almost exclusively has faced horrendous additional costs, and
rather than charging extra fares or fees, or chartering planes or buses, to accommodate the
people who had made bookings, the company asked the contract motels to accept a $ 10 drop
in the per night charge for a room. Of course, the motels had no alternative but to accept.
T'hat resulted in a further $9 600 loss. Those amounts total a loss of just over $61 000 - a lot
of money. To be fair, the motel proprietor would have had savings as a result of the reduced
activity in perhaps staff payments, because most staff were casual, and reduced power and
laundry bills. He estimates those savings were in the order of $15 000. So from one source
alone he could positively identify $46 000 lost during the dispute.
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Whatever it is called, a strike or a dispute, it was no more the motel proprietor's fault than
mine. He has been under great financial pressure as he has a big investment in his mote]. He
is very worried. He has budgeted around his income and expenditure, but his income is
down and his expenditure is not.

T'he Government should provide temporary relief to people in similar circumstances to him
and who operate bona fide tourist enterprises to help them ride out their cash crises because
they are otherwise viable businesses and will soon recover. In the meantime they need
interest rate relief and if chat were provided they would be in a position to go to their bank
and arrange additional finance to carry them, in this difficult time, through the next couple of
years. If it was good enough for the Federal Government to give relief to the airlines in
circumstances about which many people were critical, it is appropriate that some help be
given to other elements of the tourist industry who were victims of the situation which
confronted the industry through absolutely no fault of their own.

In her speech to the Perth Press Club the Premier made several comments about the
environment. Commendable though her stated intentions might be, the performances of the
Government do not, in some areas, match the rhetoric. I refer particularly to the decision of
the Minister to approve a housing development over part of the Jandakot mound at east
T'homnsons Lake because it was, at the very least, a remarkable, if not dubious, decision. I
appreciated the comments made earlier in this debate by the member for Warren when he
said what I wanted to say and I will not canvass the issue at great length. It is interesting that
the Minister approved a proposal for residential development over a very important water
resource while the Minister for Water Resources is clearly of a different opinion. I find it
absolutely amnazig that the Minister who on various occasions has rubbished the Opposition
for trying to give the Environmental Protection Authority independence and not, as he
suggests, crying to dismantle it should ignore the advice it gives. His assertions in this area
are blatantly dishonest and are no more than a sycophantic antempt to woo the green vote. If
members look up the meaning of the word sycophantic they will see it has many uses if
applied to members on the other side of the House.

It is a pleasure To see the positive ideas being put forward in the environmental debate.
Another idea which has been put forward to enhance the environment is the promotion of
environmentally friendly products by use of the green spot campaign. It has obvious merit
and I hope this method of advertising will become widely used as soon as possible. Recently
[ became aware of the production of mercury-free batteries. In fact, in February I received a
Press release from Eveready Australia Pry Ltd promoting its batteries and I[was approached
also by a company called Varta which makes batteries which have many benefits. Not only
are they mercury-free, but also it is claimed they have a 10 per cent longer life span than
other batteries, are cheaper and have a wide range of benefits. It is interesting that when that
company approached the State Goverrnent to ask it to consider using its product because of
the price advantage, which [ thought would have been at-tractive to the Government, and
because of the environmental aspects, the Government did not jump at it. I intend to
approach the Goverrnent about this matter later.

I refer now to the establishment of an AIDS drop-in centre or day care centre at 257 Walcott
Street. This proposal generated a great deal of publicity and has been hotly debated by the
Perth City Council. I became interested in the proposal because one of the adjoining
properties is owned by one of my constituents. It was obviously intended to quietly slip the
approval through and have it signed, sealed and delivered before anyone had a chance to
object to it. Quite by chance people became aware of what was happening and they objected
to it. My constituent was extremely angry and was upset that this was done without any
attempt to consult with the adjoining landowners. It is not unreasonable for people to have a
fear about such a centre. A fear of the unknown is a legitimate fear and they had concerns, in
addition to health concerns, about inadequate parking, property values and future leasing
prospects. It is interesting that when the proposal was debated by the Perth City Council it
was defeated despite the fact that it had been heavily pushed by Cr Michelle Roberts. Within
a few days of the proposal being defeated an appeal was lodged with the Minister for
Planning and it was upheld. It transpires that Cr Michelle Roberts works on the Minister for
Planning's staff and, in my opinion, that represents a gross conflict of interest. A declaration
of pecuniary interest on matters of this nature should be made by local government
councillors. I would like to say more about this subject, but my time has nearly expired.
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I conclude by putting on the record my appreciation for the services rendered to the Shire of
Albany by Mr H-anry Riggs who has recently retired after representing the community of that
shire for almost 40 yeas During that time he has been a councillor and shire president and
he is probably an institution in local government circles. While I did not always agree with
everything he said and he did not agree with everything I said, I have enjoyed his friendship
and loyalty. There is no question that, if nothing else, he has given almost a lifetime of
dedicated service to that authority, the like of which is rarely seen. His dedication and
commitment to the shire should be applauded by members of this House and he should be
congratulated for the worthwhile contribution he has made.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Hassell.

SPEAKER - ILLNESS
Good Wishes

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): Before I take questions without notice I take this
opportunity to express my thanks to those members who sent me their good wishes and
flowers while I was indisposed last week and this week. I thank also the person - I do not
know who it was - who sent me the Garfield colouring-in book.

[Questions without notice taken.J

House adjourned at 6.03 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN - ACCOLJNTABIL1TY
Taxpayers - Auditor General's 1990 Report

60. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware that the Auditor General has expressed the view in his
1990 report that Ministers should have a responsibility to the taxpayers that is
similar to the fiduciary responsibility of company directors to their
shareholders?

(2) Will the Government be implementing this proposal in the current session of
Parliament?

(3) If not, why not?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2)-(3)
The Auditor General expressed a general view on ministerial responsibilities,
it was not a recommendation. His recommendation, which the Government
supports, relates to the recommendations of the Standing Committee on
Government Agencies on the Statutory Corporations (Directors' Liability)
Bill.

EDWARDS, MR KEVIN - LLOYD, MR TONY
Government Employment

78. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) Is the Government or any of its agencies employing directly or indirectly
Mr Tony Lloyd or Mr Kevin Edwards as a consultant to the Government or
any of its agencies?

122) If so. what are the details of those consultancies, including the remuneration
paid and to be paid?

(3) When will those consultancies end?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Not to my knowledge.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

SCHOOLS - PARENTS
Government Payments

83. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:
(1) Why were payments to parents in respect of the attendance of their children at

schools sent our during the Federal election campaign from the Premier's
office with individualised letters?

(2) Why were these payments not made at the immediate commencement of the
school year when parents were burdened with the cost of purchasing school
books, uniforms, etc?

(3) Why were the payments accompanied in each case by a letter from the
Premier and not made by way of distribution through the school principals?

(4) Did the Premier's department obtain from private schools the names and
addresses of all the parents of children at private schools to facilitate the
dispatch of these letters?

(5) Is the Premier aware of complaints that such conduct amounted to a breach of
privacy?

(6) What was the total cost, including staff time, printing, stationery and
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computer costs, of the dispatch of the cheques to parents using the method
adopted?

(7) Does the Premier accept that the distribution of the cheques could have been
completed at a considerable saving in cost by being carried out
administratively through schools?

(8) How many staff were used to do the job?
(9) Was the Premier seeking to use her position as Premier to obtain political

advantage?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(I) Prior to the Federal election being announced, the State Government advised
parents that, as part of the Family Pledge, direct payments would be
forwarded throughout March and April 1990 to assist families.

