
[Tuesday, 27th November, 1979] 30

ifrn,1athw11 Aormbig
Tuesday, the 27th November, 1979

The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 2.30 p.m., and read prayers.

RAILWAY: FRtEMANTLE-PERTH

Closure: Petition

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [2.31 p.m.]: I
present a petition from 168 residents of Western
Australia, which reads as follows-

We. the undersigned residents of Cottesloe
and neighbouring districts request the
initiation of a judicial public inquiry into the
closure of the Perth-Fremantle rail passenger
service and its implications for the future
transportation, land use, social and
environmental needs of people in both the
Perth to Fremantle urban corridor and the
South-West planning corridor.

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 conforms with the Standing Orders
of the House, and I have certified accordingly.

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

See petition No. Ill1.

EDUCATION

Objectionable Literature: Petition

MR OLD (Katanning-Minister for
Agriculture) [2.32 p.m.]: I have a petition from
18 electors of Western Australia, regarding school
literature. The preamble and verbiage of the
petition have been read out many times in this
House. I certify that the petition conforms with
the Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

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

See petit ion No. 112.

NORTH WEST GAS
DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE)

AGREEMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Mensaros
(Minister for Industrial Development), and read a
first time.

CONSTITUTION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from the 20th November.
MR CARR (Geraldton) [2.36 p.m.]: Most of

the legislation which comes before this House is
introduced because the Government wants it, and
it is then supported by the Opposition. Some
pieces of legislation are introduced which the
Government wants, but which are then opposed
by the Opposition. Occasionally we have a third
category of legislation; that is, legislation which
the Opposition wants and supports, but which the
Government introduces with a certain amount of
reluctance, and introduces it only under some
pressure from certain organisations. The Bill
before the House falls within that third category.

We in the Opposition welcome the
acknowledgment of local government in the
Constitution of the State. We notice that the
Government has been fairly slow to act upon a
suggestion put forward by local government and
other organisations over a considerable time. It
appears to us the Government may well have been
finally pushed into accepting this move. The
Government has gone to great lengths to
emphasise in the second reading speech and in
previous comments that no additional powers are
to be granted to local government as a result of its
acknowledgment in the Constitution. This makes
it fairly clear that what we are really looking at is
a public realtions stunt by the Government, in
response to pressure.

Local government has made it very clear that it
wants a greater role and greater responsibility in
the government of the area under its jurisdiction.
To support that statement I would quote from
notes made available from a seminar recently
conducted by the Advisory Council for Inter-
Government Relations. The seminar was held in
the Melville Civic Centre on Tuesday, the 10th
July, and it was attended by representatives of the
ACIGR, and something like 20 local authorities
from Western Australia, which are scattered
throughout the State and represent various sizes
and types of local authorities. The notes refer to
the question of constitutional recognition of local
government, and they make a number of
interesting points which indicate that recognition
in the Constitution by itself without any extension
of power, may well be an illusory benefit. I quote
from page 9 of the notes, under the beading of
"Constitutional Questions"-

The question was asked why should not
local government be mentioned in the
Constitution as local government was
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considered to be an integral part of the
system of government in Australia. It was
pointed out that:

unless it is conferred some powers, then
mention only'becomes meaningless;
that amendments to the State
Constitution can as easily be put into it
as withdrawn from it;

Of course, that is clear when this Parliament has
power to amend the Constitution merely by
pushing a Bill through the Parliament.

It was pointed out also that mentioning local
government in the Constitution is not necessarily
an important item in itself. In fact, the Federal
Constitution makes no reference to the Prime
Minister, the Cabinet, or political parties
whereas, of course, they are obviously a very
significant part of the government of Australia.
The general point being made is that the
important question is not only whether local
government is acknowledged in the Constitution,
but also whether it is given an extension of powers
arising out of that acknowledgment.

Based on a study of the Bill, it seems to me that
it does not answer many of the queries which have
been raised by. representatives of local
government. The view of the Australian Labor
Party is much more sympathetic to the role of
local government. We are keen to see that role
expanded.

To support that point of view, I would like to
quote from a submission made by the State
Parliamentary Labor Party to the Advisory
Council on Inter-Government Relations in
February of this year. In that submission, we spelt
out clearly our wish to acknowledge local
government in the Federal and State
Constitutions; and we supported the extension of
local government rights being spelt out in the
Constitution. We do not want just an
acknowledgment; we want rights spelt out clearly.
I quote from a section of that submission-

Local government should be acknowledged
in both federal and state constitutions and
should have clearly defined rights.

These rights should include:
(i) guaranteed autonomy with its own

electorate;
(ii) guaranteed source of revenue from

within the national taxation
collection system;

(iii) it should not be able to be
suspended by another level of
government without formal rules
and proper enquiries, hearings and
appeals.

The granting of such rights should be
balanced with a constitutional requirement
that specified basic democratic principles
should prevail throughout local government.
In particular, the right of all residents in a
municipality to an equally effective vote
should be spelled out.

I am not claiming that the ALP took the first
initiative to have local government acknowledged
in various Constitutions. Obviously
representatives of local government took a major
role in these initiatives.

I would like to acknowledge the fact also that
some members of other political parties in other
Stales have played an important role. The then
Minister for Local Government in Victoria (Mr
Hunt) has spoken out strongly for greater powers
for local government, and for constitutional
recognition. I recall reading a summary of a
Constitutional Convention in which Mr Hunt was
involved in a move for greater recognition for
local government. In that move, he was involved
with the Minister for Local Government in New
South Wales (Mr Jensen). They supported a
resolution relating to constitutional recognition of
local government.

Victoria has in fact preceded Western Australia
in its acknowledgment of local government in its
Constitution. The member for Welshpool
attended the Constitutional Conventions, and he
intends to follow me in this debate. He will
remind the Premier of a few comments there.

I point out that the ALP is not the only body to
support greater responsibility for local
government; but it seems to m e that our
enthusiasm for that responsibilitj is far ahead of
the enthusiasm of the Liberals of Western
Australia who have put up this token gesture to
the Parliament today.

The Bill raises the question of relationships
between local government and the State
Government. When we look at this question, we
see quite a dramatic difference between the
attitude of the Government and the attitude of the
Australian Labor Party. The Government is
protective and paternalistic; it does not seem to
trust local government; it speaks or local
government as being "a child and creature of the
State"; and it refuses to give local government
any considerable extension of power.

To support that analysis of the Government's
attitude to local government, I will quote from the
editorial of The Local Government Journal of
Western Australia for the September quarter. On
a previous occasion, the Minister suggested that I
should read this editorial and, in fact, should have
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quoted it in a previous debate. I do so now, in
fairness to her. Part of the editorial reads-

The remark by the Minister for Local
Government, Mrs Craig, that local
government was a 'creature' of the State
Government and could be abolished with at
any time by the State would have won her
few friends in the third-tier.

I am not sure they should be talking about "the
third tier": they probably should be talking about
the "first tier". To return to the quote-

It was not entirely accurate either. Local
Government in W.A. was born in 1871. State
Government, as it now exists, was born in
1891. If Mrs Craig's claim is given
authenticity,

I like this part-
-then it must be the only case in history
where a child existed for 20 years before the
birth of its mother. In any event local
governments, in the form of the old road
boards, were born of the community. The
State Government was only the midwife.

That is a terribly important sentenice-that local
governments, in the form of the old road boards,were born of the community, and that the State
Government was only the midwife. It may be
valid for the Minister to point to the Local
Government Act and say, "That is the Act that
enables local government to exist." However, it is
important to realise that local government is born
of the community, and no State Government
would ever be able to take local government out
of existence, even if that may seem to be
technically possible.

In the editorial, there is the following sentence,
which I am sure the Minister wanted me to quote
on the previous occasion-

In fairness the term 'creature' was not the
Minister's, but one used by the President of
the Country Shire Councils Association.

I acknowledge it is quite true that Mr Tuckey was
the person who used the term " creature"' before
the Minister used it at the conference. In response
to the remarks by Mr Tuckey, the Minister
emphasied in her speech that local government
was thc child and creature of the State.

Mr Nanovich interjected.
Mr CARR: I cannot hear what the member for

Whitford is saying, so I will continue.
The point I want to make clear is that we

advocate that the role of local government should
be acknowledged in the Constitution. That is the
attitude of the ALP. The ALP has made a clear
commitment to local government, and we will

extend its autonomy, subject of course to the
introduction of more democratic electoral
provisions in the Local Government Act. We have
said that we will review the 259 sections and
subsections of the Act which require a decision of
a council to be ratified by the Minister or the
Governor. I said "259 sections and subsections"
with the knowledge that there-has been a slight
improvement to the situation with regard to two
of those following a Bill which passed through
this House; so we are now looking at 257 sections
and subsections of the Local Government Act
which require a decision of a council to be ratified
by the Minister or the Governor. We will
undertake a review of those sections.

As we have spelt out on a number of occasions,
elected representatives of local government will be
involved directly in a review. We make it clear we
will take action to strengthen local government
and the role of local government in Western
Australia. We are not concerned merely with
window dressing and a public relations exercise
such as the one before the House today.

This legislation is welcomed by us in that it
improves the situation slightly. Our only regret is
that it does not go far enough. It does not go as
far as we would like it to go; but nevertheless we
Support it for going as far as it does.

MR JAMIIESON (Welshpool) [2.48 p.m.]: This
gives me an opportunity to expand upon a few
matters associated with the Constitution and of
local government in the three-tier system of
government in Australia.

In the first place, I hasten to say that the three-
tier system has not come about by accident. For
those who think that the Constitutional
Conventions did not achieve very much, I suggest
they refer to the opening speech of SiT Zelman
Cowan in the Legislative Council end of our
building when the last Constitutional Convention
was held. Sir Zelman Cowan indicated that
certain things have happened as a result of those
discussions. I mention this because out of those
discussions came this move to cement local
authorities as part of the Constitution.

It is not by accident that pressure has been
applied to all States. The Premier might be able
to give us an indication in his reply whether all
States have complied, or are in the process of
complying, with the request first coming out of
the Constitutional Convention held in Melbourne.

The second such request came out of the
Constitutional Convention in Hobart which

.eafired the previous decisions made in
Melbourne.
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Members will recall the Constitutional
Convention in Melbourne was somewhat abortive
because many of the Liberal Government
members decided to boycott it. They made this
decision, I imagine, because the Labor Party was
running it and the Liberal Party members did not
want to be involved. They always believe that it is
wrong when the Labor Party runs something, but
it is right when the Liberal Party does so.

When the initial convention was held in
Parliament House, New South Wales, 1 indicated
the attitude expressed at the time by our present
Premier was one which would be disastrous, if we
expected the situation to change as quickly as he
envisaged. Under a Federal system, it is
impossible to change the prevailing situation
quickly.

I shall hark back again to the words of Sir
Zel man Cowan when he said that much had been
achieved in the last few referendums. It is true
that a far greater percentage of referendums have
arrived at an affirmative decision than occurred
previously before these conventions were held.
Some of these referendums have made little
difference and some which arrived at a negative
decision in the past did not mean very much
either.

I should like to digress for a moment and
mention a situation which occurred in the past.
One would hardly expect that, when all the
principal national parties were in favour of a
referendum for the purpose of breaking the
present nexus which exists between the Senate
and the House of Representatives, such a step
would not be taken.

Nevertheless, at the time a lesser party saw
some political advantage in proportional
representation. Therefore, that party, the
Democratic Labor Party, opposed the major
political parties and virtually won the decision
from the electors.

It can be seen that on such occasions it is
difficult to progress. A great deal of consideration
was given to the matter we are discussing at the
present time on the floor of the congresses and it
was determined finally that it would be far better
for each State, whether or not they had been
responsible for setting up local authorities by
means of their own laws, to adopt into their own
Constitutions a provision designed permanently to
cement the requirements in regard to local
authorities into their laws, as one of the tiers of
government.

This is very important, because ultimately
Australia has to find its own way. in the world.
Sooner or later we will be a republic and the

sooner that occurs the happier I will be. I do not
mean we should divest ourselves of the British
Commonwealth of nations. A number of other
republics have not done that;, but the present
situation is that we are not a republic and, as a
result, we experience certain problems.

For example, we propound all sorts of foreign
policies at the United Nations and these policies
do not necessarily concur with the British system.
We fight in wars and skirmishes in which the
United Kingdom does not become involved.
However, for some reason or other we still want
to remain as a colonial body. Long since has the
mother Parliament ever wanted to control us as a
colony. Indeed, in the early 1930s a law was
passed in Westminster which resulted in Australia
functioning independently from the United
Kingdom. The mother Parliament said, "It is time
you got away from the apron strings. Do your
own thing." However, the Premn'er wants to cling
to the apron strings and does not want to be
responsible for the activities of the State.

This attitude can be seen in relation to our
national anthem. All of the other nations which
comprise the British Commonwealth have their
own national anthems; but we still retain "God
Save the Queen" as our national anthem. That
song is the national anthem of the United
Kingdom; it is not ours. The other nations which
have their own national anthems are not showing
disrespect for the Queen, therefore, we should be
able to act in a similar manner. When a loyal
toast is held, we should drink to the welfare of the
Australian nation. That does not show disrepect
for royalty, because the Royal Family is the
titular head of the Commonwealth. On an
occasion when a member of the Royal Family is
present and a toast is held, it would be
appropriate for "God Save the Queen" to be sung.
However, there is a great deal wrong with the
present system when we continue to sing the
national anthem for the United Kingdom at a
time when no representative of the Royal Family
is present. Surely it is about time we grew up and
became a proper republic.

It is not unusual for a republic to have a
Federal Government, State Governments, and
municipalities. Many republics adopt that system
of government, whether they be western,
democratic societies or military dictatorships. The
United States has a central Government, State
Governments, and local authorities. The United
Kingdom does not have State Governments,
because it has a massive Parliament sitting in
Westminster with a large number of members. It
has grown up in a different manner. However, at
the present time Ireland, Wales, Scotland, and
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some of the smaller provinces want self-
government; therefore, it appears that it may have
been more satisfactory for Great Britain to have a
Federation. Germany has a Federation which
works welt under the three-tier system. The same
situation applies in the military dictatorships in
South America. In effect, there is a central
Government, State Governments, and local
authorities.

Some people express the idea that we should
abolish State Governments. This would be almost
impossible under our Constitution. The only way
in which the situation could be altered within our
lifetime or that of our children, would be for a
revolution or takeover by a foreign power to occur
and we cannot envisage that at the present time.
It certainly will not occur as a result of actions
taken by the people of Australia, because the
Constitution is too complex to allow such a move.

If we were to establish new States, as I pointed
out to our friends from the Northern Territory at
a reception recently, we would create lesser
States. Westminster will no longer allow a new
State to have a Governor; therefore, such a State
would have an administrator responsible to the
Commonwealth, not to Westminster.

All these matters act against altering the
present situation. It is likely that during our
lifetime at least, and probably for a long time
after, we will have a Constitution, a Federal
Government, six States, and a Territory, or
possibly we will have more than one
TerritoryWithin the States and Territories it
would be justified to cement local governing
authorities into the overall government picture.
But, of course, the local authorities would have to
accept the responsibility of becoming part of the
modern democratic society. They would have to
accept adult franchise, and get away from the
idea that because one person pays more rates than
another person, he should have more say in the
particular local government.

It has long been the position in State and
Commonwealth elections that a person on a very
high salary, and a person who is a lesser
earner-such as -the member for Murchison-
Eyre-have the same vote. There is no difference
in their voting powers so far as Federal elections
are concerned. They are considered to be the
same, although one would pay a higher tax than
the other-and I am not certain which one it
would be!

When speaking about local government and
ratepayers, I have always argued that even a
young child who goes to a corner shop and buys
an icecreamt contributes towards the rates paid by

the shopkeeper. A teenager who buys petrol at a
petrol station contributes to the rates paid-to the
local authority by the petrol station operator.

It would be impossible to unravel the degree to
which different people contribute to local
government and, therefore, it stands to reason the
most sensible thing to do is to introduce an adult
system of franchise under which the third tier of
government would receive revenue as such. The
sooner we move towards that system the better. I
have no objection, perhaps over a period of time,
to ratepayers who are absent from an area having
voting rights. However, all resident adults should
be accorded a vote, because when we pay taxes we
receive a slip from the Taxation Department
advising us what percentage of our tax went to
the Commonwealth, what percentage went to the
State and what percentage went to local
authorities. The percentages are set out very
clearly: the taxes are allocated to the three tiers of
government. There is no doubt in my mind that
under those circumstances we all are paying taxes
to local authorities.

Some of us pay additional taxes if we own land
additional to that on which our houses are built.
We are subject to additional State taxes. If we
own motorcars we arc subject to additional taxes,
and so it goes on. It is only a matter of degree, but
because one person pays more tax than another
that should not entitle him to more voting power.

I suggest the obvious and ideal situation for
Australia would be a republic which would still
remain part of the system of the British
Commonwealth of Nations; with State
Governments as we know them; the Territory
Government as it develops; and local authority
governments set out in viable areas.

I cannot go along with the idea expressed by
the previous Minister-and I have never been
able to agree with it-that there is justification in
a local authority with 36 ratepayers having nine
councillors. The previous Minister for Local
Government defended that attitude, and he still
believes it is a great idea. But, that is not part of
the system and should not be the way to run a
local governing authority.

Mr Laurance: I agree with the Previous
Minister for Local Government.

Mr JAMIESON: So might the member for
Gascoyne agree, but it shows how far behind the
times he is.

Mr Rushton: You have not given an alternative
to what we support.

Mr JAMIESON: The alternative is clear. A
number of commissions have brought down
numerous reports, and they have all been along
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Similar lines. They have not varied very much and
in the final result they have generally agreed.
However, their reports never have been
implemented.

Those commissions which have reported on the
operations of local governing authorities never
would have condoned the situation of nine
councillors representing. 36 ratepayers. That
seems to be a little more than most of us could
even imagine.

Mr Rushton: You do not understand local
government, that is all.

Mr .JAMIESON: The member for Dale was
the Minister for Local Government for some
years, and he still does not understand it.

Mr Rushton: I understand it better than you
do.

Mr JAMIESON: One thing is certain: Many
people in local government were glad when the
Premier removed the former Minister from that
position. A number of people made that statement
to me. The only point is they probably have gone
from the frying pan into the fire.

Mr Williams: You should apologise.
Mr .JAMIESON: I do not need to.
Mr Williams: You should.
Mr JAMIESON: Members opposite have ears

but they are not prepared to repeat what they
have heard. That is their choice. I do not go
unguarded in the places where I hear those
remarks, but I point out that they have been
made.

Mr Clarko: A few similar comments were made
about the former Labor Minister for Local
Government. It is not a good thing to go around
talking about what one hears.

Mr JAMIESON: He left his mark on many
things, not marked previously.

Mr Clarko: I do not dispute that. That is
different from picking up gossip from here and
there, which is not of great value.

Mr JAMIESON: It is not a matter of gossip; it
is a matter of criticism of the Administration.

The problem we have before us and which we
have to look at is very far-reaching, when
constitutional coverage is given to local
government. I believe it is a good thing but I say
also that local governing authorities have to play
their part in becoming a viable part of the system.
They cannot become unviable parts of the system,
otherwise we will have a hopeless situation.

I do not believe-as many other people
do-that additional States will be created in
Australia. 1 cannot see that happening, and I have

found myself in a lot of trouble with people who
have tried to sell me the idea of breaking up
Western Australia into smaller States. We have
so many bureaucracies now I would hate to think
of the situation which would develop with
additional Education Departments, additional
Public Kealth Departments, and the rest of it.

It is a lot of nonsense which is indulged in by
political theorists within Australia who have this
attitude. I am satisfied with the present system of
State boundaries. I am sure that if the United
States, were to be divided up at this stage there
would be no need for the present number of States
in that country. If one were to divide Australia, as
at this time and without any restrictions, we
might not set out the boundaries where they now
exist. Probably the boundaries would be set in
different situations.

However, they are physically established at this
time and there is no way they will be altered other
than by the provisions of the Constitution of the
Commonwealth. The Constitution has set up the
present boundaries and it would be very difficult
to create additional States. They will not be
created because they cannot be created, even
though the Constitution makes it appear that they
can be created.

When one starts to try to work out the
Constitution, with regard to the formation of
additional States, one finds that it would not work
out. The situation would not work out any
different from what we have now. We are stuck
with what we have and we have to make the best
of it.

If everybody in Australia realised we are stuck
with the present situation-and I have not seen
any statement that a socialist Government could
not act within the confines of our Federation any
more than a conservative type of Government-he
would recognise countries in other parts of the
world have achieved this sort of concept.

For instance, it has been said that certain
people in the Australian Labor Party want the
States abolished completely, and a regional
system introduced, but this has been the view of
individuals only. In its own platform the ALP has
never given credence to such a policy. Many
suggestions along this line have been put forward,
and individual theorising. has taken place, but
such a policy has never been adopted in our
platform. My personal view of the ideal set-up is
as I have indicated.

We are officially naming local government the
third tier of government, and hopefully the other
States will do the same. That is the ideal situation
for Australia, and we should leave it at that. The
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States are running reasonably well at the
moment, although perhaps some of them could be
a little more viable. We have to Carry certain of
the other States such as Tasmania with our
activities on the foreign market, but nevertheless,
all the States are part of the system we have
inherited, and with which we will be stuck for a
long time. Anyone who suggests otherwise is just
fooling himself, and he is not being practical in
his approach to the system we now have.

I support the proposition to give constitutional
coverage to local authorities in this State, but I
hope one of the responsibilities they will accept
very quickly is that of adult franchise. They are
not now simply a toy of the Government of the
day under the provisions of the Local Government
Act.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
13.12 p.m.]: I thank the two speakers for their
support of the Bill, although I must say I was
somewhat disappointed at the attitude adopted by
the member for Geraldton. He seemed to be
rather hurt that we had brought in the Bill.

Mr Carr: Hurt that you did not bring it in a
long time earlier.

Sir CHARLES COURT: He tried to imply we
had brought it in with reluctance as though we
had been dragged screaming to the gallows! The
actual facts are quite the reverse. Had he
attended the recent conference in Perth of the
Australian Council of Local Government
Associations, after the official opening he would
have heard one of the senior members of that
body from the Eastern States laud the initiative
that has been shown by Western Australia and its
present Government towards local government. In
particular he referred to the initiative we had
taken in a number of forums to advocate the
recognition of local government in our
Constitution. I am sure that had the member for
Geraldton been there-

Mr Carr- In fact I was there.
Sir CHARLES COURT: -he would not have

made the speech he did.
Mr Carr: Are you suggesting that one person

saying that is representative of the whole of local
government?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The gentleman who
spoke is a very senior person in that association;
he is very highly regarded. He made it clear to the
assembly that he was speaking officially on behalf
of the organisation. If the member was there, I
am sorry that I did not reeognise him. I have no
doubt he was. there, but amongst the great mass
of people croided in one room, it was difficult to
see everyone.
(167)

The gentleman to whom I referred is a very
senior member of the organisation of local
government and he is acknowledged as such
throughout Australia. HeI was very laudatory in
his attitude to Western Australia on this
particular problem. So 1 cannot understand what
the honourable member is getting at.

Also, we had a commitment to take this step; it
was not done reluctantly. I want to remind the
honourable member that this State was one of the
initiators in ensuring that local government
received a share, as of right, of Federal income
tax. It is this Government that still insists the
biggest share of that money should be allocated
without any strings attached. Other States are
critical of it, but we insisted that 80 per cent of
the funds go to local government as of right with
no strings attached, and not subject to any
formula beyond the test to classify certain local
governments because of their inbuilt problems in
regard to area against the number of ratepayers
and income, and this sort of thing. The formula to
which I referred has served us very well, It. was
only in the last year that the percentage went
down to 70 per cent-I hope a temporary
move-at the request of certain people in local
government to deal with a special problem.

Mr Carr: That money all goes without strings
attached.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Might I just point
out to the honourable member that the first part
goes to them as of right.

Mr Carr: On a pr~ capita basis.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The other part is

subject to a test by a commission.
Mr Carr: It is still untied as to how the

authorities spend it.
Sir CHARLES COURT: No-one is saying

there are any ties. I want to make it clear to the
honourable member that the authorities do not
receive that part of the funds as of right-they
have to give evidence before the commission, the
commission makes the finding, and the
Government makes the distribution. Some people
can be left out entirely from the second
part-element B.

I just remind the honourable member that
because of our policy of giving the maximum at
any time to local authorities, under element A,
that funding is made on a per capita basis without
any strings; the local authorities do not have to
come along to plead a case; they do not have to
come as mendicants.

In my introductory speech I emphasised the
powers that have been written into the
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amendment. I realise that one cannot win in this
place, but I would like to explain to the
honourable member that this particular
amendment was shown to the Local Government
Association and the Country Shire Councils'
Association before the Bill was finally presented.
It was agreed that certain matters had to be
specified because of the peculiarities that develop
in, say, a temporary situation-and I say
"temporary" hopefully-where a commissioner
has to be appointed. Because of other Statutes
and circumstances, in a few places in Western
Australia there is no local government at all and
so this had to be spelt out. Otherwise, there would
have been an anomaly in the Constitution Act
which would have been challenged immediately.

The Local Government Association and the
Country Shire Councils' Association will confirm
to the honourable member that the amendment
was presented to them with explanations. I
understand that these bodies had the amendment
examined from a legal point of view, but that is
their own affair. Both associations expressed the
view that they were pleased with the amendment
and with the action taken by the Government. So
it is rather strange that we have this sudden
outpouring from the honourable member about
local government when basically his party at the
Federal level at least is committed to the
extermination of local government.

Mr B. T. Burke: Oh rubbish!
Sir CHARLES COURT: The former Labor

Prime Minister (Mr Whitlam) made it clear-
Mr B. T. Burke: How long ago was that?
Sir CHARLES COURT: --on behalf of the

Labor Party that he wanted to get rid of the
States and he wanted 70 regional councils which
would be directly responsible to Canberra.

Mr Jamieson: You are wrong again;, he never
made that statement on behalf of the Labor
Party. H-e made it in a lecture at one stage.

Sir CHARLES COURT: It is no secret that on
two occasions the same gentleman, when speaking
to the Premiers at a Premiers' Conference, said he
found it nauseating to preside over a Premiers'
Conference and he hoped that that would be the
last one he attended. He was prophetic the last
time he said it, as a matter of fact. However, he
certainly meant what he said; he was vehement
about it. He had a complete dedication to the
extermination of the States and the setting up of
regional councils.

It is rather interesting that the man who was at
that time Federal President of the ALP (Mr
Hawke) and who is now an aspirant for the
Federal Parliament-and obviously if he is

elected he will soon hold a senior position in the
Parliamentary Labor Party-has put forward this
same proposition.

Mr Jamieson: Only a personal opinion.
Sir CHARLES COURT: And yet the

honourable member stands up here and says-
Mr Jamieson: It has never even been before a

Federal conference.
Sir CHARLES COURT: We are very

interested to hear it. Again, I am quite surprised
that members opposite are so vehement in their
rejection of both Mr Whitlam and Mr Hawke. I
cannot remember Mr Whitlam's statement ever
being challenged by the Labor Party.

Mr Jamieson: He said that at some lecture.
Mr Bryce: Back in 1956.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Yes, and he still

believes in that concept.
The honourable member also referred to

matters which require ratification by the
Minister. It is a very brave gesture to say, "We
will take these things out." But has the
honourable member tried to find out whether
local government wants them out? Many local
authorities want these provisions to remain; it is
part of their strength and protection, and it is also
part of ratepayers' protection.

The honourable member accused me of quoting
a person when I referred to the fact he had
mentioned that the Western Australian
Government was a leader in the recognition of
local government. Now, of course, he wants to
refer to one or two people in local government
who have a bit of a vendetta against this
Government, and the Minister in particular. A
number of highly respected people in local
government have been to see me in defence of the
Minister and in opposition to what the honourable
member said.

Mr Carr: If you believe that, you really are out
of touch.

Sir CHARLES COURT: These people are
people I respect; they do not want to get involved
in a public brawl with one or two people in local
government.

Mr B. T. Burke: Name one. Who are they?
Sir CHARLES COURT: The honourable

member will find out.
Mr B. T. Burke: When?
Sir CHARLES COURT: When this becomes

an issue; members opposite will find that local
government in its present form has more
supporters than people who want to tear it down.

5314



[Tuesday, 27th November, t979J131

Mr 8. T. Burke: Let us hear who these people
are. You quote authorities, but never name them.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The member for
Welshpool dealt with a number of matters which
went far beyond this Bill, such as the national
anthem and the loyal toast.

Mr Jamieson: It all lies in.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Not to my mind. The

honourable member knows I do not agree with his
attitude, Indeed, I think the majority of people in
Western Australia and Australia generally prefer
the present situation. They see the mess other
countries are in under their republics, and they
are very happy to hang on to what they have; at
least it has some stability.

Mr Bryce: Canada is in a mess, is it?
Sir CHARLES COURT: Canada has its

troubles over one State.
I do not intend to get involved in this question

of the worth of one Minister against another.
However, [ do want to say that when the Minister
for Transport was Minister for Local Government
and Urban Development and Town Planning, he
earned a reputation second to none as a
competent and responsible Minister. When it was
rumoured-as it is from time to time-that he
was to be transferred to another portfolio,
representations were made to me in an endeavour
to change my mind and allow Mr Rushton to
remain in that portfolio. I gave them the
explanation that I believed that periodically
Ministers should gain wider experience. That was
the only reason the change was made.

I thank members for their support, even though
they may have had some qualifications.

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: The question has been raised
with me as to whether or nor this Bill requires the
concurrence of an absolute majority under the
provisions of section 73 of the Constitution Act.

It could easily be said that as the Dill obviously
amends the Constitution it therefore requires such
a majority. However, I cannot construe the words
of section 73". .. any Bill by which any change
in the constitution of the Legislative Council or
the Legislative Assembly shalt be effected. .. ." to
mean specifically a Bill which simply amends the
Acts which together comprise our Constitution
without effecting any change in either the powers,
the structure or the form of the Legislative
Council or the Legislative Assembly.

Under the present circumstances the
Government would not appear to be in any

difficulty in providing an absolute majority to
carry such a Bill. However, this is not always the
case; from time to time Governments are elected
which do not have an absolute majority on the
floor of the House. In such cases it becomes quite
a crucial matter to determine whether or not Bills
require absolute majorities.

I feel it to be important that any decision made
at this time does not place an obligation on a
future presiding officer to make some consistent
ruling when both in this case, and perhaps in that
future case, there is strictly no necessity for this
absolute majority.

I therefore rule that, although it may not be
absolutely necessary to require this Bill to pass
with an absolute majority, I shall nevertheless
take steps to ascertain that such a majority exists.

Later Speakers may well give other rulings in
other circumstances, after appropriate reflection.

The question is that the Bill be read a second
time. Those of that opinion say "Aye"; to the
contrary, "No". I have counted the House, and as
there is an absolute majority present and there
being no dissentient voice, I declare the motion to
be carried with the concurrence of an absolute
majority of the whole number of members of the
House.

Question thus passed.
Hill read a second time.

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in
the Chair; Sir Charles Court (Premier) in charge
Of the Bill.

Clauses I and 2 put and passed.
Clause 3: Part Ill B added-
Mr JIAMIESQN: There is a point I wished to

make in respect of the future responsibility of
local government. If we became a republic,
obviously we would have a form of titular head,
other than the Governor General. I could not
imagine our adopting the American system of
presidential elections. I would see as one of the
responsibilities of local government its becoming
an "elective college" for the purposes of electing
our president, or whatever title we decided upon.

Obviously, the people with the power would be
the Prime Minister, or the Premiers in each State.
However, I think it would be desirable for people
in positions of responsibility-be they members of
local government, State Government, or Federal
Government-to combine to elect our titular
head. He would have no power other than to sign
documents presented to him by the recognised
Government of the day. I do see an additional
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responsibility being put upon local government
eventually; I hope it will be sooner, and not later;
however, that will be a matter for the people of
this country to determine.

Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the

report adopted.

Third Reading
SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)

[3.30 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a third time.

Question Put.
The SPEAKER: I draw members' attention to

the statement I made ealier with respect to the
passage of this Bill. The question is, "That the
Bill be now read a third time".

I advise members that as there was no
dissenting voice, I have counted the House and I
declare the Bill to be carried with an absolute
majority.

Question thus passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the

Council.

METROPOLITAN REGION TOWN
PLANNING SCHEME ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading
Debate resumed from the I st November.
MR PEARCE (Gosnells) [3.31 p.m.]: This Bill

is aimed at making a number of amendments to
the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme
Act and to consolidate many of its provisions.
Many of the points the Bill makes are relatively
minor; some are enshrined in a different form in
the old Act and we have no objection to these
provisions.

However there is one provision which we
believe has quite drastic consequences and on
those grounds it is our intention to oppose this Bill
at the second reading. The consequences to which
I refer and which considerably diminish the power
of the Parliament with regard to regional
planning matters are not only drastic in
themselves, but given that they are coming up at a
time when we have a very significant amendment
to the metropolitan region scheme presently under
consideration-apparently being shuttled
backwards and forwards between the

Government's joint party room and the MRPA at
a time when the Parliament presumably will not
sit again after this week, next week, the week
after, Or whatever time the Premier is prepared to
give us to consider the very important legislation
he is bringing in again so late in the year-it may
well be the case that if we agree to this Dill at this
stage, amendments could be made to the
metropolitan region scheme and put into effect
and the Parliament would not have the
opportunity to debate them until almost six or
nine months later.

Mrs Craig: Are you referring to clause 12?
Mr PEARCE: Of course T am.
Mrs Craig: Have you not seen the amendments

in my name on the notice paper which have been
there for a week now?

Mr Nanovich: He was away.
Mrs Craig: They were there before he was

away.
Mr B. T. Burke: Typical sloppy management.

You cannot bring in a piece of legislation without
having to change it.

Mr Young: That won't work.
Mr B. T. Burke: You used to attack the Tonkin

Government all the time. This is sloppy legislation
and sloppy handling.

Mr Young: Keep shouting.
Mr Tonkin: Every Bill you bring in you amend.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!

The member for Gosnells will resume his seat.
The House will come to order. I call the member
for Gosniells.

Mr PEARCE: I am prepared to indicate to the
Minister that I thank her for drawing my
attention to this matter. I think we might be
prepared to reconsider our approach to the Bill. I
will run over the clauses of the Bill about which I
wish to comment and I will come back later to the
possibility of our reconsidering our attitude with
regard to the Minister's amendments.

The Opposition would have no objection to the
appointment of a full-time chairman of the
MRPA because of its increasing professionalism.
However, the Government has to grasp the nettle
with regard to the establishment of quasi
statutory authorities to the extent that where
people are to be appointed to full-time positions,
such as chairman of the MRPA, such
appointments shouid not be made by the
Government picking names out of a hat or by
choosing someone it knows who might do the job.

When an organisation like the MRPA gets to
the stage where it is a fully-fledged statutory
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authority with very considerable powers of its
own, positions such as the chairman of the
authority ought to become ones which are filled
by open advertisement; that is to say,
advertisements should be placed calling for people
who are qualified to fill the position so that we
may have the best qualified person appointed.

