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Wednesday, 19 October 1988

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

PETITION - CYCLING

Safety Helmets - Compulsory Wearing

MRS WATKINS (Joondalup) [2.16 pm]: I have a petition that is couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that the wearing of bicycle safety helmets should be
made compulsory.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 539 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: [ direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 83.]

PETITION

The Last Temptation of Christ -Banning

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [2.18 pm]: [ have a petition which states -

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

The undersigned citizens of Western Australia do humbly petition the Parliament that
it will urge the government of Western Australia to exercise its lawful authority to ban
throughout Western Australia the showing of the film, "The Last Temptation of
Christ", which film is considered by many people to be blasphemous, which is
offensive to many people and which lacks any substantial claim to literary or artistic
ment.
And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

The petition bears 456 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: [ direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 84.]

PETITION - WORLD HERITAGE LISTING
Shark Bay - Opposition

MR MASLEN (Gascoyne) [2.20 pm]: I have a petition from the citizens of Useless Loop
which, for the benefit of my colleagues on the other side, is one of dhe areas around Shark
Bay. It reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned respectfully showeth: -

That it is our fervent hope that in view of -
(1) promises made by the State Government to the people of Shark Bay;
(2) the strong opposition by the people of Shark Bay and other citizens to the

World Heritage Listing of Shark Bay; and
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(3) the urgent need for there to be a united stand by the Government and the
Opposition in the State Parliament to convince the Commaonwealth to
withdraw from its attempt to interfere in Western Australia by imposing
World Heritage listing in Shark Bay;

Mr Pearce: You should be grateful that I organised for you to present the petitions instead of
the member for Cottesloe.

Mr MASLEN: I thank the Minister, but I thought I would point out to him that there is more
than one area concerned about Shark Bay.
The petition continues -

That all Honourable Members of the House will support the motion of which notice
was given in the House by the Honourable Member for Cottesloe on Tuesday, 23
August 1988, a copy of which was attached to this form of petition at the time of its
signing.

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

The petition bears 10 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

Mr Thomas: Wow! Ten signatures.

Mr MASLEN: There are something like 30 electors at Useless Loop, and I do not believe
that that makes the petition any less important.

Mr Thomas: That is one third of the population!

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

[See petition No 85.]

PETITION - WORLD l-ERITA(;E LISTING

Shark Bay - Opposirion
MRH LIGH-TFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [2.22 pm]: I also have a petition and, like the
previous petition presented by my colleague, the member for Gascoyne, it is substantially
from the people of Useless Loop with the sole exception that one of the signatories bears the
address, Steep Point, which is near Useless Lop in the Shire of Shark Bay.

Mr Pearce: What is the distance, by road, from Useless Loop to Steep Point, my friend?

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not respect interjections during the period set aside for
petitions. They are unnecessary.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I am offended that the Leader of the House calls
me his friend.
Mr Pearce: You would not make it on Family Feud or Sale of the Century. Perfect Match is
about his -

Several members interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT. I find that remark offensive, but I will not ask the member to withdraw it.

Mr Pearce: I am prepared to withdraw it.
Mr LIGHTFOOT: If the Leader of the House is prepared to withdraw his remark, I accept
his withdrawal. The petition is couched in the following terms -

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

We, the undersigned respectfully showeth:-

That it is our fervent hope that in view of

(1) promises made by the State Government to the people of Shark Bay;
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(2) the strong opposition by the people of Shark Bay and other citizens to the
World Heritage Listing of Shark Bay; and

(3) the urgent need for there to be a united stand by the Government and the
Opposition in the State Parliament to convince the Commonwealth to
withdraw from its attempt to interfere in Western Australia by imposing
World Heritage listing in Shark Bay;

That all Honourable Members of the House will support the motion of which notice
was given in the House by the Honourable Member for Cottesloe on Tuesday, 23
August 1988, a copy of which was attached to this form of petition at the time of its
signing.

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

The petition bears I1I signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 86.1

PETITION - WORLD HERITAGE LISTING

Shark Bay - Opposition
MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) [2.25 pm]: I present a petition from the citizens of Western
Australia which is in the same terms as those petitions which have already been presented to
the House. It reads -

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

We, the undersigned respectfully showeth;--

That it is our fervent hope that in view of

(1) promises made by the State Government to the people of Shark Bay;

(2) the strong opposition by the people of Shark Bay and other citizens to the
World Heritage Listing of Shark Bay; and

(3) the urgent need for there to be a united stand by the Government and the
Opposition in the State Parliament to convince the Commonwealth to
withdraw from its attempt to interfere in Western Australia by imposing
World Heritage listing in Shark Bay;

That all H-onourable Members of the House wil support the motion of which notice
was given in the House by the Honourable Member for Contesloe on Tuesday, 23
August 1988, a copy of which was attached to this form of petition at the time of its
signing.

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

The petition bears 19 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

[See petition No 87.]

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

Tertiary Education - Federal Minister for Education

THE SPEAKER (Mr Bamnett): Today I received a letter from the Leader of the National
Party seeking to debate as a matter of public importance the actions of the Comnmonwealth
Mfinisteir for Employment, Education and Training with regard to tertiary education in
Western Australia.
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If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.

[Five members rose in their places.]
The SPEAKER: In accordance with the Sessional Order, half an hour will be allocated to
each side of the House for the purpose of this debate.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [2.31 pm]: I move -

That this House -

(1) Calls on the Comimonwealth Minister for Education to -

(a) refrain from interfering in an area of policy that is the undoubted
constitutional responsibility of the States;

(b) take no further part either directly or indirectly in the on-going
amalgamation negotiations between the University of Western
Australia and Murdoch University;

(c) accept without retribution whatever decision is arrived at by the
Parliament of Western Australia with respect to any agreement that
may be reached by the Senates of the University of Western Australia
and Murdoch University.

(2) Deplores the practice by the Commnonwealth of using specific purpose grants
to move into areas of policy control that are beyond its constitutional
jurisdiction.

(3) Informs the Comnmonwealth Minister for Education that his actions,
including -

(a) his so-called graduate tax;
(b) his forced amalgamation of tertiary education institutions;
(c) his creation of thoroughly unreasonable compliance requirements for

future research funding; and
(d) his determination to centralise control through the unified national

system;

have had a disruptive and thoroughly negative impact on higher education in Western
Australia.

It is appropriate at the beginning of my speech that I outline very clearly those areas which
are excluded from this debate: This is not a censure motion against the State Minister for
Education; the crisis in higher education in Western Australia is not of her making. She is in
a difficult position because of the activities of the Federal Minister for Employment,
Education and Training. This motion is directed at the Federal Minister and his actions. It
also excludes debate about the details of the amalgamation proposals, and there is a perfectly
good reason for that exclusion. To my knowledge at this stage no amalgamation proposals
have been made public; therefore, there is nothing to debate since we have no information on
specific proposals.

One of the difficulties in this debate has been the intervention by members of Parliament; I
refer specifically to Mr Dawkins the Federal education Minister. The level of personal
involvement by the federal Minister in any discussions on higher education or proposals for
amalgamation has done little but create difficulty. Not only has Mr Dawkins been involved,
but also it is evident that a number of State members of Parliament have been involved to
some extent; the best example of that relates to an article which appeared in the Sunday Times
recently- That article had no authority from the National Party's point of view. The National
Party would not comment on something it had not seen and no amalgamation proposals have
been placed before the party. It would be quite inappropriate for the National Party to say
that it would support amalgamation proposals if it were not aware of the reaction of the
senates of the universities involved. The National Party does not know what agreement has
been reached between those senates and, therefore, it would be impossible for it to venture an
opinion. Further, I mate it very clear that the National Party strongly opposes the
amalgamation of the two universities. It is preferable for the University of Western Australia,
Murdoch University, and Curtin University of Technology, and of course
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the colleges of advanced education, to retain their autonomy. The major thrust for
amalgamation concerns the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University and
most of the negotiations and hard bargaining are raking place in that area. The battle for the
autonomy and independence of those two universities in Western Australia has, in fact, been
lost. It now becomes essential that the negotiators representing the universities make sure
that they can negotiate an agreement which provides for de facto autonomy within each
campus and provides additional educational facilities if not on both campuses, definitely on
one. For example, a law school should be established at Murdoch University and it would be
preferable to retain the distance education unit at Murdoch also. This unit is very important
to the National Party, as the Minister will understand, because the National Party represents a
large number of people who use the external studies units of all higher education institutions,
particularly those at Murdoch arid Curtin. The National Parry would be extremely
disappointed if the State were not able to retain the right to provide distance education and if
that were not provided by Murdoch University. There is no doubt in my mind that the real
motive behind the Dawkins plan is not to improve higher education, but to further
concentrate control of higher education in the hands of Canberra bureaucrats. That is the sole
purpose and direction of the plan put forward by Mr Dawkins.
I will now deal with the points made in the motion. A referendum was recently held in this
country on constitutional issues. That referendum proposed changes to the Australian
Constitution, and the people of Australia rejected the proposals put forward by Canberra.
However, in an issue over which the Federal education Minister has no authority at all, he is
assuming the right to determine the higher education policy iny this State. There is no
constitutional basis for that. There is only one reason: That is, the capacity of the Federal
Goverrnent to fund higher education institutions. The Federal Minister is using that capacity
to the fullest possible extent to dictate completely what happens to our higher education
system.

The second point in the motion calls upon the Federal Minister to take no further part in the
negotiations taking place; I do not think he has a role to play. Quite clearly political
intervention will not assist those people charged with the responsibility for reaching
agreement. In fact, in the past when the universities the subject of this amalgamation have
made some progress in amalgamation discussions and in reaching agreement on the demands
made by the Federal Minister, he has shifted ground and indicated that he wants another bite
of the cherry. it would be most appropriate for the Federal Minister to withdraw completely
and allow negotiators from each of the universities to determine what they regard as
satisfactory amalgamation provisions.
The final section of part I of this motion asks the Federal Minister to accept the decision
made by the university negotiators. That is very important, because the education green
paper indicated beyond any doubt that if the Federal Minister did not get what he wanted, all
universities would be made to suffer. I do not know what members on the other side of the
House would call that, but we on this side of the House would call it blackmail.

Part 2 of this motion deals with the provision in the Australian Constitution which is being
used by the Federal Minister to exercise his control - control for which he has no
constitutional authority. The constitutional authority rests with the State and with the State
Minister for Education. The Federal Minister is using section 96 of the Australian
Constitution - the tied gramts provision - to control higher education completely, not just in
this State but throughout Australia. There are two major threats to States' rights. The first is
the way in which the Federal Government uses section 96 of the Constitution to make funds
available to the States. We can see that occurring in the case of health and expenditure on
roads, and I suggest to the House we have here the worst possible example of how a Federal
Minister can use section 96 of the Constitution to completely control something over which
he has no constitutional responsibility. I suggest that section of the Constitution has been so
abused that it ranks only with the interpretation powers of the High Court as being the
greatest threat to the rights of the States to exercise their constitutional responsibilities.
Part 3(a) of the motion deals with the graduate tax, although it is in fact a fee and loan
scheme, not a tax. The Minister for Education has already made it clear that she is opposed
to the graduate tax. The Federal Minister was one of the persons most strongly opposed to
this scheme when it was first proposed by the Liberal - National Party Government of
Malcolm Fraser and, [ think, Doug Anthony, but now the wheel appears to have turned, and
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he is the person advocating that we apply a fee and loan scheme, as outlined in the Minister
for Education's answer to question 1293 some time ago. I do not think this subject needs any
further discussion other than to say it demonstrates the political expediency of the Federal
Minister: Some years ago when a Government of a different colour sought to introduce a
graduate tax, the Minister was opposed to it, but now that he has responsibility for education,
he is advocating that which he opposed in the past.
The forced amalgamation of a tertiary institution has already been spoken about, but I am
concerned that the Government is bringing about this forced amalgamation. One would
expect there to be some benefit for higher education, but I have yet to see such a benefit. No
academic has ever explained to me the advantages which will flow firom this, and although
academics acknowledge there is a need for rationalisation of higher education, they cannot
demonstrate to me that forced amalgamation will bring about improvements to the higher
education system.

The most important factor in this debate, and the one of which people are least aware, is that
covered by part 3(c) of the motion, which deals with the creation of thoroughly unreasonable
compliance requirements for future research funding, and part 3(d), which deals with the
Federal Minister's determination to centralise control through the unified national system.
This is probably the real sleeper in the whole of this debate, because what the Federal
Minister is undoubtedly doing is centraliing and controlling the research capacity of our
universities. It is clear that through the particular mechanism that the Federal Minister is
indicating he wants to see adopted, the Australian Research Council will assume almost total
controt for the direction and funding of research at Australia's higher education institutions.
That form of centralised control is something to which I think everybody in this House would
object. It is important that we oppose as strongly as we possibly can these forced
amalgamations for that reason alone, if not for any other reason.