(2) Actual enrolments were needed at the start of the school year to ensure correct
amounts were paid to those entitled to receive them.

(3) Answered by (1).
(4) No.

(5) Answered by (4).

(6) The exercise has not been fmnalised as all relevant accounts have not yet been
received by the Ministry of Education. It is envisaged that the total cost will
be in the vicinity of $278 000.

(7) Detailed costirigs of other methods have not been done in view of the answer
to (1) above.

(8) At its peak, 44 additional personnel were employed to support the ministry's
central office staff. In addition, schools were provided with half a day's
administrative relief per 100 students.

(9) No.
SCHOOLS - ASBESTOS REMOVAL

166. Mr COURT to the Minister for Education:
(1) How many schools in Western Australia have asbestos being removed?

(2) How many schools have had asbestos removed?

(3) How many still need asbestos removed?
(4) Was an inquiry carried out on the removal of asbestos from the Mt Lawley

Primary School?
(5) If yes, what were the results of that inquiry?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) There have been no records kept of the number of schools in which asbestos

has been removed.

(2)-(3)
As above, no records are available.

(4) Yes.
(5) The project involving the asbestos building was not one arranged or organised

by the Building Management Authority or the Ministry of Education. It is
understood that the contractor did contact officers from DOHSWA prior to
undertaking the work and advised the principal of the school accordingly. It
is a major concern that the work then proceeded without the necessary
precautions being taken. It is believed that once this mailer was brought to
the attention of the Ministry of Education, the Building Management
Authority and DOlS WA, all further work was undertaken in accordance with
the stipulated requirements and procedures.



EDWARDS, MR KEVIN - LLOYD, MR TONY
Consultants - Government Employment

251. Mr COURT to the Premier

(1) Has the Government been using any consultants aver the past year that
employ Mr Kevin Edwards or Mir Tony Lloyd?

(2) If yes, what are the consultancies. involved.

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

The Government is not in a position to know whether its cons ultants may
employ other consultants, and there may be no good reason why the
Government should know unless there is a potential conflict of interest.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION - MINISTERIAL
RESPONSIBILITY

Treasurer's Accountability
356. Mr TRENORDEN to the Treasurer:

(1) Notwithstanding that the Treasurer has transferred the Treasurer's
responsibilities for the State Governmuent Insurance Commission to the
Minister for Finance and Economic Development, does the Treasurer still
accept that the Treasurer is accountable to this Parliament for the exercise of
those powers and responsibilities specified as the Treasurer's under the State
Government Insurance Commission Act 1986?

(2) If not, who is accountable to this Parliament for the exercise of the Treasurer's
starutory powers?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Not applicable.

TANNERY - CAPEL
Government Assistance

361. Mr COURT 'to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Will the Government be providing any financial assistance to the company it
.has supported to build a new tannery at Cape I?

(2) If yes, to what extent will this company receive financial support?

(3) What moneys have been paid to date?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) This question has been answered in detail on previous occasions - refer
question 1658 of 14 November 1989.

(2)-(3)
Refer to question 1658 of 14 November 1989.

SCHOOLS - WAGES
Payment Times - Clerical Assistants, Cleaners, Gardeners

439. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Education:

(1) How long should it take for a clerical assistant to be paid for casual work in a
school?

(2) What is the time specified for payment of wages in the following school
awards -

(a) cleaners;

(b) clerical assistants;

(c) gardeners?
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Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) Payments for casual work are made as rapidly as possible. The period
involved will vary from case to case depending upon such factors as the
following -

(a) the promptness with which details are forwarded from the school to
central office;

(b) whether the advice is processed at central office in time to meet the
deadline for the next pay run; and

(c) the time consumed by mail services in both directions.

(2) Cleaners, gardeners - wages staff - and clerical assistants - ministerial - are al
paid by the same process and salary system. The awards these employees are
under do not stipulate a specified time for payment. Only rates of pay are
mentioned in these awards. The answer to (1) also relates to this question.

GOLD - AUSTRAUIAN NUGGET BULLION COIN SERIES
Government Sale Losses

448. Mr COURT to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) What losses has the Government incurred in selling the Australian Nugget
bullion coin series since its inception?

(2) When is it anticipated it will start making profits?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

1 am advised by GoldCorp Australia that it is misleading to assign separate
precise dollar values to the outcomes of the marketing of the proof and bullion
versions of the Australian Nugget gold coins because they are two parts of a
single gold coin program in which the two versions of the coin are marketed
together for their mutual benefit. For example, it is difficult to allocate the
costs of overseas representation and maintaining the headquarters office on
other than an arbitrary notional basis.

The difficulty in accurately allocating some costs between parts of the
precious metal coin programs was compounded in 1988-89 by the
introduction of proof and bullion versions of the Australian Koala platinum
coin and the Holey Dollar and Dump silver coin set and in 1989-90 by the
introduction of the Australian Kookaburra silver bullion coin.

GoldCorp Australia advises me it believes the only precise measure of the
outcome of the Nugget and other programs is to look at the profit and loss
outcome for GoldCorp Australia as a whole. In 1986-87 the organisation
reported a profit of $2.7 million; in 1987-88 it incurred a loss of $1.9 million:
and in 1988-89 it made a profit of $0.84 million. It expects to record a profit
again in 1989-90.
The Government regards this as a most satisfactory outcome because when
GoldCorp launched the Nugget program in April 1987 it was expected that it
would take three to five years to begin breaking even. This progress has been
achieved despite the period since 1987 having been the most depressed
environment for precious metals investment for many years.

Having said that, GoldCorp advises that in broad terms the reason it has been
able to record profits earlier than expected is more because of the perfornance
of its numismatic products - proof Nuggets, proof Koalas, the Holey Dollar
and Dump - than the bullion products. However, the bullion Nugget has
increased its market share every year since its launch and will record its best
ever figures in 1989-90.
If the member's question is prompted by a recent article in The Australian
Financial Review, the above information was provided to the newspaper but
was not all included in the subedited version of the story published.
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STAMP DUTY - PAYMENT DELAYS
449. Mr COURT to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Is it correct that there are long delays involved with people paying their stamp
duty?

(2) If yes, what are the reasons for these delays?

(3) What steps axe being taken to overcome them?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Ther have been delays.
(2) The Comnmissioner of Stare Taxation reports that the problem has largely been

brought about by a high level of staff resignations and vacancies caused by
promotions to positions outside the stamp duty assessing branch. The
problem has also been exacerbated by a high number of absences on sick
leave as well as absences due to annual and long service leave.

(3) The State Taxation Department -

(a) has instituted an intensive training program for assessors;

Cb) maintains a 24 hour assessing facility whereby stamping within 24
hours is guaranteed in respect of land conveyances and other routine
documents which are lodged on a prepaid basis;, a 24 hour postal
service has similarly been established;

(c) operates procedures under which immediate attention is given to
assessments required urgently;

(d) has been reviewing assessing arrangements to ascertain whether new
procedures could be instituted which would provide greater
convenience for the public; to this end, departmental officers met
recently with representatives of the Settlement Agents Association to
discuss its members' particular needs.

TOWNS - MARILLANA CREEK
New Town Plans

452. Mr COURT to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) At what stage are the Governmnrt's plans to locate a new town near Maria
Creek north west of Newman?

(2) Who will be responsible for the construction and operation of this town?

Mr TAYLOR replied;

(t) The Government has undertaken prelimin~ary studies of potentially suitable
townsite locations in the central Harnersley Range area and prepared a
conceptual townsite layout plan far one of the sites near Marilana Creek.