Someone iling the position of chairman of the
MRPA is in the postition effectively of someone
who is an under secretary of a smallish
Government department. He fills a very serious
and senior position. He has very heavy
professional responsibilities for all of those aspects
involved with the MRPA. The decisions he makes
can affect the lives of the people in the city to a
much greater extent than decisions made by any
other Government department. Yet because to
some degree he is outside the field of the general
Public Service, the terms and conditions of
appointment, and the way he is appointed to the
position, are such that it is very difficult for
anyone with the necessary qualifications to make
it known he is available to be appointed. We
would have to say that the man who fills the job
at the present time could be looked at in that way.

I am not wishing to attack the present
chairman of the MRPA, who is now the full-time
chairman. However, it has to be said that the
position would have been better filled had it been
done by open advertisement. I am told the man
himself has some degree of expertise in the area
of real estate. He was a valuer and a director of a
real estate company. That reflects the
Government's approach to the way it sees the
MRPA's role. The Government sees the MRPA's
role as to do with development of the
metropolitan region. If its principal role is to plan.
I guess it should have a developer as its head.

We believe that in many ways the role of the
MRPA should be that of protecting just as much
as getting things rolling and developing
properties. Almost all the metropolitan region
scheme amendments are naturally going to be of
the type about which people will protest. It is
perfectly understandable that people should be
protesting when one considers the south-east
Corridor in which the authority wants to develop
roads and bridges in old established areas. It is
understandable that there will be some sort of
uproar. That is what has happened in this
corridor. I have had some Press coverage on this
matter myself.

A meeting of the Government joint parties was
not prepared to accept the Minister's
recommendation that it should accept the south-
east corridor report in its present form. The
Government members did not accept it largely

because it would put the Murdoch electorate at
risk if the Government went ahead and built a
bridge over the Canning River at that point. The
member for Murdoch was not the only
Government back-bencher to oppose this move. I
give him credit because it is a relatively rare thing
for Liberal back-benchers to be able to override
the Minister in the party room. The Minister
found herself in a difficult position and had to
refer the plan back to the MRPA.

The difficulty is that where the thrust of
development proposals will affect people, as they
almost always do in the metropolitan region
scheme, they affect people in inner city areas. In
order to develop outer suburban areas we need to
have a body which has a balanced outlook on all
matters. That means the chairman of this
authority has to be someone who is at least very
involved with planning or someone who is highly
qualified in the area of planning.

After all, he is a person who is virtually the
Government's resident expert in these matters and
the Government should appoint someone who is
an expert and is qualified in this area. If the
MRPA were a Government department, this is
the way things would be handled. We are building
up the MRPA to a point where it is becoming like
a Government department; it is much more
professional, because there are provisions in other
clauses of the Bill to pay members of the MRPA
for their time and hence it is a much more
powerful organisation.

When we reach that point, I feel it is important
for us then to consider the ways in which people
become appointed to these particular positions.
When the present incumbent was appointed, my
leader made a statement to the effect that this
was an appointment that had not been widely
canvassed. There was no canvassing of the diverse
knowledge of the many people in the community
involved in planning. The Government just
appointed someone who was a director of a real
estate company. I do not know the man myself; he
may have been a good appointee. However we feel
there is no guarantee that he will be when we
consider the way the Government made the
appointment.

With regard to the change of quorum and the
way in which the committee will be appointed, we
do not have any quarrel with that. We will not
argue about the technicalities; in fact the system
of the appointment of deputies and the committee
structures are parallel with the Town Planning
and Development Act. However, I am a little
suspicious of the appointment of deputies on a
large scale, because if people do not attend
meetings regularly there could be different
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meetings week after week. For example, one-third
may have attended meetings over a period of four
weeks. This would not constitute a continuance of
a quorum. It would lead to a discontinuity in the
operation of the committee.

The difficulty arises quite simply because the
Governmnent is not prepared to make the MRPA
committee. one of full-time people. It will not go
the whole hog to establish a few more full-time
people other than the chairman. This is problably
the way it will be done in the future. We do not
have any argument with this minor proposition
but when we are ij Government we will sort it out
ourselves in a more professional way.

I wish now to speak about the ways in which
the new consolidation of procedures allow for the
Minister to decide, or the MRPA with the
Minister's assistance, what is a major amendment
to the scheme and what is a minor amendment.
For the benefit of the House, the major
amendments that are agreed to have to go
through a procedure whereby, at some point, it is
brought before the Parliament. A major
amendment to the scheme is made and the
Parliament is involved at the end stage.

In the case of a minor amendment, the MRPA
certifies to the Minister that the amendments are
minor. The Parlianrient is then not involved in the
processes of consideration of the changes to the
scheme. The Minister has some say in this. If the
MRPA sends a certificate to the Minister to say
that the proposed amendment is a minor one and
if the Minister considers it to be a major
amendment, the Minister can insist that it goes to
the Parliament.

One can imagine the way the Government
operates in respect of this. It is obvious the
Minister would wish to avoid the Parliament
being involved at all costs. If a person is aggrieved
with regard to a minor amendment and feels he
should have some redress, the Act provides for an
area or redress. It is, quite simply, an appeal to
the Minister. The Minister has already been
involved in the decision about whether or not this
is a minor or major amendment so a person is
hardly appealing to an impartial person. It is an
appeal to someone who has been somewhat
involved in the process. It is somewhat different to
the appeals which can be made to the Minister for
Local Government. If a person is aggrieved by a
decision of a council an appeal is made from one
group of people involved in the setting up to
someone outside the process.

In this legislation, the Minister is involved;
therefore we do not intend to accept the

proposition that the appeal should lie with the
Minister in this instance.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.04 p.m.
Mr PEARCE: I return now to the clauses to

which I originally raised objection and in regard
to which the Minister has pointed out she has
amendments on the notice paper. I indicate at the
outset that is a sufficient change for the
Opposition not to oppose the Bill at the second
reading, but I will make a few points about the
way this amendment has come about, which is a
fair comment on the Government's operations in
this place.

The Bill was given its second reading on the I1st
November. The ALP committee on this matter
met twice to consider its attitude towards the Bill
and spent quite a number of hours going through
the Bill and its implications to decide its attitude.
We met once for an hour and a half to consider
the Bill and we had some queries on which we
took advice and received submissions. We met
first on the 6th November, and on the 13th
November we determined our attitude, two weeks
after the Bill had been introduced. At this stage in
the session we are lucky to have a week between
the time of the second reading and the time the
Bill comes up for debate.

On behalf of the committee, I then made a
statement to The Sunday Times in which I
indicated we would oppose the Bill because of this
amendment. I pointed out that the Bill to amend
the Act was designed to promulgate the
amendments to the south-east corridor plan-the
one which had been deferred by the joint parties'
meeting until after the election. If the
Government were re-elected in -February-if the
23rd February is to be the date of the
election-on the I st March the Government could
have brought out exactly the same corridor plan
and put it into effect, and the Parliament would
not have an opportunity to discuss it until late
July or early August. That scheme could have
been put into effect for six months before the
Parliament had an opportunity to discuss it.

I was opposed to that, and so was my party,
and the first time it was taken up anywhere
publicly was by myself in The Sunday Times.
That article in The Sunday Times, quoting me
fairly extensively on this matter, was printed on
the Sunday before last. The following
Wednesday-last Wednesday-amendments
came onto the notice paper to remove my
objection to the Bill. I concede I am open to
criticism for not picking up those amendments. I
will concede that for myself-not for my
colleagues. But if!I had picked them up, I was not
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here last Thursday, so I can hardly be blamed for
that.

Mrs Craig: They were on Wednesday's notice
paper.

Mr PEARCE: I concede that. The amendments
went onto the notice paper last Wednesday. The
Bill was listed for discussion on Thursday, and the
only reason it was not taken last Thursday was
that the Premier agreed to defer it for a day
because I had been suspended and I was due to
deal with it for the Opposition. A crucial
amendment like this the Minister places on the
notice paper on one day -and asks for it to come up
for discussion the next day. Obviously, a matter of
whether or not the Parliament is to have a say in
agreeing to a scheme before it goes into effect is a
crucial part of the legislation; in fact, so crucial
that the Opposition was prepared to oppose the
whole Bill on that point, even though we agreed to
the other points.

What opportunity was our party given to
consider these amendments? None. They went on
the notice paper on Wednesday. We sat until
after 1.00 a.m. on Thursday and reconvened at
10.30 a.m., on Thursday. What opportunity does
the Opposition have to consider its position in
regard to significant amendments like this? I am
not saying I am not open to criticism for not
picking them up on the notice paper, but even had
I been able to be present on Thursday,'- what
opportunity would the Opposition committee have
had to reconsider its attitude in- the light of the
amendments? The answer is: None. That is a bit
of sloppy work on the part of the Government,
putting the Opposition in this position.

When Bills are introduced they should be given
a reasonable amount of discussion. This Bill has
been on the notice paper for three weeks but of
significant amendments which make a great deal
of difference to the Bill we arc.given virtually one
day's notice. What prompted the Government,
which introduced the Bill on the 1 st November, to
list amendments on the 21st November? The
Government gives itself three weeks to reconsider
the Bill. Why are these sorts of amendments
consistently, Bill after Bill, introduced weeks after
the Bill itself has been introduced?

I might be drawing a long bow on this, but I
point out that the only person who had publicly
drawn attention to this flaw in the Bill prior to the
amendments' being introduced was in fact myself
in The Sunday Times article to which I have
referred. It may well be the Government has
beaten me to the punch by putting into the Bill
the very amendments which I said were necessary
if the Bill were to be workable. Perhaps I have

been more effective outside the House than inside
it. That is par for the course because the
Government, which concedes nothing inside the
House, may well realise that in a pre-election
climate it has to amend these things before the
Opposition has the opportunity to do so.

The member for Murdoch may laugh but he
was not pointing out the fact that the Government
could promulgate the south-east corridor plan,
which affects his electorate, without any public*
discussion for six months. I go further than that,
and it is something to which the member for
Murdoch may give thought: had the Bill gone
through in its original form the Government could
have promulgated the south-east corridor plan a
week after the House rose and it would not have
been discussed until next August. It could have
included the bridge. The member for Murdoch
has had the bridge across the Canning River
deferred, but he has no 'guarantee that it will not
be built eventually.

Mr MacKinnon: I did not do that.
Mr PEARCE: If he wants to deny he had a

hand in it-
Mr MacKinnon: I did not do it off my own bat.
Mr PEARCE: He was not the only one

involved but to the extent that he had a hand in it
I am giving him credit. After having been
deferred in this way, it could have been popped up
by the Government a week after the House rose.

Mr Cla rko: You are stretching a long bow.
Mr PEARCE: No. That is what could have

been done. The honourabte member probably
does not realise the extent of the plans.

Mr Clarko: I do, very much, but it is like
saying we could have a casino in Kings Park; it is
possible but it is a long bow.

Mr PEARCE: I suppose it is legally possible
but the proposition in the original Bill was to
change the procedure to allow exactly what I am
suggesting. The previous procedure was that the
amendments to the metropolitan region scheme
would ndt come into effect until there had been a
vote in the House. The Bill which was presented
on the 1st November changed that situation in
many ways. This particular matter was changed
to enable the amendments to the scheme to come
into effect from the time they were printed in the
Government Gazette. They could have come into
effect and action could have been taken in regard
to them, and only later, if the Parliament voted
against them, could they be disallowed; and
anything done in the interim could not be
invalidated by a vote of the Parliament. It is not
drawing a long bow to say the Government could
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bring in an amendment to the scheme at any
point, and we know one very large amendment to
the scheme in the south-east corridor is floating
around at the present time.

Mr Clarko: Aren't you giving your speech as
though the amendments were not on the notice
paper?

Mr PEARCE: I am pointing out the situation
which applied at the time the Bill was brought in.
I am pointing out that the only public criticism of
that particular provision was made by me.

Mrs Craig: Why didn't you place that
amendment on the notice paper at the same time
as you placed the others on it, which was the day
before I placed my amendment on the notice
paper?

Mr PEARCE: Because the committee was so
strongly opposed to taking away that power from
Parliament that we were prepared to oppose the
Bill. We thought the other amendments we put up
had a chance of being successful. On the main
question the situation we want to apply pertains in
the 1978 Act. Had we been able to defeat the Bill
the situation we want to apply would have
applied. To place amendments on the notice paper
to get back to the old situation was not the way to
go about it. We wanted the present situation to
apply; therefore we intended to oppose the Bill.

Mrs Craig: This amendment only retains the
situation in the 1978 Act.

Mr PEARCE: I appreciate that the Minister's
amendment gets back to the old situation.

Mrs Craig: You could have amended it in the
same way.

Mr PEARCE: Yes, we could have done that;
but we were not caught in the same
administrative sloppiness in which the
Government was caught. We wanted the situation
that applied in the earlier Act; we did not care
particularly about deputies for members,
quorums, or the other little points which are
included in the Bill. We want the planning
situation that pertained in the 1978 legislation,
and to achieve that we have to vote against this
Bill as it stands. If we were able to defeat this Bill
we would achieve the situation that we wanted to
achieve, and then we would be prepared to look at
the minor matters that have been introduced.

Now the Minister has cut the guts out of her
own Bill by giving notice of amendments to get
back to the old situation. That is ridiculous, and it
is a position into which she was forced by putting
this provision in the Bill in the first place. The
Minister seems to be prepared to back down after
reading The Sunday Times article. One would

have thought this would be discussed by members
opposite in the party room, but I imagine they
were not consulted about it.

As it stands, the Opposition is now prepared to
support the Bill in the terms that I have indicated.
We are not happy with the way the Government
has gone about introducing this Bill. I do feel that
if the Government is to govern for much longer it
will have to Let its act together a little better in
respect of introducing Bills of this type so that
they are in their final form when they come here.

If the Government is going to accept the
Opposition's amendments, let it accept them after
Proper discussion when the Dill is before the
House instead of waiting to see what members of
the Opposition have to say in the newspapers.

However, I am certainly glad the Government
has seen our point in regard to this
matter-retarded as it may be in its recognition
of the value of parliamentary discussion of such
matters. I will have a few comments to make in
the Committee stage when I speak to the clauses I
propose to endeavour to amend, and to one or two
other clauses.

With those begrudging qualifications, I indicate
that the Opposition will not oppose the Bill at this
stage.

MRS CRAIG (Wellington-Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning) [4.18 p.m.]: I
thank the Opposition for its somewhat reluctant
support of the Bill in view of the changed
circumstances, and I would like to comment on
some of the matters raised by the member for
Gosnells.

He referred to the person who is now the full-
time Chairman of the Metropolitan Region
Planning Authority. Regrettably, the member for
Gosnells indicated that he- felt the chairman may
not be a suitable person, and that the appointee
may have been more suitable had the position
been advertised. We have found ourselves
extremely fortunate in the appointment of this
full-time chairman because we have a person who
is prepared to give his time, and who has had such
wide experience in relation to all matters affecting
the Metropolitan Region Planning Authority. The
chairman brings a certain expertise to the
authority in relation to valuation; I am sure that
would be agreed by all those who at any time
have felt themselves aggrieved by amendments to
regional planning.

One of the difficulties we have encountered is
that of maintaining a suitable flow and having a
speedy operation in relation to valuations and
acquisition, which is what aggrieved landowners
wish to have. In addition, it is fair to say that the
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MRPA in recent years has had to carry a greater
and greater work load. Mr Wilkins' predecessor
(Mr Neil Hawkins) devoted an enormous amount
of time to the role of chairman over a seven-year
period. Although he was in a part-time capacity,
it would be fair to say that he worked much more
in a full-time capacity, and we were conscious of
the load upon him at that time. That made us feel
it was fair to appoint a full-time chairman who
would have sufficient time to continue the things
Mr Hawkins began; I refer to the greater liaison
with local authorities, meeting people, public
meetings, etc. For these reasons I believe
members opposite will have no reason as time
goes by to question whether the present chairman
is a suitable appointee.

While speaking about the south-east corridor
amendment, I would like to pay tribute to the
members of the authority who worked over a long
period to produce what they firmly believe is the
best planning concept they could arrive at in
relation to the planning needs of the area. The
member for Gosnells has said quite often-and I
have made a public statement to this effect-that
he believed the amendment should be
reconsidered in the light of new knowledge; and
not the least of that new knowledge was the fact
that the extension of the south-east corridor
report was completed or just about completed.
and that would make a difference in respect of
traffic flows and other matters.

Mr Pearce: The attitude of your party
colleagues was another new matter.

Mrs CRAIG: The role of every member of
Parliament is to represent the people be is elected
to represent in the best way possible. In fact
members of the Government do that admirably,
and they were able to indicate some problems. We
know the authority is again considering the
decisions it made in the first place.

The member for Gosnells referred also to
amending procedures. He was speaking about this
matter prior to the afternoon tea suspension, but
he did not continue with it when the sitting
resumed. I felt he gave an indication that where
there was not a substantial alteration to a scheme,
it could be effected without the usual advertising
and submissions. This is not so; although it was so
prior to the MRPA passing a resolution to delete
clause 15 from the scheme. However, the less
significant amending procedures still require the
recommendation of the authority-if it is not a
major amendment like the south-east corridor
amendment-to the Minister, who within X days
of that must have the matter published in the
Government Gazetle The matter must be put out

to public notice also, and any person who feels
aggrieved has a right of appeal.

Mr Pearce: You are right; I did not finish my
remarks on that. I did not mean to indicate that
we are opposed to that. We feel the appeal should
not be 'to the Minister, who is involved in the
process, but to an independent tribunal. I will
take that up later.

Mrs CRAIG: I realise that, because of the
nature of the amendments proposed by the
member for Gosnells, it would be better for us to
canvass that matter in the Committee stage.

The member for Gosnells made great mention
of an article in The Sunday Timms I regret to tell
him quite sincerely that I did not see the article. I
believe I owe the House an explanation on this
matter which is of great concern to the
Opposition. When the particular clause was
incorporated in this legislation, it was
incorporated as a result of the difficulty which
had arisen in 1978. Members will recall there was
an amendment to the north-west corridor, and a
motion to disallow the amendment was moved.
The motion was never debated and when the
Parliament went into recess we did not know the
date on which the amendment became effective.
After some investigation we found it became
effective on the date on which Parliament was
prorogued. That was a very serious disadvantage
to the landowners who were affected by the
amendment, and who may have wished to enter
into transactions in respect of the land they
owned.

A great deal of discussion took place as to how
this problem best could be overcome. The Crown
Law Department advised the best procedure was
to adopt a process that was identical with that
relating to the promulgation of regulations. That
meant, of course, that the amendment would have
the force of law on and from the date on which it
was published in the Government Gazette, When
the legislation was introduced into the House
members on this side drew my attention to the
effect of the authority deciding to act in the way
that the member for Gosnells indicated it couldl
act. I then canvassed at great length ways and
means which might be able to be employed to
effect the date on which the amendment became
effective and at the same time not to give the
authority latitude to act when the Parliament had
not had its say. I think that is a fair explanation
of the delay that occurred before I placed the
amendment on the notice paper. In fact, we were
unable to find suitable means of overcoming the
problem in the short term.
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The Opposition then made reference to the
provision now the subject of an amendment,
which had not been found to be effective or fair to
all parties concerned. There will be a need at
some future time to canvass the difficulties which
arise when a motion to disallow an amendment is
moved but not debated, and the matter of the
effective date is not clear.

I believe the other matters the member for
Gosnells wishes to canvass in respect of this Bill
will be canvassed during the Committee stage.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in
the Chair; Mrs Craig (Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning) in charge of
the Bill.

Clauses I to I I put and passed.
Clause 12: Section 33 repealed and sections 33,

33A and 338 substituted-
The CHAIRMAN: I draw the attention of the

Minister to a typographical error on page 6, line
36. It appears the word "adopted" should be
"adopt".- 

-

Mrs CRAIG: I move an amendment-
Page 6, line 36-Delete the word

".adopted" and substitute the word "adopt".
Amendment put and passed.
Mr PEARCE: I move an amendment-

Page 10-Insert after paragraph (in) the
following new paragraph to stand as
paragraph (n)-

The Authority shall publish a
summary of all submissions made
concerning the amendment, with reasons
for the acceptance or rejection of each.

One of the main points about the Opposition's
approach to planning matters has been to make
all planning affairs as public as possible. We
believe there ought to be the greatest possible
public participation in planning matters. The
MRPA has gone some way towards this; and I
instance the public meetings held throughout the
south-east corridor to consider the south-east
corridor report. On the other hand, the
discussions in relation to the Armadale
subregional centre report were totally different,
and no-one seemed to be able to find out what
was going on.

The CHAIRMAN: It has now been drawn to
my attention there are two other typographical
errors. Would the member for Gosnells be

prepared to withdraw his amendment so that we
can clear up these other matters?

Mr PEARCE: It will not stop my moving it
again?

The CHAIRMAN: No.
Mr PEARCE: Very well, I withdraw my

amendment.
Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Mrs CRAIG: I was aware of these problems,
but I realised we had progressed to clause 12. 1
thank the member for Gosnells for his courtesy in
indicating we may proceed to correct the
typographical errors. I move an amendment-

PageS8, line 12-Delete the word "on" and
substitute the word "in".

Amendment put and passed.
Mrs CRAIG: I move an amendment-

Page 9, line 40-Delete the word "on" and
substitute the word "in".

Amendment put and passed.
Mr PEARCE: I move an amendment-

Page 10-Insert after paragraph (in) the
following new paragraph to stand as
paragraph (n)-

The Authority shall publish a
summary of all submissions made
concerning the amendment, with reasons
for the acceptance or rejection of each.

At an earlier stage, before I was constrained to
withdraw my amendment, I had made the point
that the Opposition is concerned to have as much
public involvement in planning matters as
possible. We concede there is already a fair
degree of public involvement, although we believe
that degree could be improved.

The proposition we are putting to the
Committee in this proposed new paragraph (n) is
that all amendments to the scheme which are
Proposed should be published. The authority
invites submissions, as it is legally bound to do,
from people who are likely to be affected by the
proposal; and sometimes the authority receives
thousands of submissions on a large-scale matter
like the south-east corridor plan. In the final
result, when the authority has made a decision,
the proposals go to the Minister and to the joint
Government parties' meeting, which has become
quite a significant force in the planning
procedure. Then the decisign emerges from the
mill.

At that time, we believe the authority should
publish a list of the submissions made by public
groups and individuals, with a summary of the
reasons for the acceptance or rejection of each
submission. I have seen reports of the MRPA
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which contain a summary of submissions and a
brief statement of why a particular submission
was accepted or not; but the authority does not do
it in every case. Certainly it is not legally bound
to do so.

We wish to write into the Act the requirement
that the authority must publish a summary of
submissions, with reasons for acceptance or
rejection. That is the necessary end point of
public participation in planning. People may be
aggrieved at a decision. They may agree with it or
not; but at least they will have the opportunity to
know why the authority accepted same
submissions and rejected others.

I do not believe this proposal would be an
expensive exercise because the authority does this,
in effect, with its internal mechanisms. We are
asking that there be a legal requirement for this
sort of thing.

Mrs CRAIG: In point of fact the authority puts
together a summary of all the submissions, and
summarises the reasons for rejection and
acceptance. This summary goes into a bound
volume. On some occasions it has been tabled in
the House, but on other occasions it has not been.
That has simply been an omission. The volume is
always available at the Town Planning
Department. Any person who has made a
submission is free to obtain a transcript of his
submission and a copy of the reasons given by the
planning authority for the rejection or upholding
of the submission.

I believe that gives sufficient public
participation. Let us remember that such people
have said the things they wanted to say; and they
want to go back only to be able to check that the
submission they made was given due regard; and
they would be interested to learn the reasons
given by the authority in relation to the
acceptance or rejection of the submission.

As the member for Gosnells. said, those
submissions are incorporated in a document which
is made available usually to members of
Parliament. That is a much more concise
summary of the submissions. If there has been a
group of submissions made in roneod form, they
are shown more concisely.

It is fair to say that this document is made
available to the public. I believe the method
adopted by the authority is sufficient. For that
reason, I would not agree with the matters being
published as the member suggests. The
information is available already to any member of
the public who wishes to view it.

Mr PEARCE: I believe we have been quite
reasonable on this Bill. I ask the Minister to

reconsider because, in essence, what she is saying
is that there is no need to agree to the amendment
because the authority does it already. That may
be the case; but nevertheless there is no legal
requirement on the authority. It may be doing
what the Minister said; but the next full-time
chairman or the next Minister may change that
because it is simply a departmental procedure.

At a time when the Minister is rewriting the
Act to incorporate in it matters which are
departmental procedures or authority procedures,
I wonder why she is not prepared to put into the
Act a matter with which she says she agrees and
which she says is being done already.

I ask the Minister to reconsider. She says that
these things happen already; and I am happy
about that; but, in future, if a wicked Opposition
inds itself elected to Government, it might not do

all of the nice things the Minister has been doing
herself.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Harman

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovicli

Ayes
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Grill
Mr B_ T. Burke

Ayes I8
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
MrT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 26
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neoil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Sprips

Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Crane
Mr Hassell
M rP. V. Jones
Mr Watt

(Teller)

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.
Mrs CRAIG: I move an amendment-

Page 10, lines 28 to 30-Delete the
passage "and shall take effect as if enacted
by this Act on and from the date of such
publication,".
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Mr PEARCE: This is one of the amendments
of which we have had notice during the course of
the debate on the second reading. I indicate the
Opposition is most happy with this situation. In
fact, it is a 900 per cent or 1 000 per cent
improvement on the provision contained in the
Dill.

Our main objection to the proposition was that
an amendment to the scheme could be put into
effect before it was debated in the House. That is
something to which we would never have agreed.
Our belief is that the Parliament ought to be
paramount at the final stage of the planning
process. We are pleased that the Minister has
reverted to that position.

I just want to make one other comment. It has
been a rather low-key debate and perhaps that
indicates there have been mistakes on both sides.
However, if it is the case that the Minister of the
Crown, or the authority who put up the original
proposition in the Bill, wishes only to correct the
anomaly, as the Minister suggests, she should
have a look at the people who are advising her in
the department. The removal of powers from
Parliament is of such paramount importance that,
when the Minister indicated in her introductory
speech on the Bill that no item in it was
contentious, it must have been clear that, in fact,
it was contentious.

I am glad the contentious provision has been
removed from the Bill. However, it should not
have been there in the first place if the aim of the-
legislation was to correct only the anomaly to
which the Minister has referred. She is quite right
that that anomaly needed to be corrected and, as
a result of a rapid reading of what the Minister
Proposes, it appears the anomaly will be corrected
by the amendment, and in fact the dastardly
deeds which could arise from the Bill will not in
fact occur.

I have made this paint in relation to a number
of Bills introduced by the Government. I believe
the legislation should be presented to Parliament
in a final form and, when a Minister seeks to
amend small anomalies, and one finds the
amendment will have a great effect-although
that is unintended-that is a situation to be
deplored.

At the same time, the Government can be
congratulated on picking up this matter and
stopping it before a vote was taken on the Bill, but
it was not picked up before I made a public
statement on the matter, and this shows the
experts in the Minister's department cannot be as
expert as the Minister believes, if they cannot pick

up matters which are so obvious to members of
Parliament.

Mrs CRAIG: In defence of the departmental
officers I should like to point out I endeavoured
earlier in the debate to make an explanation of
what had occurred and when attention was drawn
to the fact that there would be a capacity for the
aulthority to act in exactly the way the member
for Gosnells has indicated, the departmental
officers asserted this would never happen.

From the point of view of Parliament, that is
not sufficient. The departmental officers felt there
were sufficient inbuilt checks and balances in the
ministerial role and the role of the Governor to be
absolutely assured that this document would
never get to the Table of the House at a time
when the Parliament was not sitting. Various
arguments were put forward, but, like the
member for Gosnells, the members on this side of
the Chamber believed it was not good enough to
subvert the role of Parliament in any way or to
leave an opportunity for that to happen; so this
amendment appears on the notice paper and I
thank members for their support of it.

Amendment put and passed.
Mrs CRAIG: I move an amendment-

Page 11]-Delete subsection (4) of new
section 33 and substitute the following-

(4) Either House may, by resolution
of which resolution notice has been
given at any time within twelve sitting
days of such House after the
amendment has been laid before it, pass
a resolution disallowing the amendment.

(5) As soon as the amendment is no
longer subject to disallowance under
subsection (4) of this section the
amendment shall have effect as though
its provisions were enacted by this Act.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr PEARCE: I move an amendment-

Page 12, line 16-Delete the words "the
Minister" with a view to substituting the
words "an independent tribunal".

The four amendments which appear in my name
on the notice paper deal with exactly the same
matter; that is, to give the right of appeal by an
aggrieved person to an independent tribunal,
rather than to the Minister, in a situation where a
person is appealing against a determination made
under the minor amendment provision. By that I
mean the section of amendments to the scheme
which will not be dealt with by Parliament.

During the second reading debate I indicated to
the Chamber that one of the essential propositions
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in the Bill was to divide amendments to the
scheme into major amendments and minor
amendments. Major amendments are matters
with which we are dealing at the present time and
they go through what might be called "the full
process". The amendments are published,
submissions are called for, the authority makes a
determination, and the Minister and the joint
Government parties may have a hand in it. The
matter then comes before Parliament, and when it
has gone through all these processes it can be put
into effect.

Minor amendments circumvent a number of
these steps; most notably, the necessity to bring
them to Parliament. However, that provision is
substituted by the right of an aggrieved person to
appeal to the Minister. We are glad to see a right
of appeal has been included, but we question
whether it ought to be to the Minister in this
instance.

As I have pointed out, the Minister is an
involved party in the minor amendment itself. It is
the Minister who receives the submission from the
MRPA that such an amendment is a minor one,
and she has the right to decide that it is not and
that in fact it is a major amendment.

The Minister will have to give some
consideration to the determinations of the
authority before the aggrieved party has a Chance
to appeal. Under these circumstances it is our
belief that an aggrieved party ought to have the
right of appeal to somebody other than the
Minister.

In the four amendments which appear on the
notice paper in my name I propose to delete the
words "the Minister" where they appear and
insert the words "an independent tribunal". We
do not attempt to spell out the way the tribunal
will be constituted or the way in which it will
operate, because these matters will be spelt out in
the regulations drawn up subsequently by the
department. However, the appeal ought not to be
to the Minister, but to an independent tribunal.

I have made the analogy, and I believe it is a
valid one, that appeal to the Minister is a
provision which is built into other Acts; for
example, the right of a person to appeal to the
Minister for Local Government against a local
government decision. However, in my opinion,
that is a different state of affairs, because the
Minister will not be involved in the decision made
by the local government authority when she is
deciding an appeal from one body to a Minister
who is impartial and not involved in the original
decision.

However, when the Minister is involved in a
process, we feel she is an inappropriate person to
consider an appeal. To quote the cliche which has
been quoted many times previously, it is an appeal
from Caesar to Caesar. One may well obtain an
impartial determination in those circumstances,
but one could hardly expect that a Minister who
had been involved in setting up or agreeing to
some amendments, would change her mind
because the aggrieved party had lodged an appeal.

The reason we have appeal courts, rather than
a judge being asked to consider a matter a second
time, is not that we have no confidence in the
judge; it is simply that a judge has made a
decision on a matter and he is likely to make the
same decision the second time round. The point of
having an appeal is to obtain a second opinion.

We do not indicate any lack of confidence in
the present Minister properly to determine
appeals and we do not indicate lack of confidence
in any other Minister. All we are saying is that, as
a matter of principle, it is bad to have an appeal
dealt with by a Minister who is involved in these
matters.

We believe an independent tribunal should deal
with appeals. Such tribunals handle appeals
relating to other legislation not only of this
Parliament, but also of other Parliaments. If my
amendment is agreed to, a totally impartial group
would be set up to consider the sorts of appeals
which are made.

I want to remind the House and, in particular,
members who represent electorates in areas close
to mine which have recently been involved in
submissions on the south-east corridor scheme,
that aggrieved persons become very emotional
and upset and frequently they feel powerless. if
we give them an independent tribunal to which to
appeal, they will be appeased more readily than
they would be if they were to appeal to the
Minister. Frequently they blame the Minister in
the first place for the straits in which they find
themselves, irrespective of the fairness of that
attribution. By having an independent tribunal-to
which to appeal, the people will have a greater
sense of justice being likely to be done than is the
case when they appeal to the Minister.

Those are my reasons for moving the
amendment. We believe a tribunal should deal
with these matters, rather than the Minister. I
hope the Government will give consideration to
my amendment.

Mrs CRAIG: One of the greatest problems we
have in the planning process is the time taken to
complete that process. In the minor scheme
amendments we are talking about in these
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amendments to this clause, the Opposition is
asserting that a tribunal would be a more worthy
group to hear appeals than would the Minister.
That, in itself, would prolong what has already
been a very lengthy process. It would also involve
the appellant in legal costs which he may not wish
to incur. It would certainly add some months to
the time the process takes.

.Members opposite are very well aware of the
fact that we on this side of the Chamber believe it
is not always necessary to determine matters by a
strictly legal court proceeding and that frequently
there is room for a common-sense and objective
view.

In the procedures adopted at the moment a
person who is aggrieved can and does make a
submission. When I or any Minister have to
deliberate on that appeal, if the information
available is insufficient, the Minister involved
either conducts a site inspection or callIs in the
aggrieved parties in order that both parties may
be heard and the fairest decision made.

I personally believe that is a very right and
proper process. I have not heard of any person
who has been disadvantaged by the process and
the member for Gosneslls did not indicate any
person he believed to be so aggrieved.

For that reason, I oppose the amendment,
because I believe the system of appealing to the
Minister has proved to be a fair process over a
long period of years. It is not costly to the
appellant, and the
very fair decision.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
MrBrycc
MrB.T Burke
Mr T. J1. Burke
Mr Carr
M r Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
M rT. D. Evans
Mr Harnman

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr H-erzfeld
Mr Laurance
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Minister usually arrives at a

and a division taken with the

Ayes 19
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
M r T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Noes 27

Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rush ton
Mr Sibson
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

Ayes
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Grill

Pairs
Noes

Mr Sodeman
Mr MacKinnon
Mr P. V. Jones

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 13: Section 33A renumbered and

sections 33D and 33E added-
Mr PEARCE: I want to raise a question with

the Minister and, perhaps, seek an assurance. In
fact, I think we are probably in agreement but I
have received a number of submissions from
people who are worried about proposed new
section 33E, under which amendments to the
scheme are to be consolidated. Some people are
worried that the consolidation may give legal
effect to previous amendments to the scheme
where there has been some dispute and some
litigation.

The proposition has been put to me by a
number of people that the consolidation will give
legal force to those previous amendments, which
legal force would not apply if this consolidation
did not take place. My legal advice-for what it is
worth-is that the assumption is not accurate.
However, I undertook to bring this matter to the
attention of the Minister and seek an assurance
that no legal force will apply different from that
which applies before the amendments arc put into
effect.

Mrs CRAIG: I can assure the member for
Gosnells that the fears which have been
expressed, in fact, are not correct. There is no
enabling machinery in this amendment, and it
would be silly to suggest that the consolidation of
amendments previously invalidated would be
validated by this action.

It is probable that both the member for
Gosnells and I were approached by the same
group of persons. I have had the matter checked
and I can assure the member that the fears will
not be realised.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 14 to 22 put and passed:
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, with amendments, and the report

adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mrs Craig
(Minister for Urban Development and Town
Planning), and transmitted to the Council.
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QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT
(WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT DILL

Second Reading

MR MENSAROS (Floreat-Minister for
Industrial Development) [5.46 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of the Bill is to ratify the agreement
between the State and-

Woodside Petroleum Development Pty. Ltd.,
Woodside Oil Ltd.,
Mid-Eastern Oil Ltd.,
North West Shelf Development Pty.Ltd.,
BP Petroleum Development Australia
Proprietary Limited,
and
California Asiatic Oil Co.,

who I will refer to collectively as the joint
venturers.