I conclude by saying we are being asked by a Federal Minister to accept his policy on
education, but how can we accept that when we read in this green paper about the favouritism
that has been given to the Australian National University? If we look at recurrent grants, the
University of Sydney, which has 16 140 students, received a recurrent grant in 1987 of
$145.4 million. The Australian National University, with only 5 336 students, received a
recurrent grant of $145.1 million. So the University of Sydney received $700 000 less for
four times the student population. That speaks volumes about the will of the people in
Canberra and the direction in which they want to go. I urge members on all sides of the
House to support this motion.

DR LAWRENCE (Subiaco - Minister for Education) (2.47 pmj: I rise to reply to this
motion moved by the Leader of the National Party. I would like at the outset to congratulate
him for his continuing and sincere interest in this area; he has not restricted his interest to his
rural constituency, although he has a particular interest in distance education. I welcome his
opening remarks that it is not appropriate to debate here in a "yes, no" fashion any proposals
that might be before the Senates of the University of Western Australia and Murdoch
University. We would all be aware that Murdoch University has at this stage made some
statements about in-principle amalgamation, although the University of Western Australia is
not as far advanced,

There are a number of issues which need to be addressed, and I will cover them in tenms of
the member's motion because there are considerable areas of agreement on this matter
between both sides of the House. One of the things that [ think we all regret is the increasing
encroachment of the Commonwealth into the States' functions. I believe that higher
education provides a case study of that encroachment. Until the 1930s, the statutory
responsibility and the funding of universities was provided by State Governments. We in
Western Australia were in the fortunate position of having a university statute that made
university education free to all students. There was, in the postwar reconstruction, an
increasing amount of recurrent expenditure provided by the Commonwealth, and at that stage
it may not have looked like a very dangerous proposition.

In the 1950s, however, the pressure was really put on, in this State in particular. In order that
the State would receive one for two funiding, it was forced to abandon its free status for the
University of Western Australia and fees were charged after that period. As members would
all well know, that increase in funding was gradually expanded to include some capital
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works, and in 1974 the Commonwealth formally took over practically all the funding for
tertiary education institutions in Australia and at the same time removed most fees. I imagine
that was the inducement to the State Governments at the time. I have searched, without much
success - due to the brevity of notice and the fact that I was away yesterday, for which I
apologise - for some debate at the time about that handover in 1974, but it is fair to say that
since then there has been no serious attempt by any State Government, or the State
Governments in concert, to reverse that position. All of us would have to acknowledge, as
the Commonwealth has done crudely at times in its negotiations with me, that if you control
the money you control the policy. Governiments of all political colours in Canberra have
used their financial capacity to have a huge influence on policy in areas where they do control
finance, whether it is health or higher education. Like the member opposite, I find that
position vastly to be regretted and one which we should seriously think about in
constitutional tenms. As he suggested, it is not only in this area but also it is has a creeping
effect. It has particular disadvantages for a State such as Western Australia, where it is quite
clear that our higher education needs do not simply add up to the national priorities divided
by 10 because we have roughly one tenth of the population. We have special needs in this
State related to distance education and the structure of our industry and primary sectors, and
we have special needs too because of the higher rate of growth in this State as compared with
some other States. So it is nut a reasonable proposition to say that whatever is the national
priority immediately translates into State priorities.

[ will deal now with some of the issues raised by the Leader of the National Party. Firstly, on
the question of calling on the Commonwealth Minister for Employment, Education and
Training to refrain from interfering in the area of policy, it is clearly the undoubted
responsibility of the State to legislate, particularly for the existence and the governance of the
institutions. It is fair to say that there are, and have since the early 1930s been, three players
in this game. One player is represented by the institutions themselves. I have a great deal of
respect for the principle of university and higher education autonomy, and it is not a principle
I would set aside. So the first players in the game are the people we would expect to have an
opinion about the organisation and policy of the higher education sector - namely, the
institutions themselves - and that is why I have been very careful in this debate not to say in
an unequivocal way chat they cannot nor should they ever contemplate amalgamation. Of
course they can, and of course they should if they so wish.

It then becomes the role of the second player in the game - that is, the State Government - to
examine any proposals about the statutes and governments of those institutions to determine
whether they are in the best interests of the State, and that is the stage we are at in relation to
the proposed amalgamation between, in this case, Murdoch University and the University of
Western Australia. We have to examine their proposals in the same light in which they are
made; we have to judge whether or not they will be in the best interests of the State; we have
to put a proposal before this Parliament which then must be endorsed by this Parliament. So
the second player is the State, in the form of the Cove mment of the day, and finally in the
form of the members of this House and the other place in their role of controlling the
Legislature.

The third player - and we cannot ignore this - is clearly the Commonwealth Government.
The Commonwealth Government does provide all but a tiny proportion of the funding for
higher education. As I said earlier, we would all wish that this were otherwise and it may
well be in the long term interests of the State, if there is to be a State Government in 100
years' time, to rake the opporrunity as soon as we can to turn back the clock, to look at
section 96 again, perhaps with a view to constitutional amendment. However, at this stage it
would be unrealistic for us and for the institutions to say that the Commonwealth has no role
because, even if we wish it did not, it does have; it controls the purse strings. I have been
very strong tn my representations to the Commonwealth Government that it should, firstly,
respect the autonomy of the institutions and desist from interfering in negotiations between
the institutions; and, secondly, recognise that the State Government has control, ultimately,
over these institutions and in addition has a natural interest in higher education policy
because of our need to provide for the citizens of this State.

Indeed, in discussions with Mr Dawkins I made it very clear to him that even if the
institutions at this stage agreed in principle or in some detail to amalgamate, even if the
Commnonwealth went ahead and funded them as if they were one institution, they have no
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guarantee that the Stare Government would immaediately fall into line and give it a tick; nor,
indeed, that the Parliament would endorse the proposals. So if the Commuonwealth goes
alt tad, as I believe it proposes to do after the end of October, and funds these institutions as if
they were one, then they will be dealing with a very shaky hypothesis indeed and not with a
legal entity that has the endorsement of the State Government and the approval of the
Parliament. I have made that very clear at every opportunity.

I have also made it clear that the State regards its role in policy and planning very seriously
and is not prepared simply to hand over that control and interest to the Commonwealth,
although to give effect to that policy we have only one card in the deck; that is the card
relating to the State Governiment and its power to legislate in this place. I might say,
parenthetically, that it is of some interest to me that, in discussions held between the various
State Education Ministers, while several States, including Western Australia and Queensland
and to a lesser extent perhaps South Australia, were adamant about States' rights and States'
interests in this area, the conservative New South Wales Government held the view that
higher education was properly the province of the Commonwealth, and really it did not want
to get involved, although I note with some interest the fact that that Government has put
forward a proposal for seven university networks in New South Wales, which would have the
effect of bringing all their institutions, whether they be colleges of advanced education,
institutes of technology or whatever, up to university status. In doing that they are
recognising a Commnonwealth intention to fund all universities and higher education
institutions on a similar level. My colleague, the member for Victoria Park, will discuss
some of the implications of that a little later.
It is therefore unrealistic, although, as I have said, I regret the type and extent of the
influence, to seriously suggest that the Commonwealth should have no role in discussions
about amalgamation between various universities. The nature of that intervention needs to be
carefully controlled, and I have viewed with dismay at various times both public statements
and the private behaviour of some bureaucrats and of the Minister in relations with those
universities. While it might be - sonable for the Cornmonwealth Government to say, "These
are the bases on which we in- .: to fund higher education in future", to use the carrot and
stick approach which I think been used with Murdoch University and the University of
Western Australia in sometfr a fairly crude way is not productive of debate and sensible
decisions in higher educatior It is to the credit of those two institutions that they have
proceeded with their discussions, have attempted to resolve issues of considerable difficulty
between them, and have kept an eye on the long term benefits to the students and the staff,
and to the people of Western Australia. I commend them for that but [ cannot go so far as to
say, as the member opposite does, that there should be no direct or indirect involvement by
the Commonwealth Government in those discussions. I think that is unrealistic. However, I
do thoroughly endorse his statement in point (c) of his motion, that the Comnmonwealth
should accept without retribution whatever decision we arrive at in this Parliament and
whatever decision is put forward by the Government as a result of agreements that may be
reached between the universities. I have said that both verbally and in writing to the
Minister, and have made it very clear that our view is that those institutions -should not be
penalised by way of reduced per capita funding or difficulties in obtaining capital works
funding for future triennia.

As I have already indicated, I have no difficulty at all in joining with the member opposite in
deploring the practice of the Commonwealth of using specific purpose grants under section
96 to make inroads into State control and responsibility. I have, apart from the higher
education area, where unfortnately it is largely a fait accompli, had experience recently with
a number of documents the Commonwealth has put forward. The first of those, which was at
first, I think very unfortunately, called Strengthening our Schools - SOS - was presented to all
the State Governments and subsequently became Strengthening Australia's Schools. If one
looked at it kindly it was a sensible document designed to produce cooperation between the
States in the format of their school years, curriculum, and assessment procedures. We would
all be aware of the difficulties students experience when moving between schools within
States. That is exacerbated considerably where they move between States, where we have
different starting dates to the school year, different years that children begin school, and
different curricula.
However, in that area I remain very suspicious indeed of the Commonwealth's intentions.
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As the Minister responsible in this State, I have made it clear that we will not cooperate in
any Commonwealth initiated programs. We will, however, work with the other States in a
federation, as we should, to deterine areas where we can efficiently and effectively improve
the performance of all States' systems in a way that is to the advantage of students in
Australia. It is absurd to have such different systems that children are penalised by moving;
on the other hand, we retain the right to determine how our education system is structured,
the content of that education system and the manner in which the children in this State are
assessed. That is particularly important for Western Australia in terms of the opinion that our
citizens have of the Government schools system and the teachers and of the level of
achievement of our students. In many cases we would be stepping backward if we adopted
the provisions, the curriculum and the assessment procedures that apply in other States. We
reserve the right to be leaders in that field and we do not believe the Commonwealth has a
rote to play beyond facilitation, beyond handing over money that the Commonwealth now
uses for curriculum development for use by the States in a cooperative fashion.
So proposals are emerging all the time from the Commonwealth - I am sure they are not
simply from the Ministry of Education - to increase control by the Commonwealth over
States' delivery of services. My opinion is now and always has been that the State
Government is by far the best placed Government to deliver services of that kind - health,
education, and transport - and the Commonwealth should have a very limited role. In my
extreme moments I would probably suggest that it might have an interest in macro economic
policy, foreign affairs and defence, and some control over the flight of aircraft and other
means of transport through this country and outside it, but little else.

I think, however, that that position of enforcing States' rights and recognising them as
paramount is in fact no respecter of parry. Equally, the tendency towards centralisation and
control from Canberra is no respecter of parry. It is of some regret to me that whenever
people become members of the Federal Parliament, almost regardless of political colour, they
forget their roots in Western Australia; they very quickly move towards a centralised notion -
offered in terms of words like efficiency and effectiveness - and they disregard the fact that
this State with its huge geography, unusual history and unusual industry, cannot be seen
simply as a mirror image of the eastern seaboard States.

I do not wish to be seen as a paranoid secessionist, although sometimes I think that perhaps I
sound that way, but as a Minister I have become very aware that not simply the
Commonwealth but some of the Eastern States which have a very close and easy network do
at times ignore the needs of the remote States such as Western Australia and Queensland. It
is not surprising that over the years many people have taken the view that I take, and indeed
many people in State Governments have taken the view that I take. So in terms of the second
paragraph of this motion I endorse the member's position.

Finally, a few words on the third part of the motion - that is informing the Commonwealth
Minister that some of his actions have been dismuptive and negative in their influence on
higher education in Western Australia. Again, my views on the so called graduate tax are
well known, as are my views about the inevitable virtue of the amalgamation of institutions.
One of our first responses to the Commnonwealth was to say that we saw no argument that
would necessarily produce a correlation between the size and effectiveness and indeed the
quality of higher education institutions. I agree there are difficulties with the research
funding arrangements that are being proposed by the Commonwealth. I have already referred
to their determination to centralise control through the proposed new system. However, I
would say, rather than simply endorsing that list, there ar many other areas in which higher
education needs to be examined. That is why, as Minister, particularly in light of the
Commonwealth's intransigence in some of these areas, I established the committee to review
the provision and development of higher education in this State and to provide advice to
Governiment - particularly on the issues of amalgamation but also on the long term needs, the
questions of governance and finance, and other matters of that kind. I hope that members
opposite will see this not as a political exercise but as one that will benefit the people of this
State and make, as I have asked them to do, a submission to the commnittee of inquiry in the
best interests of the people of Western Australia.