(2) If it is decided that a town is required in the area to serve iron ore
developments and other potential uses - and such a decision has not been
made - it is likely that the town will be a "normaE' or "open" town developed
in a similar way to Karratha by relevant State and local government agencies-

FERT ILISER - WESTRAIL
Delivery Backlog

461. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is the Minister aware that there is a backlog of 20 000 tonnes of fertiliser to be
transported by Westrail, delaying seeding operations?

(2) Is the Minister aware that Westrail has withdrawn its bagged feniliser
service?

(3) What additional cost will this impose on those farmers who require this
product and will now have to have it delivered by road?
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(4) Can the Minister assure the House that measures will be taken in future years
to ensure that -

(a) Westrail gives adequate notice to farmers of its timetable regarding the
shipping of fertiliser,

(b) the bagging service is restored as soon as possible?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) Although there was a backlog of 20 000 tonnes of April bulk fertiliser orders
following the engine drivers' stoppage, this has been cleared and it is
anticipated that all May orders will be delivered this month.

(2) Yes. CSBP and Farmers Ltd and Westrail agreed that dedication of
Westrail's resources to clearance of the backlog of 20 000 tonnes of bulk
fertiliser would benefit the majority of farmers. Bagged fertiliser niot
delivered in April amounted to 600 tonnes.

(3) Uniform charges do not apply to the transport of bagged fertilisers by rail and
road. I understand the average cost will not increase.

(4) (a) I am advised that Westrail and bulk fertiliser service contractors
regularly review the procedure for advising farmers, of the arrival of
fertiliser. If climatic or other influences cause variations to a delivery
program the bulk fertiliser service contractors and farmers are advised
and the deliveries are rescheduled with priority. This enables farmers
to make alternative transport arrangements if required.

(b) Orders for rail delivery of bagged fendiliser will now be accepted for
delivery in June.

JUVENILE OFFENDERS - "YOUTHS BLAMED FOR SPENDING SPREE" REPORT
Charges

490. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Justice:

(1) Has the Minister seen or had drawn to his attention a report in The West
Australian of 9 May 1990 under the heading "Youths blamed for spending
spree"?

(2) What charges have been lad?
(3) How many of each is attributable to each juvenile?

(4) How old is each juvenile?

(5) When will the charges be finally disposed of by the Children's Court?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) 2 x stealing and receiving.
4 x unlawful drive motor vehicle.
4 x receiving.

(3) Two youths each charged -
1 x stealing and receiving.
2 x unlawful drive motor vehicle.

Four youths each charged -
I x receiving.

(4) One is 14 years of age.
Two are 15 years of age.
Two are 16 years of age.
One is 17 years of age.

(5) Not known at ts tune.
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JUVENILE OFFENDERS - "POLICE CRACK JUVENILE GANG' REPORT
Charges

491. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Justice:

(1) Has the Mlinister seen or had drawn to his attention a report in The West
Australian of 8 May 1990 under the heading "Police crack juvenile gang"?

(2) What are the 191 charges laid?

(3) How many of each is attributable to each juvenile?
(4) How old is each juvenile?

(5) When will the charges be heard, and in what court or courts?

(6) If convicted, is it likely that some of the juveniles will spend time in
Longmnore, as reported?

(7) What other sentence options are available?

(8) What other institutional placement -is available?

(9) What proportion of the inmates of Longmore spend long stays there?

(10) Did all alleged offences rake place in Karratha?

(11) Is that the normal place of residence of the juveniles?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) At this time 118 charges have been laid -
33 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
20 x. break enter and steal
19 x break enter with intent
19x. stealing
16 x damage
3 x. assault
3 x. interfering with pants of motor vehicle
I x on premises without law ful excuse
1 x escape legal custody
t x false name
2 x fail to appear

(3) First juvenile
8 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
6 x break enter and steal
I x stealing

Second juvenile
8 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
6 x break enter and steal
3 x break enter with intent
3 x stealing
4 x damage
I x interfering with parts of motor vehicle

Third juvenile
8 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
5 x break enter and steal
4 x break enter with intent
5 x stealing
4 x damage
I x fail to appear
I x on premises without lawfu excuse

Fourth juvenile
5 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
I x break enter and steal
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5 x break enter with intent
4 x stealing
5 x damage
1 x escape legal custody
I x interfering with parts of motor vehicle

Fifth juvenile
I x break enter with intent

Sixth juvenile
2 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
2 x break enter with intent
2 xstealing
I x damage
I x assault
I x false name

Seventh juvenile
2 x unlawful drive/use motor vehicle
2 x break enter and steal
4 xt break enter with intent
4 xt stealing
2 xt damage
2 xt assault
I it fail to appear
1 x interfering with parts of motor vehicle

It is also to be noted that a number of these charges relate to the same
incident; that is, if offender A steals a car and four others travel with himr they
may all be charged with unlawful use. Also if they all break into the one
home at the one time they will all be charged separately with breaking and
entering.

(4) One is 13 years of age.
Two are 14 years of age.
Three are 15 years of age.
One is 16 years of age.

(5) Two have been fmialised, others on dates to be set, all at Port 1-ediand
Children's Court.

(6) It is open to the magistrate to make detention orders.

(7) For youths 16 and 17 years, imprisonment in adult prison.
For youths 17 years. adult probation with or without community service of up
to 240 hours.
Adult community service order.

For all youths -

Conditional release order
Juvenile community service order
Juvenile probation
Fine of up to $1 000 per charge
Good behaviour bond.

(8) Female juveniles Nyandi
Males 14 years and under Nyandi
Males 16 and over Riverbank
Males 16 and over Adult prison if sentenced

to imprisonment.

(9) Currently one youth on three year sentence from Supreme Court. Others on
sentences one to six months from Children's Courts.

(10-(ll)
No.
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TREASURY CORPORATION - STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Domestic and Overseas Debt

496. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Treasurer aware that in the 1989 annual report of the Western
Australian Treasury Corporation, on page 39, ir is stated that the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia owes a domestic debt to the Treasury
Corporation of $2 187 547 492 and an overseas debt of $589 872 628?

(2) What are the arrangements between SECWA and Treasury Corporation in
relation to the servicing of this debt; that is, does SECWA. remit funds to
Treaswry Corporation for the servicing and replacement of the debt or does
this come from other sources?

(3) How much was remitted by SEC WA in -

(a) interest;

(b) repayment of principle to Treasury Corporation in 1988-89 and how
much is estimated to be remitted in 1989-90?

(4) What other sources of funds were used for the servicing of the debt in
1988-89 and 1989-90, how much and for what purposes; that is, interest
payments or repayment of principle?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2)-(4)
The cost of servicing borrowings from WATC by SEC WA are funded entirely
by SEC WA.
In accordance with the SEC Act 1979, as amended, SECWA provides for the
redemption of its debt by way of sinking funds.

TRADE UNIONS - TEACHERS' UNION
Representatives

533. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Education:

(I) Does the Minister recognise either of the teachers' unions in Western
Australia as being representative of the views of teachers?

(2) If yes, which one?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(0)42)

The State School Teachers Union of Western Australia is the legally
registered body in the State Industrial Commission and therefore has the
authority to negotiate on behalf of teachers. The Ministry of Education
therefore accepts that this union represents the views of teachers in
Government schools in Western Australia.

PORTS AND HARBOURS - WATERFRONT REFORM
Cabinet Subcommittee

541. Mr COURT to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is there a Cabinet subcommittee responsible for waterfront reform?