The agreement was signed by representatives of
the joint venturers and by the Premier on behalf
of the State.

This agreement relates mainly to the onshore
treatment of gas and the provision of associated
facilities and infrastructure. It must, however, be
viewed in the context of the overall development
to utilise this most valuable energy resource.

The original exploration permits on the North-
West Shelf were granted to Woodside (Lakes
Entrance) Oil NL in 1963. These permits covered
an area totalling about 37 million hectares.

Gas was discovered in 1971 at North Rankin
and Goodwyn and in 1972 at Angel. These areas
are about 130 kilometres offshore in depths
ranging from 120 metres to 130 metres at North
Rankin and Goodwyn to 90 metres at Angel.

Over the years there have been several changes
in ownership as the present joint venture structure
has evolved. The Australian ownership of the
project is now about 48 per cent.

During the time of this exploration there was a
period of danger to the project when, arou nd 1974
or 1975, the Commonwealth Labor Government
of the day refused to extend the exploration
permit based on the 1967 mirror legislation. It
looked as though all the effort which had gone
into the exploration would be for nothing. At that
time the State Government decided unilaterally to
extend the permits. We were found to be legally
correct in doing so, and with the change of
Government in Canberra exploration went ahead.

The overall scope of the resource development
includes-

the development of
offshore platforms;
the construction
submarine pipeline;
the construction, at
processing and export
the construction of
pipelines.

production wells from

of a 130-kilometre

Withnell Bay, of gas
facilities; and
onshore natural gas

Production licences and the licence to construct
the submarine pipeline will be subject to, and in
accordance with, the State and Commonwealth
Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Acts of 1967. This
mirror legislation was necessary to ensure the
adoption of uniform measures to exploit the
Continental Shelf petroleum resources. It is under
the State Act that royalty provisions are applied.

The royalty rate has not as yet been
determined. Currently the rate is 10 per cent of
the value of the gas at wellhead for a primary
licence. Forty per cent of the royalties received
will go to the Commonwealth, and 60 per cent to
the State's CRF.

The construction of onshore natural gas
pipelines will be undertaken by the State Energy
Commission and will be subject to the Petroleum
Pipelines Act. The estimated cost in January,
1979, of the SEC pipeline was $450 million.

Following lengthy negotiations, understanding
was reached on Friday last, the 23rd November,
between the joint venturers and the State Energy
Commission on the terms and conditions
associated with the sale of gas for Western
Australia.

The understanding provides for 20 years supply
of gas to satisfy the known demand for natural
gas in both the south-west and Pilbara areas of
Western Australia.

A total of 10.5 million cubic metres-370
million cubic feet-per day of natural gas will be
made available, of which 8.5 million cubic
metres-300 million cubic feet-per day will be
transported to the south-west area markets.

This will assure Western Australia of supplies
of gas adequate for our needs at prices which are
competitive with that of alternative energy.

This will bring stability to the energy supply
situation with obvious benefits to Western
Australian industry and the community.

The north-west Woodside gas development
project will be the largest and most expensive
natural resource project ever undertaken in
Australia. As previously mentioned, three
separate gas fields have been discovered offshore
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from Damnpier. The initial development will be
centred on the North Rankin field. This field has
estimated reserves of 243 billion cubic metres.
The North Rankin gas field is -the largest in
Australia, and major by world standards.

The Goodwyn and Angel fields have reserves of
73 and 40 billion cubic metres respectively.

It is estimated that a capital expenditure of at
least $4 000 million will be required to develop
this resource. About $50 million has already been
expended on preparatory studies.

The effect of this massive development will be
felt throughout the world. However, strenuous
efforts have been made, and will continue to be
made, to maximise local participation. It is
considered that at least 31 400 million of direct
project and associated expenditure could be
directed to Western Australian and Australian
industry. I will refer later to the measures
undertaken to maximise the use of local industry
and services.

The offshore development will initially require
the installation of two m assive steel platform
jacket structures, amongst the largest of their
kind in the world. Each platform will have an all-
up weight of about 50 000 ton nes. The height of
the platforms, from sea bed to the top of the
drilling derrick, will be 230 metres. These jackets
will be towed to the offshore site and fixed
permanently by piles driven 110 metres into the
seabed. Topside modules to provide drilling,
accommodation, service and gas processing
facilities will be erected on these platforms. Up to
30 gas production wells will be drilled from each
of these platforms.

The onshore plant will be established on Burrup
Peninsula at Withnell Bay which is about 10
kilometres from Dampier, This plant will be
capable of producing about 6.5 million tonnes per
year of liquefied natural gas for export, and
approxcimately 1.5 million tonnes of condensate
per year. These productions are additional to the
domestic quality gas required for the State
Energy Commission to be used in the south-west
and in the Pilbara.

The joint venturers recently announced that
they intended to include the extraction of L1PG
from the gas stream as part of their process. This
will be a valuable additional product from the
processing.

Consultants engaged by the Government have
reported that the siting of the Withnell Bay plant
is well within internationally accepted safety
limits. The risk to concentrations of populations
at Karratha, Dampier, and the construction camp

at Hearson Cove, is negligible. I have a summary
of the consultant's report for tabling.

The document was tabled (see paper No. SOS).
Mr MENSAROS: The plant will incorporate

special treatment equipment, the operation of
which will be new to Western Australian industry.
I will refer to this later when outlining the
provisions of the agreement.

The impact of this project will be felt
throughout the State, but more particularly in the
Pilbara region and the Jervoise Bay area.

The focus of the impact on the Pilbara will be
on the town of Karratha, some 20 kilometres from
the plant site. This will be used as a dormitory
town for most of the married construction work
force and all the operational work force.

The direct onshore construction work force is
expected to peak at 3 500 in 1983-84. With work
force dependants this will generate a peak
construction population of about 5 500. Of these
2 800 persons will be accommodated in a
construction camp at ilearson Cove. The other
2 700 will be accommodated in permanent and
temporary housing at Karratha.

The total permanent and temporary population
living in Karratba during 1983-84 is expected to
be in the order of 12 500 persons compared with
about 5 800 at present.

After the construction works are completed the
onshore gas operational work force is estimated to
number about 700. This will generate a
population of around 2 500. Projections of
Karratha growth indicate that the gas project,
together with an expected increase in iron ore and
service industries, will result in a population of
about 13 000 by 1988-89.

The constructional work force for the SEC
natural gas pipeline has not been included in these
population projections. The direct work force for
this project is estimated at 1 650, which will be in
three separate units spread over the length of the
pipeline route. This work force will be
accommodated in mobile camps.

The infrastructure required in the Pilbara to
service this dramatic increase in population is in
itself of massive proportions.

The West Pilbara water supply scheme will
require upgrading. Additional water resources
also will need to be developed.

Social and civic facilities in Karratha will
require expanding. These facilities include
additional schools, a new community college,
enlarged hospital facilities, a new police station,
and Court of Petty Sessions. Additional library,
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community centre, and recreational facilities also
will be required.

It may be necessary for a general purpose berth
to be constructed in the Port of Dampier. This
would be used to handle construction materials
and to be available to meet the ongoing needs of
the region.

Roads will need to be upgraded and new ones
developed.

The airport, which is owned by the Shire of
Roebourne, currently handles approximately
60 000 passengers per year. Passenger movement
is expected to reach about 200 000 by 1983-84.
New facilities will be required to meet this
demand.

These items o f infrastructure will cost in the
order of SI110 million and I will refer later to their
funding.

I referred earlier to the impact of this project
on Jervoise Bay. Facilities at Jervoise Bay will be
created to cater for work which will be generated
by the Woodside project. Provision will be made
for the construction of the topside modules and
other major components of the two platforms. It
is estimated that approximately $170 million of
economic activity for local industry will result
from provision of these facilities.

This additional work is expected to create 650
new construction jobs initially, rising to 1 200
over a period as activity builds up again in
Jervoise Bay.

The importance of developing this energy
resource, which is recognised throughout
Australia, cannot be over-emphasised. To
Western Australia it is essential.

The Perth and south-west region currently
receive 2.3 million cubic metres of gas per day
from the Dongara field. That field is producing to
capacity and is expected to be depleted in 1986.
Because of this limited gas supply, resrictions
have necessarily been imposed on industrial sales.
Expanding industries, therefore, have had to
resort to using imported oil, or coal from the
Collie coalfield.

The north-west gas must be available prior to
the depletion of the Dongara field to enable
continuity of gas supplies to almost 80 000 users.

The development of this project involves
massive amounts of high-risk capital. This has
been recognised by the major political parties in
both Federal and State spheres. The decision by
the Commonwealth to grant a licence to export
6.5 million tonnes of LNG has been given.

I will now comment on the specific provisions of
the agreement. Unlike other major industrial

agreements, the obligation to produce or process
is contained in other documents. These
obligations will be imposed by the formal
contracts to be entered into for the sale of gas to
the State Energy Commission pursuant to the
understandings I have previously mentioned. As
these are on a commercial basis details of such
are confidential.

In the preamble to this agreement, paragraph
(c), reference is made to the supply of up to 10.5
million cubic metres of gas per day to the State
Energy Commission.

Clause 6 requires the joint venturers to inform
the Minister by the 11th December, 1979,
whether they intend to proceed with the overall
project.

Within six months of giving that decision the
joint venturers, under clause 7, are required to
submit detailed proposals in respect of the
treatment plant and infrastructure items. These
proposals are already in the course of preparation.

Clause 10 requires the joint venturers to
produce a saleable product within a period of five
years from commencement date.

By clause 11 the environmental proposals,
required under clause 7, are subject to an ongoing
programme of investigation and monitoring.
Should the investigations indicate that further
environmental proposals are required, they are to
be submitted for approval.

The project environmental review and
management programme has been examined by
the Environmental Protection Authority. The
authority has informed me that there are no
significant environmental problems.

I would like to table the ERMP and the EPA's
comments.

The papers were tabled (see papers Nos. 506
and SO7).

Mr MENSAROS: I have previously referred to
the Government's desire to maximise the level of
local participation. Clause 12 provides that the
joint venturers shall, as far as is reasonable, utilise
whatever services are available in Western
Australia.

The obligations under this clause go beyond
those previously imposed in other Pilbara
agreements. By this clause the obligations of the
joint venturers now flow on to all contracts they
enter into with third parties. The joint venturers
are obliged to keep the State informed on their
implementation of this clause.

The Port of Dampier, as members are well
aware, is at present under the control of
Harnersley Iron Pty. Limited. With another
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major exporter using the port the present
arrangement will be changed. Clause 13 obligates
the State to constitute a Port authority. This
action will be taken when the project generates a
significant amount of shipping.

It is proposed that the Port authority legislation
will be similar to the Port Hedland Port
Authority Act. The major principles of the
proposed legislation are set out in a side letter to
this agreement.

That letter is signed by the Premier and, with
your permission, Sir, I would like to table it also.

The paper was tabled (see paper No. 508).
Mr MENSAROS: This clause also obligates

the joint venturers, at their cost, to provide all
shipping facilities necessary for the shipment of
LNG and condensate, the servicing of offshore
activities, and landing of construction materials
and equipment.

A general purpose berth, if the proposals so
provide, shall be constructed by the joint
venturers, but at cost to the port authority. The
port authority will finance construction of this
berth from special borrowings if such are
available. The joint venturers will be required to
pay the port authority such charges as will
include a recoup of the costs incurred in financing
this facility to the extent of their use thereof.
During the construction phase the joint venturers
will have priority use of this general purpose
berth.

Clause 14 sets out that the joint venturers will
be responsible for the housing of their
constructional and operational work force.

Land for housing at Karratha will be made
available to the joint venturers at the same price
as land of a similar nature is made available to
others.

Clause 14 also introduces a new concept in
respect of the provision of infrastructure.' This is
in line with the Government's desire to assume its
normal role in the provision of infrastructure for
major project developments wherever possible.
The joint venturers will still be required to provide
the infrastructure needs of their constructional
work force. The State will, however, provide the
infrastructure needs of the operational work force.

The responsibilities of the joint venturers in
respect of the provision of roads are set out in
clause 15. The joint venturers will be required to
finance the cost of construction of roads for their
own use. The cost, beyond $1 million, of
developing and upgrading public roads,
connecting the plant and port facilities to existing
public roads, will be borne by the joint venturers.

I have previously referred to the need to
Upgrade the airport facilities at Karratha.

Clause 16 refers to the financing of such
upgrading by the Shire of Roebourne from special
borrowings if available. The joint venturers will
be required to pay charges which will recoup the
shire to the extent of the costs which can be
attributed to the joint venturers' usage.

The joint venturers' work force housed at
Karratha will be supplied with electricity by the
State Energy Commission at standard conditions
applying in Karratha. However, clause 17 also
provides that the supply of industrial power shall
be the subject of an agreement between the joint
venturers and the commission.

If special borrowings are used by the
commission to provide industrial power, the joint
venturers wilt recoup the commission by way of
charges which will include the cost of financing
the additional facilities required.

Clause I8 sets out the requirements in respect
of the provision of water. These are similar to
those applicable to the supply of electricity.

Clause 20 makes provision for the joint
venturers to notify the Minister should they
discover additional reserves of natural gas in the
offshore Dampier region.

The stamp duty exemption clause, clause 37,
goes beyond the exemptions provided in previous
agreements. Because of the magnitude of the
finance involved and the long construction period
in this project, the period of exemption has been
extended to nine years. Also the scope has been
widened to include financing and insurance
arrangements.

I again refer to my previous remarks in respect
of the operation of LNG treatment equipment
being new to the industry in Western Australia.
Because of this, it is considered desirable to make
special provisions for the training and licensing of
the plant operators.

Clause 41 makes provision for the Chief
Inspector of Machinery to authorise the operating
company to operate this equipment to standards
approved by him.

I also referred previously to the sale of gas to
the State Energy Commission being subject to
commercial gas sales agreements. Clauses 42 to
44 refer to this particular aspect.

Clause 42 authorises the joint venturers to sell
gas to the SEC and others according to the
memorandum of understanding. Clause 43
removes the provisions of the Gas Undertakings
Act from undertakings under this agreement and
the gas sales agreements referred to in recital (c)
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of this agreement. Clause 44 provides that the
terms of this agreement shall, unless otherwise
provided, not affect the rights and obligations of
either the SEC or joint venturers under any
formal gas sales agreements negotiated between
them.

I have, in several instances, made reference to
the use of special borrowings for the construction
of facilities by instrumentalities and authorities,
provided that such funds are available. Clause
8(6) provides the alternative should such funds be
not available. In such an event, the joint venturers
will be required to submit amended proposals in
respect of the facility for which special
borrowings are not available.

The clauses of the agreement not referred to
are those generally applying to other major
industrial agreements and do not, I believe,
require further explanation or amplification.

The negotiations leading to the agreement in
which I have been personally involved have been
lengthy and arduous and have involved effort
unprecedented in the history of State agreements.

I would like to pay tribute to the State officers
involved, including the officers of the Department
of Industrial Development and the State Energy
Commission and indeed to the company
representatives who each endeavoured to
safeguard the position of the State and each of
the joint venturers in a large and complex
undertaking.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Adjournment of Debate

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Leader of the
Opposition) [6.13 p.m.]: I move-

That the debate be adjourned for two
weeks.

I move this motion for very positive reasons.
Sir Charles Court: Why are you doing that? It

means we just have to oppose it. You have not
consulted us about it at all.

Mr BRYCE: With the greatest respect, this is
the most important piece of legislation which has
come before Parliament this session.

The SPEAKER: I shall just clarify this point.
There are precedents for the debate to proceed on
a motion of this nature and the member is entitled
to speak on the question for a period of 20
minutes.

Mr BRYCE: I believe it is most appropriate for
this House of Parliament to give very serious
consideration to this legislation and we should be
given the opportunity to look at it in much greater

detail than is possible at the present time, because
we have been considering many other important
pieces of legislation during the last few weeks, on
the eve of the completion of this Christmas
session of Parliament. This is the most important
piece of legislation we have considered, from the
viewpoint of the State's development. It is the
most important piece of legislation in respect of
the economic implications it contains.

Sitting suspended from 6.16 to 7.30 p.m.
Mr BRYCE: Prior to the tea. suspension,

because of the importance of this measure I
moved that the debate be adjourned for two
weeks. I was slightly staggered, to say the least, to
hear the Premier interject to say there had been
no consultation and that the Government would
vote against the proposition.

It is probably an appropriate time to point out
to the Premier that consultation and co-operation
is not a one-way street. Nobody informed the
members of the Opposition today that this Bill
was to be introduced this evening. We were given
some indication that it would be introduced this
session, or before the end of the session, but
without informing anybody on this side of the
House the Premier rose and moved that leave be
given to introduce the Bill.

Sir Charles Court: I did not.
Mr BRYCE: I know the Minister introduced

the Bill.
Sir Charles Court: The Minister gave notice of

the Bill when the House assembled.
Mr BRYCE: The Government did not notify

the Opposition that this Bill was to be brought in
today.

Sir Charles Court: You are wrong.
Mr BRYCE: I am quite right. I can assure the

Premier the Leader of the Opposition will deal
with it.

Sir Charles Court: The Minister gave notice
when the House met and said, "at a later stage of
the sitting".

Mr BRYCE: Is that what the Premier calls
consultation?

Sir Charles Court: How else can he do it? It is
only a second reading.

Mr BRYCE: If I accept the ground rules
established by the Premier, how else can we
communicate with the Government, once the
Minister has moved to introduce the Bill in this
place, than by moving that the debate be
adjourned for two weeks because we take the
question very seriously? Yet the Premier calls
that a lack of consultation. It is not a lack of
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consultation when out of the blue the Minister
stands in this place, without notifying us, to
introduce the Bill today. I am astonished that the
Premier has given his troops instructions to vote
against the proposition that this measure be
adjourned for two weeks. In the last three years
we have heard a great deal about the importance
of the measure. We agree that it is important and
fundamental to the economic recovery of the
State. But in the dying hours of the 29th
Parliament the Minister, with the Premier's
assistance, introduces the Bill; and the intimation
is that the debate will proceed -forthwith.

Sir Charles Court: Do not talk nonsense.
Mr BRYCE: I am not talking about tonight or

tomorrow; but a major transport Bill was
introduced in this place on Thursday last week
and it has been listed fairly high in the priorities
for debate tonight.

Sir Charles Court: No it has not. That is not
even a possibility tonight.

Mr BRYCE: Nobody other than the Premier
knows what is a possibility in this place. He talks
about consultation but nobody can be certain that
he will not keep this place sitting here until three
or four o'clock in the morning to do as he wishes.
The transport Bill is listed about ninth or tenth.
Nobody can be absolutely certain. The shadow
Minister reported to our party meeting today that
that is the position he has been placed in.

Mr Rushton: That is rubbish!
Mr BRYCE: The essence of what I am saying

is this project has been a matter of concern to
State Labor and Liberal Governments over a
period of seven or eight years. The Minister for
Industrial Development and his department in
recent years have acted like a secret service in
supplying answers to parliamentary questions in
respect of this particular Bill. The people of
Western Australia, the leaders of industry in this
State, the leaders of the trade union movement,
the community at large, and representatives of the
media are entitled to a very reasonable period of
time in which to assess the contents of a Bill
which is heralded as the beginning of the second
wave of great economic resource development in
this State. Let me emphasise that we are just as
pleased and keen to see the project go ahead. In
terms of the- broad principles involved it is vital.

Mr Shalders: Mr Bartholomaeus is against it.
Mr BRYCE: I did not think it would be long

before some nitwit on the Government back
benches raised that point, and it is about as
relevant as it would be for me to allege that
because the member for Subiaco has differences
of opinion with his leaders about the closure of

the Fremantle-Pertb railway, therefore
Government members are opposed to the closure
of that railway line. The logic of that is self-
evident.

Mr Laurance: You have endorsed him.
MT BRYCE: Has not the Liberal Party

endorsed the member for Subiaco? Thai is
precisely the point. If the member for Subiaco
happened to express in this place his serious
reservations about what the Liberal Party was
proposing to do, would it mean to say the
reputation of the Liberal Party hangs on the
whims and wishes of the member for Subiaco?

it is quite astonishing that the Premier would
seek to use this Parliament like a rubber stamp in
his enthusiasm and determination-

Mr Rushton: You are being repetitious.
Mr BRYCE: The Minister for Transport is

probably the nearest thing the Premier has to a
rubber stamp on his front bench--'Yes, sir; no,
sir; how high do I jump, sir, when you crack the
whip, sir?" It was not repetitious at all.

One fundamental question concerns Western
Australian industry and all the people associated
with employee organisations. It is a matter of
basic decency and courtesy to allow these people
to see what is in this agreement before it is steam-
rolled through Parliament. The Minister's second
reading speech touches on the most vital aspect of
this Bill and it is one which concerns all Western
Australians; that is, the question of. how much
project work and contract work associated with
the entire development will be given to Western
Australian firms, in the first instance, and
Australian firms, in the second instance.

We have seen statements by the Premier,
echoed by the Minister for Industrial
Development, warning Western Australian
industry that no special consideration will be
given to Western Australian firms and Western
Australian workers when it comes to the jobs
which will flow from this project. I suggest if
there is one particular aspect of the entire project
which concerns all Western Australians as we
lead up to this particular point, it is that one.

It is not a question whether or not the project
should proceed. That happens to be a matter of
consensus between the national and the State
leaders of the Labor Party, and the coalition
parties. There is a very fundamental consensus
that this important project should proceed. But on
a number of occasions over the past months the
leaders of industry in Western Australia have
voiced their very real concern that the
Government is not prepared to go in and bat for
them to the extent necessary to ensure a
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maximum amount of project work associated with
this enormous project comes to Western
Australia.

Sir Charles Court: Name one industrialist who
has said that.

Mr BRYCE: I will give the Premier the cutting
from the Sunday Independent.

Government members interjected.
Mr BRYCE: All of a sudden-
Mr Mensaros: That is the level of your

intelligence-the Sunday Independent? I expected
much more.

Mr BRYCE: I saw no evidence whatsoever at
any stage to suggest the comments made by the
leaders of the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry which were quoted in that
particular newspaper were not accurate. They
were not comments by me or by any other
individual. They were comments by the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry
and I will be very happy to send the cutting to the
Premier. He knows very well that some people in
Western Australian industry are very concerned.

Sir Charles Court: I have not heard of one.
Mr BRYCE: The reality is that when the

North Sea oil project was developed, more than
68 per cent of the project work bypassed British
industry. I suggest British industry is a deal more
sophisticated and better equipped to cope with
most of the facets of this type of project than is
Western Australian industry at this time.

Mr Laurance: The answer to that is British
Steel is nationalised, and you know it.

Mr BRYCE: That was the experience in that
particular Project. Why has it been necessary for
the Premier to repeat on so many occasions that
there is no fat on this project and that no
guarantees will be given of preference to Western
Australian industry? These are the sorts of
statements which have concerned leaders of
Western Australian industry and people who
represent the employees in Western Australia. It
must represent the basic concern of all Western
Australians.

As the project is majority-owned by overseas
people, and as the gas itself will be exported-and
we concede that a significant amount of gas has
to be exported to make the project
viable-Western Australians can only hope that
the return as far as we are concerned will be in
the form of a maximum level of contract work
going to Western Australian firms and a
maximum proportion of the jobs to be filled going
to Western Australian employees.

Yet throughout the months that have preceded
this announcement, the Premier has said
repeatedly he will not give the guarantees. He
knows as well as I do that his Minister has
repeated that, and he knows full well this has
produced a sense of apprehension. The Minister in
his second reading speech used a couple of
different figures. I have not had a chance to study
his speech in detail, but he referred to the
possibility of $170 million-worth of infrastructure
project work which will go to local industry.

Mr Mensaros: That is only at Jervoise Bay.
Mr BRYCE: Right. There is a great difference

between that figure and the amount of $4 000
million which is involved in the project.

Sir Charles Court: You cannot relate one to the
other. This is just a small segment.

Mr BRYCE: We know full well that by the
time this-

The SPEAKER: Order! I point out to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition that I fail to see
much relevance in his remarks to the question
before the Chair.

Mr BRYCE: I would suggest with the greatest
respect, Sir, that the Opposition believes this
situation has a sense of urgency. There is a
fundamental reason that the debate should be
delayed for a fortnight. Leaders of industry ought
to have the opportunity to assess the sincerity of
the Government in respect of some of the
statements made about the share of work that will
go to Western Australian firms. In his second
reading speech the Minister suggested that a
large amount of project work could come to this
State. He talked about a $4 000 million project;
but we can expect that in the vicinity of 31 500
million which will be involved in the construction
of two ships, will go overseas.

The cost of construction of the liquefaction
plant at Dampier could well be in the vicinity of
$500 million or $600 million, and that work
probably will go overseas. That is about $2 000
million of the $4 000 million project; the base
component could be reduced to that before
tenders are called for what is left. It is matters
such as that which Western Australians in all the
quarters I have mentioned should be given time to
consider. Leaders of industry should be given time
to consider the matter, and no less should
members of Parliament be given time to consider
it. They have been kept in the dark by virtue of
the answers given in this place by the Minister for
Industrial Development, who seems to pride
himself on his ability to conceal truth and facts.
He thinks he is very smart when he gets away
with it; and he has done it time and time again.
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We are suggesting that after six, seven, or
perhaps eight years of joint effort by State Labor
and Liberal-National Country Party
Governments, at a very important stage of the
development of this S tate-

Mr Mensaros: There was nothing done on the
part of your Government.

Mr BRYCE: We can expect the Minister for
Industrial Development to want to take all the
credit for himself. There is no doubt that he and
the Premier can be expected in a few moments to
demonstrate how they alone are responsible for
the project.

After all this time, the Opposition is simply
saying that an adjournment of two weeks is
reasonable; it is a modest period to allow
members of Parliament, representatives of
industry, and representatives of the labour
movement to study the substance of the
agreement. Attached to and hinging upon this
agreement is the economic recovery of the State,
and it contains some very important long-term,
significant outcomes. We have the right to take
an adequate period of time in which to study the
agreement. We do not shirk our responsibilities
we are quite prepared to burn the midnight oil.
We have done that on many occasions in the past,
and I have no doubt we will do it on numerous
occasions in the future.

This is a matter of courtesy and fundamental
decency to many Western Australians, apart from
members of Parliament. Therefore, I have
pleasure in moving the motion to adjourn the
debate for at least two weeks.

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
[7.50 p.m.]: The truth is starting to come out!

Mr Bertram: Thank God for that.
Mr .Jamieson: You have had it under wraps for

a long time.
Sir CHARLES COURT: This is nothing but a

vulgar stunt to try to debase and denigrate what is
a vital moment in the economic lire of Western
Australia.

Government members: Hear, hear!
Mr Pearce: Listen to the lackeys on the back

benches. They art like trained parrots.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Without even a "kiss

my foot" or a "Bob's your uncle", or anything like
that, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition stood
up-

Mr Bryce: And did exactly what you did earlier
On.

Sir CHARLES COURT: -in an endeavour to
create a stunt, hoping his friends in the gallery

would give him headlines in the Press, and hoping
he could do something to denigrate a vital
agreement which must be debated in this
House-I hope in a sensible way.

Mr Bryce: After sensible consideration, and not
with pressure-cooker treatment.

Mr Pearce: We won't know what old
"Mumbles" has said until we read it in Hansard.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Some of the facts
presented by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
are very much astray, although I realise they are
basic to his argument if he is to pull off his stunt.
This Bill has been on the list of Bills to be
introduced this session for at least two weeks. The
Minister for Industrial Development gave notice
of the Bill as soon as he possibly could after the
House met today-and I will give reasons that he
could not do it earlier. Having completed the
formalities and having sewved notice on the
House, the Minister moved that the second
reading of the Bill be made an order of the day
for a later stage of this sitting. That did not
involve the Opposition in anything.

There was no element of surprise because the
Opposition had been expecting the Bill. It was on
the list of Bills to be introduced.

Mr Pearce: We just want to know what is in it.
Sir CHARLES COURT: The Minister did

what is right and proper and postponed the second
reading to a later stage of the sitting. It was the
responsibility of the Government to bring the Bill
before the House as soon as it was lawful to do so.

Mr Bryce: You could have notified us that you
were doing it.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Opposition was
notified. The Leader of the Opposition was given
a list of Bills some days ago, and the Minister for
Industrial Development went through the proper
formalities in this Chamber. The reason I asked
the Minister to delay moving the second reading
was that the agreement was away for signing and
I knew it was coming back today. Only one other
signature apart from that of the Government was
needed on the agreement, and that was arranged
for 3.45 p.m. today. As soon as that was done, it
was lawful to bring the agreement to this House.

Therefore, the matter was handled in
accordance with the responsibility of the
Government to let it be known what is in the
agreement.

I do not know why the period of two weeks has
a certain magic for the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition; I thought he might explain that to us.
It is not unusual at this stage or the session for
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Bills of considerable importance to be brought
before the Chamber and for the debate-

Mr Pearce: It is not unusual while you are the
Premier; it has become usual.

Sir CHARLES COURT: -to be adjourned by
arrangement with the Opposition. The matter is
then debated after the Opposition has had
reasonable time in which to study it.

Mr Bryce: What do you consider is reasonable?
Sir CHARLES COURT: I want to remind the

honourable member that some of his predecessors
in that position who had a sense of responsibility
regarding this House, the State, and matters of
this kind, on many occasions were confronted with
a situation far more complex than this; and with
far less time in which to acquaint themselves with
a Bill, they were prepared to debate it after
discussing the matter with the Premier of the day,
the Minister of the day, or both. Generally an
arrangement is reached whereby ample time is
given for the matter to be considered.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition sheds
crocodile tears for industry. I can tell him that
within 24 hours industry % ill be a full bottle on
what is contained in the agreement. People in
industry will obtain a copy of the agreement; not
only will they read what is in the Press, but also'
they, will obtain a copy of the agreement and
study it for themselves to ascertain whether there
is anything in it which is inconsistent with what
the Government has said. It will be found the
agreement and the Bill contain nothing
inconsistent with what the Government has told
the public and industry.

The member spoke also about industry being
concerned and wanting time to study the Bill to
ensure industry will get its fair share of the cake.
In no other project in the history of this State has
there been such close co-operation between
industry and the Government. I am referring to a
great cross-section of industry, both large and
small, and professional as well as straightout
industrial and technical people. We have had
missions overseas; a mission to Britain to see the
North Sea project, a mission to Singapore, and a
mission to Houston, Texas to see how things Work
in the very heart of the petroleum industry. All
these things have been done in conjunction with
the Government. Seminars have been held; one
was held here only last week. These have been
held so that Australian industry will know what
the project is all about.

No other agreement has been brought before
this Parliament and the people of Western
Australia with such an involvement of industry,
both big and small, in its potential.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has let
the cat out of the bag. The truth is starting to
show. I have warned people of Western Australia
on two or three occasions that when the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition and his Federal
counterparts say they are right behind the North-
West Shelf project, they always say, "but"; and
that is when it comes out.

Mr Bryce: You want all the credit yourself.
You really are a megalomaniac.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I want members
opposite to be exposed for what they are. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition now starts to
talk about the amount of export and the amount
of local participation. Once he introduces his
"buts", his slip starts to Show.

Mr Pearce; Rubbish! You are now trying-
The SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER; Order!
Mr Pearce: How many of the people in this

State trust you to work out the details by
yourself?9

The SPEAKER; Order! On three occasions I
have called for order and it appears absolutely no
heed was paid to that call by one or two members
of the Opposition. When I call for order, I expect
there to be order. If there is not, I am afraid I will
have to do something about it.

Sir CHARLES COURT: It is only this
morning we read in the paper that a senior
member of the ALP at the Federal level, which
thinks there is more significance in this project
than in most projects, made clear that the Labor
Party had not abandoned its resource tax, He said
in effect, "We will be careful about it, but we will
be tough bargainers." We beard that before. We
heard what Mr Connor said when he wanted to
confiscate this project. He said, "You can produce
the gas and we will take it from you at the
wellhead", but he would not declare at what
price.

This is the Labor Party about which I am
talking, and this action tonight is nothing other
than a cheap stunt which discloses the insincerity
of members opposite and their intention to try to
make the passage of this Bill as difficult as
possible. Of course, that is their right as an
Opposition; but members opposite also want to
create doubts in the public mind.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked
what would be the share given to local industry.
The industrialists of this State know more about
this project and its potential for them than they
have known about any other project. I remind the
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member that it was Australian industry-not the
project companies-which said, "Either
collectively or separately we cannot tender for the
big jack", which probably will be the biggest of its
kind ever built. Industry is aware that its share of
that part of the development will come from the
modules and other things which build up the jack
to a working edifice.

For the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to say
he is worried about industry is simply the height
of hypocrisy on one hand, or the height of
impertinence on the other hand. I want to correct
him if he thinks this Government in any way has
been dampening the enthusiasm of industry and
telling industry it will not get its share, or
implying that industry will not get its fair share
from this development.

Mr Bryce: You said that yourself.
Sir CHARLES COURT: What w-e have

said-and it needs to be said now, and again, and
again-has been, "You have to get in
there-demonstrate your expertise. You have to
be able to demonstrate your capacity to be able to
do it. If you haven't the capacity, go and get
somebody who can join with you, and then we will
make Sure that you are given every opportunity to
compete." That is the point. We will make sure
the companies are able to compete, because one of
the big complaints in the past has been that local
industry has not always had a chance to compete.
With their inbuilt advantages by being part of
this comnmunity, they are best qualified and they
should be able to win, and win hands down.

The consortium knows that the Government
wants preference given to local people. We have
insisted that it allows private industry here to
have ample opportunity to compete. That is why
we are having people register; that is why we have
people to explain to the companies and to
demonstrate to the companies that they have the
expertise as well as the physical capacity within
their workshops to do these things. That is why it
is so important to set up Jervoise Bay. That is
only one segment of it.

The member just picks things out of the air and
talks out of context.

I do not know that there is much more I want
to say about ii. It comes down to a contemptuous
effort on the part of the Opposition to denigrate
something that is important to the State. We
want to build confidence in people that this is a
good place to do business; and here we have, at
the very first opportunity-

Mr Bryce: A request for two weeks of
consideration. That is all we have asked for. How
can you manifest in your mind an obstacle out of

responsible legislators simply asking for two
weeks to consider the agreement?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The member might
be shocked. He might receive even more than two
weeks. He has formed an opinion in his mind that
the House will rise this week-

Mr Bryce: You are ready to shut this
establishment as soon as you can.

Sir CHARLES COURT: Let the member ask
my colleagues when I am contemplating the rising
of the House. They will say they do not know.

,Mr Davies: And you would get the same answer
if you asked them when I was getting it up.

Sir CHARLES COURT: They have come and
asked me, and I have said, "We have a job to do
here." However, we are at a stage where the
Government and the Opposition should co-operate
a little. I believe that if the Opposition-

Mr Bryce: That is all we are asking for. "Co-.
operation" is doing everything you want when you
want it to be done. That is the way you and your
colleagues do things.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Davies: "Be reasonable; do it my way"!
Sir CHARLES COURT: If the Deputy Leader

of the Opposition were genuine about this-which
he is not-

Mr Pearce: He is so. Rubbish!
Sir CHARLES COURT: He has really served

notice to this House that the Opposition will do
everything it can to denigrate, to try to interfere
with-

Mr Bryce: Wouldn't you love that to be true,
you great hyprocrite!