Amendment to Motion

Dr LAWRENCE: With that in mind, with due deference to the member opposite - as I have
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already indicated in my reply that I agree with much of what he says - I intend to move an
amendment. In order to give a more positive focus to this issue and to ensure that we have an
action which we can go away from this Parliament and undertake, I move -

To delete all words after the word "House' and substitute the following -

(1) Reaffirms the autonomy of Western Australian higher education
institutions and calls on all parties to -

(a) allow the institutions to reach decisions about their organisation
and development without interference or coercion;

(b) respect the decisions of the governing bodies of higher
education institutions in relation to amalgamation and related
matters;

(c) acknowledge the right of the Western Australian Government
to assess whether the decisions reached by higher education
institutions are in the best interests of the State.

(2) Reiterates the incontestable authority of this Parliament to legislate for
higher education in Western Australia.

(3) Views with concemn the use by the Commonwealth of specific
purposes grants to extend its control of policy in areas which
historically have been the responsibility of the Western Australian
Government.

(4) Endorses the initiative of the Western Australian Government in
establishing a committee to review the provision and development of
higher education in Westemn Australia, and to provide advice to the
Government.

(5) Supports the active and continuing efforts of the Minister for
Education, Dr Carmen Lawrence, to make clear to her Commonwealth
counterpart the limits of his authority in relation to higher education in
Western Australia.

Although that amendment is not entirely consistent with the motion - and I could have
worked the motion over and made it more acceptable by changing 101 words - I think that the
spirit of this amendment should prove acceptable to the Opposition. I recommend that they
change their minds a little and support this amendment.

The SPEAKER: During this short break I will take the opportunity of offering a helpful
suggestion. When members have amendments to matters before the House, when it is
possible - and I know that it is not always possible - a number of copies should be provided
so that we can commence debate. There is no need to hand the copies out before the
amendment is moved.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [3.08 pm]: On behalf of the Liberal Party I make the point that
it is fairly difficult to judge the amendment without having a copy in front of me. After
hearing the Minister read the amendment, it appears to me that both the original motion and
the amendnment are not very far removed from each other. In this spirit I offer the Liberal
Party's view on the question of the amalgamation or otherwise of the universities. It is an
established fact on neutral grounds, before all this pressure, and as the Leader of the National
Party said - which I accept - all this blackmail by the Commonwealth occurred, that separate
development of tertiary institutions is infinitely better than amalgamation. To mention the
main arguments briefly, it is better because it maintains the established traditions and loyalty
of academia - the academic staff, the students, the convocation and the senate. It is better
because it enables a much better choice of education, which we need in a democratic country;
it is better because it facilitates much better research, contrary to the submission that when we
amalgamate research facilities it is better, because the more research organisations we have -
even in the same subjects directed in different ways - logically the more chance of success we
have. It is better because it allows competition between tertiary institutions and that is
healthy.

We think this debate is not and should not be about judging financial considerations; it is
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about educating our youth and being ready to help them, with research, to reach higher levels
which they need to have for the benefit of all our citizens. Should any academic person
disagree with this premise, arrived at on neutral ground, I am prepared to argue the point with
them. But what is most outrageous is that the Commonwealth, without a shred of
constitutional power, has attempted to interfere in our higher education system, and, even
worse, it has succeeded in intimidating people to the extent that learned and thinking
academics have changed their minds. It is absolutely wrong that these academics now base
their thinking on the premise fed to them by this little, ambitious fellow who probably thinks
only of proving his ability as a future Treasurer, that unless an institution has 8 000 or 10 000
students, it cannot have finance for research facilities. That is absolutely wrong. The
academics should get away from that premise because it is not a truthful one, and it is not one
which the Liberal Party, the National Party, or, I understand, even the Labor Party in
Government would support. We reject the premise, from whichever direction these
intimidating and blackmailing tactics may come. I urge every academic and every senator to
think clearly about this matter because, theoretically, the actions of the Commonwealth are an
infringement of the Constitution. It is legal blackmail and represents a direct interference in
the constitutionally secured powers of this State.
I also urge the academidcs to think pragmatically: How can any academic believe that, even if
nothing were to change with the financial situation - and if we became the Governiment we
would do everything to return the situation to where it belongs - the Federal Government
would simply withdraw funds from these institutions against overwhelming public opinion?
They should wake up to that and vigorously and in a united way oppose any talk of
amalgamation. They saw what happened a short timre ago when a virtually united front
opposed the introduction of the [0 card. I felt a little sorry for the Government;, it had to
support the introduction of that card, but even its support was only tongue in cheek. But all
the people stood up and were almost unanimously opposed to it, and the Federal Governiment
had to withdraw it, niot because of a technical legality, but because no Government with the
slightest claim to democracy will go entirely against the wishes of the people.

As I said, an amalgamation would be against the interests, not only of the institutions, but
also of the youth of this State and the State generally. Therefore, I cannot see anyone
supporting an amalgamation except this capricious little fellow in Canberra who thinks only
of himself and nothing of the constituents who put him there. I assure everyone that the
Liberal Party will strongly oppose the amalgamation. Our stand is not against the autonomy
of the universities, which we support and have said several times in the past that we respect
and want to uphold; but it is against the interference by the Federal Government in this
State's higher education system and the interests of Western Australia.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [3.15 pm)]: I begin my contribution to this debate by
outlining what ought to be our general objectives in respect of the higher education sector.
Then we can relate those objectives to the debate on changes to higher education. It is
crucially important that, in Western Australia, there be a very strong higher education sector
for two reasons. The first one is obvious. We need a high quality teaching base within the
system to guarantee that the graduates of the system who move into either the public or
Private sector have the highest possible qualifications. Secondly, and more importantly, the
primary focus of this debate should be to ensure that we have a research base. If we are to
have a proper higher education system in Western Australia we must have that research base.
Indeed, it is the essence of a university. Hopefully, of course, the research base will be
creatively and dynamically linked with the wider community which needs the intellectual
treatment that can come through objective inquiry. At the same time, we need pure research
activities which will contribute to civilisation in all its forms.

It is crucially important that we have a research base in Western Australia. If we do not, our
State's interests will suffer severe consequences in the long term. Under the old binary
system, a research base was guaranteed if a State had a university. Only recently I was in
Sarawak in Malaysia where there is no university, only an institute of technology. Entrance
to that institute is restricted to the Malays. The effect that has on their society and on the
ability of that society to cope with its economic and social development is obvious. That is a
useful illustration of the importance of a research base in a society.

It is crucially important also that the highest qualified staff be available to a higher education
system. It is also important that we are able to offer to potential. students attractive courses at
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both the undergraduate and postgraduate level. Unless the institutions have qualified staff
and unless they can offer those courses to postgraduate students, in particular, the State will
experience a brain drain of its best students and its best staff. I ask all members of this
Parliament to look objectively at the way our higher education system is developing and to
ensure that our interventions at the policy level do not disadvantage the interests of Western
Australia.

I think some of the contributions made to this debate, not so much by the National Party but
by the Liberal Party spokesman on education, indicate that there is a danger that we will not
serve our State's interests. The State's interests in education, as the Minister outlined, were
allowed to deteriorate because we allowed the Commonwealth to take aver that sector.
However, the first signs of a fight back in the Western Australian system came with Mir
Pearce, the former Minister for Education, and the fight is being continued by Dr Lawrence,
They indicated clearly that if the State Government is going to become involved in this
debate productively, it has to adapt a position on its higher education system. It is no good
complaining about the Commonwealth's intervention unless we have a position from which
to complain. Dr Lawrence is developing that position through her inquiry into higher
education.

Nevertheless, even though that is developing, events are going on at the same time in some
ways faster than our ability to mount a case. Let us not forget that those events are
developing quickly because the binary system fell into disrepute. The binary system
protected our higher education system because it guaranteed that universities would receive
30 per cent more money for their research activities than the normal amount of money that
was spent on colleges in the higher education system . That system fell into disrepute and
somewhere along the line someone was going to change it. It could change through a white
knight vice chancellor operating within a university to make sure the university justified the
way it spent the extra 30 per cent or through a Minister in the education system, at State or
Federal level. To some extent, we saw that with the fanner Minister for Education (Mr
Pearce) when he created the Institute of Technology as a University of Technology.

That system was not stable because the universities failed to justify the 30 per cent extra that
they were receiving. There was a need for quality control to be brought into the system.
Now the Commonwealth is coming in with a brand new system to try to bring in what it
would see to be quality control. Like our Minister, I have a lot of misgivings about the type
of system that is being introduced. But we should not be under any illusions about what the
Federal Government is doing. It has a wide degree of support within the education system in
that it is breaking down the binary system which meant that many people in institutes of
technology and colleges of advanced education who saw good opportunities, whose
educational levels and achievements were perhaps greater than those in the university system,
were being frustrated.

Mr Stephens: Is that support comidng about by consent or by financial blackmail?

Dr GALLOP: The member has a point. To focus on the Australian Research Council, which
the Leader of the National Party did, I believe that the Federal Minister has responded to the
criticisms made by the Vice Chancellor's Commnittee and has asked Professor Bob Smith,
who has taken on the chairmanship of the new, restnictured Higher Education Authority in
Canberra, to look again at this question of Australian Research Council funding and the
degree of flexibility that will exist.

Under the new system, it is important that the State position is well worked out, but it is also
important that we understand that certain trends, in existence even before the changes, are
leading to the creation of big universities in every State. We can see that happening in New
South Wales and Victoria. I believe it is also beginning to happen in Queensland and South
Australia. Even with any qualifications that we at State level will wrench out of the system -

and I anm sure we will over time - given the new system of funding and the greater interest the
private sector is taking in higher education activities, the bigger institutions that are
developing will be in a strong position because they will have broad based research profiles
and strong staff bases to compete for the postgraduate students in the higher education
marketplace. It will mean that they will provide very attractive research packages to the
private sector when it looks to the higher education institutes to do particular jobs for it.
They will be in a very strong position in the higher education system to lead the way in
research because of the size of the institutions and the profiles that come from that size.
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Some advantages do come from size, particularly when the departments are big, although not
so much when the institutions are big. This is the mistake that the member for Floreat did not
pick up in his argument. A small institution can be very strong because it has big
departments. Those big departments allow for the specialisation of staff members and allow
the institution to offer strong masters' degree programs when competing for student numbers.
I hope we will not allow political opportunism to obscure our vision with respect to the
advantages that would come from having a large tertiary institution in Western Australia, be
it an amalgamation of the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University or of
Murdoch University and another institution. There is overwhelming support within the
Murdoch University community for amalgamation with the University of Western Australia,
as is currently on the agenda, but if that does not come about there would be talk of
amalgamation with Curtin University because Murdoch University can see the advartages in
the developing system. We will have a system somewhat like the North American system in
which there are major research institutes and smaller teaching institutions in our system. The
research money will go to those big institutions. It is important that we do niot allow any
short term political advantage that we may gain by opposing any amalgamation proposals
that come up from within the higher education system - and that is from where they are
emerging at present - to cloud our view of the best interests of higher education in this State.
The State Government will look at the proposals in relation to its new inquiry into the overall
balance of higher education in this State, the inquiry that the Minister has set up. We will see
a new marriage;, a marriage of the Comm onwealth interests, the State's interests and the
interests of the institutions themselves.

Mr Cowan: There might be a few shotguns around.
Dr GALLOP: There may very well be a shotgun, but what cannot be ignored is the interest
within the institutions, particularly Murdoch, to bring about an amalgamation with another
higher education institution. That impetus was there before John Dawkins came along. Thus
we need a new marriage of interests. For the first time under the former Minister for
Education and now under the current Minister, the State Government is taking a grip on the
issue of the State's interests. We see the Commonwealth restructuring its system and I hope
that there are ways in which we can bring changes to that system that are more beneficial and
will lead to less central isation, but at the same time let us think about the needs of our
academics and the needs that they see in terms of the developing pattern of demand for higher
education. Let us not allow our political prejudices to lead to a conclusion such as would
severely disadvantage the interests of Western Australia if we do not have a big, strong
higher education institute in this State.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.27 pm]: The National Party can live with the amendment,
even though it tends to take off a few of the edges of our motion. We believe that it must be
taken farther and we ask the Minister whether she is prepared to provide a copy of the
motion, when it is carried, to the senates of the untiversities, to put a copy in the mail to
Minister Dawkins and to pass it on to the Ministers of every other State.

Dr Lawrence: Of course.

Mr TRENORDEN: It is very important that we do not do what the member for Victoria Park
almost did - that is, bring politics into the issue. We are attempting to reach some sort of
consensus here that this is a State issue and not one for the Minister of a Federal Government.
This is our turf. Although we gave the Federal Governmnt perm-ission to supply the money,
we still supply the direction. We want our hands to remain on the tiller.

Mr Fred Tubby: We also supply the money.

Mr TRENORDEN: It comes from us tinst; the Federal Government only redirects it. That is
very true.