(2) If yes, who are the members of that subcommittee?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1)-(2)
The fulfl Cabinet has this responsibility. However, initially some initiatives
will be the subject of consultation between those Ministers with most interest
in the issue, namely the Ministers for Transport, Productivity and Labour
Relations, Finance and Economic Development, Trade and Resources.
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SWAN BUILDING SOCIETY - TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY
Government Assistance

548. Mr MacKINTNON to the Premier:
Does the Premier endorse the commitment made by former Premier Brian
Burke, as stated in a media release on 19 February 1988, that 'the Stare
Government would not again provide the same assistance it gave to Swan
Building Society and Teachers Credit Society if the same circumstances rose
again in the future"?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Yes.

BUSES - RILEY ROAD-HER.ALD AVENUE SENIOR CITZENS CENTRE
Transperik Bus Schedules

555. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Transport:

(1) What current Transperth bus schedules would enable elderly residents living
in the vicinity of Riley Road, Riverton to travel by bus to the Herald Avenue
Senior Citizens Centre between 9.00 am and 4.00 pm?

(2) Is the Minister aware that a Transperth bus from Lynwood which services this
route is not suitably accessible to these residents?

(3) Is the Minister aware that these residents currently depend on a Canning City
Council bus which is only available on Mondays and alternate Thursdays, and
which must take three consecutive runs because it can only seat 18 people?

(4) Is the Minister aware that the previous rerouting of a school bus failed after a
trial period because the last pick-up timne of 2.00 pm. was too early for the
4.00 pm. closure of the centre?

(5) If the current bin schedules do not service the centre in the required hours,
would the Minister consider rescheduling to suit?

(6) If yes to (5), when?
Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) The route 175 - Perth to Willetton service travels through Riverton via Riley
Road, Corinthian Road, Leach Avenue and High Road. This provides the bus
service approximately 700 metres from the Herald Avenue Senior Citizens'
Centre. Buses are available at the following times

From Perth From Willetron

8.27 am 8.50 am
9.24 am 9.51 am

10.24 am 10.51 am
l1.24-am 11.51 am
12.24 pm 12.53 pm.

1.24 pm 1.51 pm
2.24 pm 3.23 pm.
3.14 pm

(2) The route 155 Cannington to Fremantle service which travels via Booragoon
operates through the Lynwood area via Metcalfe Road, Lynwood Avenue,
Nicholson Road, High Road and Leach Highway. In doing so it passes the
Herald Avenue Senior Citizen's Centre on High Road.

(3) Yes. The type of service provided by the Canning City Council bus to senior
citizens in the area is different from the type of service that Transperth is able
to provide. The council bus provides a door-to-door service for senior citizens
and operates on selected days and through streets that would be unsuitable for
Transperib bus operation.

(4) Transperth previously provided a special service through the Rossmoyne and
Riverton areas at 10.35 am and 2.35 pm. These times were arranged in
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conjunction with representatives from the centre. During the three months'
trial the service carried an average of less than one passenger per trip each
week. On many occasions no-one used the service.

(5) The door-to-door service required by many of the senior citizens is best
catered for by the use of community buses, which are better able to serve
individual needs.

(6) Not applicable.

TERTIARY EDUCATI1ON - TERTIARY INSTITUTIONS
Illustrative Financial Statements

557. "Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
(1) Have the illustrative financial statements for tertiary institutions developed by

Treasury and circulated to each institution for consideration and comment,
with a view to adopting a standard form of reporting commencing with the
1990 academic year, now been endorsed for implementation?

(2) If not, when can we expect this arrangement to be completed?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(l)-2)
Treasury, in consultation with the WA Office of Higher Education.
universities, WACAE and regional colleges, is in the final stages of
developing accrual based financial statement formats to be adopted by the
tertiary bodies for annual reporting under the Financial Administration and
Audit Act. While the formats are planned to commence in 1990, the
requirements to further develop recording and reporting systems within the
tertiary bodies is expected to delay implementation of full accrual reporting
by all tertiary bodies until the 1991 academ-ic year.
PARLIAMNTARY COMMSSION - NEW LEGISLATION

560- Mr COWAN to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

(1) Is the Minister aware that his colleague, the Minister for Productivity and
Labour Relations, intervened on behalf of the State Government in a hearing
before the Industrial Relations Commissiori on 17 March 1989 to argue that
the hearing of an application for a parliamentary employees award be delayed
because the Government was going to introduce legislation to establish a
parliamentary conmmission?

(2) Is the Government still intending to introduce such legislation?

(3) If yes to (2), when?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(l)-(2)
Yes.

(3) The Bill to establish a parliamentary commission is being drafted at the
Parliamentary Counsel's office. It is intended to introduce the Bill as soon as
practicable after drafting has been final ised.

SHEEP - MUTTON
Asian Market

562. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(I) What steps has the Minister taken to explore the possibility of marketing
mutton in Asian countries?

(2) Can the Minister outline for the House his efforts in the above matter?

(3) Can the Minister indicate which countries he has approached, and how his
submissions were received?

(4) Based upon the Minister's approaches to Asian countries, can he inform the
House of the value of the Asian mutton market to the Western Australian
economy?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1.) Exploration of particular markets for meat in Asian countries is largely in the

hands of private sector processors and exporters. The Australian Meat and
Livestock Corporation has the major responsibility, under a mandate from the
industry, for overall strategies for development of mutton export markers.
Austrade services inquiries from potential buyers, puts them in touch with
potential exporters, and helps them export, on a continuing basis. Collectively
the above groups carry the major responsibility for expanding present, and
exploring new, markets.

(2) In a direct sense, the Government supports exploration of expanded markets
for mutton through its involvement in the Western Australian Meat Marketing
Corporation, which is constantly on the lookout for new markets. The
Government recently commissioned a study on the manufacture and export of
pet food with specific attention to mutton and Asian markets. The results of
this study are being assessed. As part of my "3D)" approach to industry
analysis, mutton is receiving special attention. This approach brings all
participants in the industry together and provides a framework for
consultation and resolution of problems which may be holding an industry
back.

(3) Asian countries approached directly by Government officers or through joint
private industry/Government missions in recent months are Japan, South
Korea, Taiwan, China, Brunei, Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam and
Indonesia. Mutton is not a traditional food in most of Asia and considerable
barriers must be overcome to expand markets. In some markets it is used
mostly as a filler meat in the fast food and smallgoods industries.

(4) The value of exports of mutton from Western Australia to Asian markets in
1988-89 was $14.4 million.

SCHOOL-S - SPECIAL EDUCATION FACILITIES
565. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Education:

(1) What proportion of students in Western Australian schools are provided with
special education facilities?

(2) What is the level of need for these facilities?

(3) What proportion of students with special education needs are integrated into
classrooms without special support?

(4) (a) How many high schools in Western Australia have special education
facilities;

(b) how many do not have these facilities?

(5) (a) How many primary schools have special education facilities;

(b) how many do not have such facilities?

(6) Would the Minister provide a breakdown of the foregoing answers in terms
of -

(a) metropolitan schools;

(b) schools in non-metropolitan townships of city status;

(c) all other schoois?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(L) 1.4 per cent in Government schools.

(2) Definitions of need vary. The educational needs of most students are met by
their local school with support, where necessary, from district and central
offices.

(3) A proportion is not calculated because students requiring additional help with
their education at some stage are not labelled "special education" for the
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purposes of statistical returns where their needs are met by generic
educational services.

(4) The following statistics are derived from first semester census returns for
Government schools and exclude reading clinics and education support
schools which cater for children from many schools.

(a) 43.
(b) 50.

(5) (a) 119.
(b) 483.

(6) (a) Twenty-eight metropolitan high schools have education support
facilities and 30 do not. Sixty-nine metropolitan primary schools have
education support facilities and 233 do not.