The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: I refer members to

the twin statements the other day from the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and his
counterpart in the Eastern States, starting to
serve out the "but, but, buts". We have been
around a while; and we know what it is all about.

Mr Davies: Too long!
Sir CHARLE-S COURT: I want to say, with

all the emphasis I can, this is a cheap stunt. It will
do the Opposition no good. If it had any genuine
desire to co-operate in this matter it would have
conferred with the Government.

Mr Bryce: You ought to be ashamed of
yourself. Do you realise what you are doing to this
institution? You are abusing it.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I reject the motion.
Government members: Hear, hear!
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MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [8.04 p.mn.]: We are not unused to the
type of language that the Premier has used
tonight-"cheap", "contemptuous", "political
stunt"-because if one goes through Hansard one
finds that he generally describes anything with
which he does not agree as "cheap",
"contemptuous", and "a political stunt". This is
about the depth. of his criticism. He thinks it
hurts; he thinks it cuts us to ribbons. It does not
mean a thing to us, but it shows how bereft of
argument he is. I have never seen a worse
performance by the leader of any Government
than the one the Premier put up tonight in trying
to justify his stand.

Let us talk first of all about co-operation.
Members will recall that the Premier and I had a
few words when the House adjourned one night
last week because he had not told me--

A Government member: You lost your cool.
Mr DAVIES: The Premier had not had the

courtesy to tell me when the House was going to
sit the next day. He said he did not have to, and
that it was all in Hansard

Sir Charles Court: It was previously advised to
the whole House.

Mr DAVIES: The Premier never at any time
came to me, picked up the phone, walked across
the Chamber, or stopped me in the passage and
said, "We'll meet at 10.30 tomorrow. Is that okay
with you?" When I challenged him about it, he
said, "It's all in Hansard." Let us see what there
is in Hansard. He did not mention it when he
introduced the motion last week. I brought the
subject up in debate, and this is what he said: "I
was about to suggest we meet at 10.30 this
coming Thursday, rather than sit at night." That
is the beginning and end of his co-operation-he
was about to suggest!

Nothing moved the Premier. He did not suggest
anything. He did not say it was going to be a fait
accompi. He did not say he was going to move-

Mr Shalders: Everybody on your side knew.
Mr DAVIES: He never said to me, as Leader

of the Opposition, what his intention was.
A Government member: You were the only

bloke on your side who didn't know.
Mr DAVIES: If I was the only bloke who did

not know, I was still entitled to know, as a matter
of courtesy, what was going on. It was merely a-
matter of letting us know what was going on.

Mr MacKinnon: Mushroom Davies!
Mr Mensaros interjected.

Mr DAVIES: The Minister will have to speak
louder than that.

Mr Mensaros: You are talking to the motion. Is
that the reason you want the two weeks?

Mr DAVIES: I am talking about co-operation.
Is that acceptable to the Minister? Is that hurting
the Minister? Is that getting under the Minister's
skin a little? Does the Minister realise he has
made a blunder?

Government members interjected.
Mr DAVIES: Does the Minister realise that he

never had the courtesy-
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr DAVIES: -to talk to me about this?
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the House to

come to order! The Leader of the Opposition.
Mr DAVIES: I am quite certain the Minister

realises he has made a blunder on the matter of
co-operation on this Bill.

It is true he did not have to give notice, in the
usual way, of' introducing Bills; and it is true,
indeed, that the Minister gave notice this
afternoon, and then moved that the second
reading be adjourned to a later stage of the same
sitting. It is not unusual-in fact, it is a matter of
common courtesy-that the Premier says to me,
or the Whip says to our Whip, "After we have
done questions", or "After we have finished this
Bill, we will introduce this measure if it is okay
with you." It was at that time, when the Premier
should have extended that courtesy to me, I was.
going to suggest to him that we delay it for a
specific period so we could have a look at the
contents of the Bill. That is not unreasonable. I
was prepared to play my part, if the Premier
played his.

We believe at this time of the session all kinds
of things can happen. Indeed, earlier today the
Cabinet Clerk brought over to me in amendment
we might be discussing later on. He said the
Premier wanted me to have this in advance so I
could have a look at it. I appreciated that.

The same thing has occurred in relation to
private members' business. The Premier has asked
me how we would like it dealt with tomorrow. I
appreciate that. I will be talking to him later on in
regard to this matter.

However, there was no mention of when this
Bill was going to be dealt with. I was most
surprised when I came back from a function. It
was the Commonwealth Bank's Christmas
cocktail party. I went down at 5.50 and returned
at 6.40; and I was surprised indeed when my
deputy told me that the measure had been
introduced.
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The Premier is trying to say that if anything
goes wrong with this development, it will be the
fault of the Labor Party. He is trying already to
"get out from under", just in case anything goes
wrong. He does himself no credit. Let him show
me anywhere in writing, in recorded voice, in
print where I have added any "buts" to my
support for this project. Let him show me
where-

Sir Charles Court: The deputy added plenty.
Mr DAVIES: I do not care what my deputy

has done.
Government members interjected.
Mr DAVIES: He is entitled to do what he likes.

We do not keep the same strict control over our
members as the Premier obviously keeps over his.

Government members interjected.
Mr DAVIES: I remind the Premier he wrote to

me earlier in the year and suggested I discipline
one of my members. . wrote back to him and said,
"We don't do things like that in the Labor
Party." The gall of the man, writing and telling
me to discipline one of my members! I have never
heard such cheek in. all my life.

Mr Bryce: The colonel!
The SPEAKER: I suggest to the Leader of the

Opposition that he confine his remarks more
closely to the question before the Chair.

Mr DAVIES: That is not unreasonable. Let us
consider how long the Government has known
about this Bill. Why is it dated today, the 27th?
Was it sent to the printer this morning, to be
printed? I know we are not discussing the Bill, but
we are discussing the timing of it. The schedule
begins: "This agreement made this 27th day of
November, 1979". We appreciate the Premier
said the last signature was put on the agreement
today. I wonder what has happened in the
meantime.

If members look at the last signature in the
schedule, they will find that was signed by the
attorney for California Asiatic Oil Co. on the
16th day of March, 1979. 1 do not suppose the
agreement has been altered since then. I should
imagine it is the same agreement, because
otherwise that man would have to sign on a
different date. The 16th March, 1979, is the date
on the agreement.

Let us look at what the Governor said about
this measure in his opening address-

A number of major new development
projects have commenced or are imminent.
Outstanding among these is the North-West
Shelf natural gas venture, about which the
formal decision to go ahead is confidently

expected later in the year, and in respect of
which the Government has worked closely
with the consortium and with industry to
ensure maximum practicable local
participation in construction.

That was on the 29th March, 16 days after the
first signature had been affixed to the agreement.
Where has the agreement been since then?

When we were dealing with the suspension of
Standing Orders and procedure I mentioned that
this was an important measure, and I hinted on
that occasion that we would like some time to
look at it.

Mr Mensaros: You know you did ndt say the
truth, that he signed on the 16th. You have a look
at it, and try to read. The power of attorney was
signed on the 16th. He signed today or yesterday,
because I know from telephone calls. You read it.
You cannot read it properly.

Mr DAVIES: I said he was the attorney.
Mr Mensaros: The power of attorney.
Mr DAVIES: It reads, "as the attorney and in

the name of". What does that mean?
Sir Charles Court: He is given the power of

attorney, which continues until it is cancelled.
Mr DAVIES: It reads: "SIGNED; SEALED

and DELIVERED by; ROBERT C.
ANDRESEN as the attorney and in the name of
CALIFORNIA ASIATIC OIL CO. UNDER
POWER OF AflORNEY" -

Mr Mensaros: Dated such a date. The power of
attorney was dated such a date. The power of
attorney could have been dated a year ago.

Mr DAVIES: The Minister will have to slow
down. We cannot understand him.

Mr Mensaros: It was not signed on the 16th. It
was signed yesterday or today.

Sir Charles Court: You are getting the date of
his power of attorney document mixed up with the
date he signed the agreement. He could have a
power of attorney that could run for 10 years. It
could have been signed 10 years ago. That is the
date of the power of attorney, and not the date he
signed the agreement. That is not the date we got
the agreement signed.

Mr DAVIES: It was signed under power of
attorney.

Mr Mensaros: Which was dated the 16th
March.

Sir Charles Court: And the power of attorney is
dated the 16th March.

Mr DAVIES: This has been around for a long
time.
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Sir Charles Court: It has nothing to do with the
date of signing the agreement.

Mr DAVIES: How does this Bill differ from
what was floating around at that time?

Sir Charles Court: It has only just been
completed. Part of it was completed only on
Friday.

Mr DAVIES: In the debate last week I
mentioned this was an important measure which
we would expect to see before the House. I asked
about it and the Premier said-

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for
his Support of the motion and in answering
the various points he has raised, I should
explain the reason that the North-West Shelf
agreement has been delayed. Coincidentally
with it, there is a major contractual
undertaking to be worked out with the SEC
and the joint venturers.

Where is the 'major contractual undertaking
reflected in the agreement?

Mr Mensaros: There are two clauses in it.
Mr DAVIES: There is one clause relating to

the SEC, if I remember rightly. It is said to be a
major contractual arrangement, but the Bill does
not mention what the contract is.

Sir ChArles Court: Of course it does not tell
you.

Mr Mensaros: It is quite different from the
agreement. It is a different document.

Mr DAVIES: If it is quite different-if it is
only in broad principle-why was it not brought
here before? I reject absolutely and completely
the extravagant language of the Premier and his
attempt to denigrate the Labor Party for wanting
to give this a thorough investigation.

Sir Charles Court: I do not need to. It
denigrates itself.

Mr DAVIES: Labor Party members did not
denigrate themselves. It is the construction the
Premier has put on it, because he was upset about
the fact that we wanted to delay the matter so we
could have a look at it. No consultation took place
with the Premier, because he did not extend the
initial courtesy. It is as simple as that. Had he
done so, he would not have been taken by
surprise. I would have been in the House when the
Bill was introduced, he would have known what
we intended to do, and something could have been
worked out. Under the circumstances, my deputy
took exactly the right action. He did what we felt
was absolutely necessary.

I do not deny that we knew the Bill was going
to be introduced before the end of the session. I

do not know when the session will end. I agree
completely with the Premier that our place is in
this House when there is legislation to consider. I
do not want the House to sit until two o'clock in
the morning so that legislation is dealt with when
members are exhausted. This has happened on
more than one occasion in this House.

We sat earlier than usual today and we will be
sitting earlier than usual tomorrow, because of
the junket that is to take place after six o'clock.
We will be sitting again at 10.30 on Thursday
morning. If we were not sitting for such long
hours, the members on this side of the House who
will be handling the Bill would have an
opportunity to get out and talk to the people
concerned about it.

I am sorry to say we do not always believe the
Premier, particularly when we consider his
answers in regard to telexes. All we want to do is
to be able to check up for ourselves, because if
anything goes wrong, or if anything that should
be queried is not, we are just as culpable as the
Government, because we are part of this House.

I reject completely the extravagant language of
the Premier. I can only say he is trying to set
himself up so that if anything goes wrong he can
say, "On the very first night this was introduced
into the House I told you the Labor Party was
against it." That is the way in which he is trying
to get out from under and it does him no credit
whatsoever. As far as I can see, this Bill will have
our wholehearted support, but we are entitled to
ask people who might be affected by it what they
think about it. That is precisely what we want
time to do.

If, as the Premier says, our place* is in. the
House when it is sitting, if I agree with him, and
if we sit from 10.30 in the morning until one
o'clock the next morning, I would like to know
when consultations will take place.

I support wholeheartedly the motion moved by
my deputy and I congratulate him on doing so.

Mr SHALDERS: I move-
That the House do now divide.

Motion put and a division called for.
Sells rung and the House divided.

Remarks during Division
Mr Bryce: Gag! Guillotine! Chop it off.
Sir Charles Court: We are only surprised it did

not happen earlier.
Several members interjected.
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Result of Division
Division resulted as follows-

Ayes 28
Mr Blaikie Mr Nanovicb
Mr Cla rko Mr O'Connor
Sir Charles Court Mr Old
Mr Cowan Mr O'Neil
Mr Coyne Mr Ridg
Mrs Craig Mr Ruhton
Mr Crane MrSibson
Mr Grayden Mr Sodeman.
Mr Grewar Mr Spriggs
Mr Hassell Mr Stephens
Mr Laurance Mr Tubby
Mr MacKinnon Mr Williams
Mr McPharlin Mr Young
Mr Mensaros Mr Shalders

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr T.J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill

Ayes
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Watt
Dr Dadour
Motion thus passed
Question put and

following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H4. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr G rewar
Mr Hassel
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Harmnan
Mr B. T. Burke
Question thus neg-,

[ASSEMBLY]

Debate Resumed

Debate adjourned, on motion by Sir Charles
Court (Premier).

COUNTRY AREAS WATER SUPPLY

ACT AMENDMENT BILL (No. 3)

Seond Reading

(Teller)
Noes 18

Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
M r Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs
Noes

Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Harman
Mr B. T. Burke

a division taken with the

Ayes 18
Mr Hod~e
Mr Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 28
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
.Noes

Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Watt
Dr Dadour

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Labour and Industry) [8.28 p.m.]: I move--

That the B ill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to permit the granting
of a degree of relief to ratepayers who over the
past two years have received large accounts for
rates because of very steep increases in the
valuations of their properties. Furthermore, it is
to enable measures to be taken in the future to
eliminate the problem brought about by the
Valuer General's not being able to revalue all

(Teller) towns throughout the State on a regular and
reasonable time scale.

Ideally the Valuer General should, when
valuing towns supplied under the Country Areas
Water Supply Act, follow a programme which
would enable him to review values at least once
every five years. With his current commitments
and the availability of staff he has not been able
to do this;, and of the 76 towns revalued for the
Public Works Department last financial year, 67
were valued more than five years ago; and in the
case of 23 towns, more than nine years had
elapsed since they were last reviewed.

In the light of this information it can be readily
understood that there were substantial increases
in the ratable values of properties in some towns

( Teller) and with only domestic premises being subjected
to a maximum rate many ratepayers were faced
with unexpectedly high rate increases.

While the. problem is severe, and widespread
this rating year, because of the large number of
towns revalued, financial hardship was also
suffered by some ratepayers in the 1978-79 rating
year. At the time special representations were
made pointing out the difficulties experienced by
businessmen and others when faced with
substantial unbudgeted increases in rates.
However, nothing was done to provide relief as it
was not realised that this was a problem that

(Teller) would recur and in fact grow.

When the 1978-79 revaluations were applied
this financial year, many approaches were made
to Ministers and members pointing out that it was
inequitable for water rates to increase in some
,ases by more than 300 per cent in one year. The
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Government has accepted that as fair argument
and accordingly proposes providing relief
backdated to the Is( July, 1978.

The solution accepted by the Government is
that ratepayers should be given a reasonable
period before they are liable to pay full rates after
a revaluation has taken place and it is proposed to
arrange this by limiting the amount of increase in
any one year to a percentage of what was paid in
the previous year, thereby granting relief to those
ratepayers in towns where values have risen
substantially.

Initially a 50 per cent increase over the
previous year's rates will be adopted. Applying
this to a ratepayer who paid $200 in 1977-78 and
following revaluation to $600 in 1978-79, rates
for 1978-79 will be reassessed at $300. and $450
for 1979-80.

The cost to revenue of the measures in the
current year has been calculated to be in the order
of $600 000 although very little cash will be paid
out as overpayments in 1978-79 will be offset
against sums due (or rates and water in the
current year.

This figure of $600 000 includes the cost of
reductions for the financial year 1978-79, as well
as the current year.

To overcome the difficulty which arises when
there is a long period between valuations is not
easy. Even if Government policy permitted
unlimited expansion of the Public Service,
recruitment of suitably qualified personnel would
still be a problem. For example, in these days of
so-called high unemployment I would say that no
valuer worth his salt is without work.

The Bill, therefore, provides the facility for
updating valuations for the purpose of assessing
rates in the years between valuations carried out
by the Valuer General. This authority, together
with the limitation of increases in rates payable to
a percentage of that paid in the previous year, will
provide relief to ratepayers subjected to large
increases last year, in the current year and in the
future.

There is one other matter covered in the
amending Bill which requires explanation.
Throughout the area served under the Country
Areas Water Supply Act, there are properties
being improved or subdivided and it would be
unreasonable if these ratepayers were not rated
having regard for such developments.
Accordingly, the Bill provides that the Minister,
in respect of such properties. may determine a
percentage increase of the rate which would have
been charged in the previous rating year had such

developments been in existence for a full 12
months.

Turning to the Bill, the amendment to section
47 obliges the Minister to enter into ratebooks his
determination of the ratable value of land.

The amendment to section 54 gives the
Minister authority to increase, if he considers
necessary, the value of land for rating purposes. It
will be noted that this authority may not be used
in years when the ratable value has been altered
pursuant to a general revaluation under the
Valuation of Land Act.

The Bill provides that there is no appeal right
against the Minister's determination. Ratepayers
will still be able to appeal against valuations
assessed by the Valuer General.

Section 65 is amended so that in lieu of being
able to determine a maximum rate for domestic
Properties only as at present, the Minister may
determine a maximum rate for all classes of
consumers. This amendment also provides the
Minister with the authority already mentioned to
set a maximum rate related to a percentage of an
amount that would have been payable if the
property had been improved for.a full 12 months
of the previous financial year. In addition, it
provides authority to apply retrospectively a
maximum rate from the I1st July, 1978.

I commend the Bill to members.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Jamieson.

Message: Appropriations
Message from the Governor received and read

recommending appropriations for the purposes of
the Bill.

NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT
(WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT BILL

Message: Appropriations
Message from the Governor received and read

recommending appropriations for the purposes of
the Bill.

BILLS (3): RETURNED
I. Real Estate and Business Agents Act

Amendment Bill.
2. Litter Dill.

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment.

3. Western Australian
Education Commission
Bill.

Post-Secondary
Act Amendment

Bill returned from the Council with an
amendment.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACr
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 4)

Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 15th November.
MR CARR (Oeraldton) [8.37 p.m.]: This is

another piece of legislation similar to those which
seem to come before this House quite frequently
in order to correct problems which have arisen
from existing legislation, and which involve some
restrictive action in terms of correcting flaws.

This Parliament seenms to find its time occupied
frequently correcting problems which have arisen
as a result of flaws in Acts. It is a messy process.
In some of these Bills we are prepared to accept
these corrections as being justifiable, but in others
we are not.

We are not prepared to agree to this particular
Bill mainly because of the proposal to amend
section 533 of the principal Act. I will have More
to say about new subsection (9) a little later.

Before I deal with that I indicate the Bill does
two things mainly; firstly, it sets out new
procedures which are to apply with regard to a
change in rating within a shire. The Bill sets out
the procedures which are to be followed to avoid
the disruption which occurred in the Harvey Shire
and the alteration will mean that what happened
at Harvey will not be repeated. Secondly, the Bill
seeks to get the Harvey Shire out of the mess it
has got itself into; that is, the Harvey Shire and
the Minister. On the advice of the department,
the Harvey Shire changed the system of rating
from unimproved value to gross rental value. The
actions of the shire were challenged in the court
by the ratepayers, who were proved to have the
correct appreciation of the situation.

I will come quickly to the main objection to this
Bill-the provision contained in clause 2 to
amend section 533 of the principal Act. I refer to
new subsection (9). The clause will remove the
right of ratepayers in a local authority to call for
a referendum when there is to be a change in the
rating system in a portion of a shire-where that
Portion is to be changed from the unimproved
value rating system to the gross rental value
rating system, as we now call it.

Of course, the Minister claims this is not a
change from the previous situation because the
previous situation was always understood to be
what is contained in the Bill now before us. I ask
the question: Understood by whom? Perhaps it
was understood by the Local Government

Department advisers, and I imagine it was
understood by the Harvey Shire Council. Perhaps
it was understood by others, but certainly it was
not understood by everybody and, obviously, it
was not understood in those terms by the
ratepayers of Australind. When it was put to the
test, the ratepayers and not the Government were
proved to be correct in their appreciation of the
situation.

I am aware there has been some discussion as
to what was intended in the minds of the
legislators when the original legislatioin has
passed. It has been suggested by the Minister that
the intention of Parliament, some 20 years ago,
was that there would be no need for a referendum
where a portion of a shire was changed from one
valuation system to another.

That assertion by the Minister was questioned
by a number of ratepayers in the Harvey Shire.
They asked from where she derived this
information as to what was originally intended.
The Minister replied that considerable research
into Hansard would be required in order to come
up with the correct answer. That indicated to me
that obviously the original legislation was not
researched. I have not researched it either
because the important point is not what
Parliament intended the legislation to state 20
years ago; the important point is the words which
Parliament put into the legislation 20 years ago
arid, in fact, what the law states. To take it a step
further, the important point is what the law
states, as judged by a court.

Therefore, it is a hollow claim by the Minister
to say that what is contained in this Bill simply is
what the Act was meant to state. This legislation
will constitute a change to the law, and this
Parliament deserves an explanation with regard to
the reason for the change. It is not good enough
for the Minister simply to come to this House and
state that this legislation sets out what somebody
else wanted it to set out.

It occurs to me that where a department does
not follow the law, the responsibility is on the
Minister to instruct the department to change its
practices. and to act in accordance with the law.
The Minister should not simply change the law
without any reasonable explanation with regard to
the reason for it to be changed.

Mrs Craig: Would you like to state to the
House what the magistrate found?

Mr CARR: The magistrate found that the
Australind ratepayers were quite justified in
taking action against an order issued by the
Minister with regard to the change in the rating
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system from the unimproved value to the gross
rental value.

Mrs Craig: The magistrate said it was
procedural.

Mr CARR: That does not alter the fact that
the procedure was not followed. The Australind
ratepayers were justified in objecting to
something imposed on them by the Minister and
the shire.

Mrs Craig: I beg your pardon.
Mr CARR: We believe there should be a right

to hold a referendum when there is a change in
the system of rating in a portion of a shire
council. I want to make it quite clear that we are
talking about autonomy for local government. I
want to make it clear that we do not mean
freedom for councils to make decisions without
the scrutiny of the electors. We mean more
autonomy to make decisions without State
Government interference.

We believe councils should be very closely
subject to the will of the residents of their
particular areas. We reject totally proposed
subsection (9). 1 am not for one moment
suggesting that the Minister would take this
provision to its extreme, but she or a subsequent
Minister could change the entire shire from one
valuation system to another. She would need to
accomplish parts of the change with an order, and
the rest of the shire could be changed with a
second order.

I want to deal now with proposed subsection
(10) dealing with a declaration by the Minister
for a change of status in a local authority from a
shire to a town or a city. A recent example of this
is where the town of Bunbury was changed to a
city.

Under the proposed legislation, the Minister
will simply make a decision to issue an order to
use the same rating system as was used previously
in that local authority. Quite probably in most
cases that is what the local authority would want
to happen, and it seems to me quite reasonable
that it should happen in most cases. However, I
believe the legislation should at least state that
such action by the Minister should be taken in
concurrence with the council or at the request of
the council. It may be hypothetical, but as the
legislation stands at the moment, the Minister
could decide that the Bunbury City Council
would use the same rating system which
previously applied when in fact the Bunbury City
Council may not want the same system but may
want to change to a different system.

I put that forward as a hypothetical case, but
this particular subsection would be strengthened

considerably if it included the provision that the
Minister's order shall be with the concurrence or
at the request of the council concerned.

I would not make a strong point about the need
for a referendum on that particular question
where no change is taking place to the system, but
simply state that I believe an allowance should be
made for the same system to continue.

New subsections (11) to (16) spell out the
procedures to be followed where the council
wishes to change the rating system for the whole
of a shire. Such a change provides for a
referendum where requested, and I find most of
the provisions in these new subsections quite
acceptable and reasonable. I only wish that those
same provisions existed in other parts of the Dill.

I would like to make one comment about the
procedure to be followed for a referendum. The
Bill provides that the procedure set out in the
26th schedule to the Local Government Act will
be followed, and therein we find the format of the
ballot paper. I quite appreciate that the
Government is not concerned in this Bill with
amending the electoral provisions, and in fact this
subsection refers to the existing format for
referendums in local authorities.

However, I could not allow the opportunity to
pass without saying how absolutely stupid the
present format of the 26th schedule is, and in
particular the ballot paper for the ratepayers to
indicate whether they support or oppose a
particular proposition. Instead of providing one
box in which the ratepayer must write either the
word "Yes" or the word "No", the ballot paper
has two boxes, one of which has the word "Yes"
alongside it and the other has the word "No"
alongside it. Electors are required to indicate their
preference; that is, they will either vote 1 for
"Yes" and 2 for "No" or vice versa. That is
absolutely crazy.

During my six years in this Parliament I have
seen some rather incredible pieces of cruel, unjust,
and undemocratic legislation, but at least it says
something for the 28th and 29th Parliaments of
this State that no legislation has come anywhere
near the 26th schedule for sheer stupidity.

The Government should introduce a new
sensible schedule to provide a common-sense
ballot paper for a referendum. 1 could refer to the
example of a referendum held in Geraldton a few
years ago because it highlighted the stupidity of
this schedule. A local authority referendum was
held one week after a Federal referendum. So one
Saturday people were required to write either the
word "Yes" or the word "No" in a box, and seven
days later they had to return to vote under the
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provisions of schedule 26. IL caused enormous
confusion, and the result was a very high informal
vote. I have no idea why we have such a format,
but certainly it should be changed at the earliest
possible opportunity.

I have now dealt with clause 2 which will try to
see that the situation that exists in the Harvey
Shire does not occur again. Clause 3 is an attempt
to get the Harvey Shire out of the bind it is in at
the present time. Subsection (1) of proposed
section 533C provides retrospective validation for
situations where a change Of rating system was
believed previously to be valid. We do not like this
provision of course, hut we accept it as being
fairly reasonable in the circumstances.

I might add that a lawyer who advised me on
this Bill put forward the view that the provision is
not necessary on the ground that if no appeal is
made at the appropriate time, there i s no scope to
make an appeal at all. Therefore, the rating can
be deemed to be valid. I have looked at the Act
myself to try to locate such a section, but as I
have not been able to do so, I simply accept that a
provision for retrospective validation is reasonable
and acceptable.

Proposed subsection (2) then provides that the
retrospective valuation does not apply to the
Harvey Shire., The only comment I would make
there is neither it should. The Harvey Shire
Council has not emerged from this with its
reputation enhanced. It failed to take any action
to have an unimproved valuation once the court
initially found against it.

Mrs Craig: How could it have done so?
Mr CARR: I can be corrected on this if I am in.

error, but my understanding is that once the
initial court decision was made against the
council, even if it intended to appeal, it could have
acted to prepare itself for the eventuality of losing
the appeal by having an unimproved valuation.

Mrs Craig: It had no capacity whatever to do
that. That is basic.

Mr CARR: If the Minister has some
knowledge of this matter which she will tell us
about in her reply, I will be prepared to listen to
her view.

Proposed new section 533D sets out the
procedure to be followed after a rate has actually
been quashed, and this is the situation applying
specifically to the Harvey Shire at the present
time.

Under this measure the Valuer General will be
requested to give a valuation for a portion of the
shire involved in the quashing of the rate. I
presume-and I would like the Minister to clarify

this-that such a valuation will be on the basis of
the unimproved value. It seemed quite clear it
would be a valuation on the unimproved value,
but there has been some suggestion from the area
that the council will have the option of going
either to the gross rental value or the unimproved
valuation system.

Mrs Craig: It is the shire's decision-part of its
autonomy.

Mr CARR: The Minister is saying that the
council, after having its attempt to go to annual
valuations quashed, can now go back to base one
to seek a new valuation from the Valuer General.
in other words, it can opt to go either way.

Mrs Craig: Yes, it had that particular rate
quashed.

Mr CARR: But given that the shire has been
on unimproved values in that particular area over
a long period of time, the court case arose over a
decision to change from unimproved values to
annual values, and given that the court found that
the shire's action was not legal, is the Minister
now saying that without any reference to anyone
else the council can go ahead and do exactly what
it has been attempting to do illegally?

Mrs Craig: I would like you to prove that the
shire did what it did illegally.

Mr CARR: I am not a legal person, and I hope
the Minister appreciates that. I am not really
familiar with legal procedures, and I have to
accept judgments of the court. In this case I am
aware of the judgment of the court, but I know
there is a document around advising the Minister
that certain people with some legal backing
disagree with the judgment of the court.

I accept the judgment of the court that the
action was not an action that should have taken
place under the Act. I must say it causes
considerable concern to me to hear that this shire
can now impose a gross rental value on that
particular Portion without being subject to a
referendum considering that has been the
contentious part in the whole dispute.

Given that the court had found the action taken
was not legal, I would have thought it reasonable
to assume that the council would then revert to a
valuation on the unimproved valuation.

That seems to me to be a logical and fair
deduction, and I am quite astounded to Aind it is
not the case. This gives us another reason to
oppose the Bill.

I then move on to subsection (2) of proposed
section 533D. This requires that the council is to
draw up a new budget. Immediately following
that, in subsection (3), there is an exception to
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this provision to the effect that where a Minister
is satisfied that not a great deal more or less
revenue will be raised if the old rate continu es in
those areas where it has not been changed, and
that a similar rate has been imposed where the
rate has been quashed, a -new budget is not
necessary. As the Opposition sees it, a difficult
situation will arise in either of those two cases.
Our understanding is that the revaluation by the
Valuer General is only for the portion of the shire
which was the subject of a dispute. If that is
correct, we have a fascinating situation.

Mrs Craig: This understanding is not correct.

Mr CARR: When I first entered this
Parliament six years ago, the first thing I learnt
was to go to the Minister's second reading speech
to find out what a Bill is all about. I must add
that the second thing I learnt was that if one
wanted to know what was in the Bill, one threw
the Minister's second reading speech out the
window-in other words, one completely ignored
it., It is a continual disappointment to me to find
that Minister's second reading speeches fail
totally to explain what legislation is all about.

On a few occasions tonight the Minister has
shaken her head at me and, with a smile on her
face, she has said, "No, that is a totally different
situation." Certainly in this case the Minister's
second reading speech went nowhere near
explaining some of the contentious points in this
legislation.

As I said, it was my understanding that the new
valuation would relate only to the portion of the
shire concerned. I am very pleased to hear from
the Minister that it will be a new valuation for the
whole shire. That will remove one of my
objections to the legislation. I intended to make
the point that if two different parts of the shire
operate on two different valuations for two
different time periods, considerable injustice
would result if a new rate were struck for
ratepayers throughout the shire on valuations of
two different currencies. My understanding is the
Minister is now saying there will be a new
valuation by the Valuer General of the whole
shire, and that a completely new rate will be
struck. If that is so, we seem to be getting
somewhere. However, it is a pity that was not
explained a little more clearly in the second
reading speech.

Mrs Craig: If you look at the last sentence on
page 5 of my speech notes, you will find it is
clearly explained.

Mr CARR: I will examine that while the
Minister is replying.

Proposed section 533D)(3) provides that where
the Minister is satisfied that not a great deal more
or less money will be raised, she may allow the old
rate to apply. As this Bill is before us specifically
to deal with the Harvey Shire-although it will
have application elsewhre-the Minister should
be prepared to explain to the House what is
intended here. Does the Minister intend to
exercise the powers under proposed section
5331)(3) with regard to the Harvey Shire, or will
the shire be left to prepare a fresh budget under
proposed subsection (2)?

1 have one last minor query. The Bill appears to
provide for two subsections (9) to section 533 of
the parent Act. It is proposed to delete a number
of subsections, but (9) is not amongst them; yet
one of the 'principal new subsections to be
included is a new subsection (9). The Minister
may be able to tell me it is a simple case of
renumbering the proposed subsections, and I
would accept that answer.

The Opposition recognises the need for action
to be taken to overcome the problem which has
arisen in the Harvey Shire. I feel some sympathy
for the dilemma in which the Government has
placed itself; however, I do not feel a great deal of
sympathy (or the shire concerned because of its
reluctance to go to the people and test its
proposed actions in a referendum. Our main
concern is the removal of the referendum
provisions with retard to portions of the shire
changing from unimproved value to gross rental
value, as it is now.

I add the new concern which has arisen from
the Minister's interjection that the shire in fact is
going to change from one system to another in
order to do exactly what it intended doing before
it ran into objections from its ratepayers. It will
make that change from unimproved value to gross
rental value without approval from the
ratepayers.

The Opposition opposes the Bill.

M CO AN (Merredin) [9.04 pi.m.J: As the
member for Geraldton pointed out, this legislation
has been introduced specifically to assist the
Harvey Shire in its difficulty with regard to
rating.' Of course, this will affect not only the
Harvey Shire, but also a great number of other
shire councils which use the two-rating system by
which to raise revenue.

The National Party supports the reason behind
the Bill. We certainly did look very closely at
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proposed new subsection (9); we were concerned
it may have been yet another situation aimed at
destroying the autonomy of local governments by
ministerial direction. The National Party believes
the last words on page 2 of the Bill authorising a
council to impose different rating structures do
not represent a ministerial direction. I would be
grateful if when she replies thb Minister would
confirm our interpretation of this clause.

Despite our support for the major portions of
the Bill, we believe the Bill neglects to include
something which should have been included. If
the Government is concerned about the validity of
rating applied by shire councils and believes it
should act to be fair to one council when it finds
itself in trouble, it should be equally concerned to
give other councils the same fair treatment.

I remind the Minister that some time ago, both
she and her predecessor were requested by the
Merredin Shire Council to look very closely at
rating, with particular reference to differential
rating. The Merredin Shire Council felt that if it
used gross rental values in lieu of unimproved
capital values, more anomalies would be created
than under the old rating structure which was to
be replaced. The council strongly believed it
should be able to apply some method of differ-
ential rating.

Whilst the Local Government Act provides for
specific rating in some areas, no avenue is
available to any council to apply a differential
rate. However, many councils believe they should
be permitted to apply some form of differential
rating system, thereby avoiding the anomalies
which occur when councils use the gross rental
system within the built-up areas of shires.

I express my disappointment that although
there has been so much haste on this occasion to
protect the Harvey Shire Council and all the
other shires which adopt a system of gross rental
values in their townsites, and unimproved capital
values in their rural wards, no move has been
made after three or four years, to assist those
many shires which would prefer not to use gross
rental values, but wish to remain with the
unimproved capital value system, with a
differential rate applying in the town ward.

If local government councillors make mistakes,
like members of Parliament, they are subject to
the possibility of being replaced. That is more
than enough incentive to ensure the decisions they
make are the correct ones for their areas.

MRS CRAIG (Well ington-M inister for Local
Government) [9.08 p.m.]: At the outset, I should
indicate to the House the situation in which the

Harvey Shire Council finds itself because clearly,
the member for Geraldton and the member for
Merredin do not understand it.

Mr Carr: Firstly, that is not true and, secondly,
you should have told us about this a fortnight ago.

Mrs CRAIG: In the 1978-79 rating year, a
challenge came from the South Ward Ratepayers'
Association to the adoption of the rate for the
district. Those persons who had lodged an appeal
against their rates were required to pay only a
small percentage of their rates-I cannot tell
members exactly what percentage it was-so that
the council was not able to receive its normal rate
revenue.

When the time came this year for the council to
adopt a valuation, it found it had no capacity to
strike a valuation and adopt a rate because the
matter was still awaiting a court decision.