Without doubt education is going through a state of change. The question is where it is going
and what direction it will take in the short termn and in the longer term. We have three
universities; two of them are very new in terms of the history of universities, but all of us
know that the character and the ability of universities grow as they get a history, a track
performance and a direction of their own. Two of our universities really have not had time to
do that. It is important that they be given that time. They need to be able to develop
independently. Our State, above all, requires much more emphasis to be placed on education.
We are a young State, a developing State. Only a few years ago, our citizens
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were concerned mainly with pastoral, goidmining and farnning interests. The community was
not education oriented. There are still some prejudices against the system, particularly in
country areas, where people are not as keen as they should be to move on to higher education.
We should allow our institutions to grow in character so they can develop that basic feel for
education.

Our system needs direction, a change of attitude and a business input so that it does not stand
alone. We also need a strong nucleus of research and people who flow between institutions
and ocher areas such as Government departments so that there is a freedom of movement
between the institutions, so chat people of like minds cart tackle and develop issues that are
good for this State, and so that walls are not built around our institutions. This would ensure
that people were kept within those institutions because any nucleus or development of ideas
has to be built up from a bureaucracy within that institution. If we start to develop in that
manner we will be in trouble. We must be able to say to oar academics chat we have a
common interest of moving this State forward and they should be able to flow easily between
institutions thereby moving ideas around.

This really means that it is important that these institutions develop independence but have an
open attitude. We do not need any Federal Minister with a shotgun aimed at the head of our
institutions. [ am sure, and my party is convinced, that the academics and people involved in
the universities in our State do not want to see amalgamation and want to see a scope for
growth and development within our universities. It is important that we are able to lift the
profile of education in Western Australia in many different areas. Some of the research work
done in our universities is of world standard, but if we start amalgamating our universities we
may be risking the loss of some of the people who have been able to carry forward some of
that research and the emphasis on change - people who have given the State direction and
who may move elsewhere. We will support the amendment and the Minister in her efforts to
carry this message beyond this place and beyond today because the issue will not finish at
this debate. We will be interested to watch the Minister's efforts as this is very much a State
issue.

MR COURT (Nedlands; - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.32 pm]: I wish to make clear
that it is with reluctance as great as that shown by the National Party that we support this
motion. The only reason that we are supporting it is that in part 1(b) there is reference to
respecting the decisions of the governing bodies. I make clear that we are not saying that one
need necessarily accept the decisions of those governing bodies; we respect them, but do no?
want that to be taken as meaning that we fully accept them. The decision making process is
not being arrived at in a proper way. A decision was made a couple of months ago by the
people concerned that they would not support amnalgamnation. Mr Dawkins did not accept that
decision. It is the oldest tactic in the book which members opposite are good at in
negotiation - they keep coming back time and again until they get the decision they want.
They have scared the people concerned.

I have received numerous phone calls today from senior academics at Murdoch University
who are being scared into accepting the position put forward by the Federal Minister. That is
nothing short of blackmail The decisions chat will be made by the different Senate bodies
cannot be taken as a proper decision because of the pressure they are being put under by the
Federal Minister. It appears to us chat under Labor we are heading towards a situation where
the lowest common denominator will prevail in tertiary education. I say to the Minister
opposite, and to the Government, that it should provide a bit of leadership in the tertiary
education field and instead of all the talk of gloom and doom about what will happen to
Murdoch University it should come up with proposals to lift it and make it a far better
institution. Its people should be given something to look forward to instead of this continual
bickering and arguing and saying that they have to accept amalgamation and if they do not
their funding or research grants will be taken away. That is not the way to run things. We
want to see leadership. However, the Minister dilly dailies whenever this debate comes on.
instead of having this argument, we should all be supporting plans, not to amalgamate
Murdoch with the UTWA but to lift it to a status that it should have in our community. That is
where we believe the efforts should be made.

Amendment put and passed.

Motion, as amended, put and passed.
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POTATO (;ROWING INDUSTRY TRUST FUND AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Grill (Minister for Agriculture), and read a first time.

MINING AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)

Second Reading

MR PEARCE (Arrnadale - Leader of the House) 13.37 pm]: I move, on behalf of the
Minister for Mines -

That the Bil be now read a second time.

This Bill proposes a number of amendments to the Mining Act with the main proposals
being:

The implementation of Government policy in respect of mining and exploration in
national parks and nature reserves;
a graticular system to describe boundaries for exploration lice nces; and

a new provision to provide a substantive power relating to the verification of royalties
payable.

Currently the Act allows exploration to be carried out on national parks and A class nature
reserves with the consent of the Minister for Mines and the Minister responsible for the park
or reserve. A mining lease or general purpose lease, however, may be granted only with the
consent of both Houses of Parliament. Following the recommendations of the committee on
mining and exploration in national parks and A class nature reserves, chaired by Dr John
Bailey, the Government has accepted that a stricter code of conduct is required on exploration
and minin~g in these classs of land. The proposed amendments exclude the grant of
exploration licences and the marking out and application of mining leases or general purpose
leases within a national park or A class nature reserve unless that park or reserve or portion
thereof has been declared open for exploration by resolution of both Houses of Parliament.

Prior to any national park or A class nature reserve beink declared open for exploration or
mining detailed environmental and geological studies and assessments will be required. In
this way Parliament will be in a position to determine whether or not development should
take place, and if so under what terms and conditions. A permit to conduct non-destructive
research surveys to locate minerals within such parks or reserves without holding a mining
tenement may be issued by the Minister for Mines after obtaining the consent of the Minister
responsible for the park or reserve. The data arising from such surveys would determine
whether there is a need for a mining tenement application and subsequent consideration for
the park or reserve being opened for further exploration, and should also enable better
management of conservation reserves, as well as adding to the State's knowledge of its
overall resources.
Provision has also been included to extend the current provisions in the Mining Act which
provide that the Minister may vary or impose additional environmental conditions on leases
at any time to exploration licences and prospecting licences. Exploration and mining is
always subject to ongoing assessment and inspection and such provisions of varying or
imposing additional conditions are necessary to ensure the maximumn environmental
protection alowable should circumstances change. Furthermore, penalties for unauthorised
mining have been substantially increased as a deterrent to those who may contemplate mining
without the proper authority.

The proposal for exploration licences to be detennined by graticular sections is the result of
recommendations of a departmental working group and the mining industry liaison
committee and has the support of the Chamber of Mines of Western Australia (Inc), the
Association of Mining and Exploration Companies Inc, and the Amalgamated Prospectors
and Leaseholders Association Inc. Basically the proposal is for exploration licences to have
boundaries defined by lines of predetermined latitude and longitude, one minute by one
minute, and to comprise units of graticular sections, each having an identification number,
rather than units of contained area, as currently provided for. This proposal is modelled on
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the principles adopted by the petroleum Acts but with modifications to suit the mineral
industry and the Mining Act. It is uniquely suitable for defin-ing large parcels of land which
have tenure of a short term nature and in which the boundaries will not normally be required
to be marked out on the ground but are able to be represented on a map, with correlation on
the ground to acceptable accuracy being achievable should the need arise.

in respect of the verification of royalties payable, a new provision is being introduced to
enable the Minister for Mines to make an estimate of royalty where royalty is not paid or
properly assessed or calculated, and to accept audit certificates as verifying royalty. It also
allows for the production and inspection of records, and includes offences and penalties for
persons failing to supply the information required to enable assessment of royalties. These
strengthen existing provisions in the Mining Act Regulations, which have proved inadequate
as a basis of ensuring fair royalty collection.

The remaining amendments are of a m-inor nature only, and seek either to clarify existing
provisions or to streamline procedures in the general adm-inistration of the Act. All these
amendments, together with those relating to the verification of royalty, have been agreed to
by the Mining Industry Liaison Committee, which consists of representatives from the
Chamber of Mines of Western Australia (Inc), the Association of Mining and Exploration
Companies Inc, the Amalgamated Prospectors and Leaseholders Association Inc, and the
Australian Mining and Petroleum Law Association Limited.

Finally, it is intended to repeal remaining unproclairned sections 88 and 90 of the Minting
Amendment Act 1985. These two sections were originally drafted to introduce a system of
provisional lodgment of dealings, and to separate the provisions of existing section 119 of the
Mining Act into two distinct parts: One defining dealings which required registration, and
the other stipulating the need for ministerial approval to transactions conferring beneficial
interest upon a country. Section 88 as passed proved on later examination to be too all
encompassing and administratively undesirable. Section 90 was required only if section 88
was proclaimed, as it is linked to that section, A subsequent amendment was made to the
Mining Act to introduce section 103A to provide for provisional lodgment of dealings, and
together with current section 11t9, which is a combination of sections 88 and 90, this has
proved adequate.

I comnmend the Bill to the House.

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

ACTS AMENDMENT (RACING INDUSTRY) BILL

Report

Report of Commnittee adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [3.44 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition approached me yesterday and requested that the
Goverrnent not seek leave to proceed forthwith to the third reading of Bills on the same day
as the Commnittee debate, which the Government had been doing as a matter of routine. The
forms of the House normally allow for the third reading to be moved on the next sitting day,
and I am happy to accommodate the desire of the Opposition with regard to that. In this case,
the Committee debate was conducted yesterday.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.45 pm]: It is important at this stage that the National Parry
put on record that it was not pleased with the progress of the Bill yesterday through the
Commnittee stage. We believe ths is an extremely important piece of legislation, and it is
more important for what it does not have in it than for what it does have in it. We oppose the
Bill. The racing industry is a substantial industry, and a lot of people in the industry are
looking to the Government to give them direction and an income, which has been denied to
them for three or four years. The nominations for registration of homses are declining; the
attendances at the racetrack are dropping; and the general knowledge that is flowing through
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to the racing clubs is in a fair amount of disarray. These people are seeking direction but will
not get it out of this Bill. The Minister said during the debate yesterday that the things now
troubling the people involved in the industry will be put on the back burner for a year. Many
of those people cannot afford to be put off for 12 months. There are several trainers in my
electorate who have approached me in the last few weeks to point out how desperate their
plight is in terms of income.

Mr Thompson: Trotters or gallopers?

Mr TRENORDEN: They were trainers of gallopers. I attended a meeting at Wantneroo,
which was attended also by the Minister and the Opposition spokesman, and two substantial
trainers said at that meeting that they were not operating in a viable way under the current
conditions. This Bill will not change any of those circumstances. There wrnl not be enough
money flowing through quickly enough for those people to pick up the threads. I conc 'ede the
Bil is better than nothing, but it is not good enough. The people in the racing industry are
still being overtaxed, and the new direction put forward by the Quin report has been ignored.
For those reasons, the National Party will oppose the Bim when it comes to the vote.

MR THOMPSON (Kalarnunda) [3.48 pm]: I find it rather strange that the National Party
has decided it will not support the Bill, and has advanced as its reason that people in the
industry are suffering. I point out to the National Party that if this Bill does not pass, those
people will suffer even more.

Mr Trenorden: The Bill has yet another place to go to.

Mr THOMPSON: That is so, and perhaps we ought to get the Bill there as quickly as we can.
If the wish of the National Party is granted, the Bill will die here today and the other place
will not get a shot at it. I find it very strange that the National Party wants to snuff the life
out of this Bill. This Bill clearly brings some significant advantages to the racing and trotting
industry. l am unhappy with some of the aspects of the Bill, but we are talking now about the
third reading of the Bill. We had our opportunity in Com-mittee but were unable to convince
the Committee that our approach should be adopted, so it is hoped the other place will
consider it. The defeating of this Bill will result in the other place not being able to have a
shot at amending the Bill in a way that might be more acceptable to us.

There are some significant advantages in the legislation. Taxation will be reduced from
seven per cent to six per cent, which will be a significant shot in the ann to the racing
industry. The unclaimed dividends, which currently flow into the Consolidated Revenue
Fund, will go into racing and trotting, which will be clearly to the industry's benefit. I amn not
prepared to vote to defeat this legislation because even though I am unhappy with some
aspects of it, to do so would be to deny the racing and trotting fraternity some very badly
needed improvements in order that it may continue to operate successfully.

MRS B EGGS (Whitford - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [3.50 pm]: I find it absolutely
amazing that the member for Avon, who claims to have an insight into the needs and
aspirations of both the trotting and racing industries, should indicate in the third reading of
this Bill that the National Party will not support it. Many pieces of legislation come before
this Parliament where all aspects cannot be supported by one or other of the Opposition
parties, but generally the Opposition looks at the immediate benefit to the industry, and with
its contact with various sections of the community, it should know whether there is support
for the legislation.

[ have never pretended that all sections of the industry are happy with all aspects of this
legislation. The member for Kalamunda has pointed that out quite clearly in his contribution
to the third reading debate. The truth is that this Bill represents a huge financial improvement
to all sections of the commnunity- A one per cent reduction in turnover tax will retuin
$4 million immediately to the industry, or in excess of $4 million, if we look at the projected
figures of TAB turnover in the next 12 months. The one per cent reduction will be of
imumediate benefit, particularly to clubs.