(b) Four high schools in non-metropolitan townships of city status have
-education support facilities and two do not. Ten primary schools in

non-metropolitan townships of city status have education support
facilities and 11I do not.

(c) Eleven high schools in non-metropolitan areas have education support
facilities and 18 do not. Forty-one primary schools in non-
metropolitan areas have education support facilities and 239 do not.

WA INC - ROYAL COMISSION
Premier's Stance

577. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:

(1) What is the Premier's stance in relation to a Royal Commission on the
activities known as WA Inc?

(2) Specifically what kind of Royal Commrission would the Premier contemplate,
and -
(a) would it be a special Royal Commission under legislation, or one

appointed by Government under the existing Act;

(b) would its termns of reference cove r past suspect bus iness act iv ities;

(c) would it cover only the petrochemical deal and the Rothwells rescue?

(3) By what date will a decision be made?

(4) Will the Premier confer with the Opposition parties on -

(a) the terms of reference;

(b) the commissioner;

and agree these matters before proceeding?

(5) If the Government is prepared to agree to a Royal Commuission to consider the
business activities of the Stare Government Insurance Commission, the Rural
and Industries Bank of Western Australia and the Government Employees
Superannuation Board, and past deals such as the Argyle diamond deal, the
Mdland abattoir deal and the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co deal, on what
grounds does the Premier refuse to proceed now given that none of these
matters is the subject of current criminal prosecutions or investigation by
McCusker, QC beyond any peripheral touching of Rothwells?

(6) What matters will be considered and taken into account when the MeCusker
Rotliwells inquiry is completed?

(7) Will the results of that inquiry be made public?

(8) If not, will the Premier be asking the public to take on trust the Premier's
assessment of the need for a Royal Commission in the light of that report?

(9) What matters specifically are presently within the contemplation of the
Premier as needing the examination of a Royal Commission?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

I refer the member to question without notice 1 of Tuesday, I May 1990.

1-YDROGEOLOGY SLUBCOMMITTEE - GEOLOGICAL SURVEY LIA.iSON
COMMTE

Members
579. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Mines:

(1) Who are the members of the hydrogeology subcommittee of the geological
survey liaison committee?

(2) What are their qualifications and what Government departments, agencies or
private organisations do they represent?

Mr CARR replied:

(10)42)
The members and organisations represented on the hydrogeology
subcommittee of the geological survey liaison committee are -

Dr P.E. Playford (Chairman), Director, Geological Survey of
WA (Mines Department)

Dr A.E. Cockbain (Secretary), Assistant Director, Geological
Survey of WA

Dr A.D. Allen Supervising Geologist Hydrogeouogy Section
Geological Survey of WA

Mr H. Ventriss Manager, Groundwater Branch, Water
Authority of WA

Dr R. Nulsen Principal Research Officer, Salinity and
Hydrogeology Research Branch, Department
of Agriculture

Mr R. Wade Director, Planning Group, Department of
Resources Development

Dr C. Barber Acting Assistant Chief, Division of Water
Resources CSIRO

Mr P. Wharton Rockwater Groundwater Consultants -
representing International Association of
Hydrogeologists

Prof C. Powell Professor of Geology, University of Western
Australia

Dr T. Powell Chief, Division of Continental Geology,
Bureau of Mineral Resources

Mr C.C. Sanders Director, Environmental Investigations
Division, Environmental Protection
Authority

Mr G. Meyer Senior Geologist, Western Mining
Corporation, representing Chamber of Mines
and Energy

Mr K. Morgan K.H. Morgan & Associates, Geological
Consultants representing Association of
Mining and Exploration Companies

All the members have degrees in geology, engineering, or agricultural
science.



GROUND WATER - ASSESSMENT PROGRAM
Federal Funding

580. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Mines:

(1) When did the Commonwealth Government cease to jointly fumnd the Western
Australian ground water assessment program?

(2) What was the reason given for discontinuing the funding?

(3) Has the Government made representations in Canberra to recommence
Federal funding for this purpose?

(4) If answer to (3) is yes, what were the results of such representations?

(5) If answer to (3) is no, why did the Government not make representation?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) 1986.

(2) Need for general spending cuts.

(3) Yes.

(4) Unsuccessful.
(5) Not applicable.

SULPHUR DIOXIDE - ATMOSPHERE
Kalgoorlie Region

583. Mr McNEE to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) What is the current annual output of sulphur dioxide by industry in the
Kalgoorlie region?

(2) What is this figure expected to increase to over the next five years?

(3) Is the Minister aware that Kalgoorlie will shortly become the largest source of
sulphur dioxide in the world?

(4) Is the Minister aware that low levels of atmospheric sulphur dioxide can cause
substantial reduction in wheat yield?

(5) Is the Minister aware that the prevailing winds from Kalgoorlie are towards
the wheatbelt?

(6) In its bulletin 396 of August 1989, did the Environmental Protection
Authority give approval for the expansion of the Gidji Roaster, thereby
doubling its sulphur dioxide output?

(7) In the lead up to this approval, did the EPA take measurements of sulphur
dioxide levels in the wheatbelt?

(8) If no to (7), why?

(9) Is the Minister aware that a major product of scrubbing roaster gases is
commercially usable sulphuric acid?

(10) Is the Minister aware that Australia imports two thirds of its sulphuric acid?

(11) Did the original plans for the Gidji Roaster approved by the EPA include
provision for scrubbers?

(12) If yes to (11), why have these not been installed?

(13) Wthat steps wil the Government take to see that the effects of sulphur dioxide
emissions from Kalgoorlie on the wheatbelt are properly researched?

(14) What steps wil the Government take to see that scrubbers or other effective
control devices are installed?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Approximately 500 oao tonnes per annumn.
(2) Approximately 600 000 tonnes per annum.
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(3) Yes.
(4) The member needs to define specifically what levels he is referring to as

"low'",

(5) Yes.

(6) Yes, the increased sulphur dioxide emission is about 70 per cent.

(7) No.

(8) Because in the view of the Environmental Protection Authority the levels of
sulphur dioxide experienced in the wheatbelt would be so low that they would
be regarded as totally insignificant as a factor in any impact on any
commercial crops.

(9) One of the scrubbing technologies available produces sulphuric acid.
(10) As far as I am aware Western Australia imports sulphuric acid to the extent of

about several hundred tonnes per year.

(11) No, but scrubbers can be retrofitted.

(12) Scrubbers were not installed as it was considered they were not justified on
environmental grounds.

(13) The company is required to investigate regional effects of sulphur dioxide
from the roaster as condition of the approval issued by the Minister for the
Environment.

(14) The same approval has clauses enabling the Minister for the Environment to
require the company to reduce or remove its sulphur dioxide emissions on
advice from the Environmental Protection Authority, If studies indicate that
sulphur dioxide is causing significant environmental effects on a regional
basis, the Government wil review its decision regarding the installation of
scrubbers at Gidji.

MIDLAND SALEYARD - FUTURE
586. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Agriculture;

(1) What is the current position with the Government's study into the Midland
saleyards and their future?

(2) When is it likely that the Government will make an announcement on the
future of the saleyards?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

I refer the member to my response to question 458 of 9 May 1990.

FERTILISER - TRANSPORT POLICY REVIEW
588. Mr MacKINNON co the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has the Minister completed her assessment of the review of fertiliser transport
policy conducted by the Department of Transport?

(2) If so, when is it likely that the Minister will be making decisions as a
consequence of that policy?

(3) Will there be any public release of the policy document?