The Harvey Shire Council now is in the
position of being unable to rate a single person
within its area, whether he lives in the area where
the rate was quashed or in any other area of the
shire, because it does not have a proper basis on
which to strike a rate.

The problem therefore is that no revenue is
flowing into the council from its ratepayers. It has
been forced to operate on overdrafts, which
procedure, of course, is incurring greater costs to
all ratepayers in the Harvey district. That is the
background to the situation which pertains at the
moment.

Mr Canr: That is understood.

Mrs CRAIG: Without this amending
legislation-which the Opposition opposes-it is
completely impossible for the Shire of Harvey to
levy a rate.

It is very easy for the Opposition to say it
opposes the Bill. However, the member for
Geraldton was very careful not to indicate what
action the Opposition would take to ensure the
shire had the autonomy-let us remember a
discussion earlier tonight on autonomy in local
government-and the capacity'to raise a rate in
order that it could function efficiently to the full
benefit of the people living within the district.

It is pertinent, too, that I discuss what would
best be described as the golden rule in relation to
rating structures within different areas. The
golden rule, quite simply, is that towns and cities
must use gross rental values, and that shires must
use unimproved values.

Mr Carr: Yes, we know that, too.
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Mrs CRAIG: That rule can be changed in
three separate circumstances: The Minister may.
make an order for a portion of a town or a city,
which portion is predominantly used for rural
purposes, to be valued on unimproved values; or,
for the portion of a shire which is predominantly
used for non-rural purposes to be valued on gross
rental value; or, when a municipality has a change
in status. The member for Geraldton also alluded
to this last provision.

In the past, the practice has been that when a
shire becomes a town, Or a town becomes a city.
the people representing that municipality write to
the Local Government Department and indicate
either that they wish to continue with the same
method of rating they adopted previously or,
alternatively, that they wish to change it.

The member for Geraldton has asserted that a
ghastly mistake was made by the Shire of Harvey.
In fact, he almost went as far as to say the shire
had endeavoured to hoodwink its ratepayers, and
had used the wrong procedure.

Mr Carr: That is a completely improper thing
to accuse me of.

Mrs CRAIG: The member for Geraidton
obviously was unaware that the Shire of Harvey,
in adopting a gross rental value for a portion of a
district followed exactly the instructions issued by
the Local Government Department; the identical
procedure had been followed by 80 other shires
previously.

Mr Carr: But that did not make it right.

Mrs CRAIG: Not once was that procedure
contested by anybody. It had always been thought
to be strictly in accordance with the provisions of
the Local Government Act.

It was not until the recent challenge that it
became obvious there was an area of dou bt in the
procedures being adopted. The legislation before
us tonight is to clear up that area of doubt.

Let me be quite clear in saying it does not in
any way change the procedure that has always
been adopted; namely, that a shire council can
change the rate in a part of a district without a
poll.

It has, never been necessary for a shire to
do that and nor does this legislation make it
necessary. I believe that is a matter the member
for Geraldton ought to understand completely,
because he gave the indication that the shire had
acted improperly.

Mr Carr: Illegally. It acted on the advice of
your department which was inaccurate.

Mrs CRAIG: If the member were to read the
magistrate's decision-and I presume he has,
because he would be foolish indeed to be debating
something like this if he has not-he would know
the magistrate said, "In my opinion". The other
question was whether the change should be under
section 533(8) or 533(10). 1 am quite sure the
member for Geraldton knows and understands
that very well indeed.

One can accept the Harvey Shire acted in a
manner which was quite proper. However, it now
finds itself in the situation where it has no
capacity to raise a rate and therefore has no
revenue. The member for Geraldton said the shire
ought to be taken to task because it should have
had a contingency plan of some sort; once the
magistrate's decision was banded down and an
appeal lodged with the Supreme Court, it should
have been expecting at that stage it would lose the
appeal and so have a contingency plan. How does
one have a contingency plan when one does not
have a proper valuation, which means one cannot
adopt a rate? That was so even at that time,
which I think ought to be made very clear.

The member for Geraldton also said he did not
believe the shire ought to be given the capacity to
make its own decisions in relation to the way it
will levy a rate either on the basis of an
unimproved value or a gross rental value when it
in fact adopts a new valuation for the two years
under question in so far as this legislation is
concerned. I firmly believe a local authority ought
to have the autonomy to make its own decision,
yet it is the Opposition which accuses me day
after day, whenever it gels the chance, of wanting
to remove that autonomy. It is my view the shire
consists of the elected representatives of the
people of Harvey: and the people of Harvey have
placed them there and would be quite pleased to
accept whatever rate the councillors strike the
next time.

This legislation makes it quite clear that the
rate which has been quashed cannot be readopted
within the area in which it has been quashed. So
we are seeking to enable a council to be able to
strike a rate in order to raise revenue to carry out
the functions of that shire as we would all see as
being necessary.

The member for Geraldton wandered off to
speak also on the electoral system and part IV of
the Act, subjects which are not related to the
matter we are debating. As he raised these
matters it would be wise for me to remind him for
the third or fourth time that there has been an
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extensive review of that part of the Act.
Information has been circulated to local
authorities in order to get their opinions. Those
opinions have been collated and their
recommendations have been placed in draft
legislation which again will be circulated to all
those councils. I regret it has been a slow
procedure, but it has been a thorough procedure.
The opinions of the shires have been well and
truly taken into consideration. If it is archaic, as
the member suggests, I find myself enormously
surprised that his colleague did not do something
about it when occupying the position of Minister
for Local Government in earlier years.

Mr Carr: I could not agree more.

Mrs CRAIG: The member for Geraldton has
said the provisions have been unsuitable ever since
the Act has been in existence.

The member for Merredin was concerned about
the two court cases held in recent times in relation
to rates in the area he represents. The challenge
was directed at the raising of a differential rate.
Again, the Merredin Shire was left in a very
difficult situation because a magistrate ruled one
way and another court ruled another way. To date
no-one knows what to do with the money.

I believe the member for Merredin ought to
recognise that this legislation is not an attempt to
alter a method of rating. The member for
Merredin was in fact asking that a method of
differential, rating be brought in. I am sure he
knows-because he was at a ward meeting only
recently when I discussed this matter with the
people present-that the Country Shire Councils'
Association at its meeting in 1978 decided the
shires wished to attack the rating problem
together by forming a committee and making
recommendations to the Minister as to the
changes the shires would like to see effected. That
committee is still meeting and has not yet been
able to make any recommendations to me.
However, I have constantly asserted that this
Government is not opposed to a. change in rating
systems per se, but we must be sure, if another
method is adopted, it is the most fair and
reasonable method available. Differential rating
does only one thing: it shifts the burden from one
group to another group of people.

I believe I have answered all those questions
raised by the member for Geraldton and the
member for Merredin. I am disappointed indeed
that the Opposition has seen Ait to oppose this
measure. The .Bill does not really change
anything; it merely gives a local authority the
capacity to be able to raise a rate and continue
on.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaiie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPbarlin
Mr Mensaros

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davie;
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill

Mr HerzrelX
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Watt
Dr Dadour

Ayes 28
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'NeiI
Mr Ride
Mr Rusbtion
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes I8
Mr Hodpe
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearc
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Batenman

Pairs
Noes

Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Harman
Mr B. T. Burke

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Blaikie) in the Chair; Mrs Craig (Minister for
Local Government) in charge of the Bill.

Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Section 533 amended-

Mr CARR: I am quite dissatisfied with the
Minister's reply to the second reading. The
Minister had the audacity to say that the
Opposition, in opposing this Dill, is opposing
efforts to help the Harvey Shire Council out of its
problems. That is not so. I have made it clear we
recognise there is a problem and that the shire
needs to be helped out. If that was all the Bill was
doing we would be more inclined to support it.
However, we are completely opposed to the
Minister's attitude when she says the Government
will reinstitute the practices of the past even if
they are illegal. That is what it boils down to.

The Minister boasts about the fact that the
practices of the past are being continued. I
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acknowledge they are 'being continued. I
acknowledge the Shire of Harvey acted on the
advice of the Minister's department. I believe that
that advice was to have the shire do something
illegal along the lines it has followed in the past.

I make it clear the Opposition is committed to
giving the electors of that shire, when they are
being subjected to a change in rating systems, the
option of a referendum to go through the
appropriate steps. It is all very well for the
Minister to say that the magistrate who found the
particular course of action to be illegal was only
expressing an opinion. If a decision is made by the
High Court all we are really saying is that a
group of judges of the High Court express a
certain opinion. That is all we ever get from a
court. But laymen like myself, the Minister, and
other members of the community have to be
prepared to accept such judgments as being valid.
Let us not forget that it was appealed against; so
we have the findings of two courts which indicate
the matter was not legally-

Mrs Craig: Which is the second court?

Mr CARR: The shire appealed, did it not?
Mrs Craig: The appeal was not heard; the

Supreme Court only ruled that it did not have the
right to hear it.

Mr CARR: The court ruled that they did not
have a case?

Mrs Craig: Yes, so there was no judgment
made by the Supreme Court, so there were not
two decisions.

Mr CARR: I accept that point. I was of the
understanding they did get a decision. Be that as
it may, we are stilt left with one legal judgment to
accept. It is not acceptable for the Minister to say
that is only the opinion of the magistrate who
heard the case, and that the practice has been
such and such in the past, so she will not worry
about the opinion of that judge. She is simply
relying on the practice of the past. It is not
important to operate on the basis of the past, it is
more important to operate on what is the law.

The Minister made much fuss about the
question of autonomy. During my speech in the
second reading debate I made clear the distinction
between autonomy from the actions of ratepayers
compared with autonomy from the State
Government. I made a number of statements on
that, and several members of the Opposition also
made statements. We made it very clear that we
want to assist local authorities to have more
autonomy rather than being imposed upon by the
State Government, by the Minister, the Governor,
and so on.

The Opposition wishes to give the local
authorities more opportunity to make their
decisions at a local level, That is not saying that
they should have autonomy from the influence of
their ratepayers, electors, and residents. Local
government representatives are elected people and
should be subject to very close scrutiny by their
electors.

It is all very well for the Minister to say the
electors will be happy to accept the decision of the
council. Not everyone happily accepts the decision
of his elected representatives; and I jput it to the
Minister that the electors or ratepayers should
have a strong influence over the council. It is a
totally different question from saying local
government should have more autonomy and be
free from measures imposed by the State
Government.

The Minister is trying to confuse these two
aspects and [ believe it is a cheap political action.
[ am not happy with the Minister's reply.

There is another point I raised during the
second reading debate and which the Minister did
not answer-it may have been an oversight-and
I would be happy if she would acquaint me with
the situation now; that is the possibility of having
two separate proposed subsections (9) under
section 533. The Bill states-

Section 533 of the principal Act is
amended by repealing subsections (8), (10),.
(11), (12), (13), (14) and (15) and
substituting the following subsections-

We then proceed to a series of new subsections
(8), (9) (10), (11), and so on. As that appears
there, we have the possibility of there being two
separate subsections (9). Is this just a question of
numbering? I presume there is a procedure and if
the Minister could tell me the situation I would be
quite happy to accept some authorative ruling as
to what will happen in order to deal with the
situation. I am not prepared to allow the clause to
pass without hearing what will happen in regard
to these two subsections (9).

Mrs CRAIG: In reply to the member for
Geraldton again on this matter of the rate and the
right to alter a rate, I say to him that he has not
been able to indicate to me what he believes
should have happened. He just says that this
should niot occur.

Mr Carr: The council should have a
referendum.

Mrs CRAIG: The member for Geraldton did
not say how the council would be given the
capacity to raise a rate. He says by way of

5349



5350 ASSEMBLY]

interjection that there should be a referendum.
Whether there is a referendum Or not; without
this legislation there is no capacity to raise a rate.

This legislation has come about because the
shire advised that it had no capacity to be able to
raise a rate.

There were consultations between the shire
council, myself, and officers of the Local
Government Department and the Crown Law
Department; and all we looked for was a method
by which it was possible to allow the Shire of
Harvey to raise a rate.

Now, the argument advanced by the member
for Geraldion is that the changing of a rate in a
portion of a district is separate I have told him
that the golden rule is that in a rural shire or in a
shire where the land is predominantly rural, the
unimproved capital value of rating pertains.
Within the townsites in those shires, where the us 'e
is predominantly urban, gross annual values may
be ad 'opted. It has long been accepted that it will
be rated on a different basis: The member for
Geraldton finds that unacceptable and he says the
people in Australind should not have to accept
gross rental value. That is fine, but let hinm tell me
the method by which they will raise sufficient
rates.

If he is saying that the whole shire, including
those who have for many years been rated on a
gross rental value, and all the townsites which
exist within the Harvey Shire should now revert
to unimproved capital value; well let him say it.
He says it is wrong and no-one should do it, but
he has not qualified that statement and said what
should happen.

With regard to proposed subsection (9), it
appears to me that there has been a renumbering
right through that particular section but I will
certainly endeavour to check it whilst we are in
the Committee stage. If I am unable to do that
then I will ensure that it is done before tomorrow
and we will leave the third reading so that I can
advise the member for Geraldton.

Mr COWAN: I did ask, during the second
reading debate, for the Minister's view of this
proposed subsection (9) and in particular the last
words and perhaps I should read the whole
subsection. It reads-

If the Minister is satisfied that the council
of a municipality that is-

(a) a city or town should be authorised
to use valuations or unimproved

value of rateable property in any
portion of the district of that
municipality, which portion is, in
the opinion of the Minister, used
predominantly for rural purposes;
or

(b) a shire should be authorised to use
valuations on gross rental value of
rateable property in any portion of
the district of that municipality,
which portion is, in the opinion of
the Minister, used predominantly
for non-rural purposes,

he may recommend to the Governor that an
Order be made under subsection (17) of this
section so authorising the council.

My interpretation of the last- three words,
"authorising the council" is that it can be
approved but it .is not a ministerial direction. I
would like the Minister to indicate whether or not
my interpretation is correct, because if it is not,
then we have another example of the autonomy of
local government being eroded by this type of
legislation.

Mrs CRAIG: If a local government asked the
Minister to consider a change in the method of
valuing in a portion of a shire-and I will relate
to the Shire of Merredin which is predominantly
rural-on that request the Minister would-if he
or she believed it was in the best interests of the
shire-approve it.

The member for Merredin is indeed correct in
saying that as the Act stands at the moment,
there is a capacity for the Minister to decide that
a shire could be directed in fact to alter its system
of rating within a portion of a district.

I am not aware of any Minister who has done
that, but I cannot think of anyone who ever would
because the shire makes these decisions. I
indicated to the member for Geraldton that I
believe it is the Shire of Harvey which ought to
make a decision as to the method it intends to
adopt within the townsite areas in question. He
does not agree; but I believe it is the shire's right
to make that decision on behalf of its ratepayers.

The member for Merredin is correct in his
assumption.

Mr CARR: I seem to have a little trouble
making myself clear to the Minister, particularly
in regard to the question of whether or .not we
support measures to help the Shire of Hanvey.
This Bill contains two clauses, apart from the
introductory clause, which do seem to be quite
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separate matters. Clause 2 sets out the procedure
that should be followed when changes occur. The
Opposition is not happy with some of the items in
that clause regarding the procedure to be used
where there is a change of a portion of the shire
from one rating system to another and that is the
reason for the Opposition's non-support of this
clause and the Opposition will divide on it. That is
the reason for our opposition to the Bill.

Clause 3 is a separate clause designed to help
the Shire of Harvey out of its problems. If this
Bill were introduced in this place with clause 2
amended and clause 3 in its present form, we
would be prepared to have the Bill passed without
any objection from our side.

The Minister asked what the Opposition woul d
do about this situation. The Opposition is not
saying that there is no circumstance in which this
changing in rates system is not appropriate. I
appreciate that it is appropriate for a gross rental
value in the townsite area and I am not saying
there should not by any such change. When a
change is to be made it is our opinion that it is
appropriate to consult the ratepayers of that shire
at least to give the ratepayers an opportunity to
object. If the ratepayers have no objection, that is
fine. It is quite an appropriate measure for the
council to take; I do not object to that at all. I just
make the point that if the ratepayers do have
strong feelings about the matter and wish to test
those feelings by means of a referendum, that is a
perfectly reasonable situation which should be
allowed to exist.

The Minister made a great fuss about saying
the shire should make its own decision as to the
method it should adopt and that I did not say I
wanted this to happen.

It is perfectly reasonable for the shire to make
its own decision provided the ratepayers have not
objected, and not made an objection by way of
referendum to adopt what the coundil wishes to
do. I think the Minister has read something into
this which has not been there.

Mrs Craig: They did not get the numbers to do
what they wished to do and that was to secede.

Mr CARR: I appreciate that and I also
appreciate that the portion of the shire which
raised the objection may not have the numbers in
a referendum. That is the risk thay take. The
Opposition is not saying they should have the
power to block unless they have the numbers; we
are saying the option should be there for them to
take the risk and test how much support they have
in the local authority.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich,

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Can
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill

Ayes 27
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg

MrRush ton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spig
Mr Stephens
Mr ubby
Mr William
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 18
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs
Ayes

Mr Herzfeld M
Mr P. V. Jones Dr
Mr Watt M
Dr Dadour M
Clause thus passed.
Clause 3 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

(Teller)

(Teller)

Noes
rTaylor
Troy

r Harman
rB. T. Burke

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and

report adopted.
the

TOWN PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENT

BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from the 20th November.
MR PEARCE (Gosnets) [9.49 p.m.]: I indicate

at the outset that the Opposition will not oppose
this legislation. The Bill contains a number of
clauses which draw together bits and pieces of the
Town Planning and Development Act. One might
note that the current Minister seems to be
developing a fetish for deputies. I wonder where
all the deputies in the Minister's department are
coming from.

Mrs Craig: There is a deputy only for the
chairman in the MRPA.

Mr PEARCE: I am pleased there are not as
many as I thought. Rather more significant is the
proposition that the Town Planning Board be
given slightly greater powers of enforcement,
particularly in regard to people who fail to do
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what they should do to comply with the Act. The
ability which the board is to be given could be
quite drastic in some respects, particularly in
regard to buildings which do not conform.
Nevertheless, the Opposition is prepared to accept
the need for it. We have often had cause to
complain at the failure of the Government to put
teeth in its legislation. Bills which are all right in
principle turn out to be without teeth in practice
and I instance the Consumer Affairs Act. So we
agree to giving greater flexibility in enforcement
powers, and we do not object to the penalties
contained in the Bill.

There are some other minor provisions. The
Opposition is of the opinion that the Bill does not
seriously change the Act. Further, when it comes
to giving the Town Planning Department greater
powers of enforcement and the ability to fine
people who do not adhere to its provisions, not
only do we not oppose those clauses but we
support what the Government is seeking to do.
With those comments I indicate that the
Opposition does not intend to oppose the Bill:

MRS CRAIG (Wellington-Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning) [9.52 p.m.]: I
thank the Opposition for its general support of the
Bill. I explain to the member for Gosnells that the
reason for now wishing to appoint deputies to
members of the Town Planning Board is that the
work they do is very exacting and they have very
large agendas each week. From time to time they
make certain interim policy statements with
which each member of the board needs to be
conversant. Without the provision for the
appointment of a person who has continuity as a
deputy, it is very difficult for someone who does
not have sufficient background knowledge to
represent a member.

I suppose the honourable member noticed there
has been no change in relation to the chairman of
the board. He has no deputy. The Acting Town
Planning Commissioner will act in the chairman's
absence, or a member will be elected to chair the
board.

The enforcement provisions are incorporated
because the Metropolitan Region Town Planning
Scheme Act Amendment Bill (No. 3), which we
discussed earlier tonight, delegated certain powers
of enforcement. Most of the powers are delegated
to the metropolitan local authorities. The
provisions in the Bill now before us merely bring
into line the country authorities which have town
planning schemes so that they have the
opportunity to enforce the conditions.

The honourable member may be interested to
know that the complaints which have been

received from time to time in relation to the
ability to enforce conditions have come from the
Stirling City Council, the Perth City Council, and
occasionally from other councils, although the
other councils did not move to get legal opinion as
to what they could do to enforce the conditions.

We are talking about the kind of situation
which exists when a person is given a development
approval, to which certain conditions are
attached, in a light industrial area. One condition
may be a setback of 30 metres and another
condition may relate to landscaping. It has been
found the factory or unit is built and the other
conditions are not complied with. There has been
no capacity for local authorities to enforce them;
and I think we agree that because of the work
which goes into their town planning schemes there
needs to be some provision for enforcement of
conditions. Otherwise we make a mockery of their
preparation of the scheme.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mrs Craig

(Minister for Urban Development and Town
Planning), and transmitted to the Council.

BUILDERS' REGISTRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 3)

Second Reading
Debate resumed from the 15th November.
MR TONKIN (Morley) [9.58 p.m.]: The

Opposition opposes this Bill because it contracts
back to a ridiculously small area the part of the
State over which the Builders' Registration Board
has jurisdiction.

In fact, we suggest in all kindness to the
Minister and the Government that they withdraw
the Bill and support the Bill which I have
introduced on behalf of the Opposition. We have
before the House a Bill which is far better
because it gives protection to everyone throughout
the State. If the Government believes it is not
possible with the resources available at this time
to provide protection to the whole of the State, it
has a majority in this House-in case it had
forgotten, which it seems to do when it wants
to-and it can amend the Opposition's Bill to give
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effect to the cover it believes is within the
capabilities of the Builders' Registration Board.

When conservatives wish to vote against
something, they come up with ridiculous and very
often dishonest reasons. One of the reasons given
in this case is that the choice or' the people in the
country will be circumscribed.

I do not think people in country areas want the
right to have builders who are inferior; and
inferior builders are the only ones who will suffer
from the expansion of the jurisdiction of the
Builders' Registration Board to the rest of the
State. So when the Government says it believes
people should have a wide choice, it is saying that
country people should have the right to choose a
shonky builder, and not to allow that freedom to
interfere with their democratic rights.

The policy of this Government is that people in
country areas may not have the protection
provided by the Builders' Registration Board in
the metropolitan area. What evidence is there to
show that the people in the metropolitan area
need more protection than people in country
areas? However, of course, we must realise that
when we are talking about the Government's Bill
we are not talking about the metropolitan area as
we usually understand the term, but about a
mutilated part of the metropolitan area; because a
large part of it has been excised from the area
controlled by the board.

We would like to see the Government give some
kind of rationale for this, rather than this "ad
hocery". If it believes builders should be
registered in any one part of the State, what is its
rationale for saying they should not be registered
in another part of the State? If the Government
believes builders should be registered in Morley,
why should not they be registered in Wannerno; if
builders should be registered in Dianella, why
should not they be registered in Rockingham; if
builders should be registered in Scarborough, why
should not they be registered in Armadale, and so
on?

It is an absurd basis for legislation to say that
certain parts of the State require protection from
inferior builders; unless, as I say, the Government
can show a rational reason for such a policy. Of
course, extending jurisdiction to country areas
would not remove the livelihood of country
builders, and it is dishonest of the Government to
say so. The Government knows very well that
provisions can be written into the Act to provide
that builders who are already reaching a
satisfactory standard may be registered.

We believe that if builders in the country are
doing a good job-and of course most of them
probably are-they should be licensed and
registered and enabled to carry on their business;
they would not be adversely affected by extending
the jurisdiction of the board. Therefore, to say
that somehow or other we would disrupt building
throughout the State by introducing a Bill such as
the one the Opposition has before the House, is
merely nonsense, and the Government knows it.

We would appreciate it and have much more
respect for the Government if it produced a
cogent argument instead of saying, "We have the
numbers, so we will make stupid comments
because we don't have to justify our attitude." If
the Government came to this place and said,
"These are the bases for our action" we would
respect it; probably we would still disagree with
the Government, but we would not have the
situation in which the Government says stupid
things such as that the builders in the country
would go out of business if the Opposition's Bill
were accepted. That is not true.

The Builders' Registration Board has power to
use its discretion: and if the Minister believes it
has not sufficient discretion to license builders in
Kalgoorlie, Albany, Bunbury, and parts of the
metropolitan area that have been excluded, then
something should be done about it. I remind the
Government that it has the numbers in this place
and that other place and, therefore, it could
amend the Opposition's Bill or its own Bill; or it
could introduce another Bill to ensure that
country consumers and builders were not seriously
disadvantaged.

The Opposition, of course, is not in any way
carrying out a campaign against the building
industry. We believe that builders who have high
standards and high ethics will be protected by the
introduction of a measure which provides them
with registration throughout the State. Who
suffers when there are bad practitioners in any
profession? It is the practitioners in the profession
who suffer, not to mention the consumers.

It is all very well to talk about free market
forces. To some degree in some areas, I suppose
that might be so. If a person bought a comb and it
was no good, he could go out the next day and
buy another. You will understand, Sir, that I do
not speak from experience, but I understand that
to be the position.

However, a person may have the Opportunity to
build a house only once or twice in his lifetime,
and he is faced with a tremendous expense for
which he pays over many years. In that case it is
not good enough to say that the free market
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forces should operate, because once a person has
made a mistake he is stuck with it for a
considerable time.

It is scandalous for the Government to pretend
it is looking after country people when it will not
give them this protection and it will not give the
protection to huge parts of the metropolitan area.
I believe that illustrates once again that unless the
Labor party is in Government in this State there
is no consumer protection. For 12 years of the
Brand Government we had no consumer
protection. I guess we will have to wait for
another Labor Government before we take
another step forward in this area.

We oppose the Bill for that reason; not because
we do not want an area to be outlined, but
because we think the area outlined in the Bill is
completely absurd and unfair to builders and
consumers who are outside it. Probably they make
up the vast majority of builders and consumers
throughout the State. We do not believe that such
protection should be denied to the majority of
builders and consumers in the State.

MR HODGE (Melville) 110.08 p' m.J : I am
opposed to this Hill for reasons similar to those
given by the member for Morley. The member for
Geraldton earlier this evening complained about
the failure of the Minister for Local Government
accurately and efficiently to explain the contents
of a Bill in her second reading introductory
speech. I share his views, and those comments are
pertinent also to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, because when he introduced this Bill he
certainly did not explain or even attempt to
highlight the major changes proposed to the Act.

When one looks at the opening paragraph of his
second reading speech, one finds it gives no hint
of any radical or drastic change to the Act. One
goes down to about the fourth paragraph before
one finds any hint of a substantial change. In that
paragraph the Minister made passing reference to
a new schedule which redefines the area of the
operation of the Builders' Registration Board.
That is really the most important part of the Bill,
and it is the part to which we in the Opposition
are very much opposed.

The Minister glossed over many fairly
innocuous admendments in his brief speech, and
he should have pointed out to the Parliament the
dramatic changes which are to be made to the
area of jurisdiction of the board. The Bill contains
a four-page schedule which sets out in absolutely
minute print the areas to be covered by the board.
The schedule is so cluttered and difficult to read
that I doubt any member in the Parliament has
made an effort to sit down and read it through. I

made the effort, but I gave up after a few
minutes; I almost went cross-eyed.

Mr Tonkin: Except the Acting Speaker (Mr
Sibson); he would have read it.

Mr HODGE: He may have. It really is
ridiculously complicated and the type is very
small. If type of this size were used in a hire-
purchase agreement, the contract would not be
recognised under the Hire-Purchase Act. Section
38 of that Act states-

(1) Any prescribed document Or part
thereof that
(a) is in handwriting that is not clear

and legible; or
(b) is printed in type of a size smaller

than the type known as ten-point,
shall, for the purposes of this Act, be
deemed not to be in writing.

I have had a few experts look at the print used in
the schedule to this Dill, and I can assure the
House it is far smaller than ten-point type. I
suspect members were not really supposed to read
it closely; probably we were supposed to look at it,
find it too difficult to read, and give it away. If
any member has looked at it closely, I am sure he
would be shocked and horrified to find that it
drastically reduces the area of jurisdiction of the
Builders' Registration Board.

I would have thought if the Government were
going to make amendments to this Act, the
amendments would be to expand the area of
jurisdiction of the board; I would have thought
that would be the logical thing to do.

I realise a legal challenge has been made in
respect of the jurisdiction of the board-I know
something of the history of this-but that should
not be an excuse to contract so drastically the
area of jurisdiction.

As the member for Morley emphasised, this
wilt affect not only country people but also large
parts of the metropolitan area. In fact, it will
remove from the control of the board most of the
fastest-grbwing shire in Western Australia.
Almost the entire Shire of Wanneroo is to be
removed. At present over 20 per cent of new
houses and buildings constructed in the Perth
metropolitan area are constructed in the Shire of
Wanneroo.

Mr Jamieson: Have you worked out that that is
outside the area of jurisdiction?

Mr HODGE: Yes, 1 had some assistance. Over
29 complaints from the Shire of Wanneroo area
have been received by the board in the 12 months
ended the 23rd November. That shows a lot of
building is being carried out in the area. Certainly
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many complaints have been lodged with and
investigated by the board.

Some of the suburbs which will be excluded by
the' new schedule include Ocean Reef,
Heathridge, Edgewater, Wanneroo town
including the industrial area, Mullaloo, Kallaroo,
Craigie, 70 per cent of Hillarys, 70 per cent of
Padhury, 50 per cent of Kingsley, Upper Swan,
Henley Brook, the Joondalup subregional centre,
and parts of Greenmount and other areas.

In answer to a question without notice this
afternoon the Minister mentioned that while that
is the position at the moment it is only a
temporary position and before long regulations
w.ill be introduced to alter and improve the
situation. I have not been in this place very long,
but I cannot recall a case in which a schedule to
an Act has been amended by regulation. I
checked with the Clerk and apparently it is legal
for that to be done, although it is fairly
uncommon. It is done from time to time, but it
does not seem to. me to be a desirable practice,
because what is virtually part of an Act is
amended by regulation.

Mr O'Connor: It is not something I would
normally do, but there are special circumstances.

Mr HODGE: I would be interested to hear the
special circumstances. They would have to be
good to convince me.

I am suspicious or the motives of the
Government in bringing in this schedule that
reduces the jurisdiction of the Builders'
Registration Board so drastically. The area will
be reduced to one that was defined as the
Metropolitan Water Board area over 10 years
ago. We are turning back the clock by 10 years.
We are going back to the MWB area in 1969.

Unitl recently, the Builders' Registration Board
has been operating on boundaries that were
gazetted and up-dated as recently as January this
year. There have been a number of extensions to
the boundaries; and the board has been operating
on the updated boundaries. When this Bill goes
through, the, Government will be turning back the
clock and returning to the 1969 boundaries.

It is not good enough (or the Minister to offer
as an explanation to the Parliament that he is
going to amend the schedule by regulation. That
is not the way this very important legislation
should be handled.

I have great respect for the Builders'
Registration Board. I have had occasion several
times since I have been a member to refer matters
to it. In each and every case referred to it, I have
been entirely satisfied with they way it has

handled it. It does a very good job, as the member
for Morley said.

Rather than diminishing the area of the board,
the Government should be looking seriously at the
Bill introduced by the member for Morley to
expand the area of the board's jurisdiction to
include the whole State. In answer to a question
earlier this evening, the Minister said that while
the people in Wanneroo may be excluded from
the protection of the Builders' Registration Board,
nevertheless they could fall back on the Consumer
Affairs Act for protection.

Mr Skidmore: How?
Mr HODGE: I do not think that is correct. The

ultimate way to enforce something via the Bureau
of Consumer Affairs is through the Small Claims
Tribunal. When a person has made a complaint to
the Commissioner for Consumer Affairs, and he
has tried to persuade the other party to do
something and has tried all of the usual methods,
ultimately he refers the parties to the Small
Claims Tribunal.

As we all know, the Small Claims Tribunal has
a limit of $1 000. There could be many disputes
over homes that would involve much more
substantial sums than $I1000. I do not think the
Minister's argument holds water. If the disputes
relate to sums higher than $1 000, they are
outside the jurisdiction of the Small Claims
Tribunal.

It seems we are going to leave all of those
thousands of people in the suburbs I mentioned
out of the protection of the board. That relates
particularly to the Shire of Wanneroo. They will
be in the same unfortunate position as the people
who live in country and regional areas.

I do not know how the member for Whitford
and the member for Moore feel about this
legislation. I am sorry they are not in the
Chamber at the moment. It would not surprise mec
if they had not read through the four-page
schedule and understood that large parts of their
electorates would be excluded from the operations
of the Builders' Registration Board. I doubt they
would be happy about that.

Mr Bertram: Who will get the benefit out of
that manoeuvre?

Mr HODGE: It seems it could benefit one
group in the community only, and they would be
the builders who do not do the right thing-the
"fly-by-night" builders who build substandard
homes and skimp on proper workmanship and
materials. They will have a field day in Wanneroo
and the other suburbs excluded by the legislation
in its current form.
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If the Minister has ideas of bringing in
regulations to extend the schedule, why not
include them in the legislation now? Why not
include such areas in this Bill? I cannot see any
reason for the Parliament's being treated in this
way. We are presented with a schedule which will
turn the clock back 10 years. It excludes huge
parts of the metropolitan area, along with the rest
of the State.

The Minister has given us no explanation. If we
were to rely on his second reading speech, we
would be completely in the dark, because he does
not give much explanation there at all.

The Government should admit that this
legislation is far from satisfactory. It should give
serious consideration to the Bill introduced by the
member for Morley. It is a very good Hill that
would solve the problem. It would give to
everyone in the State the protection to which he is
entitled.

I cannot but think there must be more behind
the Bill now before us than we have been told. I
cannot believe the Builders' Registration Board
would be happy with this. In answer to a question
this evening, the Minister claimed the board was
happy with the Bill. I cannot believe it would be
happy with its jurisdiction being curtailed so
drastically.

I am sure there must be something more to this.
There must be more than the legal challenge that
was made. I cannot see any reason that the,
Minister could not introduce a proper definition
of the area to be covered or, more to my liking,
bring in a schedule that initially included the
regional centres, and then ultimately included the
entire State.

That is the direction in which we should be
moving, rather than curtailing the area back to
the 1969 level. For those reasons, I oppose the
Bill.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [10.22 p.m.]: In
the past, there have been Many attempts to amend
the Builders' Registration Act. Indeed, while I
was Minister I brought in a Bill that would have
superseded the Act. There were all sorts of
spurious complaints from members of the then
Opposition about this because an inquiry was
being conducted at the time. Subsequently, the
inquiry justified all the provisions in our Bill, and
it recommended the action we were taking. That
is not to say we did not have inside information on
what was likely to be recommended. However, the
main argument was that we should not be
introducing a Bill while the inquiry was being
conducted.

One of the things that legislation did was to
place specialised work in a category that could be
registered outside the normal term of "registered
builder, 1 note this is one of the moves that is
proposed here. However, the present legislation
falls short of what is desirable. The complaints
made about the complicated schedule are mind-
boggling.

If the Minister wanted to have a schedule,
surely he could have defined local authorities
rather than this garbage. This is absolute
nonsense. It is not necessary, and it should not
have been indulged in.

We have heard about some of the people at
Greenmount being included, and some being
excluded. Take sections of the schedule-the
north-west corner of Sawyers Valley lot 123,
thence easterly and southerly along boundaries of
that lot, and southerly along the eastern
boundary! What does it all mean? I doubt
whether you, Mr Speaker, could determine
whether your home was in or out.