Mr Trenorden: Not enough to survive.

Mrs B EGGS: Theme will be a one per cent reduction in the gross total isator tax. The Bill will
also enable country clubs which have problems of a financial natue, perhaps with debt
servicing, to be able to tap in for the first time to an extra $1 million on top of all unclaimed
dividends to the Race Course Development Trust. If that is not an advantage to all sections
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of the industry I do not know what is. It may not go as far as the member for Avon would
like it to do, but I suggest to the member and to the National Party that they are really out of
touch with what the industry wants.
Mr Trenorden: I shall be interested to see who is in couch and who is out of touch in a few
months' time when the election comes along.
Mrs BEGGS: Regardless of the National Party's stance, the legislation will pass through this
House and go to the Legislative Council and I am grateful for that because the industry is
anxiously awaiting the passage of this Bill so that it can be proclaimed. In reality the
Western Australian Trotting Association is waiting for it too.
Mr Trenorden: I concede that.
Mrs BEGGS: If any attempt is made to stall the Bill in the Upper House, the member for
Avon will find that all sections of the industry, regardless of whether some are unhappy with
some aspects of the legislation, will be knocking very hard on his door.
This is a very sensible piece of legislation, and all the recommendations of the Quin inquiry
are receiving consideration. At no time did I say it would take 12 months before other things
are implemented. I said that the interdepartmental committee would have to report to me so
that any other financial -

Mr Trenorden: Has the drafting started?
Mrs B EGGS: I said it could cake a year, and by the time the interdepartmental commnittee had
looked at the financial impact -

Mr Trenorden: It would be two years away.
Mrs BEGGS: Just let me finish; the member might learn something. The interdepartmental
committee will report so chat the ocher legislative procedures can be undertaken and all those
things can be put into place prior to 1 August 1989. We have given that coniitrnent to the
industry, and it accepts it. I say quite categorically the Government is very anxious for this
legislation to pass through both Houses so that it can be proclaimed and the necessary
financial boost to the industry can be implemented as quickly as possible.
MR HOUSE (Katanning-Roe) [3.55 pm]: It is important, in the light of what the Minister
has said, that the National Party's position is made very clear. We are saying that we believe
this Bil does not go far enough in supporting country race clubs. That is what the member
for Avon has said in the general debate, that is what he has said in the Commnittee stage of
this Bill, and that is what he is saying now. Whether the National Party agrees with every
point of the Bill is not the specific point. We want it very clearly on the record that in the
interests of country racing other things need to be done.
I commnend the member for Avon for being prepared to take this action as far as he has,
because it has clearly indicated to the Minister and to the House, and to those who will debate
this subject in another place, that more needs to be done. If members of this House have
debated an issue, knowing full well, as was stated by the spokesman for the Liberal Party,
that members of his party will cross the floor in another place and vote with the Government,
it is very easy to take that line. I do not criticise him for it, but I point out to him very clearly
that it is easy to take the line he has, but that is no help to country race clubs. We are saying
that in the interests of the survival of country race clubs, more needs to be done, and that has
been clearly outlined by the member for Avon.
Mr Thompson: Wouldn't you concede we have supported your contentions last night by
supporting your amendments?
Mr HOUSE: Yes, I do. I thank the Opposition spokesman for that, but that does not let him
off the hook.
Mr Thompson: I am not on any hook.
Mr HOUSE: He knows full well that that amendment would not be passed anyway, so he is
using the same argument to reverse on me the point I am putting to him.
Mr Thompson: Our people will be pursuing those amendments in the other place -

Mr HOUSE: It will be very interesting to see whether they pass in the other place.
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Mr Thompson: - where the combined forces have the capacity to change it.
Mr HOUSE: That is right. It is very easy for the member for Kalamunda to say that. as be
has already indicated that some of his members intend to cross the floor and vote with the
Government anyway. He can rake any stance he likes.-
Mr Thompson: Phil Lockyer is suggesting to me that he is on the side of the city racing
interests.
Mr HOUSE: His actions will speak louder than his words when his vote is. recorded in the
other place. We will see whether his heart lies with the interests and the development of
country racing. Many things need to be done if country racing is to survive.
Mr Thompson: What we are talking about here is the National Party. It is a political stunt.
Mr HOUSE: The member can make chat comnment if he likes.-
Mr Thompson: It is just a plain political stunt.
Mr HOUSE: I am sad that the Opposition spokesman has taken that attitude. If that is what
he fedls, that is entirely his right. I do not deny him that right, but he should produce the
facts, and the facts of the matter he has produced have nothing to do with the interests of
country racing and everything to do with the interests of the Western Australian Turf Club.
The National Party is prepared to stand up for country racing.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (38)
Dr Alexander Mr Cunningham- Dr Lawrence Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Remtai Mr Evans Mr Mensaros Mr Reg Tabby
Mr Blaikie Dr Gallop Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins
Mr Bridge Mr Grayden Mr Read Dr Watson
Mr Carr Mr Gril Mr Ripper Mr watt
Mr Cash Mr Hassell Mr D.L. Smith MrWilson
Mr Clarko Mns Henderson Mr PJ. Smith 'Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Court Ms Hedge Mr Thomas
Mr Crane Mr Tom Jones Mr Thompson

Noes (5)

MrCowan Mr Trenorden MW House
Mr Schell M~r Wiese (Teller)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a third time.

CRIMINAL LAW AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Grill (Minister for Agriculture), read a
first rime.

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the second weading.
MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas - Minister for Agriculture) (4.04 pmJ: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
[Leave granted for the following text to be incorporated.].
Mr GRILL: This Bill continues the Government's implementation of the Murray review-of
the Criminal Code and of our announced policy in relation to whole of life imprisonment and
increased penalties for corruption offences. Elements of the Government's proposals on the
A64431-5
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rate of imprisonment are also proposed to be enacted. Whole of life imprisonment is
provided for by investing the Supreme Court with the power, when imposing a sentence of
strict security life imprisonment, to order that the offender is not to be eligible for parole at
any time. Such an order can be made at the court's discretion. Given the extreme nature of
such an order, it is expected that its application would be limited to those cases where the
circumstances of the offence are of the very worst kind or where considerations of public
safety would always militate against the release of the offender.

A major aspect of the Bill deals with corruption and abuse of office. The Bill inserts new
provisions into the Criminal Code to strengthen the criminal law and facilitate law
enforcement procedures against official corruption by either State or local goverrnent
officers. A new crime of bribery will be created. This will apply not only to public officers
who accept or solicit bribes but also to any person offering or promising a public officer a
bribe. In both cases the proposed penalty is seven years' imprisonment. A bribe is defined to
include not only the promise or offer of money, but of property or benefit of any kind.

Public officers will be liable to conviction of the crime of corruption if they improperly gain a
benefit for any person or cause any person monetary or other damage -

by acting upon knowledge or information obtained in their employment; or

by acting in their employment in relation to any matter in which they have any direct
or indirect pecuniary interest; or

by acting corruptly in their employment.

In any of those circumstances a public officer becomes liable to three years' imprisonment.

A crime of corruptly falsifying records, certificates, returns or information is also created.
Such crimes, of course, can clearly provide opportunities for personal gain or to cause
detriment and hardship to others. The proposed penalty in such cases is three years'
imprisonmnent.

The offence relating to administering exirajudicial oaths has been clarified by expressly
making subject to criminal sanctions the administration of such oaths without lawful
authority. The penalty has been increased to two years' imprisonment. Consequently section
105 of the Evidence Act, which provides the same prohibition but without criminal penalty, is
repealed.

An offence of impersonating a public officer or assuming the powers of a public officer will
also be included in the Criminal Code. This offence has a wider operation than the current
provisions which are limited to the impersonation of a public servant. The crime of corrupdly
bargaining for an appointment or employment as a public officer is also included in this Bill1.
This extends the current operation of the crimidnal law in related areas and, as a result, section
119 of the Criminal Code, which deals only with employment in the Public Service, is
repealed.

In conjunction with these measures the Bill also deals with offences against the Governor,
Ministers of the Crown and members of Parliament. The elements which constitute the
offences of interfering with the free exercise of authority by the Govemnor, State Ministers or
parliamentarians of either House of Parliament have been clarified. Deletion of the word
".advisedly" removes an unnecessary ambiguity without diminishing the need for the
prosecution to establish the accused's intent to commit the offence.

Threatening witnesses so as to prevent or hinder their giving evidence to Parliament or a
parliamentary committee and threatening or injuring witnesses who have given such evidence
will be reclassified fronm a misdemeanour to a crime with an increase in the penalty of
imprisonment from three to five years. Witnesses who refuse to attend or to give evidence to
Parliament or a parliarnentary committee will be liable to two years' imprisonment or a fine
of $7 000. In appropriate cases, and where the accused consents, the offences to which I
have referred will be capable of being summinarily tried by a magistrate rather than on
indictment before a judge and jury. This will enable such matters to be dealt with
expeditiously and will reduce the potential workload of the District Court. Modified
penalties will apply on summary conviction.

This Bill also strengthens the provisions relating to bribery of members of Parliament. The
criminal law will now clearly indicate that where members of Parliament accept bribes, or
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persons give or offer bribes to parliamentarians, the bribe does not have to involve the giving
or receiving of money. Non pecuniary benefits will also be caught. The penalty of
disqualification from membership of Parliament is deleted because that is provided by the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act.
This Bill also implements measures to reduce the rate of imprisoniment as foreshadowed in
Hon J.M. Berinson's ministerial statement to the upper House on 28 October 1987. In the
first place, the maximum fine under the Criminal Code is to be increased from $50 000 to
$250 000. This dramatically increases the availability to the courts of adequate non custodial
penalties, especially in the area of white collar crime. Legislative expression is also given to
the principle which the Court of Criminal Appeal has repeatedly enunciated, namely that
imprisonment must be the sentencing option of last resort. If penalties or punishment other
than imprisonment are available and appropriate they, and not imprisonment, should be
applied.

In conformity with recommendations in the Murray review of the Criminal Code the Bill
deletes from the Criminal Code a number of provisions which no longer have any practical
effect as a result of overriding Commonwealth legislation or for other specified reasons. The
sections to be deleted are as follows -

Sections 37 to 43 in chapter VI and sections 50, 584(1) and 730: These deal with
treason and other offences against the Sovereign's person and authority and are all
covered by the Commonwealth Crimes Act.

Sections 76 to 80 in chapter XI: These sections deal with piracy. Mr Murray, QC, in
his review, did not recommend their deletion from the Criminal Code. However, after
further consideration, Mr Murray concluded that these provisions should be deleted
because a much broader jurisdiction can be secured for offences such as robbery,
which constitute acts of piracy by the application of the provisions in chapter Ell of
the code, particularly section 14A dealing with offences committed in adjacent
offshore areas and the WA Crimes (Offences at Sea) Act 1979.
Section 119 in chapter XV: This has already been referred to.

Sections 152 to 156 in chapter XVIII, and section 713: The offences of counterfeiting
and uttering are now covered in the Commonwealth Crimes Act and Currency Act.

Section [67 in chapter XI, and the definitions of "mail' and "mail conveyance' in
section 1: Offences relating to mail are now covered by the Commonwealth Post and
Telegraph Act.

Sections 179 and 180 in chapter XXI: These provisions contain offences relating to
religious worship. They are now covered by other provisions such as the general
offence in section 338 of the Criminial Code and provisions in the Cemeteries Act and
Police Act.

Sections 214 to 219 in chapter XXIV: These offences against public health are now
covered by the Commonwealth Quarantine Act and the Western Australian Health
Act.

Section 207 in chapter XXIII: Section 207 which creates the offence of common
nuisance has not been used for many years. The sorts of activity with which it might
deal are now specified under individual Statutes.

Sections 188 and 189 are amended. The phrase "idiot or imbecile" is removed and replaced
with a reference to mental disability or intellectual handicap. There is also an increase in the
penalty under section 188 from five years' to 14 years' imprisonment.

Several provisions in the Criminal Code stipulate that a person cannot be convicted of a
specified offence, for example, certain sexual offences and perjury - upon the uncorroborated
testimony of one witness. The Murray review of the code recommended that the requirement
of corroboration as a matter of law should be deleted because this rule is inflexible and
offences to which it applies are arbitrary. Mr Murray therefore recommended deletion of this
requirement for corroboration so as to leave the court with a discretion, having regard to the
evidence given, to decide whether the jury should be given any particular warning in respect
of evidence. The court may comment on the facts and the
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witnesses, If in any case any witness appears to the judge to be one about whom the jury
ought to be warned to be careful, that caution can be given at the court's discretion. The Bill
does not affect the law in relation to the unswomn testimony of a child.