(4) If not, why not?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The report is to be considered by Cabinet.

(3)-(4)
A75471-11 Cabinet wil decide if the report is to be released for public comment.
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SULPHUR DIOXIDE - MIDDLE SWAN PRIM.ARY SCHOOL
598. Mr TUBBY to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Were tests carried out at the Middle Swan Primary School for concentrations
of sulphur dioxide in the air?

(2) If so. what levels were detected?

(3) Were tests carried out for pollutants other than sulphur dioxide?

(4) If so. which pollutants and what were the concentration levels detected?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Sulphur dioxide concentrations were always below 0.5 parts per 100 million
(pphmn).

(3) Yes.

(4) Nitrogen oxides, hydrogen chloride, fluoride as hydrogen fluoride, and total
suspended particulates.

(i) Concentrations of nitrogen dioxide were always below one pphm.

(ii) Concentrations of nitric oxide varied diurnally with higher values in
early morning and late evenings. Peak concentration values were
in the range 10.0 to 21.5 pphm.

(Wi) Concentrations of hydrogen chloride were recorded at two and 2.2
parts per million.

(iv) From long term continuous monitoring, concentrations of hydrogen
fluoride averaged 0.25 micrograms per cubic metre on a seven day
average, with a range of 0.01 to 2.82 micrograms per cubic metre
on the seven day average. In a short-term monitoring exercise
undertaken by consultants, concentrations of hydrogen fluoride
ranged from 0.07 to 1.56 micrograms per cubic metre in a 24 hour
period.

(v) Concentrations of total suspended particulates had a mean
concentration of 54 micrograms per cubic metre at 24 hour
averages, with a range of 18 to 328 micrograms per cubic metre
using 24 hour averages.

(vi) The Western Australian Chemistry Centre has also measured some
minor pollutants at levels considered insignificant by National
Health and Medical Research Council and World Health
Organisation air quality criteria.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

JUVENILE CRIME - JUVENILE JUSTICE PLAN
Parent Control Support

68. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Justice:

What measures are included in the Government's juvenile justice plan to -

(a). support parents in exerting control and influence over recalcitrant
children;

(b) overcome the problems arising under the Bail Act; and

(c) establish suitable training institutions for juvenie offenders not
suitable for placement in other programs?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

The member for Cottesloe will be aware in relation to the issue of supporting
parents that when we amended the Children's Court Act we increased the
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liability for restitution of parents under the orders which are made in that
court. It is proposed that as part of the cautioning system parents will be
actively involved in the after caution process which will be part of this
system. We will be trying to reinforce the rights of parents to impose
discipline and to involve parents in certain aspects of their children's conduct.

The concerns of the member for Cottesloe about the release of juveniles on
bail is not shred by the Government. The position is that juveniles are
subject to the same bail restraints which apply to any adult person. The
majority of juveniles released to bail are released by the police after their
usual assessment as to whether bail should be granted. To the extent the
member criticised the granting of bail to juveniles he was criticising police
officers who make the decision in police stations. The other people involved
in the granting of bail are justices and members of the court. Obviously, when
bail is granted by the court it is done after submissions from counsel or the
accused and after the court has been informed of any concerns the police
might have. However an overall review of the bail system, not in respect of
juveniles but in general, is being undertaken. In relation to the matter of
places in the north west for institutional care -

Mr Hassell: I did not mention the north west.

Mr D.L. SMITH-. In the matter of plans for additional institutional care, the member
would be aware that the Government has committed itself to a new remand
centre and, in principle, not in budget terms but in advance, to the provision of
a further training centre. One of the matters that the committee to be set up
under the new arrangements will be handling is work camps which members
can translate to being something like the Wild Man River facility in the
Northern Teritory. That is one of the things we will be asking the committee
to assess and advise on.

Mr Hassell: My question related to institutions for juveniles who are not suitable for
placement in alternative places.

Mr D.L. SMITH: Wild Man River is not a station type placement but a custodial
placement where people are put through programs. The member for Cottesloe
should take the opportunity to go to the Northern Territory and visit that
institution. The Minister for Police is keen to have that sort of establishment
in Western Australia but we have agreed to refer the matter to the committee
being chaired by His Honour, Mr Justice Walsh, which will be providing a
report to the Government on this matter.

JUVENILE CRIME - HIGH SPEED CAR CHASES
Government Action

69. Mr CATANIA to the Premier:

I refer the Premier to the disgraceful events of last night involving high speed
car chases and an attack on a constituent of mine by youths yesterday. I
congratulate the police on the prompt way they apprehended some of the
perpetrators. What action is the Government taking to address these matters?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

This sort of senseless and cowardly action, in this case by young people, but
by anyone, will not be tolerated by this Government, nor I believe by this
Parliament. Like members opposite, I anm deeply concerned at the recent
spate of juvenile crimes and car thefts, seemdigly for fun in the view of the
people undertaking them. I know that we all regard such actions not as fun,
not as a joke, but as deadly serious.

Juvenile crime is a serious problem to be addressed by the whole community.
[ listened with interest to some of the propositions put forward by the member
for Cottesloe and some of what he said has merit. I hope that we can
cooperate rather than be at odds in attacking these matters. There are a
number of children in our community who comit serious offences of the
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kind just mentioned. On the other hand, there are children who are guilty of
minor offences for the first time. We need to be clear which group is which
and put the resources of Government and the community into ensuring that
those children in the first place do not offend and, if they do, there is
appropriate re-education, training, detention where appropriate, involvement
of parents, and compensation in a direct or indirect form, and they see the
consequences of their actions.

Mr Lewis: What about punishment?

Dr LAWRENCE: I would have thought detention is punishment, as are certain forms
of custodial treatment.

Mr Lewis: Itris not at the moment.

Dr LAWRENCE: What is the member suggesting - the birch?

Mr Lewis: Why not?

Dr LAWRENCE: We need to be reasoned and reasonable about this matter. I do not
believe that the community will tolerate that sort of action. We should all
support those measures, which will do two things: First, in the short term,
remove those offenders from committing those offences; and, secondly.
re-educate and re-train them and in the longer term ensure those children in
our community who are at risk have their circumstances improved.
We must all recognise that many of these children come from disadvantaged
backgrounds and have had experiences that would turn the very best in the
community into antisocial criminals. We do not excuse their actions on that
ground, but in the long term we have a responsibility to improve not only the
social circumstances of these young people, but also to protect the comnmunity
carefully in these matters. This is a matter which warrants bipartisan support
and I will welcome suggestions either from members of the comimunity or
members of the Opposition.

COAL ROYALTIES - STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Increase

70. Dr TURNBULL to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Can the Minister confirm that the Western Australian Government will
increase the royalties on coal purchased by SEC WA?

(2) Will the Minister confirm that any increase in the royalties paid by the
companies will increase the price paid by SECWA for coal and so increase
the cost of electricity to consumers?

(3) Will the Minister inform the Parliament when this decision will be
announced?

Mr CARR replied:

I can confirm that a decision has been made to remove the concession which
previously existed for SECWA for a lower royalty to be paid on coal
purchased. It is important to make clear to the member in relation to the
impact on energy prices that the Government has given a clear and
unequivocal commitment that it will reduce the price of energy in real terms.
By that I mean, of course, that we will ensure that any increases in the cost of
electricity are confined to a level less than the CPI. That commitment will be
honoured, notwithstanding any increase in the level of royalties payable for
coal.

Mr Court: The CPI is at 10 per cent.