The SPEAKER: It is in.
Mr JAMIESON: Well, you are lucky. You

have had legal advice, no doubt.
There should be a clear definition of the areas

involved, witbout all the gobbledygook included in
the schedule. It should say that the Mundaring
Shire and the Kalamunda Shire are within the
area; and in that way it would be defined clearly
for all purposes. There is always somebody who
can inform one whether one is within or out of the
shire boundaries. One knows for certain when one
receives a rate notice. There is no need for the
long schedule that ties the boundaries with those
of the Metropolitan Water Board.

The boundaries of the MWD alter from time to
time. I know it is within the capacity of the
Minister to alter the schedule, as has been
indicated; but in my view that does not overcome
the problem. If it is required that a shire be
included, the Minister announces that the shire is
to be included. Take Wanneroo, or the next one to
the north, Gingin-that can be brought into the
schedule. However, it cannot be done in the way
set out in the Bill.

I suggest there is an easier way than trying to
befuddle the population with legislation like this
that is quite unnecessary. I wanted to make my
point on that.

The proposition to enlarge the amount involved
in renovations from $2 400 to $6 000 is
appropriate. I remember taking the present
Mini ,ster for Fuel and Energy to task in relation
to one of his firms which lacked a sign in front of
its construction project. I brought positive proof
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to the House that there was no registration sign
showing. At that stage, the maximum limit was
$2 400; but that project was a block of flats, and
it was obviously outside the law.

To overcome that problem, in 1975 when the
Court Government camne into office it said, "Well,
so they don't have to display their name, we'll cut
that part off the board." Now the Government
finds itself in the position of moving to include
that information again.

The action taken in 1975 was a political
expedient. If a firm is doing the right thing about
a building, it is anxious to advertise. If there is a
new building going up.-somewhere, all manner of
people are listed on the board. It shows who the
architects are, who the electrical contractors are,
and so on. It is only the "fly-by-nighters" who
want to get away with something who are not
inclined to show their names and addresses on the
site.

The Bill leaves a lot to be desired. There has
been a lot of criticism of it.

I remind the House that when I was Minister in
charge of this legislation I had numerous
complaints from Btinbury and Albany. and from
other local authorities, asking that they be
included in the scope of the Builders' Registration
Act. It is true that it is possible to include them in
schedules; but I would hate to think that Bunbury
would be included in a schedule in the terms of
this schedule, with its fine print. It would be far
better if it were to be indicated clearly that the
City of Bunbury and the Town of Albany were
subject to the control of the Builders' Registration
Board.

Of Course, there woul d' then be the complaint
that one would have to have "a million"
inspectors. They do not have to be there at all,
because once there is provision for the board to be
involved, the people will make the complaints.
Usually builders and clients work well together;
but there may be one in a dozen with whom there
would be problems. As soon - as the person
complains, the inspector can be sent to examine
the complaint. That would overcome the situation
of having many inspectors to police the situation.

I do not see any difficulties in having a more
readable schedule. The Bill should cover the
whole of the State. The whole thing leaves a lot to
be desired.

I would rather see the legislation left alone than
footed around with in this manner. I would prefer
it if we were debating the Bill introduced by the
member for Morley, because the legislation before
the House at the present time does nothing more
than confuse an already confused public. Many

people who live in the areas affected by this
legislation probably think they are covered by the
provisions of the Builders' Registration Board, but
when they make a complaint they find they do not
come within its scope.

This Bill leaves much to be desired, and is not
worth supporting.

MRt MeIVEII (Avon) [10.31 p.m.j: I take the
opportunity to rise and oppose the legislation
before us. It is a scandalous piece of legislation
and Will reduce the operations of the Builders'
Registration Board. The Bill leaves much to be
desired. The board works very efficiently and has
done so for many years. It will now be restricted
in its operations, as a result of this legislation.

You, sir, can imagine that, as a result of the
unemployment situation, there has been an influx
of so-called master 'builders into country areas.
All these builders have is a brace, bit, and
hammer, but they profess to be builders.

I was hoping the Minister would at least place
regional centres under the control of the Builders'
Registration Board if at this stage he felt it would
be detrimental for it to cover the whole State;
although in fact if people are to be protected, the
board's scope should cover the whole of Western
Australia.

The people who are being taken (or a ride by
the so-called builders are widows and pensioners.
Hardly a week goes by without a complaint being
received by me from people who fall into the two
categories I have mentioned. They complain
about shoddy workmanship and being taken for a
ride by these builders.

I was astounded when I found out about one of
these so-called builders who had been operating in
a country area. The situation was made so hot for
him that he came to the metropolitan area and is
now working for the State Housing Commission
performing maintenance work on State houses. I
would not allow him to repair a fowl house for
me. It is no wonder the maintenance costs of the
SHC are so high when it employs people of this
calibre.

I boil with rage when I think about a situation
which occurred in Bunbury. It involved an invalid
pensioner-a cripple on two sticks-and his wife.
They purchased a home in the City of Bunbury.
It was an old building and they engaged a builder
to renovate it, because it did not conform with the
by-laws of the local council. They wanted to have
a decent house in which to live for the remainder
of their retirement in the City of Bunbury.

The builder quoted a figure of $6 000 for the
renovations. When the job was completed he
presented them with a bill for approximately
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$ 10 000. By scraping around they managed to pay
it.

Mr Nanovich: Was a contract drawn up for the
work?

Mr MOIVER: No contract was drawji up.
There was a list of additions and this couple
engaged a builder, because they thought he was
honest. The couple belonged to the same religious
group as the builder, and they thought they were
dealing with a Christian, not a rogue and
vagabond. When that builder is on his knees he
does not pray very hard; all he preys on is other
people.

You, sir, ought to see that home. I appealed to
the Builders' Registration Board, and at my
request it sent a representative to inspect the
house and take photographs of it. I still have those
photographs on my file. When the inspector
returned he said it was the most deplorable case
he had investigated in all the years he had been
involved in that work.

Without dwelling on the matter, I should like to
point out that is one example of what is occurring
in country areas. A number of farmers live in the
area and these so-called builders approach them
with what appear to be attractive propositions.
Some people get caught. No doubt members will
say, "You should not engage these builders"; but
when one is on a tight budget, as are a number of
people in rural areas, and one receives an
attractive offer, one is tempted to engage such
builders.

Frequently when these sc-called builders are
engaged, the owner of the property realises he has
made a grave mistake. In the meantime,
thousands of dollars have changed hands. In
many cases the renovations have made the home
worse than it was previously. Frequently
cupboards, window sills and door frames do not
fit

I support fully the remarks made by the
previous speaker. The comment was made that
the Government has another motive in mind to
reduce the powers of the Builders' Registration
Board. A Government member mentioned by way
of interjection that aggrieved people can go to the
Consumer Affairs Bureau. One may as well write
to Father Christmas as go to the Consumer
Affairs Bureau. It is necessary to send two or
three reminders to that body before one receives
an acknowledgment of one's initial letter. I do not
know whether all the employees of that authority
are on strike, but that is the way they are working
at the moment.

I will not dwell on this matter, because it has
been covered adequately by previous speakers. At

th 'e present time in country areas we have so-
called master concrete builders. These people
offer to pour concrete paths and fences. These
paths and fences last until the cement has dried,
and the following week they crack. These types of
people are coming into country areas and it is
possible the unemployment situa tion is to blame.
They prey on 'widows and pensioners, then
disappear from the district.

As a result of this legislation the Government is
encouraging such activity. I would be
disappointed if other members who represent
country areas did not stand up and speak to this
Bill in order to oppose it. There is no great hurry
to pass this legislation and if we are to amend the
Builders' Registration Act, we should give the
board greater powers; we should expand it; and
we should work on the lines indicated by the
member for Morley and the member for
Welshpool.

If members could inspect the houses to which I
have referred, they would have no hesitation in
opposing the legislation. 1 would be disappointed
if other country members did not stand up and
oppose the Bill. I certainly oppose this legislation.

MR WILSON (Dianella) [10.38 p.m.]: I rise to
oppose this legislation also for the very specific
reason that, had 1 not been contacted by a senior
officer of the Shire of Wan neroo, I would not
have known the real implications of this present
measure for that shire. The senior officer put the
situation to me in no uncertain terms.

I seems a great pity that the Minister, or his
department, or somebody in the Government has
not had the common sense to realise what the
implications of this Dill will be for the Shire of
Wanneroo, and have not had the good sense to
consult that shire regarding those implications.
This Bill will affect a very large part of the shire.

The particular senior officer to whom I have
referred was absolutely amazed that this
legislation should go ahead. In fact, he was
talking in terms of all the jerry builders in the
metropolitan area moving to those areas of the
shire outside the jurisdiction of the Builders'
Registration Board. He was talking in terms of
jerry builders moving into Joondalup and
engaging in multi-storied construction outside the
jurisdiction of the board.

This officer was absolutely alarmed at the
proposal and at the ramifications it will have for
so many people in that shire. I am amazed that
the members for Moore and Whit ford have not
entered into this debate and have not expressed
concern on behalf of their constituents, about the
ramifications this measure will have on many of
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their constituents, both at present and in the
future.

Mr O'Connor: They have done their homework.
Mr WILSON: If they have done their

homework, certainly this senior officer inWanneroo has not been made aware of the
implications of it.

Mr Nanovich: That is not true. You have not
done your homework; but we have.

Mr WILSON: All I have done is have a
discussion with the chief building surveyor of the
Shire of Wanneroo. In fact, I did not have to get
in touch with him; he telephoned me and made
these comments. I made no approach whatsoever
to him. I would be surprised if he has not phoned
the member for Whitford and made some
comments to him. I would be surprised if he has
not been in contact with the member for Moore.

Mr Crane: In fact he has. I had a very good
discussion with him yesterday and I told him the
facts. He is very happy.

Mr WILSON: I am glad the member told this
officer the facts.

Mr Crane: I went to the Minister and inquired
about the matter. I have done my homework.

Mr WILSON: In terms of a conversation I
had, it appeared that recommendations were put
to the Government by the Builders' Registration
Board and in fact these recommendations have
been thrown out holus bolus. What we have
instead of those recommendations, which would
have been totally satisfactory in terms of the
conversation I have had, are changes which are
merely cosmetic and iddle with the present
provisions. As the member for Welshpool has
said, the legislation is worse than it was
previously. In terms of the representations made
to me by responsible people, I strongly oppose the
measure.

MR NANOVICH (Whitford) [10.42 p.m.]: I
want to indicate briefly my support for the Bill
and tell the member for Dianella that I have
taken the necessary steps to put the matter before
the Minister. The senior officer from the Shire of
Wanneroo (Mr Compson) who contacted the
member for Dianella has contacted me and the
member for Moore also. I realise the concern
expressed by the officer regarding the boundary
line and I have certainly done my homework on
the matter. I have taken up this matter with the
Minister so I hope the member for Dianella is
happy about that. I also hope the member for
Morley is satisfied.

Mr Tonkin: What is the result though? You
have taken it up with the Minister, but what is the
result?

Mr NANOVICH: I discussed the matter with
a senior officer of the Shire of Wanneroo and he
is quite happy with the proposition I put to him as
a result of my discussions with the Minister.

Mr Jamieson: What is the result?
Mr NANOVICH: Members will learn the

results later on.
Mr Bertram: You tell us.
Mr NANOVICH: I will not tell the member

for Mt. Hawthorn, because he would not
understand.

Mr .Jamieson: What does the Bill actually do?
Mr NANOVICH: The Bill contains some

excellent changes. I have also expressed my
concern on a number of occasions about the
standard of building throughout my electorate. I
am aware that shoddy work occurs.

Mr Tonkin: What have you actually done about
it?

Mr NANOVICH: I have done a great deal.
The member for Morley is renowned for his type
of circus action.

Mr Tonkin: Tell us what you have done.
Mr NANOVICH: I will not tell the member,

because I am not interested in him at the
moment.

If a person obtains permission from a local
authority to build a home, under no
circumstances may he sell it within a certain
period of time. He may not sell the home, build
another, and carry on as a builder in that manner.

People are allowed to build homes of a certain
type, including split level, but not to the stage of a
two-storied building. I agree with that and I know
many people who undertake to do that~ sort of job.
When they go to the Wanneroo Shire they receive
all the assistance which is available. They are
given a tremendous amount of encouragement
and help. In those cases the project always
finishes up a success.

There are cases when shoddy work is done and
people are taken for a ride. I was interested to
hear the comments of the member for Avon about
a shoddy builder who moved from his electorate
into the city and undertook to build homes. I
recently took up a case with the Builders'
Registration Board regarding a person who had
moved from the country and purchased a home
from an owner-builder who signed a legal
agreement that he would not sell, but the moment
he completed the building he sold it and
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absconded overseas. It was then too late to take
any action. I believe the Bill will improve the
situation. It will give the Builders' Registration
Board more power, and enable it to impose
heavier penalties.

The Minister has outlined to me that
adjustments can be made by regulation. He has
assured me that he will follow up my request. I
want to make it clear I have spoken to the person
mentioned by the member for Dianella, and he is
quite happy with what the Government intends to
do with regard to the Builders' Registration Act. I
support the Bill.

MR BERTRAM (Mt. Hawthorn) [10.47 p.m.]:
From what I have listened to during this debate
this seems to me to be a very odd Bill. If we were
to go back to the old days, as the Premier always
Urges us to do, we would describe it as a fishy Bill.
1 listened to the member for Whitford, but I am
at a loss to know what he contributed to the
debate. He was at the Liberal Party meeting
when this Bill was before it. Why did not he then
do something to have the Bill amended before it
was presented to this Chamber? Why is he
Worried?

Mr Nanovich: We realised there was an
anomaly in the Bill, and we approached the
Minister. He was prepared to review it.

Mr BERTRAM: As I understood the member
for Whitford, he took the initiative in respect of
this Bill when he received certain inquiries from
concerned people. He did not take the initiative at
the proper time and in the proper place when the
Bill was before the Liberal Party parliamentary
meeting. That Suggests to me that when he read
the Bill he looked at pages & to 12 but omitted to
study them or, if he did study them he did not
understand them or. if by some fluke he did
understand them, for some reason or other he
decided he would not do anything about them.

During this debate I have been told about the
small-time jerry builder; I am concerned about
the big-time jerry builder. HeI might have an
influence on this measure.

Mr Tonkin: An influence on this Government.
Mr BERTRAM: Whether they are Liberal

Party supporters, and whether they contribute to
the Liberal Party funds-because that is what we
know of odd situations-it is our duty to look at
what is going on. One does not have to be in this
place for very long to know that somne Bills which
come here arec obnoxious, some are
administrative, some have dollar signs on them,
and others have power signs on them.

As I understood the Minister-and I may have
misunderstood him, that is true-he intimated

earlier this evening that the Builders' Registration
Board was satisfied with this legislation.

Mr O'Connor: That statement was never made.
Mr BERTRAM: Would the Minister be good

enough to say precisely where the Builders'
Registration Board stands with regard to this
Bill?

Mr O'Connor: I have not spoken to the
Builders' Registration Board.

Mr BERTRAM: Has the Minister spoken to
any member oft the board?

Mr O'Connor: Yes, I have given an answer to
that effect tonight.

Mr BERTRAM: Is the board satisfied with the
Bill?

Mr O'Connor: I do not intend to answer
questions. I will get on my feet and reply to the
debate.

Mr BERTRAM: It seems extraordinary that
the Builders' Registration Board should be
satisfied with this Bill. How would the member
for Moore and the member for Whitford feel if
they learnt that shoddy builders were moving into
their areas outside the boundaries delineated, and
were in the process of building homes?

Mr O'Connor: Is the Builders' Registration
Board satisfied with the present system?

Mr Mclver: Definitely not. They want it
explained.

Mr BERTRAM: The Minister said that certain
recommendations were made by the Builders'
Registration Board, so I consider the Builders'
Registration Board is not satisfied with the
system.

Mr Tonkin: Nor is it satisfied with this Bill.
Mr BERTRAM: Could any person in his right

senses imagine that the Builders' Registration
Board would have a bar of this Bill?

Mr O'Connor: Do you think they would prefer
the present boundaries, or the boundaries set out
in the Bill?

Mr BERTRAM: Goodness gracious, no. it is
already operating outside the boundaries. That is
one of the reasons the Bill is before us. There is
something extremely odd about it and I repeat it.
The Minister for Health with his smile, supported
by the Minister for Labour arid Industry with his
smile, do not deter me at all or in the slightest.
When we look around and observe some of the
actions taken by the Liberal Party in the last few
years, this would be peanuts to them.

I do not believe this Bill is aimed at or
concerned with the small-time jerry builder. I
believe it will give concessions to big builders wvho
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will make big profits so long as they operate
outside the boundaries of the Builders'
Registration Board. That sounds More probable
than the other situation which has been put
forward. It is not only a case of the fly-by-nights.
Is it suggested that the big builder and developer
will not now have an opportunity to be a Jerry
builder? Certainly I am not putting up that
proposition; I am suggesting that the big builders
will have an opportunity to operate outside the
jurisdiction of the board, and that is what they
will do.

Mr Crane: Are you saying that all country
buildings are Jerry built?

Mr BERTRAM: Certainly not.
Mr Crane: Well, many of them are outside the

jurisdiction of the board. What are you really
saying?

Mr BERTRAM: I have said what I understand
as a result of' what the member for Whitford has
said. I think I made my position clear.

Mr Crane: Are you suggesting that people in
the country are second class?

Mr BERTRAM: No, the member for Moore i s
arguing that, because he is not prepared to give
them proper cover. For that reason he will not be
occupying that seat in this House in six months'
time.

Mr Crane: Will you put your money on that?
Mr BERTRAM: I will do that too. I am not a

gambling man, but I will take you on.
Mr Crane: Where is your cheque book?
Mr BERTRAM: We will have the Press

present to witness it.
Mr Crane: Put your money where your mouth

is.
Mr BERTRAM: As I understand the situation,

we will have an area which I will describe as '"an
area of no law"; that is to say, we will have an
area of no j .urisdiction by the Builders'
Registration Board. That particular area, I
understand, is burgeoning and growing at a
terrific rate. I think I was told it was growing at a
rate greater than any other area in the State. N6-
one has come forth with a denial of that
statement so I imagine, having said it, there Must
be some element of truth in it. It is inconceivable
in that context that the area of greatest activity
will have no law; it will not come under the
umbrella of the Builders' Registration Board.
How about that?

The Opposition is expected to sit here and take
that calmly. We understand there is nothing
much that we can do in this place. That is the way

the Premier and his small band over there treat
this place. Nonetheless, there are times when it is
our duty to put forward certain points. At least,
they will be read by the readers of Hansard and
will be on record for posterity. That is what is
happening here and the Opposition believes there
is a reason-and an ulterior reason-or at the
very best extreme ineptitude and gross
inefficiency is involved. I do not know how we
find out which it is; perhaps one day we will find
out. I do not want members to misunderstand
what I am saying.

Mr Crane: I have never heard you make a
contribution which was not criticism.

Mr Davies: He has plenty to criticise.
Mr BERTRAM: I could quickly refer to a

number of Bills I have supported in this place. If
the member opposite has a tendency towards
amnesia or a tendency to sleep when Bills are
before the House-or if he happens to be
absent-I cannot cope with that type of situation.

We are always positive; I am like the
Premier-the sort of stuff members opposite get
at Liberal Party meetings before they come here.
We are for the positive.

The other aspect, which is unsavoury or
unsatisfactory, is that it is always unsatisfactory
to be in the position where a Bill is amended not
by the introduction of another Bill, but by
regulation! Legislation is to be amended through
regulation, not by amending legislation. That is
thoroughly unsatisfactory.

Inevitably, there are occasions when there are
good exceptions to every rule, but I do not believe
this is one of those instances. It is too important
to the people. It is a situation which requires the
light of day on it. This type of schedule is to be
amended by the procedure of
regulation-regulations amending legislation.
That is a bad procedure and one to be avoided.
There are no special circumstances in this case to
justify following that procedure. In this case
legislation will be amended by regulation and we
do not believe that is satisfactory or appropriate
in cases of this kind.

Other things could, perhaps, be said in this
debate but I do not propose to deal with them at
this stage. I join with other members of the
Opposition in opposing this Bill.

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Minister for
Consumer Affairs) [10.59 p.m.]: Most members
who have spoken have mentioned the Bill which
the member for Morley has before this Chamber
regarding the extension of the boundary covered
by the Builders' Registration Board. I have
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already spoken to that measure and indicated
where we stand with regard to the extension.

After listening to those members who have
spoken tonight one would think it was the
intention of this Government to reduce the area of
control covered by the Builders' Registration
Board.

Mr Tonkin: That is what you have done.
Mr O'CONNOR: Ifthe member for Morley

stops to think, and has a look at the Dill, he will
see there is an indication that the board does not
have control over any area at all. That is the
reason this Bill is before the House.

From the remarks here tonight apparently it is
believed the Government's intention is to take
away from the Builders' Registration Board
powers that it had before. That is not the case.
We have tried to follow the legal advice we
obtained that when the Metropolitan Water
Board boundaries were taken away by that boardI
and bearing in mind that the Builders'
Registration Board settled on those boundaries,
there were not boundaries over which it had
jurisdiction.

Mr Tonkin: But you didn't have to adopt these
absurd ones.

Mr O'CONNOR: If the member will just listen
for a minute, I will explain. When the matter was
brought to me about two weeks ago, I thought it
was most urgent to have legislation passed during
this session of Parliament to give us boundaries so
we could have some control. I asked the Builders'
Registration Board to give me a map of its
present boundaties, but it was unable to do so. It
had operated on the original boundaries of the
Metropolitan Water Board, and these had been
altered many times.

So that we could have Some Control over the
industry, we thought we could replace the
boundaries where they were thought to have been
by regulation. Members of the Builders'
Registration Board are working on the regulations
in an attempt to cover the areas which were
covered previously.

It is not the intention of the Government to
take away any of the areas covered previously, or
to take away any of the board's powers. However,
if we do not pass this Bill fairly quickly there will
be no boundaries and no power. Therefore, the
problems referred to by the Opposition would
have applied to the metropolitan area as well as to
the rest of the State.

For these reasons I find it difficult to
understand the objections to this legislation. We

are trying to give the board the power it had
previously.

Mr Tonkin: But doing it in a very unacceptable
way.

Mr O'CONNOR: Bearing in mind that the
board could not produce a map of the boundaries,
it was the only way to do it.

Mr Hodge: The member for Welshpool
suggested naming the shires.

Mr O'CONNOR: It is not the intention of the
Government to extend the powers of the board,
and certainly we are not restricting them.

Mr Ton kin: You are.
Mr Mclver: What is your opposition to

extending tbe jurisdiction to regional centres?
Mr O'CONNOR: If the honourable member

had listened when we spoke to the member for
Morley's Bill the other night he would have heard
that we believe many of the builders in these
areas do not have the necessary qualifications.

Mr Mclver- They should not be doing the work
if they are not builders.

Mr O'CONNOR: Many of the builders in
country centres work on farms and they do a very
good job. The honourable member would
probably know that.

Mr Tonkin: There is nothing to stop them
having licences; you have that discretion and you
know it.

Mr O'CONNOR: We do not have it and the
honourable member knows it. Unless a person has
the qualification of five years' training or seven
years' working in a particular field we have no
discretion.

Mr Tonkin: These people have been working in
the industry for seven years.

Mr O'CONNOR: Some have been and some
have not. We have already explained it is not our
intention to extend these provisions to the country
areas.

The member for Welshpool mentioned that we
had increased the amount for repairs and
maintenance from 12 400 to 56 000. 1 am glad to
see Opposition members support this move.
Members would be aware that 56 000 is not a
large amount when one is undertaking renovations
and now such work can be accomplished without
having the approval of the Builders' Registration
Board.

it is essential that this legislation is passed in
this session of Parliament if we are to continue
with the type of operation we have had in the
metropolitan area for quite a long time. The legal
views on this issue have been conflicting, but the
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latest advice I obtained-and this was supported
by the Crown Law Department-was that there
were no boundaries and therefore no control. I
hope members will reconsider their views on this
Bill and support it in the interests of retaining
what we thought we had.

Question put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craigr
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr Hlassell
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Hodge

Mr HerzfXi
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Watt
Dr Dadour

a division taken with the

Ayes 28
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
M r O'NeiI

*Mr Rdr~
Mr Rus ton

*MrSibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
Noes 17

Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Harman
Mr B. T. Burke

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr

Watt) in the Chair; Mr O'Connor (Minister for
Consumer Affairs) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 3 repealed and substituted-

Mr HODGE: I wish to comment briefly on this
clause because the Opposition is concerned about
it. In his reply the Minister said that he was
merely restoring the position to what it was
formerly thought to be.

Mr O'Connor: I said it was the intention to
restore it to what it was thought to be.

Mr HODGE: That is not so. If it were the case,
the Opposition would support the Bill.

Mr O'Connor: With these boundaries, plus the
regulations being drawn up, that will do it.

Mr IHODGE: We do not know what is in the
regulations. We are making the point that they
should have been presented with the Bill.

Mr O'Connor: There was not time to have them
prepared.

Mr Jamieson: It would have been quite easy to
use the local authorities.

Mr HODGE: To the best of my knowledge the
Premier has not put a time limit on the
Parliament. We would be prepared to sit here as
long as the Government introduces legislation.
We are not under any pressure.

Mr O'Connor: We do not mind if we are here
another month.

Mr HODGE: So the Government was not
,under any pressure. It could have presented a
properly drafted Bill rather than this half-baked
piece of legislation. If it were merely to restore
the old boundaries we would not oppose it. Of
course we would have been ve ry happy to see an
extensioncof the boundaries.

It could be six to eight months before the
regulations are tabled in this Chamber and for all
the Opposition knows, for all that time home
buyers in many parts or the metropolitan area
could have no protection under the Act.

The member for Welshpool put forward the
very sensible suggestion of naming the shires that
were to be covered. That would not have involved
an extension of the area. Certainly it would have
been far better than the ridiculous schedule to the
Bill. I defy any member to be able to read it. If
similar layout and printing were used in a hire-
purchase agreement, it would be ruled to be
invalid.

Our main opposition to the Bill is this clause
which reduces the area. Also, we are not
impressed with the idea or amending legislation
by way of regulation as provided in this clause.

Mr BERTRAM: Some folk now or in the
future will certainly be concerned at the
possibility of amending legislation by way of
regulation. Surely it is an almost completely
unique procedure. I believe there is some reason
for it, but whether it is a good reason is another
question.

Some people may feel there is a safeguard in
that we have a Legislative Review and Advisory
Committee to look at regulations. I do not believe
the jurisdiction of that committee extends to
sounding a warning to this Parliament about the
sort of provisiod that could occur in regulations
proposed under this Bill. Many people seem to
think that members of this Parliament vet

'regulations very closely, but many thousands of

5363



5364 [ASSEMBLY]

regulations arc brought before this Parliament.
The fact of the matter is that members simply do
not do that.

Therefore, we are going to have a position
where regulations will come in amending the Act,
and those regulations never really being debated
by this Chamber, and very rarely coming under
any sort of examination. We do -not want that sort
of situation. I do not think the Legislative Review
and Advisory Committee is going to be of any use
here. If the Minister disagrees, let him tell us that
is not the case, and that, as a matter of fact, the
committee will be vigilant to see that regulations
under the Builders' Registration Act are very
closely watched and that some sort of intimation
will be given to members of this Parliament when
a particular regulation is comning through seeking
to amend the schedule.

Otherwise, we are going to have unofficial
legislation with regulations amending the Act.
That is thoroughly unsatisfactory in an area
where the schedule should be amended by a Bill
and should be given all the publicity accorded to
other Bills.

I join with the member for Melville in opposing
this clause as being thoroughly unsatisfactory.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 5 to I I put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the
report adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by

O'Connor (Minister for Consumer Affairs),
transmitted to the Council.

Mr
and

APPROPRIATION BILL
(CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND)

Ini Committee

Resumed from the 22nd November. The
Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in the
Chair; Sir Charles Court (Treasurer) in charge of
the Bill.

Progress. was reported after part 3 had been
agreed to.

Part 4: Minister for Agriculture-
MR H. D. EVANS (Warren) [1t1.20 p.m.J: At

this stage, it is fitting and appropriate that the
performance of the Government in matters
connected with agriculture over the past six years

be reviewed to call it to account for its
deficiencies in this area.

I suppose that legislation is the best means of
establishing whether a Government has been
seriously- lacking in a particular period. Of course,
the Government has taken administrative actions,
which should be reviewed separately-which we
propose to do-and quite apart from matters of
pure legislation and Government policy.

Legislative effectiveness probably is best
demonstrated by a comparison of the programmes
of the coalition and that of the Australian Labor
Party over the respective periods of their
government. In the past 20 years, a Labor
Government has held office for only three years,
in the period 1971 to 1973. However, when we
examine the legislation introduced by the Liberal.
Country Party coalition and that brought forward
by the Tonkin Labor Government, the contrast is
most noticeable. The measures brought forward
by the Tonkin Government displayed some
innovation, some change in policy, which has been
lacking on the part of the coalition Government.
With, two exceptions, this is- distinctly so with
regard to the marketing of our primary products;
the Government has been totally devoid of
initiative and change, moving only when forced.

Some 36 rural Bills were introduced during the
period 1968 to 1971. With two possible
exceptions, not one contained a major alteration
or innovation affecting Australian agriculture. I
suppose the Irrigation (Dunham River)
Agreement Act of 1968 was a new agreement,
and had to be ratified. The linseed marketing
legislation of 1969 established a linseed marketing
board. That legislation followed upon
representations from growers. They are the only
two exceptions during that period for which some
initiative could be claimed by this Government.

In the main, however, agricultural measures
during that three-year period were designed, not
with any great intention of altering the policy
towards the rural industries of Western Australia,
but merely to assist administration. I refer to such
legislation as the Aerial Spraying Control Act,
the Agricultural Products Act, the Argentine Ant
Act, ihe Artificial Breeding of Stock Act, and the
Cattle Industry Compensation Act. They were
purely administrative measures complementary to
Commonwealth legislation, such as the Wheat
Quotas Act and the Wheat Marketing and
Continuance Act.

In the 1974 to 1979 era, the Liberal-Country
Party coalition Government introduced a total of
52 rural Bills. Bills currently on the notice paper,
and those dealt with over the last month or so
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have not been included. However, there is nothing
there which could be described as earth-shattering
or even resembling a change to agriculture in
Western Australia. We saw the beef industry
committee legislation in 1974. Members might
recall that was a complete and utter fiasco, as the
Opposition predicted at the time.

I was rather intrigued to read the Premier's
reference to this matter in his 1977-80 election
policy. He was enunciating the achievements of
his Government in the triennium before the 1977
State election, and stated as follows-

We have undertaken to conduct a
marketing referendum on a well organised
and properly presented basis.

The Premier also said-
In the past three years we have amply

demonstrated OUr capacity for immediate
repsonse to specific problems.

He cited among those problems the beef crisis.
However, that piece of legislation was one of the
most disastrous ever brought down in this place.
At no stage did it ever look as though it would
succeed. It attempted to impose a voluntary
restraint on animals going into the saleyards,' but
was a complete fiasco. I do not think the
Government would be very happy to claim that as
an outstanding initiative on its part, despite what
the Premier said in his 1977-80 policy document.

The Chicken Meat Industry Committee Act of
1975 established a desirable though restricted
committee which has benefited the broiler
industry. The meat marketing legislation of 1975
was the culmination of five years of Government-
producer negotiations. However, as negotiations
commenced during the term of the Tonkcin
Government, it can be said the Labor
Government was instrumental in bringing two
rather divisive bodies together.

The Rural Housing (Assistance) Act of 1976
did a reasonably good job, as far as it went.

Mr Blaikie: It has been an outstanding
achievement.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I repeat that statement for
the benefit of the member for "Gasse": As far as
it goes, in the sense it is a last resort lender, it has
done a reasonable job. When we look at the need
for finance and the question of funding of rural
housing, we can se6 the authority has done a
reasonably good job. I give credit where it is
deserved.

The Meat Industry Authority was established
during this period. It endeavoured to put into
effect the results of what can be described only as
the most loaded referendum in the history of

Australia. That matter has been dealt with at
some length before in this Chamber, and the
comments of observers from other States have
been quoted in full.

I think members would be conversant with the
result of that referendum; namely, the Phosphate
Co-operative (WA.) Ltd. Act of 1974. The
objective of the legislation was to establish a
superphosphate works at Merredin; however, it
never eventuated. That can hardly be described as
a* successful. initiative on the part of the
Government.

The establishment of the Meat Commission
probably merits further examination, particularly
in the context of the motion which appears on the
notice paper.

The balance of the legislative programme of the
Government during that six-year period was
administrative, or consequential upon Federal
legislation. I have itemised these measures as a
separate exercise, and they make quite interesting
reading.

By way of a comparison in summary, I make
reference to the agricultural legislation in the
period of the Tonkin Labor Government from
1971 to 1973. It does contrast with the legislative
programme and lack of achievements of the
Liberal-Country Party coalition. It was tup to and
after the time of the slight alterations within the
format of the coalition. In that period a number
of major changes were included in the 23 Bills
introduced in the three-year period the Tonkin
Government held office. In case there is any
concern about the numbers, only five Bills were
introduced in the 1971 session, as the demise of
the Speaker (the Hon. Menv Toms) interfered
with the session which was prorogued and so
curtailed the opportunity to introduce the Bills
originally intended to be introduced.

Among those, the rural reconstruction and
rural adjustment schemes Act was an innovation
because it set up an authority in its own right.
which has been highly successful. That was
against the advice given by the administratidn of
the time and which undoubtedly would have been
followed had there not been a change of
Government. There was the bulk hantiling Bill
which was introduced to enable the CBH group to
borrow some $42 million, the Marketing of Lamb
Bill and the Dairy Industry Bill. The last two
were significant in. their contributions to their
industries.

There was an attempt to pass a marketing of
export fruit Bill which lapsed after the Legislative
Council made amendments to it and, with the
outcry there is today by the leading exporters and
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also in the light or the IAC recommendations, it
could only be said'it is regrettable it did not go
through.

The future of the apple industry is not good and
those opposite have to bear a share of the blame
for the current situation because the marketing
opportunities which would have been available
today and which are not available have been lost.
To a substantial degree this blame must rest with
Government members.

There is too the beginning of the Midland
Junction Abattoir where amendments were
brought in with respect to the powers of trading
and the setting up of a meat industry committee
which led as a natural progression 'to the
establishment of the Meat Commission and the
trading that has been enabled to be carried out.

So we come to an interesting summation of the
legislation which has occurred over -the past
decade. We notice too that in 1967 there were six
Bills introduced. There were no new concepts of
agricultural policy. The Bulk Handling Act was
rearranged. In 1968, of the eight Bills that were

-introduced,- the exotic Stock Diseases Eradication
Fund Bill replaced the Foot and Mouth Diseases
(Eradication Fund) Act. In 1969 we had the
Marketing of Linseed Bill, the Manjimup Canned
Fruits Bill, and the Wheat Delivery Quotas Bill.
There were a total of 19 Bills, the rest dealing
mainly with administrative measures.

In 1970, of the 10 measures introduced, we had
the abolition of the vermin rate and the abolition
of the noxious weed rate. It did not do much
because in 1971 there was a change of
Government. But those were two measures which
brought changes.

In 1971, as I have mentioned, we had the rural
reconstruction authority and rural adjustment
schemes Bill. In 1972, of the IlI measures
introduced, we had the Co-operative Bulk
Handling Bill and the Marketing of Lamb Bill.