This Bill is an important further measure in the Government's continuing reform of the
Criminal Code. While the measures proposed are relatively straightforward, there is a
substantial number of them and, with a view to assisting interested members, copies of
Committee notes are available on request at the Attorney General's office.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Mensaros.

SOIL AND LAND CONSERVATION AMENDMENT BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Council with an amendment.

ACTS AMENDMENT (STOCK DISEASES) BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Grill (Minister for Agriculture), read a
first time.

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the second reading.

M R GR I LL (Esperance-Dundas - Minister for Agriculture) [4.08 pml: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second timne.

I seek leave to hand this second reading speech in because it is substantially in the form of the
second reading speech made in the upper House.

Mr Court: When you say "substantially", does that mean it is the same?

Mr GRILL: There are a couple of slight amendments. None of the speeches is exactly the
same.

[Leave granted for the following text to be incorporated.)

Mr GRILL: This Bill principally seeks to amend the Cattle Industries Compensation Act
1965, in order that the cattle tuberculosis eradication campaign may be carried out more
effectively in the pastoral area. The opportunity has also been taken to make minor
amendments to the Stock Diseases (Regulations) Act 1968. These two Acts provide the legal
power to control and eradicate serious infectious animal diseases and to pay compensation to
owners for cattle destroyed as a necessary part of an eradication campaign. This legislation,
which has been successfully used widely in the national brucellosis and tuberculosis
eradication campaign - BTEC - in the agricultural areas, has been found to be inadequate for
tuberculosis eradication in pastoral situations such as the Kimberley. These amendments will
overcome these deficiencies.

An amendment to the Cattle Industry Compensation Act seeks to extend the power of the
chief inspector to order the destruction of cattle which have been in contact with diseased
cattle even though they have not been individually tested for disease. The present legislation
permits destruction only where each animal has been diagnosed as being infected. In a
pastoral situation where many cattle are uncontrolled individual testing is frequently not
possible and all the cattle in some locations may have to be removed.
This Bill will also permit the chief inspector to arrange for the destruction or removal of
infected cattle at the owner's expense where the owner fails to comply with a destruction.
Under these circumstances compensation is still payable to the owner. The Bill provides for
the costs incurred by the Crown in destroying cattle, where an owner fails to carry out a
destruction order to be deducted from compensation payable. Thus the owner receives
compensation less the costs incurred in destroying the cattle.

New sections contained in the Bill make it an offence for persons to move or trade in cattle
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which are infected and which are, or have been, subject to a destruction order. This is
necessary to prevent the movement of infected cattle and hence the spread of the disease.
The amendments to the Stock Diseases (Regulations) Act are to tidy up the present Act by
deleting references to the position of assistant chief inspector, as this position no longer
exists.

I comnmend the Bill to the House.

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

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND)
BILL

Committee
Resumed from 18 October. The Chairman of Committees (Mr Burkett) in the Chair; Mr
Peter Dowding (Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.
Progress was reported after Division 18 had been agreed to.

Division 19: Corporate Affairs, $7 351 000 -
Mr MENSAROS: This Division prompts debate on a question which has, for several
months, concerned everyone who is interested in corporate affairs and that is the attempt by
the Commonwealth, particularly the present Attorney General of the Commonwealth, Mr
Lionel Bowen, to completely centralise corporate affairs, to dispense with the National
Companies and Securities Commission, and end up with something designed by the
Commonwealth Government, which is, complete centralised rule from Canberra.

It is interesting to look at the history of the National Companies and Securities Commission
which we in Western Australia can proudly say emanated from the tremendous work,
endeavour and knowledge of the previous Attorney General, Hon Ian Medcalf QC. He
almost single handedly persuaded all the other States, and the business and professional
bodies involved, to solve the constitutional situation where an opening could be interpreted in
a way that the Commonwealth has jurisdiction, and the State only has jurisdiction if the
Commonwealth is not active in its area. He succeeded, after years of work, in creating
something which appeared to satisfy every State and retained the local characteristic of the
organisation which dealt with local companies, yet allowed the overall authority of the
NCSC. As far as these mirror agreements and legislation go, they worked very well.
The complaints against the scheme's workings did not come from concrete events, but were
based on mainly theoretical considerations of there being a huge organisation which is not
responsible to Parliament. That was not quite a true statement. It was only true in the first
pant of the sentence; it did not have direct responsibility to Parliament, but had to go trough
the Ministerial Council which consists of the Attorneys General of every State and Territory,
plus the Commonwealth. With the agreement of this council, the Federal Attorney General
was entitled to take it to the Federal Parliament.
It is interesting that as soon as this endeavour started by the drafting of an enormous volume
of legislation - an indication of how much there was can be imagined by the papers on the
Table of the House now, being about eight inches high, which do not reach the height of the
conglomerate of papers and Acts, which led to the proposed centralised new Corporate
Affairs Commission. The other indication of how complicated this is is that if any member
seriously wanted to consider this - besides our other occupation, which we do have as
members of Parliament - and wanted legal advice, I can tell any member that they would not
find a lawyer capable of giving them that advice because nobody has studied it.

Despite this fact the Commonwealth, in its cavalier and arrogant fashion, passed this
legislation through the House of Representatives after one day's debate. Obviously we
cannot expect much of it. The legislation was passed against opposition by virtually
everybody involved - if the statistics were available it would probably show 90 per cent of
people were against it. States like ours were particularly opposed to the legislation and
resisted this centralisation, as we are more removed from the Federal capital and do not,
unlike most Victorians and New South Welshmen, pretend to own Canberra. Yet even the
States of Victoria and New South Wales are now against this action. Business and
professional organisations, manufacturers and commercial people who are involved, are also
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against it, and understandably so. Even this Government has often said it is against the move,
and I wish it would act more vigorously because recently I have not experienced much action
in this respect.

One has to consider what the Comnmonwealth legislation, if it is passed by the Senate, would
do for Western Australia. It is not ontly that we will lose an office, but all the people -
particularly small businesses - who have had daily contact with the Corporate Affairs
Commission in Western Australia would, in most cases, have to go to Canberra and make
representations there. On the one hand that would entail hiring lawyers or representatives
there and, on the other hand, local professional people and representatives would lose their
jobs. Obviously no reasonable Governent would wish to arrive at a position which results
in such unemployment among professional people and inconvenience for business people -
the clients of the Corporate Affairs Commission.

This takes us back to the pre- 1960 situation. It was only through the enormous resource
development, particularly iron ore developments in the 1960s, that a large scale body of
expert professional representatives - particularly in law, accountancy and corporate affairs -
was established in Perth. Prior to then, anyone with a serious problem had to go to
Melbourne and hire the professional services of legal and accountancy firms there, because in
Western Australia, there having been no demand for such expertise, such services had,
understandably, not been developed. Since then we have generated this expertise which,
according to some people, has been done in a better way than it has in the Eastern States.
This proposed move would jeopardise this position.

Of course, there are other sides to this matter. Although I appreciate the Government's being
against this move, at the same time, it cannot have it both ways. There is understandable
criticism, which it is difficult to object to, about the behaviour of some of the Government's
own agents. I refer particularly to a leader in The Australian, dated 3 May this year which
strongly criticised the behaviour of the State Government Insurance Commission in its
takeover of part of the Holmes a Court empire. The article accused the SOIC of using its
status, that it was exempt in certain aspects vis a vis the National Companies and Securities
Comimission, against the best interests of the small shareholders, and facilitated this takeover
without the proper rules being observed.

These are things which the Government not only tolerates but, unfortunately, facilitates
through its activities with WA Inc. These are things which rebound on the Government, even
if it seriously wants to oppose central isation for the reasons which I have stated. Of course, it
could be thrown back into the Government's face. If we do not have a strong central
organisation to deal with the funny business that takes place which amounts, perhaps not
technically, to flouting the law, then it is very difficult for the Government to defend itself

I only wanted to make these comments in connection with this Division because, from the
point of view of Western Australians, it is tremendously important and should be considered.

The other point which I will mention briefly is that of the appointment last year of the
Commissioner of Corporate Affairs. The appointment prompted the Opposition to move a
motion in this House, but it was not debated because of the lack of time. The Opposition
wanted to ask whether the Governiment would reconsider its appointment to this position and
whether it would appoint someone on his or her merits who had some expertise in the field
and who had the respect of the people involved in this area. Even though the Government
reassured the Opposition, tongue in cheek, that it would do that, it appointed one of its mates
who had absolutely no experience in company affairs, unless he had handled large Aboriginal
companies of which I have no knowledge.

Again, the Government brings the condemnation of people upon itself if it behaves in this
way. It should make appointments in the interest of all people and not in the interests of its
little group.

Mr HASSELL: First, I ask the Leader of the House who is handling this part of the Budget?

Mr Pearce: We have cooperation leadership on this side of the Chamber and I am handling
it.

Mr H-IASSELL: We are dealing with a technical area and the Minister for Agriculture is
responsible for representing the Attorney General in this Chamber. There is only one
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Minister in the Chamber; that is the Leader of the House and we are dealing with the Budget
of the State.
Mr Pearce: I would be surprised if you are finished before 4.30 pm when we will go onto
private members' business. I am taking note of what you and the member for Floreat are
saying and, if necessary, I will respond briefly or, more likely, when we come back to it the
Minister for Agriculture will respond more fully. If you spend less than seven minutes
debating this matter I will be surprised.
Mr HASSELL: It is not a mailer of speaking for seven minutes; it is a matter of the Minister
responsible listening to what is being said and taking the Budget seriously. I do not believe it
is being taken seriously when the Minister representing the Attorney General is not in this
Chamber. I have been in the position of representing a Minister in another place and it is
hard for a Minister to represent, in this Chamber, a portfolio which is not his own. However,
when it comes to the Budget, which is of some importance, the Minister responsible for the
various Divisions should be in the Chamber as a courtesy to it, if nothing else. Perhaps I
could refer members to the debate last night about how this Chamber is being managed. It is
not the fault of the Leader of the House.
I want to raise a matter which goes directly to the administration of the Corporate Affairs
Department; that is, the filing of annual retumns of companies. It is a matter of public record
that in the past several days there has been a public controversy about the involvement of the
Western Australian Development Corporation in the company, McLean Brothers and Rigg
Ltd. In 1986 WADC became a 16 per cent shareholder in McLean Brothers and Rigg Ltd
and the second largest shareholder was Mr Roy Annear. When I undertook a very detailed
investigation of this matter one of the first things I did was to go to the Corporate Affairs
Department and obtain the microfiche of the company records. I discovered that the last
annual return of McLean Brothers and Rigg was filed in 1986 and was for a period of 18
months ended 30 June 1986. The directors' - Mr Cawley, Mr Annear and Mr Mcityre -
statutory report said that on 10 September 1985 the company and its subsidiaries were
acquired from Metro Industries Ltd, the previous holding company. They said that piior to
acquisition the company and its subsidiaries did not operate and that since acquisition the
principal activities of the parent company had been arranging capital raisings to facilitate the
purchase of various businesses and other assets.
The point I make is that the Corporate Affairs Department is not acting effectively when it
allows this situation to arise. The whole essence of our company law structure is that there
should be a register available to the public to see what is going on. That is philosophically
the basis upon which it is believed to be the compelling reason that companies will do things
properly - they are forced to disclose their activities in the open by way of the auditors'
report. Yet, when I went to the Corporate Affairs Department to ascertain what was
occurring with McLean Brothers and Rigg - I am entitled to do that as is any member of the
public - the latest information I could obtain related to the period ended 30 June 1986. It is
now October 1988 - two years and several months later - and we still do not have up to date
information.
Through my office I contacted the Corporate Affairs Department and asked what was going
on about the annual report in question. I was told that on 20 November 1987, after formal
application, the Corporate Affairs Department gave McLean Brothers and Rigg an extension
of time. I ask members to bear in mind that the extension of time which was granted on 20
November 1987 related to the year ended 30 June 1987. Apart from changes in ownership it
was a normal operating year. The extension of time was granted to 30 January 1988 by
which time the company was to have held its annual general meeting. I remind members that
there are a number of shareholders in this company - not only the Government by way of the
WADC, but also many other companies. After 31 January, McLean Brothers and Rigg had a
month's grace in which to lodge the return and that brings us to 29 February 1988.
The Corporate Affairs Department advised my office that to date no penalty notice had been
issued and that penalty notices were sent out in batches The essential point is that as at
October 1988 we could not get any financial information relating to McLean Brothers arid
Rigg and its activities for the year ended 30 June 1987 or for the year ended 30 June 1988. It
is quite wrong and it points to the fact that the Corporate Affairs Department is having some
difficulty in its administration. I am aware of this difficulty from other sources, but it was
highlighted in relation to McLean Brothers and Rigg.
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The fact of the matter is that although it is a technical offence, in a sense it is also an offence
of substance. We have a Government corporation which, on the admission of the chairman,
Mr Horgan, is intimately involved. After it was disclosed to the public thac the company had
lost over $3.5 million and in answer to questions, Mr Horgan said that the WADC had been
involved in the reconstruction of the company. That is all the more reason why the records of
McLean Brothers and Rigg should be filed at the Corporate Affairs Department; they are not
and, quite frankly, that is an unsatisfactory situation. WADC had some responsibility, as a
major shareholder in that company, to make sure that an organisation with which it deals
complies with company law. The Premier has talked recently of companies in which the
WADC has a substantial shareholding complying with company law, but I have indicated a
company law with which it does not comply.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]

Debate thus adjourned.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the
House).