Mr CARR: The removal of the concession will be phased in over three years
commencing in the next financial year.
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SENATE - CASUAL VACANCIES
Breaches of Convention

71. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

I refer to the Premier's announcement today that steps will be taken to ensure
casual vacancies for the upper House will be filled by representatives of the
same party as the retiring member, and to the Leader of the Opposition's
statement that the convention had only been breached by the unicameral
Parliament of Queensland. Is the Minister able to ascertain whether this is
correct in relation to convention observed today by the Governent?

Dr GALLOP replied:

Earlier today we were involved in an important occasion. I believe it was also
a dignified occasion and, in the true sense of the word, a political occasion.
The Leader of the Opposition when making his commentary in the other place
pointed to the need for high standards in the way in which politicians present
themselves and their arguments. Unfortunately, in one crucial respect, he
broke his own rule. I refer to his commnent that it was a unicameral Parliament
chat broke the convention of replacing a Senator who had died or resigned
from the Senate with someone from another party.The record indicates that
the unicameral Parliament of Queensland has done that very thing, or one of
those things, and for the record, once and something very akin to it on another
occasion. Also, two bicameral Parliaments, Tasmania and New South Wales,
have broken the convention.

Mr Lewis: This is a record.

Dr GALLOP: Indeed it is. In 1917 Senator Ready resigned from the Senate and was
replaced overnight by John Earle, an anti-Labor Senator. In 1962 the Nicklin
Government, a Country-Liberal Party Government, forced the Australian
Labor Party to remove its nominee, a Mr Amell, and replace him with a
Mr Whiteside who was then selected as the Labor Senator for that State. In
1975 we saw Mr Cleaver Bunton, an Independent, replace Hon Lionel
Murphy, who went to the High Court.

Several members interjected.

Dr GALLOP: Members opposite will never let him rest. He played a marvellous and
important role in our history, and the Opposition will not let him rest in peace.
Later in the same year the Bjelke-Petersen Government replaced the dead
Senator Milliner with Mr Albert Field. Why would the Leader of the
Opposition have misled the audience this afternoon? Was he ignorant, or was
he deliberately attempting to deceive the people witnessing that important
event? Let me also ask the Leader of the Opposition: Were those occasions
on which a Senator of another party replaced his predecessor right and
proper?

Mr MacKinnon: Let me ask if you if you have read the H-ansard record? Perhaps if
you quoted it correctly you might get it right.

Dr GALLOP: The fact that those actions were so improper and so wrong was taken
up by the conservative Government of Mr Fraser, and a referendum was held
in 1977. We can draw three lessons from those experiences. Firstly, there is
no relationship between bicameral Parliaments and unicameral Parliaments
and whether there is a replacement from a different party. Secondly, it has
always been conservative Governm-ents which have broken the convention. In
the last two cases in 1975 the replacement of those Labor Senators had a
direct and profound effect on our system of Government. Thirdly, let
Opposition members know very clearly that we will never let them forget
what they did in 1975.

FRANKING MACHIONES - LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY MEMBERS

72. Mr LEWIS to the Premier:

Is it permitted or indeed proper for elected members of this Assembly who
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hold Government office to have Government departmental franking machines
in their electorate offices and have their electoral mail paid for by the
department for which they are the responsible Minister?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
This is becoming an obsession with the member opposite!

Mr Lewis: No; it is important.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Opposition member has tried in at least half a dozen different

ways to ensnare, in his view, either the responsible Minister or me into some
suggestion of impropriety on the part of this Minister or some other. Frankly I
am not going to oblige members opposite.

Mr Macinnon: You will not answer.

Mr Court: It is a simple question about taxpayers' money; you are no better than
Burke and Dowding.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I should ask, "Hantds up those who want question time to

continue."

COMPUTING AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT -
ABOLITION

Civil Service Association Threat

73. Dr WATSON to the Premier:
Is the Premier able to comment on reports that the Civil Service Association is
concerned about the lack of consultation in relation to the decision to abolish
the Department of Computing and Information Technology?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
It is important in these areas that relevant unions are consulted, not
necessarily before decisions are made, because that is a prerogative of the
Government, but during the implementation of the decisions. I am
disappointed that the CSA apparently feels some sense of grievance in this
matter. Nonetheless I have discussed today with the Secretary of the CSA and
with senior civil servants what is and what would have been a necessary part
of this decision, and that is the clear protection of all those workers' positions.
We will have detailed discussions with the CSA and its members about their
future career prospects in the knowledge that we will go ahead with the
decision to abolish DOCIT and ensure that its functions are transferred to
mainstream departments when they relate to information technology
decisions, and to the Department of Services when they relate to the delivery
of computing services to other Government departments and agencies. I hope
the CSA will reconsider its threat to take industrial action because in the long
term no individual worker will be disadvantaged, and I believe that the people
of Western Australia and the Government will be better served by this
arrangement.

POLICE LICENSING SECTION, BUNB URY - IMPROVEMENT NOTICE
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Department

74. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) Is the Minister aware that an improvement notice was issued by the
Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare on the Police
Licensing Section at Bunbury?

(2) Is he also aware that the work order required that certain work be cardied out
by 6 March 1990?
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(3) Question 223 to the Minister representing the Minister for Police on 3 May
1990 indicated that work had not been carried out. Is he concerned that work
orders are being ignored by Government agencies and Ministers?

(4) Is it compulsory for improvement notices to be complied with by the private
sector?

(5) Why does he not insist that the public sector comply with these orders?

Mr TROY replied:

(04-5)
This question highlights the abuse of question time by the Opposition. There
was a question in this form -

Several members interjected.

Mr TROY: Can members listen to me, please? At 5.27 pm today a piece of paper
was shoved under my nose -

Mr Bradshaw: That is not true; you were out of the House and I could not give it to
you before then.

Several members interjected.

Mr TROY: It is true. If the member for Wellington was half sincere about this
question I could have had the detail for him within 10 midnutes. First of all,
am I aware? Yes, I have been aware from 5.27 pm today.

In relation to the work having been completed or not, I am unaware of that.
My inquiries will show whether it has been completed. The member is telling
me that it has not been.

Mr Bradshaw: Are you saying the Minister for Police is telling lies?

Mr TROY: Am I aware that issues are being ignored? No, I am not aware of that.

Mr Bradshaw: Look at the answer from the Minister for Police.

The SPEAKER: Order! That is very unparliamentary of the member for Wellington.

Mr Bradshaw: I am sorry, Mr Speaker, but he is talking rubbish.

Mr TROY: I shall let the majority of members of this House judge that, but I think I
know who is winning at the moment. I am not the representative of the
Minister for Police in this House. I do not know the circumstances of every
order issued by this department, and I do not think anyone in this House
would expect me to do so.

Mr Macinon: What about the principle?

Mr TROY: Let me address the principle. I have given very clear instructions to the
department to pursue orders in this light. The member was talking about
legislation of a major proportion which was first introduced and passed in this
House in September L988. In effect it has been in operation for something
like 18 months. That required a massive education program about how that
occupational health Act was to be pursued. That education program has not
been finished in relation to worker representatives and In fact it has not been
completed in respect of supervisors, but it is being pursued in a very effective
way. In due course there will be general, widespread knowledge of this
legislation.

In the Goverrnent area, it is the responsibility of each agency to determine a
list of priorities for attention in terms of occupational health and address those
within Budget constraints which the agency has and which every private
sector institution has. That is recognised by DOHSWA and I do not believe
there is abuse of it.

Mr Macinnon: No it is not.