In 1973, of the nine measures introduced, we
had the Dairy Industry Bill and the Marketing of
Fruit Bill.

In 1974 we had the Beef Industry Committee
Bill and that was the only one of the 12 measures
introduced which could be claimed to be
substantial or an improvement at all.

In 1975, of the I I Bills, the Chicken Meat
Industry Committee Bill and the Grain
Marketing Bill were the only measures of
significance.

In 1976, of the I1I measures introduced, the
most significant was the Rural Housing
(Assistance) Bill. Since that time, with perhaps

one notable exception with the Meat Commission,
we fail to find anything at all which changes the
situation for the producers. If there have been any
changes, they have not been in the interests of the
producers, for reasons which are obvious.

I point out too, there were the frustrations that
the coalition did inflict upon the ALP, not only
while in Government but also in endeavouring,
from the Opposition benches, to introduce new
innovations. -There 'has been no chance
whatsoever, with the numbers game as it pertains
at present, to introduce measures which would
assist the producers. The attempt to get
amendments to section 4 of the Lamb Marketing
Act and motions dealing with abattoirs and fruit
fly can be shown as indications of the lack of co-
operation that this side of the Chamber has
received.

To bring members up to date, we find in the
Governor's Speech of the 29th March, 1979, that
approximately half a page was devoted to a
resume of agriculture; but there was a total
absence of mention of legislation. There was a
vague reference to legislation on page 9. The
Governor said, "In addition to legislation
specifically referred to earlier, a further
programme of legislation covering a wide range of
subjects will be introduced as necessary,"
Obviously, it did not apply to agriculture.

We found that half of the page devoted to
agriculture in the Governor's Speech was a
resume Setting out agricultural objectives. I might
add that while lauding the wheat harvest as being
a record, wool prices, saleyard prices for beef, and
similar matters were not matters of good
legislation. The Government was fortuitous in
that good markets and good seasons helped the
farmers in this State.

The second half of the page referred to the
drought position and the ravages of cyclone
"Alby". There is not only no policy, but at the
same time, the Government allowed the Federal
Government to create havoc which could not
possibly have occurred during the Whitlam
Administration.

It will be apposite to look at that and consider
it in conjunction with the administrative measures
of this Government. Reference was made in the
Governor's Speech to administrative actions, and
the Government has discharged its obligations in
this matter in a reasonable manner, in particular,
as far as drought is concerned. But it is also fair
enough to point out that most Governments have
done this to some degree or other, usually to the
limit of their resources. The administrative
actions of the Ton kin Government were no less
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under the circumstances than what has been
achieved by the present Government. This is
particularly so in the matter of drought, certainly
on the south coast and with the question of
emergency loans after the amendment to the
Rural and Industries Bank Act was refused by the
then Brand Government, action in the pastoral
area, and action in the drought areas.

There was also a review of the pastoral industry
in the light of the denuding of the Gascoyne area.
They were administrative matters and no-one is
endeavouring to take away from the Government
the administrative actions for which it has been
responsible. Let us be clear that it is not the
prerogative of this Government alone; other
Governments have measured up with equal
responsibility.

I turn now to the Budget speech of the
Treasurer as it appears in the accompanying
document to that which contains the estimates of
expenditure for the current financial year in
which he listed eight points covering agriculture.
In his introductory remarks the Treasurer made
the point that there was an increase of 13.1 per
cent in expenditure. He did not make reference to
the fact that another Liberal-Country Party
coalition Government had made this necessary by
not funding certain services which were absolutely
esential to the operation of the Department of
Agriculture in this State, particularly the
extension services. So the contribution there
would account for the increase of something in
excess of half the expenditure to meet the
deficiency on the part of the Government
members' bretheren in the east.

The eight points the Treasurer made were,
firstly, that a farm machinery liaison and research
unit would be established at Merredin at a cost of
$72 000 this financial year. That is fair enough. It
is a measure which would be acceptable and
desirable. At the same time, it is to an extent
peripheral; it is not a major issue.

The second part had to do with a
recommendation of the Rural and Allied
Industries Council. The Treasurer said-

.... it is also proposed to set up a Livestock
Breeding Institute which will become a
centre for genetic information and research
on farm animals in Western Australia. Funds
will be provided to establish a property and
to meet laboratory, service and staffing
needs. An industry advisory committee will
be appointed to direct the work of the
Institute and ensure its relevance to the needs
of industry.

There are several points to be made about that.
Firstly, let us look at the genesis of the Rural and
Allied Industries Council, and see it in its proper
context; where it is proposed it should go, and
whether it is a duplication-a costly duplication,
which it could well become-in the light of
current undertakings.

The Rural and Allied Industries Council Was
initiated in the Liberal Party policy prior to the
1977 election. It is detailed in a matter of three
pages. At that time I suspected it was born of
desperation. The Liberal Party was looking
around for some positive action to take in the field
of agriculture which it could present to the
country electorates, particularly in its endeavours
to establish itself among the country electorates at
the expense of the Nationil Country Party. To
this end it has achieved quite a degree of success.
It struck me as having something in common with
the pre-education policy of the Liberal Party in
the election before, which seemed to have been
born at an Esperance barbecue, shovelled through
the channels and sneaked into the policy platform
to the embarrassment of the present Minister for
Education.

At the onset it seemed odd that the political
committee should play a major role in agriculture
in this State. However, it was fair enough to await
the establishment of the Rural and Allied
Industries Council to see what format it took and
then to endeavour to evaluate its functions.

It has an odd status. It is set up under the
chairmanship of the Premier. It has no powers. It
will be appointed, and its appointment will be
reflected in some of the measures which should be
looked at. But, to whom will it ultimately respond,
and its precise purpose in the long term have yet
to be determined.

At the conclusion of the first Rural and Allied
Industries Council Conference in 1977, to
paraphrase the Premier's comments, he said he
felt that most of the committees had come back
and suggested the Government should undertake
a particular course of action. The response of the
Premier was that he was hoping industry would
put forward some propositions without looking to
the Government. However, he overlooked the
salient point that only Governments can resolve
significant problems in the rural industry because
of the fragmented nature of the industry. Only
the Government has powers to introduce
legislation and bring about changes of that kind.

The institute, to which reference has been
made, has been heralded as something of a major
achievement. It appeared under a Press heading
as a livestock breeding institute. But, that comes
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back to sheep breeding because it its initial stages
the livestock committee was rejected by the cattle
industry and it has now come back to revolving
around the sheep industry. This has some
overtones that need to be examined very closely
because the establishment of an institute of this
kind does not meet with the complete approval of
some of the bodies and individuals who are closely
involved in this matter.

First and foremost, the Great Southern Sheep
Research Council has expressed some
reservations, and so has the Farmers' Union.
When bodies like that are concerned-the Great
Southern Sheep Research Council has been
operating for many years and it involves some of
the best sheepmen in the State-some regard has
to be taken of their advice and consideration.

A major fear of the people concerned is that if
an institute is to be established at a cost of
thousands of dollars, it will have to be maintained
and staffed, and it will have to be given research
programmes. It will have to set up laboratories
and there will be ongoing expenses. The fear is
that other areas of research will be denuded of
funds.

It is a serious matter to impose on the
universities, and the breeding societies in
Australia, this added institute. It is open to
serious question to give major research
responsibility *to a body such as this-a political
committee. That is not on. It is not reasonable or
logical. The Government has to have advice but
vested interests come into this.

The other aspect is the selection of a site. This
Government envisages the purchase of a property
in the great southern. I recollect the Premier
mentioning a figure of $680 000 to be expended
on the purchase of a property.

Mr Blaikie: I think you have made that point
well with your leader. I think he is quite
impressed.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I think he already is, but it
would probably be better if the member for Vasse
took cognisance of my remarks. That would give
me far more satisfaction. The Leader of the
Opposition already knows the position.

T suspect the rankling from the closure of Glen
Lossie station at Kojonup created bitterness, as is
known by members from country areas, and the
Minister for Agriculture has had some
appreciation in this case. The closure of that
station left a degree of bitterness throughout the
area and whether or not this is a compensatory
measure to offset that bitterness is a matter of
conjecture.

The Muresk complex was looked at as an
alternative, or as a venue for an institute of this
kind. As I said, we have to have regard for the
fact that a sum of $680000 will be spent on the
purchase of a property and ongoing expenses will
be involved in servicing the new station, staffing
it, setting up laboratories, and so on.

We should look too at the forecast for the next
two decades up to the year 2000 AD. There is a
positive trend emerging which demonstrates a
changing role which will have to be followed by
Governments and by other interests. I am sorry
the Premier is leaving. I have some more points I
want to make to him. I am sorry he is sneaking
out, but my remarks will be recorded in Mansard.

Sir Charles Court; There is a limit to what one
can stand.

Mr H. D. EVANS: It would appear that an
institute of this kind could have an overall benefit
to the sheep industry of this State. Perhaps it
could be looked at as a very good case for
establishing at Muresk an institute of this kind
because Muresk needs some innovation. It needs
some stimulus to its present range of activities
and this is the very sort of thing that could have
occurred. I do not know whether this aspect was
looked at and rejected.

I have received some indication that Muresk
was involved but there was a fear there would be
some -form of Government control over the
college. If Government funds are to be used to set
up an institute, there has to be some control and
surely some satisfactory liaison could have been
resolved between the proposed new institute and
the existing Muresk administrative structure. It
does not seem beyond the wit of vision that
something could not be achieved in that regard
rather than by purchasing another property in the
great southern at a cost of $680 000.

A property involving an expenditure of
5680 000 will not be a grand institute if
laboratories are to be set up, and everything else
is provided. So, it would appear that this Rural
and Allied Industries Council has been
established as an election attraction-and that is
where it has its genesis-and it has to be given a
task.

That is the point I wished to make regarding
the Livestock Breeding Institute, but there are
others which need to be examined also and which
should be the subject of an inquiry. The fact is
tOat a meat inquiry will determine the saleyard
and abattoir situation until the year 2000 because
once a decision is made it will be another two
decades before another decision is required. The
same thing happend at Midland, going back to
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1958, just over 20 years ago. It is only now that
another decision is possible. As the Government
fouled up the situation then, it will foul it up
again and this will take us into the next century.

The Government will entrust the Rural and
Allied Industries Council to undertake a study of
the abattoirs and the meat industry in Western
Australia. Why country members support this, I
will never know. There is reference to the Meat
Commission, and the composition of that
commission includes men who are very capable;
there is no question about that, but because they
are the heads of their sections of the meat
industry they will have loyalties to particular
interests. That is the point which has to be made.

No doubt the Premier, and the Minister if he
responds, will claim that there has been
denigration of the present members.

Mr Old: As usual.
Mr H. D. EVANS: it is not a question of that.
Mr Old: You pull it every time.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The slightest criticism from

this side and one straightaway is accused of
denigrating someone on the other side. The
Premier is a master at it, and the Minister for
Agriculture is learning fairly rapidly. It is a
second-rate trick and one of the Minister's
debating devices.

Getting back to the realities of the situation,
how could members be expected to accept as valid
a report which will be brought down by a biased
committee? Even if it is not deliberately biased,
as a result of the training and the loyalties of the
members of the committee it will be biased
towards a section of the meat industry which they
represent or in which they participate. They
would have to go one way or the other; that is the
situation.

So much for the inquiry. That will be debated
again as a separate motion which appears on the
notice paper in the name of a private member. I
am waiting for the Minister's comment with
considerable interest.

The fact remains this is not a matter which
should be entrusted to a committee or a council
with this kind of political origin. Neither too
should the question of the release of land in this
State be considered by the committee. A
considerable number of factors have to be taken
into account. In the report of Mr Keith Edwards,
the Chairman of the RAIC executive committee,
dated the I1Ith May, 1979, it is stated-

There is evidence of an increasing demand
for agricultural land in Western Australia.
This is putting pressure on land prices in

established farming areas, a trend which is
likely to continue. It seems appropriate to re-
examine all the issues involved in land release
in Western Australia. Preliminary soil
surveys have shown that there is between five
and eight million hectares suitable for
agricultural development.

Let us take that a little further in the present
climate. Bearing in mind this five million to eight
million hectares, the Government again is looking
towards the development of one million acres a
year, the figure it became so involved with in the
1960s.

It acted then against the advice of the Lands
Committee. That is on record. A minute was put
forward and it was ignored. The alienation of CP
land went ahead. At the present time there is the
problem of extracting some of those who were
given CP land during the boom times. Many of
them are on water catchment areas, and this will
be the subject of part 5 of the Estimates.

Mr Grewar: A great majority of them are
better off.

Mr H. D. EVANS: It is no thanks to the
Government that they are better off. It is only
prices on world markets which have saved them.

Several members interjected.
Mr H. D. EVANS: Let us consider the lack of

preparation in those golden days and the resulting
tragedies which occurred to many people who
were shoved out on to CP land. Encouragement

Several members interjected.
Mr Grewar:. They did not have to go.
Mr H. D. EVANS: They did not have to go!

Encouragement was given in the newspapers.
They were enticed out there and the Government
has a responsibility in that matter. It is all right to
open the land and get them out there, but the
Government must take the responsibility that goes
with it. The Government got them out there. It
has achieved what it wanted. It should now take
the responsibility that goes with it.

I come to another point. We are talking about
the five million to eight million hectares and I
presume that much of that will be in marginal
country. On the 4th October I asked question
1687 in relation to the frequency of drought. My
question was-

(1) Which shire areas, whole or part, have
been drought declared in the past 25
years?

There were
years in
Committee

no records going back beyond the 10
which the Drought Consultative
had been operating. As the records
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prior to 1968 were so vague the Minister was kind
enough to provide me with a resume of drought
going back beyond that, which was valueless from
the point of view of determining the extent and
nature of drought in Western Australia. It is
interesting from an historical point of view, It
covers the years from 1864 to the 1943-1945
drought. But there has been nothing significant
prior to the last 10 years.

I point out that in the-last 10 years five shires
have been drought declared five times: they are
Mt. Marshall, Mingenew, Perenjori, Morawa,
and Mullewa. Those which have been drought
declared four times in the last I0 years include
Carnamah, Chapman Valley, Koorda,
Mukinbudin, and Yilgarn. Eleven shires have
been three times drought declared in the last 10
years: they are Coorow, Esperance, Greenough,
Kellerberrin, Merredin, Narembeen,
Northampton, Nungarin, Trayning, Westonia,
and Wyalkatchem.

Mr Old: There is some good marginal land in
that, lot. Where is the marginal land you talk
about?

Mr H. D. EVANS: It does not have to be
marginal land. It is more likely to be in the areas
extending from Yilgarn down to Grass Patch.
This is apparently being looked at by the Rural
and Allied Industries Council. I have no doubt the
Minister will be telling us in his reply about the
cost of drought relief. Is this to increase in the
future?

If there is to be any extension of release it
should be done on a proper, scientific basis, and I
am querying whether the Rural and Allied
Industries Council is the proper body to be
looking at the release of land in this State. This is
the whole essence of it: whether or not we have a
situation with the prevalence of drought, the
research that has been done, and whether it has
been sufficient. I would say it certainly has not
been.

In South Australia Surveyor Goyder
determined the safe margins for farming, but they
are open to question. There is not even a map of
Western Australia showing the areas that have
been released for farming land. The reply I
received from the library was-

The Department of Agriculture, the
Department of Lands and Surveys, and the
Department of Town Planning have no
knowledge of any maps giving details of land
released for farming.

So the lack of research is already showing its
head.

In the 1960s people were placed in unfortunate
circumstances for a number. of reasons. The
allocation of that land must have been made to
some extent on the advice of the financial
research section of the Department of
Agriculture. Areas were released against the
advice of the committee in some cases and the
lack of research which was evident must never
occur again.

Here we have a political 6ommittee entrusted
with this responsibility. It does not make sense at
all. As far as finance is concerned, again I do not
think the council will come down with anything to
honour the promise made in the Premier's policy
speech. I understand after the meeting in
Katanning the Rural Education Committee has
gone into recess. So much for the second point the
Treasurer made in his Budget speech.

To conclude on the Rural and Allied Industries
Council, I would like to make a further point that
it has been the endeavour of the Liberal Party to
take the initiative in rural matters in country
electorates. It has done so throughout Australia
and has been particularly successful in Western
Australia, where I would say the Liberal influence
has dominated to a large extent the party which
used to be the Country Party.

The Rural and Allied Industries Council could
well be a cumbersome and expensive duplication
of the services of the Department of Agriculture,
the CSIRO, the universities, and the industry
organisations; and I might add Muresk, which
needs to be bolstered and stimulated rather than
allowed to fall into the difficulties which the
changes in agriculture in Western Australia will
bring about.

The third point in the Treasurer's Budget
speech is-

The commencement of a beef carcass
classification scheme this year will be an
innovation welcomed by the rural industries.
The scheme is an important development in
meat marketing and will also provide
information to producers to assist them to
improve their returns.

What is new in this? It has been mooted for some
years now. Consideration extends back at least
eight years. It is something which will have
national implications. I doubt that the State can
do it on its own, but it is to the credit of the
Government that this is an established fact. The
opposition hopes it will succeed. The Treasurer
went on to say-

Funds have
assessment of the
in the Middle

been provided for an
meat and livestock market

East. Because of the
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importance of the Middle East market to a
number of' the State's rural industries it is
essential that we are well informed about the
nature and trend of consumption in that
area.

It is a fine time to wake up to that! In 1972 1
accompanied the mission of the Rural Trading
Co-operative to the Middle East, and there was
an opportunity to set up a cool store in Dubai.
The concept was largely the brainchild of Sir
Basil Embry and it was an excellent one. I
understand cool stores have been established with
great advantage to countries such as New
Zealand. Western Australia had a great
opportunity there and the overriding concept of a
farmer co-operative was a very good one. It has
been proved, beyond any doubt, from the latest
information I have, that the venture has
succeeded in other areas, but I point out that
when the RTC approached the Court Government
for financial backing through the Department of
Industrial Development it was knocked back.

Mr Old: What action had you taken after your
trip away?

Mr H. D. EVANS: We offered every support
that the RTC needed. Sir Basil Embry stated that
he preferred that it remain a farmer co-operative.
I appreciated and respected his point. The concept
was a good one. I questioned the practicability of
it and unfortunately I was correct. However, the
offer was made to the RTC that if it required
Government backing it would get it. The parties
one would have expected to support it turned their
back on it and the opportunity has virtually been
lost.

Mr Old: I do not think you pushed it very hard.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The offer was made and

remained open.
Mr 0ld: The point is made: you had a good trip

out of it.
Mr H.. D. EVANS: And established what the

Minister is endeavouring to establish now. We
sent members of the Department of Agriculture
over there.

Mr Old: More have been sent there in the last
six years than you ever sent. Five are there now.

Mr H. D. EVANS: No effort at all had been
made prior to the Tonkin Government,' when
there were delegations to the Middle East, South-
East Asia, and Japan. The director of Agriculture
himself went there. This is not an innovation. The
Government is following on what was already
established and the lead that was given. When it
had the opportunity to do something it knocked it
back; it turned its back on the RTC.

The fifth point made by the Premier was that
the department now employs one of the
outstanding groups of plant breeders in Australia,
and provision has been made to increase the staff
of this division during the coming year. This is
reflected in the allocation of the Budget, and it is
good to see. Likewise, the food technology
research section has acquired new laboratories at
the Robb Jetty meatworks; and that, too, is good
to see. In addition, expenditure figures at
Kununurra are something of which the
Opposition strongly approves and would support
and would continue. The next point made by the-
Premier was that new laboratories have been built
at Bunbury for the dairy herd improvement
scheme.

Those are the eight matters which were
presented to this Parliament. The Opposition
certainly approves of four of them, but they are
not major matters, and extensive areas of worry
still remain.

In addition to that, to get the action of this
Government and its Federal counterpart in
perspective, it is desirable to have a quick look at
what occurred in the Federal Budget, and the
costs imposed upon this Government. The
Premier was careful not to allude to this in any
way at all. I can recall the member for "Gasses'
speaking out strongly about what the Whitlam
Government did; but what it did is nothing
compared with what the Fraser Government has
done, and the actions of the Fraser Government
have been exacerbated by the present State
Government.

Mr Davies: And applauded by it.
Mr H. D. EVANS: The main points of the

Federal Budget include the lack of funding for
future financing of the Primary Industry Bank of
Australia-not that the bank was anything like
that promised by Fraser. We have become
accustomed to his breaking his undertakings.
Certainly the Primary Industry Bank was not the
reserve bank that farmers initially were led to
believe it would be.

Mr Old: There is no shortage of borrowers.
Mr H-. D. EVANS: But there is a shortage of

funds.
Mr Old: That is right, but a mighty lot of

money has gone through.
Mr H. D. EVANS: There is still a shortage Of

funds, and the term is not that which was offered
originally.

Mr Old: I do not believe any terms were offered
until the bank was formed. Before that there was
only speculation.
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Mr H. D. EVANS: There was some
speculation, but an undertaking was given.

Mr Old: I don't think so. Anyway, we are not
supposed to be discussing the Federal Budget, but
the State Budget. I am sure the Chairman is
being most tolerant.

Mr H. D. EVANS: The Chairman is a man of
great perspicacity, and I am sure he can see just
what are the effects of the coalition Government
in the Federal sphere, and the interlocking
relationship it has with the Government of the
same ilk in this State.

Mr Old: Perhaps you will deal with the South
Australian Budget shortly.

Mr H. D. EVANS: For instance, Sir, you
would appreciate the lack of rural adjustment
funds, which were cut by $26 million in the mini
Budget announced in May. They were cut by a
further $6 million in the main Budget. This was
done by a Liberal Government, and it affects the
farmers of our State. Imagine if Whitlam had
done that; probably we would have heard
members opposite yelling all the way to -Canberra.

The livestock slaughter loading was increased
by $15.8 million; and the meat export
inspection-the 50 per cent recovery-was
increased by $14 million. Non-meat export
inspection charges increased by $2.6 million.
Reductions in assistance to agriculture included
extension services to the value of $5 million. Of
course, those funds must be made up by the State.
The nitrogenous fertiliser bounty was reduced by
$4 million, and rural adjustment funds were
reduced by $22.3 million.

When we consider the Federal Government's
policy on fuel prices we Find its impact upon
farmers throughout Australia is indeed
considerable. It is anticipated that consumption
will continue to increase at about the present rate.
These expenses have been imposed in order to
achieve a reduction in inflation, but the reducti on
has not been anything like that promised by
Fraser. The reduction in the rate of inflation has
been made at the expense of dramatic
unemployment, and inflation is now almost back
to double figures.

In respect of the superphosphate bounty,
Western Australian farmers use more super per
capita than any other farmers in Australia. The
price of superphosphate has increased
considerably, but the bounty is still $12 a tonne.
That means the bounty has decreased in value
since it was considered by the Whitlam
Government. Its value is now about one-third of
its original value.

Mr Dlaikie: What about the dairy subsidy?

Mr Jamieson: Moo!
Mr H. D. EVANS: What about the IAC

recommendations, and what about fruit?
Mr Old:. The LAC recommendations have not

yet been accepted by the Government, and you
know that.

Mr H. D. EVANS: No, but that was good
enough-

Mr Old: It was not good enough last time as
you will recall.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I acknowledge that point.
The nitrogenous bounty has dropped from $60

to $40 and in relevant terms the present bounty is
perhaps one-third of what it was during the
Whitlam era. Funds for wool promotion have
been cut back; that is just another reduction.

What is not said in the Budget is that every
charge this Government could lay its hands on
was increased unmercifully. The Premier the
other night had the temerity to reply to the
Leader of the Opposition, saying "Show me where
taxes were increased." Of course, taxes were not
increased in this Budget; they did not have to be.
But look at what the Government has done. In
respect of country water rates an emergency
measure has been introduced to try to offset some
of the more desperate anomalies.

Mr Blaikie: An emergency measure? It is a
measure which understands country people. Let
us show a little fairness.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I am glad to see it because
probably I have received as many complaints as
the member for Vasse has received. What about
country water rates? They have increased by 165
per cent since October, 1974.

Mr Blaikie: What have you done to try to
alleviate the problem on behalf of your
constituents, apart from making a flowery speech
in the Parliament?.

Mr H. D. EVANS: As the member for Vanse
well knows, we are in Opposition.

Mr Blaikie: Have you made a submission to the
Government?

Mr H. D. EVANS: It is members opposite who
make the policy. The Minister for Health and the
Premier are quick to tell us that Governments are
there to govern. If there is to be an increase,
members opposite will do it; and if they can do it
by regulation so much the better because it goes
unnoticed longer. One increase has been 165 per
cent, and the member for Vasse asks, "What have
you doe about it?;' We are copping the brunt of
it. We point these things out at every opportunity,
and members in Opposition do not have many
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opportunities to make these points. Yet when we
make them we are accused of making flowery
speeches. That is the mentality and outlook of
members an the Government benches. I am sure
you are not like that, Mr Chairman.

Turning to electricity, the increase amounts to
almost 100 per cent, and a fixed charge has been
applied even to State Housing Commission
homes. These are charges which are grossly unfair
in many areas.

Farmers become upset when they consider the
increase in State Government abattoir
slaughtering fees and Public Health Department
meat inspection fees. When slaughtering fee
increases are evaluated with complete honesty, it
is found the increases range between 110 and 140
per cent. Meat inspection fees have increased by
something like 210 per cent, and that does not
take into account the full impact of increases in
the Commonwealth Budget.

Perhaps I should refer to motor vehicle licence
fees and drivers' licence fees which have increased
by 50 per cent and 132 per cent respectively.

Mr Blaikie: What about the withdrawal of the
road maintenance tax?

Mr H. D. EVANS: The Government gained $4
million out of that! What is the member talking
about?

Mr Blaikie: What about farmers' stock trucks?
Mr H. D. EVANS: Overall, that move picked

up $4 million for the Government, and yet it turns
around and says, "What good boys are we!"' The
Government used that move to increase charges
further. It is Spread proportionately, but it is still
an impost on all.

Mr Mclver: They still don't know what the
licence fees are.

Mr H. D. EVANS: That is offset to a large
degree by the surcharge on petroll and diesel fuel,
which has had repercussions in certain areas.

I refer briefly to the trends we can see in the
future and which have been widely indicated in
various Press reports. It is anticipated that the
number of people directly involved in farming will
fall from 7 per cent to approximately 4 per cent of
the population by the late 1980s. The prediction is
that by the year 2000-which is only 20 years
away-we will see a number of changes.

Although it is difficult to be specific, it is
apparent that a number of changes will occur. We
have had no indication from the Government that
its Budget recognises these changes, and we have
no indication of how they will be handled.
Certainly no financial Provision is made to
anticipate them.

Three major changes can be foreshadowed.
Firstly, the population of rural communities-the
farming work force-will decline further. It has
declined significantly in recent years. Secondly,
further technological developments and changes
in management practices will be introduced to
maintain farming operations at a viable level.
This is inevitable; it is the only* way increased
costs can be absorbed. The policies of Federal and
State Governments in respect of meeting
international marketing and supply problems may
need to evolve, and they will be vital if we are to
maintain our rural industries at the level at which
we would like to maintain them.

I would like to quote some figures. Australia is
probably the most urbanised country in the world;
but in the 15-year period between 1960-61 and
1975-76 rural holdings fell from 21 832 to 20 500.
The rural work force numbers fell from 37 348 to
36 23 1. While tbe number of holdings decreased,
the number in the rural work force also decreased,
but the productive capacity of each rural worker
doubled in terms of the gross Value Of production.
That was achieved through technology and, to
some extent, market forces and managerial
innovations. In the four-year period from 1972-73
to 1976-77 the total number of rural holdings fell
by 16 per cent. The number of rural holdings
exceeding 2 000 hectares increased by I I per
cent. That indicates the trend that is becoming
increasingly evident in the light of the economic
trends in this country.

If we project those figures, it would appear that
by the year 2000, 85 per cent of farms will exceed
2 000 hectares. That is an almost inevitable trend,
but it is difficult to quantify it. Numerically, as I
have said, the number in the work force could faill
by 2000 AD. However, Western Australia's rural
production could rise by between 50 and 70 per
cent, according to the figures 1 have, depending
on the effectiveness of rural producers as a
political force. There is a lesson there for
somebody; and I suppose that will result in a
further adjustment of electoral boundaries to
offset the trend.

There are technological and managerial
changes that will be essential. Broadly, as I have
said, the productive capacity of each rural worker,
having doubled in the period I referred to, will
show further changes. These trends will benefit
the rural community to a great extent.

I was glad to see that plant protection was
included in the Budget as a priority. The chemical
control of weeds and insects is becoming a must.
In addition, there will be a higher capital
investment in land and machinery. It is to this end
that there must be some adjustment of finance in
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rural areas, which is not forthcoming from the
crowd opposite. That adjustment is required to
support the farm population of this State. There
will have to be improved marketing techniques.
We see there is no mention of this in the Budget;
and it is for that reason I express my
dissatisfaction.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again,

on motion by Mr Blaikie.

1.
2.
3.

BILLS (4): RETURNED
Collie Coal (Griffin) Agreement Bill.
Police Act Amendment Bill (No. 3).
City of Perth Superannuation Fund Act

Amendment Bill.
4. Workers' Compensation Act Amendment

Bill.
Bills returned from the Council without

amendment.

RURAL HOUSING (ASSISTANCE)
ACT AMENDMENT BILL

.Order Discharged

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Deputy Premier)
[12.33 a.m.J: I move-

That Order of the Day No. 26 be
discharged from the notice paper.

Question put and passed.
Order discharged.

METROPOL ITAN WATER SUPPLY,
SEWERAGE, AND DRAINAGE

ACT AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Order Discharged

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader
Opposition) [ 12.34 a.m.]: I move-

That Order of the Day No.
discharged from the notice paper.

Question put and passed.

Order discharged.

of the

44 be

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
SPECIAL

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Deputy Premier)
[12.35 am.]: I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
10.30 am. today (Wednesday).

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 12.36 a.m. (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

EDUCATION: PRE-PRIMARY AND PRE-
SCHOOL

Teaeers'A ides

2326. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) Is he aware that many teachers' aides in
pre-primary centres and pre-schools with
child care certificate or equivalent
training, are deputed by teachers to
undertake some teacher responsibilities
on a regular basis?

(2) If "Yes", why have the status and
special responsibilities of trained aides
not been recognised in the department's
negotiations leading up to the
registration of a new award earlier this
year?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:

(1) and (2) No. Teacher responsibilities are
expressly not part of an aide's duties,
whether she holds a child care certificate
or not. As the honourable member has
specifically indicated that this practice is
being pursued, in the interests of pre-
school students, I expect him to provide
information relating to specific cases.

POLICE
Mr C T Molt: Action

2328. Mr WILSON, to the Minister
representing the Attorney General:

(1) Can the Attorney General assure the
Parliament that all possible avenues
have been exhausted with regard to
possible action by his department under
State law against Mr Christo Moll for
defrauding many Western Australian
citizens?

(2) Are there any ongoing considerations
being given to any such possible action?

Mr O'NEIL replied:

(1) No Western Australian citizens have
complained to the Corporate Affairs
Office about alleged frauds committed
by Mr Christo Moll. Should a complaint
be made it will be investigated.

(2) If breaches of the law are detected by
liquidators in the voluntary liquidation
of any of the companies in which Mr
Moll was involved, they must be
reported to the Commission for
Corporate Affairs for further
investigation and possible action.
If there is compulsory winding up of any
of the companies the court is entitled to
direct the liquidator to report possible
breaches of the law to the Commissioner
for Corporate Affairs. No reports have
yet been received.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Cecil Andrews

2353. Mr PEARCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Works:
(1) Is it a fact that sill bricks have been

removed from the windows of some or
all of the buildings of the West
Armadale High School (alias Cecil
Andrews High Sdhool)?

(2) If so, is it a fact that those sill bricks
have been replaced with sill bricks of a
different colour?

(3) What was the cost of-
(a) purchasing and installing the

original sill bricks;
(b) removing the original sill bricks;
(c) purchasing and installing new sill

bricks;
(d) other works to make good the

windows which were the subject of
this substitution?

Mr O'CON NOR replied:
(1)
(2)

Yes.
Yes. They are in the process of being
replaced.

(3) (a) $1 344.
(b) $80.
(c) $1 064 (estimated).
(d) $200 (estimated).

HOSPITAL: PRINCESS MARGARET
HOSPITAL

Handicapped Children

2356. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Education:

In view of the serious charges made last
week concerning Princess Margaret
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Hospital in which allegations were made
that the hospital and some or its staff
were offering different, if not lesser
treatment to handicapped children, can
he assure the House that handicapped
children are not treated differently by
the Education Department and its staff,
and that a specified curriculum is
offered to handicapped children as it is
to all other children within the
education system?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:
Because the Education Department
recognises the special needs of
handicapped children, staff allocations
and funding within the Special
Education Branch are in excess of those
provided for regular school children.
There is no speci fled curriculum for all
children in special education. The nature
of the handicap and the specific needs of
the children necessitate individualized
approaches to each child.

ENERGY: ELECTRICITY SUPPLIES
Norsema n

2362. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:

In view of the high cost and at times
long delay in repairing faults in the
electric power system in Norseman, due
to the fact that linesmen have to come
all the way from Esperance when a fault
occurs, would the State Energy
Commission give urgent consideration to
permitting local Norseman electricians,
who are well qualified and able to carry
out vital maintenance and repairs, to
carry out such repairs and work until
such time as the State Energy
Commission can arrange for one of its
own linesmen to take up residence in the
town?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
I would refer the honourable member to
my answer given to question 1973 on the
25th October, 1979, in which I advised
him that a linesman is currently being
trained at the commission's line school.
He is a resident of Norseman and on
completion of his training he will return
to Norseman and will be available to
attend to the maintenance and operation
of the distribution system. His training

is due to be completed just before
Christmas. The commission has looked
into the matter of utilising local
electricians but for safety reasons this
action is not favoured.

SEWERAGE: MORLEY
Wellington Road-Benara Road-Noranda Avenue

263. Mr WILSON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Water
Supplies:

(1) Is the Metropolitan Water Board aware
of concern expressed by the Bayswater
Shire Council about problems being
experienced by residents living between
Wellington Road and Benara Road and
Noranda Avenue, Morley, with the
failing effectiveness of septic tanks
installed over I5 years ago due to
seepage of effluent?

(2) Is the board giving any attention to this
area with a view to planning for a more
urgent start on sewer reticulation as a
result of these apparently increasing
problems?

(3) Will consideration be given to including
provision for sewer reticulation of this
area in the 1980 review of the board's
ive-year rolling plan?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) The Metropolitan Water Board is aware

of concern in the area bounded by
Wellington Street, Noranda. Avenue
and Camboon Road.

(2) and (3) Yes.

EDUCATION
Child Care Centres

2364. Mr BERTRAM, to the Minister
Education:

.for

What assistance, financial and
otherwise, does the Government give to
out-of-school child care centres?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:
School facilities and services are made
available free of charge to groups
organising out-of-school centres and
other activities for students.
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LEGAL AID COMMISSION

Costs

2365. Mr BERTRAM, to the Minister
representing the Attorney General:

(1) Is it a fact that the Legal Aid
Commission pays costs as follows-
(a) to a first-year practitioner at the

rate of $48 per hour for waiting
time spent in the Family Court;

(b) to an experienced criminal lawyer
at the rate of $35 per hour for
prison visits?

(2) If "Yes", will the Attorney General take
steps to correct these apparent
anomalies?