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), read a
first time.

Second Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the second reading.

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.32 pmJ: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

[Leave granted for the following text to be incorporated.]
Mr PEARCE: This Bill has three purposes -

To make discrimination on the ground of impairment unlawful;

to provide the capacity to appoint deputy presidents to the Equal Opportunity
Tribunal and to establish a pool of deputy members; and

to make minor machinery amendments to the principal Act.

Shortly after the passage of the Equal Opportunity Act in November 1984 the Government
made a commitment to examine the issue of discrimination against people with disabilities.
A thorough process of research and community consultation was carried out by a working
party under the chairmanship of Hon Graham Edwards, MLC. The working party included
people with disabilities, representatives of employers, unions and Government departments
and members of Parliament. A discussion paper prepared by the working party and entitled
"A fair go for people with disabilities" was issued in August 1986. The paper drew on the
experience of other States and every effort was made to ensure that deficiencies identified
elsewhere were not repeated. After public comment and a conference a final report entitled
"A Catalyst for Change" was presented. I take this opportunity, on behalf of the
Government, to thank the many people who contributed to the discussion paper and report
and to the preparation of this legislation. Their work was essential in the framing of a Bill
which balances the interests of those affected by it.

The number of people with disabilities in Western Australia has been estimated to be 14.3 per
cent of the population, with 9.3 per cent being handicapped by their disability. This Bill
seeks to protect their rights by making it umdawful to discriminate against them in specified
areas. Over the past 12 months the Equal Opportunity Commission has received 173
inquiries about discrimination against people with disabilities. The ground of inmpairment
constituted the third highest on which inquiries were made. Unjustified discrimination based
on prejudice and ignorance has a destructive effect, not only on those who suffer
discrimination but also on the social cohesion of the Australian community. The bipartisan
support for the Equal Opportunity Act 1984 reflected the commitment by both sides of this
Parliament to discourage acts of discrimination and to provide redress for those discriminated
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against. Legislation cannot of itself eliminate discrimination. Accordingly, the Equal
Opportunity Act was designed to also have a major educative function, and the commissioner
is explicitly charged with this task, which is assisted by the conciliatoty, as opposed to
punitive nature of the complaint resolution process. This Bill uses a definition of impairment
which reflects the United Nations' statement on the Year of the Disabled, which says -

There is a distinction between impairment which is a quality of the individual, a
disability which is a functional restriction due to the impairment, and handicaps which
are the social consequences of the disability.

These categories have been adopted by other States in their impairment legislation. Their use
avoids difficulties which have arisen in those jurisdictions which use somewhat arbitrary
classifications of specific disabilities or handicaps. The use of the term "impairment", and its
definition in this Bill, also clearly includes the so called "invisible handicaps" such as
diabetes, epilepsy and asthma.

The provisions of the Bill reflect those which apply to other grounds of discrimination in the
Equal Opportunity Act, with some necessary modifications. For example, this Bill includes a
definition of discrimination on the basis of possession or use of a palliative device or guide
dog or hearing dlog. The Bill will make it unlawful to discriminate against people with sight
or hearing impairments who are accompanied by a guide or hearing dog. The Bill will make
it unlawful to discriminate against a person on the ground of impairment in the areas of -

employment;

education;

access to places and vehicles;

provision of goods, services and facilities;

accommodation;

clubs or incorporated associations;

sport;

application forms; and

advertisements.

I will deal with each of these areas to enable specific issues to be highlighted.

For people with disabilities, as with many others in our society, employment or the lack of it
can have a very real effect on feelings of self-worth. In addition, the ability of a person with
an impairment to lead an independent life is often tied closely to an adequate source of
income. The Bill will make it unlawful for an employer to discriminate against a person with
an impairment in applying for a job, in the terms and conditions of employment, in the
provision of access to promotion, transfer, and training or in respect of any other employment
related benefit. The Bill will also make it unlawful for professional or trade organisations,
qualifying bodies or employment agencies to discriminate on the ground of impairment. This
is qualified by providing an exception where the person does not have the ability to perform
the work and by allowing variation of terms and conditions of employment to accommodate
people whose impairnent restricts their work capacity. This will allow for the continuation
of underrated worker provisions in awards and the employment of people with disabilities
under special termis and conditions in sheltered workshops.

Employment of people with imnpairments can sometimes require modification of the physical
environment or job routine. This may involve financial outlay which, in some cases, may be
excessive in the circumstances of the employer's business or organisation. The legislation
provides an exemption in such cases based on unjustifiable hardship. Access to education is
clearly important to the ability of a person with an impairment to fully participate in
community life. In the first place, integrated education enables the persons concerned to
develop the social skills they need to maximise their participation in a wide range of
community activities. Education is also arn important factor in increasing employment
opportunities. This Bill will make it unlawful for education authorities to discriminate on the
basis of a person's impairment in admission, terms and conditions and access to benefits. All
the usual qualifications for admission to an educational institution will still apply. An
exception is made to allow educational authorities to provide education to meet the special
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needs of people with impairments. An exception is also made where admission or access to
benefits would require special services or facilities, the provision of which would result in
unjustifiable hardship for the educational authority. This Bill will make it unlawful to
discriminate on the ground of a person's impainment in the provision of goods, services or
facilities, in the manner in which they are made available or in related terms and conditions.
There is an exception where a service or facility would need to be provided in a special
manner which would result in unjustifiable hardship.

Accommodation in the community is essential if a person with an impairment is to lead an
independent life in the mainstream of society. The Bill will make it unlawful on the ground
of a person's impairment to refuse an application for accommodation, to give it lower
preference, to impose less favourable terms and conditions or to deny or restrict access to
associated benefits. It will also be unlawful to refuse permission for a person with an
irnpairnent to make reasonable alterations to accommodation provided the person meets the
costs of alteration and of restoration at a later date. As in the principal Act, an exception is
provided when the accommodation is in a private home and in certain other definied
circumstances. Exceptions are also made in the present Bill where accommodation is for
persons with a particular impairment or where special services or facilities would be needed
and cannot be reasonably provided without unjustifiable hardship.

Clubs and other organisations are a major part of the social life of our community. This Bill
will make it unlawful for clubs as defined in the principal Act, or incorporated associations,
to discriminate against a person on the ground of impairment by refusing that person's
application for membership, in the terms or conditions of membership or in the benefits
associated with membership. There are exceptions for clubs and incorporated associations
which provide benefits for people with a particular impairment. There is also an exception
where, as a consequence of a person's impairment, benefits of membership of a club or
incorporated association would need to be provided in a special manner and would result in
unjustifiable hardship to the provider. The Bill will make it unlawful to exclude a person
from a sporting activity purely on the ground of their impairment. Sporting activity is
defined to include administrative and coaching activities. These provisions will not apply
where a person is not capable of adequately performing the actions required in the sport or in
the case of competitive sport is not capable of the required level of competence. An
exception is made to enable sporting activities to continue to be conducted only for persons
with particular impairments.

The provisions in the Bill relating to superannuation schemes, provident funds and insurance
make it unlawful to discriminate on the ground of a person's impairment except where this is
justified by actuarial or statistical data or, if this information is not available, other relevant
factors. Where discrimination on the ground of impairment occurs, a person will be able to
make a complaint in writing to the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, in keeping with the
provisions of the principal Act. An advocate will be able to lodge a complaint on behalf of a
person whose irnpairnent prevents his doing so personally. It will also allow an advocate to
lodge a complaint on behalf of a person with an impairment where the person is unable to
authorise the advocate and where the advocate can demonstrate a proper interest in the case
and protection of the person with the impairment. The advocate will be able to participate in
the processes of investigation and conciliation of the complaint and at an Equal Oppornmity
Tribunal hearing.

The Bill amends those sections of the principal Act which relate to equal employment
opportunity in the public sector. Public sector organisations will be required to include
impairment in their equal employment opportunity management plans. Quite apart from the
impairment amendments, the Bill will provide for the appointment of deputy presidents to the
Equal Opportunifty Tribunal and the creation of a pool of deputy members. These
amendments take account of the increase in the tribunal's case load and will avoid
unnecessary delays when the president or members are unavailable. The Bill also contains
amendments which correct minor semantic errors in the principal Act.

These measures represent a major advance for disabled people in Western Australia. They
are the result of extensive consultation and I am sure they will be welcomed, not only by
those whose difficulties they address but the wider community as well.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Fred Tubby.
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MOTION - STATE (;OVERNMENT
Business Dealings - Effect on Business Community

MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (4.35 pmJ: [ move -

That in the opinion of this House, the Government of this State has seriously
jeopardised the ability of the Western Australian business community to raise equity
capital in Australia and overseas because of the way in which this Government has
carried out its financial dealings, through what has become known as WA Inc; and

That an independent Commuission of Audit should be established to examine the
Government's business dealings prior to further taxpayers' funds being invested in
any new business adventures with the report of this commission being made public.

The Opposition believes that the issue to be debated is one of the most serious facing this
State. It takes years for any State to build up a good financial reputation and, just as with
personalities, there is a saying that a person can buy popularity but he must earn respect-
Over many decades this Stare has built up a position in the Australian financial community of
great respect; a respect that is taken into account when large projects are being negotiated.
This State has a track record of doing its deals aboveboard, with integrity and, until recently.
it has not been tarnished with the "funny money" reputation that is the case in other States.
The respect we have earned the hard way over many years has been shattered by the cowboy
financial mismanagement of this State by the current Government. The damage caused has
been imumense. This week two senior chartered accountants stated publicly what people have
been saying privately to the Opposition for some time. I quote from an article which
appeared The West Australian on Tuesday 18 October -

WA Companies are being hindered in their efforts to raise equity capital by the
tarnished image of business in the State created by WA Inc - the associations of the
Government with private enterprise.
That was the claim made by Perth Coopers & Lybrand partners Alan Good and
Andrew Edwards in an interview with The West Australian yesterday on the cash-
raising abilities of WA promoters in the 12 months since the market crash.

The article continued -

"The reputation of WA stocks is not too high right now and WA Inc has a lot to do
with it." Mr Good said.

It is of great concern that two senior chartered accountants in this State have decided to make
that comnment publicly. I congratulate those men because most people in this town have not
spoken against the Government for fear of vindictive action being taken against them. It is
nor just local people who have made these comments. One of the world's most prestigious
financial newspapers, the Financial Times, contained an article on Friday 14 October written
by journalist Chris Sherwell, who was recently in Perth, under the heading, "Labor under fife
in Australian wild west." It is of concern that Western Australia is held up to ridicule in one
of the world's leading financial newspapers as a result of the actions of this Government. I
suggest that members opposite should read a copy of this article, which gives the view of an
independent person from London.

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr COURT: Is the member for Mitchell saying that a leading financial journalist would
come to Western Australia and when forming an independent viewpoint would listen to the
Opposition and not to the Goverment? Is he suggesting that the journalist is not reporting
the situation as he saw it?
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Before members opposite get too carried away criticising Mr Chris Sherwell,
they should read the article, which is a very good illustration of what is happening in Western
Australia. Referring to the Rothwell's rescue it states -

Few were surprised when the crash triggered a run on his bank. But several Perth
businessmen rallied round and the state government, fearful of the consequences of
the bank's collapse, put up a A$150m guarantee - a hostage to fortune, as it turns out,
and something it now admits it would not do again in similar circumstances.

3947



That is very interesting. I cannot recall the Premier or Minister for Economic Development
and Trade saying that if they had their rime again they would not carry out that rescue. The
article then says, after dealing with the Government's involvement in the petrochemical
plant -

The result is that Mr Connell and Mr Dempster, who had not been able to proceed
with the project, have received what is being dubbed a A $400 m "fee for failure,....

That is a very good explanation of what the $400 milion is. We called it a goodwill figure,
or a premium that was paid unnecessarily. The Financial Times called it a fee for failure.
The sad thing is that the article finishes by saying -

For outsiders, this and much of what has gone before has tarnished the state's image
and reputation irretrievably.