Mr TROY: If the member is half sincere about this question and puts those items on
the Notice Paper, I will be more than happy to provide the details.
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HOUSING - FIRST HOMEOWNERS' ASSISTANCE SCHEME
Approval Decrease

75. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Housing:

Will the Minister advise the House what action the Government is taking in
view of the steady decline in the number of approvals given under the Federal
Government's first homeowners' scheme?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

Members will be aware that the first homeowners' assistance scheme was
introduced in October 1983 to assist people on lower incomes to gain a
deposit and to achieve home ownership. From October 1983 until June 1989
a total of 46 114 grants were made under the scheme, an average of 7 685 a
year. In the year 1988-89 the number of approvals granted under FROS
began to decline and this trend has continued.

Mr Lewis: Why was that?

Mrs HENDERSON: I am about to tell the House.

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: Do members want to hear the answer? One of the reasons for
the decline in the number of grants is that the eligibility levels -

Several members interjected.

Point of Order
Mr KOBELKE: I have asked a question to which I would like to hear the answer,

and unfortunately I am not able to hear the answer because of the
interjections.

The SPEAKER: That is probably a point of view rather than a point of order, but it is
a point of view I share.

Mr Bridge: I am sitting alongside the Minister and I cannot hear what she is saying.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mrs HENDERSON: The eligibility levels in this scheme have not kept pace with
wage levels in the community generally. When the scheme began an income
limit of $24 300 applied for the maximum benefit, and that represented 134.5
per cent of the average weekly male earnings in Western Australia. However,
the current income limit of $26 000 for the maximum benefit now represents
only 91 per cent of average weekly male earnings. At the same time as the
level of income has not kept pace with increases in wages, the price of
housing has increased substantially. This means that people whose incomes
are sufficient to qualify for these grants are no longer able to support the loans
necessary to purchase a home under the scheme.

However, the State Government is extremely concemned about this matter; it
supports this scheme and I have forwarded today to the Federal Government a
substantive submission explaining how the scheme should be revamped to
assist first homeowners.

Mr Lewis: You are borrowing our proposal; I said that six months ago.

Mrs HENDERSON: I am not aware that the Opposition has made a submission. The
Government made a submission to the Federal Government 12 months ago,
and a new submission has been made which clearly sets out the way in which
the eligibility limits for the scheme must be increased in line with wages, and
also the benefits of the scheme must be increased in line with the increase in
the price of housing. The Governiment's submission points out that in order to
allow the maximum number of people to be eligible, the income limit for
maximum benefit should be set at 125 per cent of male, full-time average
weekly earnings. Also, this limit must be indexed. This would mean the level
of wages which would qualify a person for maximum benefits would rise to
$35 697, and more people would qualify for assistance.
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The State Government has also tackled the problem of the monetary value of
the grant which has not increased in line with infation since it was first
introduced in 1983. My submission to the Federal Government suggests that
it should be indexed, and that would mean a lump sum benefit of $9 970 to
bring it to the level of 1983. That would give a lump sum of $6 900 and an
interest subsidy of $3 100 to home buyers who wanted a combination of lump
sum plus interest.
In response to the question, the State Government views this matter very
seriously. It believes this is a very important scheme which has assisted a
large number of home buyers. The Government's submission will call on all
States to support this approach to the Federal Government to revamp the
scheme in line with new eligibility benefits and wages.

MULTIFUNCTION POLlS - WESTERN AUSTRAlIA.N PROPOSAL

76. Mr WIESE to the Deputy Premier:

In answer to question on notice 347 on Thursday 10 May, the Deputy Premier
indicated that the Government would shortly be considering whether to lodge
a multifunction polis proposal. Again, this morning he indicated that although
no proposal had been prepared, he believed he could put it together within
eight days and, although applications will close this Friday, a late submission
will be accepted.

In view of the fact that applications were called two years ago, does the
Minister believe he is doing this State justice by preparing such an important
submission in 10 working days, and submitting it late or abandoning the
proposal at that stage?

-Mr TAYLOR replied:

I have just remarked to the Premier that I thought I would be asked a question
on this subject tonight, and I thank the member for his question.

We have been talking in this Parliament about working together and having
similar views on certain issues. I am pleased that in a way it seems the
Liberal Party has a similar view to mine on this matter. In January 1990 the
Acting Liberal Party leader in Western Australia - Richard Court - said that -

Western Australia does not have to win a contest to build a winniing
futuristic city Acting Liberal Leader Richard Court said in Perth today.

Mr Court said the Multifunction Polis (MFP) Joint Feasability Study
sounded awfully like bureaucratic mumbo jumbo language which the
public can do without.

Mr Court: I have since been told what it is. I was informed by the member for
Darling Range that a multifunction polls is a bisexual policeman!

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Nollarnara said that MFP stands for multitudinous
flying pigs. Somewhere between those two lies the truth and that is what I am
trying to ascertain. In trying to do so, I shall be studying this issue and I will
take the opportunity later to attend a symposium in the Eastern States dealing
with relationships between Australia and Japan. I hope to have the
opportunity to raise this issue at a Government and business level in Australia
and Japan.

Mr Court: Are you going to Japan?

Mr TAYLOR: No, to Melbourne.

Mr Court: I thought you were going on the David Parker circuit.

Mr TAYLOR: No, I am trying to stay off that circu it. Senator Button will bring
together the Ministers with responsibility in this area to discuss the issue at
the end of June. That means many people have many different views on what~
a multifunction polis is. Western Australia will take a proper view of this
issue. In a couple of weeks I shall be in a position to decide whether a
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submission should be made to the Federal Government. If it is decided to
make a submission, I hope it will have the support of a wide range of Western
Australians, particularly chose people who live in areas such as Coogee and
East Perth, who most of all should be consulted and involved in this issue.
That is an important part of what the Government seeks to achieve in this
matter.

AGRICULTURE - ORD RIVER
Horticultural Produce Market

77. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Agriculture:

The Minister has previously reported Co Parliament on his three-dimensional
evaluation of agricultural industries in this State. What economic benefits, if
any, have emerged from the Minister's recent study into the future market
opportunities of horticultural produce on the Ord River?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

Mr Speaker, -

Mr Clarko: You have 20 seconds!

Mr BRIDGE: What a pity I do not have 20 minutes to talk about the great things
happening in Western Australia rather than the doom and gloom expressed by
other people.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr BRIDGE: I recall that I did outline to the House a simplistic three-dimensional
strategy for agriculture in this State. Any man on the land would understand
that evaluation. It is a simple one;' and the growers on the Ord River
understood it very well.

Mr Macinnon: They are the only ones in Western Australia who do. I have been to
two functions where the Minister explained it, but no-one else knows.

Mr BRIDGE: That could only have been in one place; that is, Parliament House of
Western Australia. In the bush people love my explanation about the strategy,
so much so chat I am happy to report that in a matter of two months from the
date on which the growers on the Ord took up the strategy and considered the
capacity of the Ord to transport produce to South East Asia, this week the first
cons ignment of produce from the Ord was made to South East Asia. That is a
marvellous effort on the pant of the growers on the Ord; and of course it was
well led by their Minister in whom they are pretty rapt - the man who steadies
the lead, as I said to the member for Warren. To give an idea about how
thrilled the growers on the Ord are, I will quote from a Press statement issued
by a grower from the Ord area -

Mr Kierath: Who is he?

Mr BRIDGE: The member should listen; this is good stuff. The quotation reads -

Mr. Hughes said, "I would commend Ernie Bridge for his commitment
to this project. He has shown a strong lead to the industry groups of
the Ord and been most positive and constructive with the area's
planning and development."

We have heard much doom and gloom over the past three weeks. However,
the growers on the Ord have shown how to be creative and productive, and
how to move to towards a more healthy economy for Western Australia.
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