(3) If not, why?
Mr O'NEIL replied:

(1) (a) and (b) The period of practice or
experience has no bearing on the
rate paid.
The commission pays the following
rates to any assigned practitioner-

90 per cent of the fee
prescribed under the
Commonwealth Family Law
Act regulations for family law
assignments.

$35 per hour under the Legal
Aid Commission (costs) rules
for attendances at a prison.

(2) and (3) The fee set by the commission is
considered to be reasonable. The
Attorney General does not have any
responsibility for the fees set under the
Commonwealth Family Law Act
regulations.

DAMAGES

Prisoners Found Not Guilty

2366. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

Is it his intention during this Parliament
to legislate to provide damages for
persons who having served terms of
imprisonment have subsequently been
found not guilty of the relevant offence?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
No.

CONSERVATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Wildlife Conservation Act

2367. Mr PEARCE, to the Minister for
Conservation and the Environment:

(1) Has the Wildlife Conservation Act,
1979, been proclaimed?

(2) Have regulations prepared under the
Wildlife Conservation Act, 1979, been
gazetted?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) and (2) No.

POLICE
Gosnells

2368. Mr PEARCE, to the Minister for Police
and Traffic:

(1) Is it a fact that police officers attached
to the Gosnells station are now
responsible for a greater area as a result
of revised boundaries?

(2) What are the changes that have been
made to the boundaries of the area of
responsibility of the Gosnells police
station?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) No.
(2) None.

DEATH SENTENCES
,Number

2369. Mr BERTRAM, to the Chief Secretary:

(1) (a) How many persons have been
sentenced to death since the 1st
January, 1974;

(b) how many of those death sentences
have been carried out?

(2) What real likelihood is there of any
executions being carried out in the
foreseeable future?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) (a) Ten.

(b) None.
(2) As the question is hypothetical, it is

considered to be inadmissible.

(169)
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CRIMINAL INJURIES (COMPENSATION)
ACT

Imprisonment of Offenders

2370. Mr BERTRAM. to the Minister
representing The Attorney General:

(1) Is it a fact that in actions brought under
the Criminal Injuries Compensation
Act courts are ordering defendants to
pay compensation and imposing
sentences of imprisonment in default of
payment?

(2) If "Yes", does this not mean that a
defendant can in effect be imprisoned
twice for the one offence?

(3) If "Yes", will the Attorney General take
steps to amend the relevant Act so as to
enforce payment under the appropriate
schedule of the Justices Act?

(4) If "No", why?

Mr O'NElL replied:

(1) No record is kept by the Crown Law
Department, but it is aware of one such
case. Section 4(4) of the Criminal
Injuries (Compensation) Act provides that
orders under the Act may be enforced in
the same manner as an order for
payment of a fine. The default
provisions under the Justices Act then
apply.

(2) No. Imprisonment may be ordered for
the offence occasioning the criminal
injury. There may also be an order for
compensation based upon the injury.
The enforcement of the order for
compensation by way of imprisonment
in default of payment is an entirely
separate matter, which would be
implemented only in an exceptional case,
such as where a person, who is able to
pay compensation for the injury, refuses
to do so.

(3) and (4) Not applicable.

LAND
Yardie Crock

2371. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Lands:

(1) Further to question 2173 of 1979
concerning lease of part of the Yardie
Creek homestead, who is the lessee of
the Yardie Creek dude ranch?

(2) Why was the lease granted to the lessee
of the Yardie Creek dude ranch in
preference to the Horsemen's
Association?

(3) Were any representations received on
behalf of the lessee of the Yardie Creek
dude ranch from members of
Parliament?

(4) If so, whom?

(5) In view of the Horsemen's
Association's effort to obtain a lease
since October 1974, will an early
decision be made on the provision of
land for this group?

Mns CRAIG replied:
(1) Joy Ann Burkett.
(2) Mrs Burkett holds a lease over Reserve

No. 33474, an area of 7.1201 hectares.
The reserve is set apart for the purpose
of "Recreation (Yardie Creek
Homestead and Outbuildings)" and is
vested in the Shire of Exmouth with
power to lease.
It is understood that the homestead has
been renovated and is operated as a
"Dude Ranch". Following an
application by Mrs Burkett, an annual
grazing lease over an area mainly
contained within existing fences was
granted as an extension to the "Dude
Ranch" complex.
It has been proposed that the area with
the annual grazing lease together with
adjacent vacant Crown land be set apart
as a reserve. Mining and petroleum
tenements have precluded this action.

(3) and (4) The lessee made direct
representation to the Minister and the
department.

(5) An exhaustive search of departmental
records revealed that an application was
received from the Exmouth Horsemen's
Association on the 20th November,
1978. This followed a discussion
between my predecessor and Mr D.
Bowyer on the 20thi March, 1978.
Following the department's letters to the
applicants, dated the 18th April, 1979,
and the 19th July, 1979, a further
approach was received on the 17th
August, 1979, and the application is still
under consideration.
An early decision is expected.
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EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Albany

2372., Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Education;

Is it still planned to open the second
high school in Albany in time for the
commencement of the 1982 school year?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:
Details regarding a second high school
for Albany are still under consideration.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
onslow

2373. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Has he received correspondence from

the Onslow Parents and Citizens'
Association protesting at the Education
Department decision not to relocate the
principal and his family within the town
and the lack of accommodation for
single teachers in Onslow?

(2) If so, what action does he intend to take
on the problems raised?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:
(1) and (2) Yes. After consideration of all

aspects, including the initiatives
undertaken by the principal, and
following a review of Education
Department priorities in the Pilbara,
Construction of an additional house has
been approved to ease the
accommodation shortage.

EDUCATION: SCHOOL
Lockyer

2374. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Works:
(1) How many firms tendered for the

additions to Lockyer school?
(2) Who were the tenderers?
(3) What were their tenders?
(4) To whom was the contract given?
Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) Six.
(2) and (3)

D. Brown and Sons, Albany ................. .
D=aub Bunbur ................. ....

waci nterprisca Albany ..... ...........
L J. and U. E. Bail, Albany.................
J. and 3 . Chapnman, Albany..................
P. L. Cooper. ross Point. Albany ..............

(4) Wauters Enterprises.

$
232000
232 100
232300
239322
240000D
22793.

ROAD: KWINANA FREEWAY

Emergency Phones

2375. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Have the emergency phones on the
Kwinana' Freeway been permanently
removed?

(2) If so, for what reason?
Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) and (2) No. The phones had reachird the

end of their service life and the seivice
could not be maintained because of
repeated vandalism. The phones were
removed pending acquisition of updated
equipment which 'it is hoped will be
more vandal-resistant and hence provide
a more efficient service. Investigations
are continuing with a view to selecting
suitable equipment.

ROAD: KWINANA FREEWAY
Lamp Stanchions

2376. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for
Fuel and Energy:

(1) In each year since its opening, how
many metal lamp stanchions have been
knocked down by motor vehicles on the
Kwinana Freeway, between the Narrows
Bridge and Canning Bridge?

(2) What is the present day cost of
replacement?

(3) Who is financially liable?
Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) Records of SEC freeway lamp standard

replacements do not go back to the
freeway opening in 1959, but current
replacements average 20 to 25 standards
per year.

(2) Approximately $275.
(3) The driver of the offending vehicle.

TRAFFIC: MOTOR VEHICLES
Licence Fees; Increase

2377. Mr McIVER, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Further to my questions 1315 and 2111
asked on the 30th August, 1979 and the
7th November, 1979 respectively and
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relevant to licences, would he expedite
the committee's findings as transport
operators are still having to pay adjusted
licensing fees as requested by the Road
Traffic Authority?

(2) If the committee needs
make recommendations,
necessary steps to have
which require adjusting
the committee has
determination?

(3)
(4)

more time to
would he take
licensing fees
deferred until

made its

If not, why not?
What was the total cost of the Southern
Western Australian Transport Study
including printing and travelling up to
the 22nd November, 1979?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) The committee is continuing its work of
fully reviewing and making
recommendations on any areas where
changes in the existing legislation seem
necessary. Its final report and
recommendations are expected to come
forward in the new year.

(2) and (3) An interim recommendation has
been received and a decision has been
taken to confirm the continuation of the
present procedures for transport
operators to pay adjustments in licensing
fees as requested by the Road Traffic
Authority.

(4) The Southern Western Australian
Transport Study was concluded at the
end of 1977. Its total cost was $602 720.

SHIPPING: STATE SHIPPING SERVICE
Stevedorinig Work

2378. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is the State
transferring all or
operations to
companies?

Shipping Service
part of its stevedoring
private stevedoring

(2) If so, which private companies and
which vessels are involved?

(3) What are the reasons for the transfer?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) The State Shipping Service is currently

negotiating to transfer the ship and
shore stevedoring of its ships in
Fremantle to private stevedoring
companies. This is the case in all north-
west ports and in the Eastern States.

(2) Mercantile Stevedores (WA) with
regard to MV Nyanda and MV
Boogalla in the north-west service, and
Smith Patrick Stevedoring (WA) Pty.
Ltd. in respect of MV Kimberley in the
east-west service.

(3) It is no longer economic or functional
for State ships to sustain a position as a
major stevedore having regard to the
progressively reduced frequency of its
shipping in the port.

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS AND HIGH
SCHOOLS
Gardeners

2379. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is there a set formula or guidelines for

establishing the need and numbers of
gardeners at schools?

(2) If so, can he advise particulars and
whether there is any difference in
application to primary and secondary
schools?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:
(I)
(2)

Yes.
The guidelines for appointment are one
gardener to larger primary schools and
two gardeners to senior high schools.
Smaller schools are served by part-time
appointments, depending on the extent
of ground development.

SESQUICENTENNIAL CELEBRATIONS
Cost

2380. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

(1) (a) How much has so far been spent in
connection with the 150th
Anniversary celebrations; and

(b) what is tbe expected total cost?
(2) Will he supply details as to how the

amounts requested have been
calculated?
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Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
Over the last four financial years, the
following funds have been allocated to
the 150th Anniversary Board-

1975-76.................. 1000000
1976-77.................. 1000000
1977-78.................. 1000000
1978-79 .................. 150000

(1) (a) To end of the 30th September, 1979
$2 605 224.

(b) Approximately $33000000.
(2) From figures supplied by the 150th

Anniversary Board and its I I main
committees.
I should add that both the Treasury and
the board want me to emphasise that the
figure in' (1)(b) is very much an
approximation. This figure will not be
determined until the events of this year
have been completed and we have been
able to assess the outstanding matters.

MORTGAGES
Legal Costs

2381. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

Is it a fact that his Government will
shortly introduce a standard form of
mortgage of land and thereby possibly
reduce very substantially the present
high legal costs involved in mortgaging
residential properties?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
I can only assume that the member's
question has been framed in its present
form with the intention of being
mischievous or, at best, embarking on
what is known in Parliamentary circles
as "a fishing expedition"
The Government has had no complaints
on the subject matter referred to.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Real Estate Transactions

2382. Mr BERTRAM, to the Premier:

Is his Government curtailing and
restricting purchasers' freedom of choice
by denying all purchasers a cooling off
period in respect to the matter of
purchasing land and homes?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
No.

TELEX FACILITIES

Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2383. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Lands:

What were the--
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(a) Rental $990.
(b) $3 792.

The telex service was installed in
1915 and an installation fee of $80
was charged.
It is used by the-

Minister for Labour and
Industry, Consumer Affairs,
Immigration, Fisheries and
Wildlife, and Conservation and
the Environment:
Minister for Transport;
Minister for Lands
Forests;

and

and for departmental use
including telex to field officers
via regional administrators and
Public Works Department.

TELEX FACILITIES

Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2384. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs.
last financial year of telex services for
the State Energy Commission?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(a) and (b) This is commercial

information which is a confidential
matter between the State Energy
Commission and Overseas
Telecommunication Commission.
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TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2385. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
last financial year of telex services in
the-

*Cu
Stat

(i)
(ii)
(iii)

Public Health Department;
Medical Department: and
State Health Laboratories?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(a) and (b) The following information

relates to the 1978-79 financial
year. However, payments in that
year for the Curtin House
installation, which covers both the
Public Health and Medical
Departments were for the I I
months and not the normal 12-

Rental Operating

rtin House 1 815 9459
e Health Laboratories 990 6 262

Community and Child
Health Services 990 4666

*These costs are apportioned on the following
basis-
Medical Administration

(Hospital Fund)
Health Administration
Accounts Branch

45 per
30 per
25 per

cent
cent
cent

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2386. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Transport:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental charges; and
(b) operating charges,
last financial year of telex services for
the-

(i) Main Roads Department;
(ii) The State Shipping Service;
(iii) Westrail; and
(iv) the Metropolitan (Perth)

Passenger Transport Trust?
Mr RUSHTON replied:

(i) (a) $18 720
(b) $42 324

(ii) (a) $6 136
(b) $4 789

(iii) (a) $1 610
(b) $2 175

(iv) (a) $1 070
(b) $320

2387. This question was postponed.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2388. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Regional
Administration and the North West:

What were the--
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mr O'NEIL repli ed:
(a) Installation costs-Nil

Rental costs-$6 352.50
(b) Operating costs-$4 919.20
The reason that the installation costs are
shown as nil is that the question asks
about this financial year.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2389. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
last financial year of telex services for

(i) Government Stores;
(ii) the Premier's Department; and
(iii) the State Emergency Services?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(a) $3 000 rental costs

(b) Government Stores ..... 1018.00
Premier's Department

(including Department of
Industrial Development
and Treasury Department) 36 475.00

State Emergency Service....... 944.70
I would like to amplify the answer.
On Tuesday 18th September 1979 the
Member for Ascot (Mr Bryce) asked a
series of questions on telex facilities
associated with the Premier's
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Department. One of the questions asked
was-

What is the estimated cost of telex
facilities to the State Government
for each of the last three years?

The reply given was--
Cost of telex facilities in the
Premier's Department covering the
uses referred to above-

1976-77-unavailable
1977-78-S$12 556
1978-79-5$14 873.

Unfortunately, the figures quoted in
each instance referred only to the
overseas telecommunications calls and
do not include charges for telexes made
within Australia.
The figures consequently should have
read as follows-

1977-78-$40 417
1978-79-$36 475.

The above figures also include the
Department of Industrial Development
and Treasury Department.
Accounts by Telecom Australia are
rendered separately; one for calls within
Australia and the other for overseas
calls. Accounts received are paid by
Treasury and recorded on a ledger card.
As the accounts are rendered separately
they were not computed together when
the original information was provided.
I had previously-during the Estimates
debate-expressed surprise at the figure
being so low and this revised
information explains why. Any
inconvenience is regretted.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2390. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Fisheries
and Wildlife:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(a) $768.
(b) $636.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2391. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Education:

What were the--
(a) installation and rental charges; and
(b) operating charges,
last financial year for the telex machine
in his ministerial office?

Mr Rushton (for Mr P. V. JONES) replied:
I am advised that costs associated with
the Education Department telex for last
financial year were--
(at) 5990.
(b) 52476,10,

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2392. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Attorney General:.

What were the--
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in the-

(i) Corporate Affairs
Commission; and

(ii) the Crown Law Department,
last financial year?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(a) and (b) Telex Services for 1978-79

financial year were-
Crown Law Department-

Installation Nil
Rental $908
Operating $1 031.

Corporate Affairs Offic--
Installation Nil
Rental $908
Operating $1 098.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2393. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
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of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(a) Installation costs $120; rental

$27 879.02;
(b) operating costs $52 918.27.

ELECTORAL
Oonbulgurri Community

2394. Mr DAVIES, to the Chief Secretary:

(1) Have the names of the 24 members of
the Oombulgurri community been
removed from the roll?

(2) If so, for what reasons?
(3) What circumstances brought about the

Electoral Department's decision to act in
this matter?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) Twenty-six electors from Qombulgurri

were removed from Kimberley district
electoral roll on the 22nd October, 1979.

(2) That the electors no longer retained the
qualification set out against their names
on the roll; namely, the address shown.

(3) Normal procedural circulars instituted
by the State Electoral Department sent
to pastoral stations and institutions in all
electoral districts.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2395. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
In 1978-79 financial year-
(a) Installation costs-nil

(installed June, 1976 at which time
rates were-

$990 per annum-rental
$ 30-installation
1120-connection fee).

Rental costs-$990 per annum.

(b) Operating costs totalled $5 956.84
-including $990 rental and
comprised-

$5 244.35 paid to Telecom
S 712.49 paid to OTC.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2396. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Police:

What Were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his
financial year?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(a) Installation Costs

Rental Costs
(b) Operating Costs

department last

$530.00
$46-171.00
186 545.00

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2397. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Works:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs.
of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(a) $2 970.
(b) $15 400 (estimated).

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2398. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Traffic:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his department last
financial year?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(a) Installation Costs

Rental Costs
(b) Operating Costs

Nil.
$772.50
$2 819.
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TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2399. Mr DAVIES. to the Minister for
H-ousing:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
of telex services in his department last
Financial year?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(a) Installations costs 1978-79 Nil

Rental costs 1978-19 $990.
(b) Operating costs 1978-79 $23 519.74

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2400. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
last financial year of telex services for
the State Government insurance Office?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(a) $3 825.
(b) $4 045.

TELEX FACILITIES
Government Departments and Instrumentalities

2401. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Tourism:

What were the-
(a) installation and rental costs; and
(b) operating costs,
or telex services in the Minister's
department last financial year?

Mr O'CON NOR replied:
(a) Rental payments for telex

equipment at the Department of
Tourism and its travel centres in
1978-79 amounted to $1 650.
Connection and installation fees of
$520 in relation to the Brisbane
Travel Centre were paid in July,
1979.

(b) Operating charges for 1978-79
totalled 333 447. Records are not
kept in relation to each location.

ENERGY: STATE ENERGY COMMISSION

Polychiorina ted Biphenyls

2402. Mr BRYCE, to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:

(1) Further to question 2234 of the 20th
November, 1979, where are the 26 000
litres. of polychlorinated biphenyls
currently held by the State Energy
Commission being stored?

(2) For how many years has the State
Energy Commission been using
capacitor banks which involve
polychlorinated biphenyls?

(3) Where have the polychlorinated
biphenyls been disposed of in the past?

(4) Who are the supply authorities with
whom the State Energy Commission is
currently co-operating to arrange a
suitable means of disposal?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) Most of the 26 000 litres are used in

static capacitor banks in operation in
various locations throughout the State
Energy Commission's power system. A
small quantity is temporarily being
stored prior to disposal.

(2) Prior to 1977 almost every capacitor
bank installed throughout the world
used polychlorinated biphenyls as the
insulating medium and the Energy
Commission possesses capacitors which
have been ordered over the past 20
years.

(3) No polychlorinated biphenyls have been
disposed of in Australia to date.

(4) The other supply authorities arc all
members of the Electricity Supply
Association of Australia and include in
particular the State Electricity
Commission of Victoria, the Electricity
Commission of New South Wales, the
Electricity Trust of South Australia, the
State Electricity Commission of
Queensland and similar authorities.

TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE
Actions of Government

2403. Mr BRYCE, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:
(1) Will he table for the information of

members a copy of the Western
Australian Government's submission to
the Myer committee of inquiry?
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(2) On the basis of what evidence does he
suggest that the report of the Myer
inquiry is imminent?

(3) Is the Government prepared to make
available to members of Parliament
upon request the information monitored
and publications dealing with
technological change referred to in
answer to question 2263 of the 20th
November, 1979?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(1) The Myer committee of inquiry is an

open inquiry and all the material
submitted is available for perusal at the
Department of Productivity, Wales
Centre, 109 St. Georges Terrace, Perth.

(2) The secretary of the committee has
advised that it is expected that the
committee will complete its inquiry in
February and its report about March,
1980.

(3) If members will advise me of any
specific material they desire to peruse
every endeavour will be made to make it
available to them or to inform them
where it may be obtained.

ROAD: BEECHBORO-GOSNELLS
FREE WAY

Property Acquisition, and Commencement
2404. Mr BRYCE, to the Minister for

Transport:

(1) Further to question 2264 of the 20th
November, 1979, how many of the 33
Belmont properties yet to be acquired by
the Main Roads Department for the
construction of the Beechboro-Gosnells
Highway are situated adjacent to vacant
airport land?

(2) Have negotiations been conducted with
the Federal Department of Transport to
make provision for the use of some
airport land for the construction of the
highway, thereby avoiding the need to
resume such a large number of houses?

(3) When were the negotiations held?
(4) What was the result of the negotiations?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Seven properties abut land owned by the

Commonwealth of Australia.

(2)

(3)
(4)

Some discussions have taken place
regarding this possibility.
1976.
The Commonwealth Department of
Transport would not agree to the use of
airport land because of the need to cater
for future development.

PRESIDENT OF THE LEGISLATIVE
COUNCIL

Suite

2405. Mr HODGE, to the Treasurer:

(1) How much money has been spent on the
refurbishing of the suite of rooms
allocated to the President of the
Legislative Council during the course of
the 29th Parliament?

(2) Has the process of refurbishing been
completed or is it deemed to be an
ongoing process?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1)
(2)

S7 594.56.
The refurbishing of the suite for the
President of the Legislative Council is
part of an ongoing programme for the
repair or replacement of furniture and
carpet in Parliament House.
To give a comparative guide, the
following figures may prove helpful-

Expenditure on office of the Leader
- of the Opposition-

Furniture $2 947.94
Carpet $3 715.00.

POLICE
Miss Susan Mills

2406. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Police
and Traffic:

(1) Is he aware of newspaper reports that
the mother of Miss Susan Mills, who
was found murdered in a car near
Mandurah on Tuesday was very upset
about the apparent disinterest and lack
of co-operation on the part of the police
when she reported her daughter
missing?

(2) How long did the police wait before
following up the report, and how long do
they usually wait before following up
such reports?
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(3) Can he explain why the girl's father was
able to locate her body ahead of the
police?

(4) Will he have urgent investigations made
into the procedure adopted by the police
in following up reports of missing
persons and, in particular, into the
procedure adopted by the police in this
case, and report back to the Parliament
on this matter at an early date?

Mr

(1)
(2)

O'NEIL replied:

Yes.
When Mrs Mills made her report, some
action had already been taken as a Mr
Cavey had previously contacted police
about the same matter.
When missing person
received action is
immediately.

reports are
commenced

(3) The parties concerned were properly
being treated as missing persons by
police and parents alike. There was no
reason at that time to suspect foul play.
Both fathers searched near Harvey with
police assistance and also searched areas
near Mandurah previously used by
families for social outings where they
found one body. The other was found by
police.

(4) Present procedures are adequate. Police
acted properly in this instance.
Taking all things into account, there was
no reason to believe a tragedy had
occurred. Should indications have been
different, a full-scale police operation
would have been mounted.

ENERGY: STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Polychiorina ted Biphenyls

2407. Mr BRYCE, to the Premier:

(1) Is he aware that the State Energy
Commission has used and is currently
storing approximately 26 000 litres of
the substance polychlorinated
biphenyls?

(2) Is he further aware that certain
individuals And companies outside the
State Energy Commission are currently
holding/storing quantities of
polychlorinated biphenyls?

*(3) Can he indicate which Government
department is responsible or what
arrangements can be made by private
companies which wish to dispose of
polychlorinated biphenyls?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) and (2) Yes. The polychlorinated

biphenyls are in the main installed in
electrical capacitor banks, but some of
the material is being stored by the State
Energy Commission.

(3) The State Energy Commission is
primarily responsible and is co-operating
closely with the Electricity Supply
Association of Australia and Imperial
Chemical Industries. The latter
company should be contacted by private
companies wishing to dispose of
polychlorinated biphenyls.

BUILDING INDUSTRY
Builders' Registration Board: Area of Jurisdiction
2408. Mr HODGE, to the Minister for Labour

and Industry:
(1) In order to gain an appreciation of the

area of operation of the Builders'
Registration Board as specified by
clause 4 of the Builders' Registration
Act Amendment Bill, 1979 will he make
a map of the area available?

(2) Is it a fact that all of the area of the
Shire of Wanneroo north of Robertson
Road, Kingsley, is to be outside the
jurisdiction of the Builders' Registration
Act under the Government's proposal?

(3) Do recent building approvals show that
between 16 per cent and 20 per cent of
new homes in Perth are constructed in

the Wanneroo Shire?
(4) Is it a fact that the great majority of

residential building in the Shire of
Wanneroo is carried out north of the
new boundary in such suburbs as
Kingsley (north), Padbury (north)
Hillarys (north), Craigie. Woodvale,
Kallaroo, Mullaloc, Beldon, Heathridge,
Edgewater, Ocean Reef and the
township of Wanneroo itself?

(5) Will the "consumer protection"
provisions of the Builders' Registration
Act still be available to prospective
home owners who purchase homes in the
developing area mentioned above if the
amending Bill is passed by Parliament?
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(6) How many complaints have been
processed by the Builders' Registration
Board in the past 12 months from the
area which is to be excluded by the
amending Bill?

(7) What controls will exist over the issue of
building licences for builders operating
in the area to be excluded by the
amending Bill?

Mr O'CON NOR replied:
(I) Yes, a map of the area is hereby tabled.
(2) Yes, but subject to amendment by

regulation at any time. I refer the
member to clause 4 of the amendment
Bill.

(3) During the three months August,
September, and October, 1979, new
houses commenced in the Wanneroo
Shire represented 20.38 per cent of the
Perth total.

(4) Yes.
(5) Not immediately upon assent but by

regulations to be brought in as explained
in my reply to (2). However, the
Consumer Affairs Act operates in areas
outside the jurisdiction of the Builders'
Registration Act and complainsants can
seek redress through the bureau.

(6) Twenty-nine in the 12 'months ended
the 23rd November, 1979.

(7) Conformity of plans and specifications
with town planning requirements and
uniform building by-laws checked by
local authority prior to issue of building
licence.

The map was tabled (see paper No. 504).

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Grants Commission Report

2409. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Local
Government:

(1) With reference to page 3 of the Western
Australian Grants Commission annual
report for 1979-80 which refers to a
letter by the Minister for Local
Government to the commission drawing
attention to the likelihood of a
substantial increase in Commonwealth
funds and expressing concern that the
major increase might exacerbate certain
anomalies that the element A formula is
said to produce, what are these so called
anomalies created by an 80 per cent
distribution of funds under clement A?

(2) If there were anomalies created by the
80 per cent distribution, why did the
Government insist, against the
recommendations of the Commonwealth
Grants Commission special report of
1976, that Western Australia did not
want a 30 per cent distribution of funds
by element A, but 80 percent?

(3) What examinations, by what persons or
agencies, le him to conclude that
anomalies existed?

(4) Were individual municipalities consulted
and, if so, which councils?

(5) If "No" to (4), why not?
(6) Will the commission continue to

distribute 70 per cent of funds in 1980-
81 under element A?

(7) Is the proportion of funds to be allocated
by element A to be reviewed?

(8) If "Yes" to (7). will municipalities be
invited to participate in any such
review?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) Attention has been drawn to-

(i) the possibility that the application
of the formula to 80 per cent of the
total funds might produce an
element A amount for a
municipality that was considered
greater than the amount of an
equi ta ble totalI grant;-

(ii) the effect of using population
density as a basis for formula
groupings where a small change in
the population of a municipal
district could produce a substantial
change in the municipality's
formula amount.

(2) The possibility of anomalies being
created by an 80 per cent formula
distribution did not necessitate a
dramatic reduction to 30 per cent.
However, the proportion was reduced to
70 per cent for the 1979-80 allocations.

(3) The Western Australian Local
Government Grants Commission and
the Local Government Department.

(4) The question does not indicate the
subject on which consultation might
have occurred.

(5) Answered by (4).
(6) A decision has not yet been made on the

proportion of the clement A funds for
1980-81.

(7) The element A proportion is reviewed
annually.
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(8) It is too early to indicate how the next
review might be carried out.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Grants Commission Report

2420. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Local
Government:

(1) With reference to the WA Grants
Commission's report (or 1979-80, which
notes some difficulty in determining a
satisfactory basis for inter-group
comparisons and indicates the intention
to carry out more detailed studies, why
has the commission placed councils in
seven categories by population density
for formula allocations but then used
geographic groupings for needs
allocations?

(2) How are these approaches consistent?
(3) What type of studies are envisaged in

the future on inter-group comparisons
for needs allocations?

(4) Who will carry out these detailed
studies?

(5) What provision has been made for
municipal consultation in these studies?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) to (5) The questions demonstrate a lack

of understanding of the scheme which is
set down in the Local Government
Grants Act for the allocation of grants
under the tax sharing arrangements.
The Western Australian Local
Government Grants Commission does
not have the responsibility of
determining the formula used for the
allocation of element-A funds.
The commission's responsibility is to
recommend the allocation of element B
funds.
The commission is an independent body
and determines its own methodology for
deciding on its recommendations.
I am not aware of the commission's
intentions for the future apart from
what is indicated in its annual report.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Grants Commission Report

2411. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Local
Government:
(1) With reference to the comment in the

WA Grants Commission's report for
1979-80 which states that the

compilation of a compendium of general
information for each council is only
partially completed, why is this task only
partially completed?

(2) When will it be completed?
(3) When the commission states that the

information is for each council, is it
intended that councils will have access
to this compendium to assist it to make
comparisons?

(4) If this compendium is not available to
councils, how does the commission
expect councils to meet the criticism by
the commission that submissions from
councils are deficient in comparative
analysis?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) to (4) The commission is an independent

body.
I am unable to indicate its intentions
with respect to this compendium.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Carnarvon Shire

2412. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Local
Government:

(1) Was she correctly quoted in the
Northern Times of the 15th November,
1979, with reference to the payment of
expenses incurred by representatives of
the Carnarvon Shire at Local
Government Week when she said: "The
matter rested with the shire clerk"?

(2) Is the payment of expenses incurred by
the shire clerk's wife a subject of the
auditor's notes?

(3) How does she justify "leaving the matter
to rest" with one of the parties directly
involved?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) 1 was correctly quoted in a report in the

Northern Times of the 15th November,
1979.
However, that report made no reference
to the Shire of Carnarvon nor did it
quote me as saying that "the matter
rested with the shire clerk" in relation to
the payment of expenses.
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(2)
(3)

What it did quote me as saying was that
the question of a councillor in a country
shire having disqualified himself from
office by reason of a transaction with his
council, rested with the shire clerk.
Yes.
The honourable member has obviously
misread the newspaper article.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
TELEX FACILITIES

State Energy Commission
1. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Fuel and

Energy:
Following his answer to question 2384 in
which he stated that information
regarding the telex used by the SEC was
confidential between the SEC and the
Overseas Telecommunication
Commission, can he tell us why it is
confidential? Does this mean Parliament
is not able to seek information on any
accounting or financial matters relating
to the SEC?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
I based my reply on the advice I
received from the SEC; I suppose one
must follow such advice in respect of
these technical matters. The Leader of
the Opposition referred to SEC
accounts. They are tabled with the
Auditor General's report in the form of
an annual report, and the capital
accounts appear as an appendix to the
Budget papers.

HEALTH
Tuberculosis: Denmark

2. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for Health:

With regard to a tuberculosis survey to
be carried out in the Denmarlc-Walpole
area-
(1) Is it a routine survey?
(2) if "Yes", is it usual to carry out

skin tests as part of a routine X-ray

survey ?(3) Have there been attempts by the
Public Health Department or
officers of any other Government
department to suppress Press
reports and, if so, to what extent?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) Yes, the procedures planned are

those normally carried out when it
is considered that a significant
number of people may have been
recently exposed to tuberculous
infection.

(2) It is usual to arrange tuberculin
skin tests when carrying out a
routine survey of individuals
possibly recently exposed to
tuberculous infection.

(3) No1 but the Department of Health
and Medical Services is concerned
at the nature of the publicity. It has
made every effort to ensure that
proper medical confidentiality is
maintained.

BU ILDERS' REGISTRATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 3)

Attitude of Board

3. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for Labour and
Industry:

What is the attitude of the Builders'
Registration Board towards the Bill
presently before the House to amend the
Act?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
I thank the member for Morley for some
brief notice of his question. I have had
discussions as late as yesterday with the
Secretary and the President of the
Builders' Registration Board. They are
obviously concerned about the possibility
of no current boundaries existing. They
are also aware of the necessity to
introduce boundaries, and currently are
working on regulations to amend the
boundaries. They appear to be happy
with this position.

They are also aware that because of
conflicting legal views, little time was
available to bring a Bill to this House to
readjust any doubts which existed.
Generally speaking, they are quite
happy with the Bill before the House,
and the opportunity to make alterations
through the regulations.
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ENERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Polychiorina ted Biphenyls

4. Mr BRYCE, to the Minister for Fuel and
Energy:

My question concerns the highly toxic
polychlorinated biphenyls used by the
State Energy Commission. If the
capacitor banks of the SEC have used
this substance for some 20 years, and
the Minister states that no
polychlorinated biphenyls have been
disposed of in Australia, will he indicate
where the substance is being stored and
how much currently is being stored?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
I congratulate the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition in having such confidence in
me that he believes I can give him this
highly technical information off-the-
cuff.

Mr Bryce: I did ask the question on notice,
but you ignored it.

Mr MENSAROS: From memory, I can tell
him that some of the material is still
within the capacitors, while some is
stored by the SEC.

Mr Tonkin: That's right--cover up when
people's health is at risk.

Mr MENSAROS: Part (1) of my answer
stated as follows-

Most of the 26 000 litres are used
in static capacitor banks in
operation in various locations
throughout the State Energy
Commission's power system. A
small quantity is temporarily being
stored prior to disposal.

No disposal yet has taken place. That is
all I can tell the honourable member off-
the-cuff.

Mr Bryce: I will place another question on
notice.

BEEKEEPING : HONEY

Imports: Ban

5. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Is there a blanket ban on the

importation of honey into Western

Austmalia from the Eastern States, or is
a certain quantity permitted?

(2) What is the reason for the limitation?
Mr OLD replied:
(1) A blanket ban has been imposed on the

importation of commercial quantities of
honey. Small quantities of honey are
allowed to be imported for personal use,
and for scientific and testing purposes.
Currently, we are considering new
regulations which I anticipate will be
promulgated shortly, which will place
further restrictions on the importation of
honey, inasmuch as we will be allowing
what is commonly known as "portions"~
of honey-thaft is, tbe small 25-gram
packs for motel use-and one kilogram
lots for testing purposes only. Western
Australia carries out a lot of testing for
other States because we have the
equipment here. This honey will be
subject to a new standard of sterilisation
which has now been perfected.

(2) The reason for the limitation is the
presence of European foul brood in the
Eastern States.

WATERWAYS CONSERVATION ACT

Amendment
6. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for

Conservation and the Environment:
Dots the Government contemplate any
amendment to the Waterways
Conservation Act this session?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
Not during this session.

BEEKEEPING: HONEY
Imports : Ban

7. Mr TON KIN, to the Minister
Agriculture:

for

I fid the answer given by the Minister
for Agriculture to be rather incredible.
If there is a problem with disease, which
we understand is the reason for not
permitting the importation of honey,
how is it that it is safe to import a small
quantity, but unsafe to bring in a large
quantity? We would have thought if
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there was a problem with European foul
brood, the Government would impose a
total ban. If the disease is so virulent, it
could just as easily be transmitted in 25-
gram packs as in commercial quantities.

Mr OLD replied:
In the main, the small quantities
brought in are for scientific testing.

Mr Tonkin: You have been allowing some in
for personal use.

Mr OLD: That has been allowed, but it will
not be allowed any further.