So we have two local people putting forward their position. We have the world's most
prestigious financial newspaper putting forward its position. We even have Ron Edwards
from the Labour Party coming out yesterday and expressing his concerns about the activities
of this Government. Ron Edwards made it very clear that there is a lot of discontent among
Labor supporters about the dealings of this Government. So members opposite have received
criticism from all sides, and even from within their own ranks. However, if the Liberal Party
dares to criticise this Government, it comes under a lot of pressure. The Government decided
recently to have a go at Mr McCarrey because he dared to speak out about some of the
Government's financial dealings. The attitude adopted by the Govemmuent towards a very
respected former Under Treasurer of this State, who had the gall to come out and criticise the
Government's financial dealings, was to call him a "political groupie". The tactics being
used by the Government boil down in many instances to standover tactics, threats, and the
odd writ that is thrown around to ensure we do not continue with our criticisms, If the
Opposition dares to ask questions in this Parliament about the business activities of thi's
Government, it can expect to receive no answers, personal abuse, the odd writ, and heaps of
ridicule. The Government has gone to great lengths to cover up what is raking place. A
classic example of this concerned the $5 000 donation to the Governiment from the Teachers
Credit Society, after that society had received financial assistance from the taxpayers; the
Governiment thought it would tough it our and cover up that exercise. For a period of two
months I copped a heap of abuse for trying to investigate that exercise, but the Opposition put
up with the abuse in that case because we wanted the public to know what was taking place.
The member for Cortesloe is trying to get the Government to come clean about what
happened with the McLean Bros and Rigg investment. The Government is running in circles
all over the place and refusing to answer questions about what is the situation with that
investment and guarantee. The Governiment has decided to tough it out, so instead of
receiving an answer to our questions, we can expect a heap of personal abuse.

We have seen from day one of this Government that WA Inc has grown gradually. This
Government has created two arms to WA Inc, and it is important to realise what those anns
are. We have as the first arm the Government's business dealings through the new
corporations the Government has established, such as the Western Australian Development
Corporation and Exim; and John Horgan is one of the main advisers handling that arm of
Government. We have as the second arm a small group of what the former Premier called
"four on the floor wheeler dealers", who have demonstrated they have a huge influence over
this Government. The financial dealings being conducted by the Government are certainly
associated with this small handful of people. It is interesting that recently one arm of WA Inc
has been trying to dissociate itself from the other arm of WA Inc. We had on Monday night
the situation where the Chairman of the Western Australian Development Corporation said in
a public statement to The West Australian that WADC was not associated with WA Inc or
Connell, Dempster arid Bond. We all know that there is a close connection between those
two arms and that they often combine in the deals that take place, but there seems to be some
distancing taking place at present. We all know about the deals of WA Inc, and because rime
is somewhat restricted in this debate I will not outline in detail the different dealings but say
in summary that they started off with the Government's acquisition of Northern Minting
Corporation NL, where the Government pulled our the diamond interests, put them into the
Western Australian Diamond Trust, and changed the name of Northern Mining to WA
Goverrnent Holdings, which became the parent company for Exirr. Ir is quite ironic that
WA Government Holdings is the vehicle which has been chosen to conduct
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the Government's petrochemical deal which, hopefuly, will be the Government's last "funny
money" deal before the Goverrnent of this State changes hands. The Government, when it
went in with Exim, thought it could do a better job in business, and it started off with small
businesses such as flowers, jewellery, and selling tractors. The Western Australian
Development Corporation also started off on a smaller scale with its business ventures. Of
course in those days Exrn had a whole range of failures and scandals attached to it, which to
this day have not been properly revealed. We have explained those dealings in this House,
and when the full story is understood the public will realise that right from day one, WA Inc
has been involved in some quite unsavoury deals. That was the petty cash side of the deals,
bad enough as they were. We then saw WA Inc move quickly into larger deals, such as the
big property investments, which involved the State Superannuation Board and the SGIC. We
saw deals such as The Anchorage in Fremantle, the David Jones site, the Perth Technical
College site, and an incredibly tangled web with the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan
Building Society. The reputation of Western Australia was being further damaged every day
by the actions of all the different players in that game. We saw a situation develop with the
Teachers Credit Society where that financial institution was paying well above the market
rate for money from the public, and its competitors could not compete. The Government
moved in to bail out that society when it collapsed. It is no wonder the people in the financial
comnmunity got upset with this Government when they saw the Government sit back and
watch the Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society run completely amok, even
though the Government had the power and responsibility to ensuie that those financial
institutions did not do the things they were doing.

When we started to expose the dealings and what was taking place with the Teachers Credit
Society and the Swan Building Society the Government realised it had a problem, and pulled
out its box of dirty tricks and disclosed to the public the personal details of certain people in
the Liberal Party. We had a disgraceful performance where the President of the Liberal
Party, Keith Simpson, and the former Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, Ian Laurance, went
through the humiliating experience of having their personal financial dealings exposed to the
public of this State. That is the sort of level to which members opposite will stoop in trying
to cover up the dealings of WA Inc. What WA Inc is all about is "snouts in the trough".
There are now so many piglets trying to get their little bit of the action that they are starting
to fall out with each other. The appointment of political advisers and stooges, the jobs for the
boys and girls, going right up through the system to the large petrochemical type deals, are all
part of the reason we no longer have integrity and accountability in Government.

I want to give one statistic. We were told in answer to a question that there are now 2 126
cars used by the Government that do not have Government number plaies. It would be
interesting to know who is driving all those cars which this Government seems to hand out so
freely to all its advisers and mates. The business community has sat back and watched these
people getting their favoured deals, such as occurred with the Fremantle Gas and Coke
exercise. We see that even after these people have been given favoured deals, they can go
broke and the Government will come in and rescue them. We have witnessed in the last day
or so the second rescue of the Rothwells organisation. Government members wonder why
we are the laughing-stock of people in Australia and overseas, and why the Financial Times
writes that sort of article. People in the community are certainly asking this question: 'Mr
Dowding, who are you working for?" because it appears to be not the people of this State but
a very small handful of people.

A survey was done recently by a large company, Anglo American Corporation, when it was
doing a study on where South Africa fitted into the world economic scene. They had some of
the world's leading economists put together their scenario of the world to pinpoint why
certain countries were booming and successful and why others were not. One of the reasons
they pinpointed for the success of a country was the lack of corruption. I will read from page
46 of the book The World and South Africa in the 1990s as follows -

In those countries that go beyond a certain level of corruption, the general population
says, "What the heck, why should I work, because all the money I earn goes into
bribes." So you have to have an open system, that minimises corruption in a country.

I wish this Government would take heed of that report, because we are reaching the stage
where people are saying, "Why should we invest in the State if one small group of people
gets special deals and favoured treatment and other people have to abide by the rules?" That
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is why we are scaring off investment in this State; that is why business people in the East who
want to invest in this State have second thoughts; that is why people in the international
community have second thoughts.

Mr Burkett: And that is why real estate agents are having a record time with all the Eastern
States buyers.

Mr COURT: That is why the Government cannot get a major international, company
interested in the petrochemical project - there is a funny deal involved.
The Australian Labor Party and its Government in Western Australia no longer represents its
constituency. It is controlled by a handfu of faceless men meeting in secrecy in Government
boardrooms - that is who pulls the strings in this Government, No longer does the Trades and
Labor Council or its traditional constituency tell this Government what to do. This
Government pays lip service to those people, and this small handful of people are so
powerful that when they say "Jump!" the Government asks, "How high?". Whenever they
say, "We need $400 million", they get $400 million. That is the concerning thing that is
happening in the State; that is why our financial reputation has been sullied in the way it has.

The petrochemical deal is the best example. The taxpayers have been asked to put
$175 million not into a petrochemical project but into Rothwells. It is not even hidden - the
Government does not even try to hide it. The money goes to Bond Corporation and through
to Rothwells. Do members opposite support it? It is not an argument about whether there
should be an investment in the petrochemical project. Not one cent of that $175 million has
gone into the petrochemical plant. Do members opposite support that?

Mr D.L. Smith: We are converting a contingent liability into an asset.

Mr COURT: What absolute nonsense!

Mr Hassell: What a lovely admission!

Mr COURT: As the Financial Times says, there is a $400 million fee for failure - it is a
failure fee. It would be a completely different argument if that $175 million were building a
petrochemical plant, but not one cent of it is going towards that project.

Mr Lewis: It is converting a contingent liability into an asset! Have you ever heard anything
so ridiculous?

Mr COURT: That is right. The fancy footwork this Government is doing is certainly fooling
no-one. It was interesting that that guarantee was retired earlier this week, and the
Government was so embarrassed about it that it did not want the media to know about it. The
Government was so embarrassed about this little confidence trick it was pulling on the
taxpayers of this State that it let it go through. It is these deals which have made Western
Australia a joke.

Mr D.L. Smith: We have the strongest economy in Australia.

Mr COURT: In answer to that I say to the member for MitcheU that we are scaring off the
very people we want. We need the expertise to run and invest in this petrochemical plant but
we are scaring potential investors away. The Government itself admits it cannot attract the
right sort of person. Of course, international companies will not go into this business where
they pay the bribes. The book I quoted earlier said if there is corruption in a State it will not
attract investment, and unfortunately that is the sort of scenario we have in this State.

The sinister reality of WA Inc's dealings is that it is not only big business people who are
being scared off but also small business people. Right hrorn the word go, when the
Government thought it would go into the flower business, hundreds of small flower growers
said they did not want to compete with the Government; since then there have been repeated
examples of operations like WADC and Exini Corporation going into business. If a business
does not deal with WA Inc, WADC or Exin,, it has a problem; those bodies are competing
direcdly against it. The only saving grace is that most of the businesses they go into, be it
Catt Corporation or whatever, become financial disasters,

I will, give an example. The annual report of WADC makes a big play of General Equity
Limrited, talks about WADC having a majority shareholding in General Equity, and says what
a great operation it is. [ will read out a letter written to this Government - to the then Deputy
Premier - on 18 November 1987 by a person who owns 20 per cent of General Equity
Limited - a minority shareholder. The letter reads -
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Dear Mr. Bryce,
I wish to place before you my concern at the involvement of the WADC, and
particularly their treasurer Mr. Stewart Gregory, in the take-over of International
Broadcasting Group Pty Ltd. (IBG).

In April this year the company was acquired by General Equity Ltd, an unlisted public
company whose majority shareholder is now WADC.

This acquisition has severely disadvantaged -

Members should listen to this - this is a small business dealing with WADC.

The SPEAKER: Order! Just a moment. The member on his feet is having to shout to be
heard and he is actually standing very close to me so I find that rather unfair. I am sure
members would not be talking so loudly if they realised it was so loud. It could be a little
more quiet on both sides of the House.

Mr COURT: Thbank you, Mr Speaker. This letter is from a small business operator dealing
with WADC. The letter continues -

This acquisition has severely disadvantaged the aniginal minority shareholders in
JBO, and till now the company's new owners persist in using their corporate strength
in their attempts to delay repayments of loans of more than $18,000 which my wife
and I have made to the company.

The whole saga has left a very bitter taste for me, and on the basis of this experience I
would ask you to strongly question the role that the WADC plays in industry. I do
not have the financial resources to pursue long and expensive legal solutions to my
complaints and feel that my only practical recourse is to request your office to
undertake an investigation.

That person, right to this very moment, has not received satisfaction. HeI has read in the
WADC annual accounts about how well General Equity is going. He, a 20 per cent
shareholder, has not even seen the annual reports yet. That is the kind of thing that is taking
place, and that person last week started legal action against the company to try to recover
some funds he believes are owed to him. That is the sort of problem that is occurring with
the WADC's fiddling in these business ventures. It is neither the Government's role nor its
position to be involved in these deals.

The member for Pilbara sits back there, but the LandCorp people are at present in her own
town - in Karr atha. They have bought some units in Warnier Street from Hamersicy Iron and
have paid about $39 000 a unit. And what is WADC going to do? It is having those units
valued so that they can be sold to Homeswest. I do not know whether the deal has been
finalised. The member might wish to follow this through. They are talking about selling the
units through the WADC to Homeswest for $45 000, representing a WADC profit of $6 000
each unit. This is rental accommodation for the people of Karratha on which the WADC
wants to show a profit. This situation is no different from what we saw at the Perth Technical
College site - on a larger scale. We are concerned not only with the big deals but also with
the little deals which are going on. The Government wants to have its fingers in every
property development round the place.

WA Inc stinks! We are delivering the facts. The Premier has said that we come into this
House day after day, making allegations, and that we do not deliver the facts. Nothing could
be further from the truth. We do not raise subjects in this House unless we have all the
information and the facts. It is funny to watch these people runi-ng around in circles,
throwing personal abuse at us, ridiculing us - but bit by bit the picture develops and bit by bit
the information is made public.

Mrs Buchanan: You said to me that you did not have all the information.

Mr COURT: I specifically gave information about Karratha. The member should do
something about it. Does the member want to hear the full information? The transfer at the
Titles Office is numbered D754742 in May 1988. The figure was for $950 000 or $980 000
for 24 units which represents $39 583 per unit, If the member for Pilbara wants more
information I will give it to her.

This Government is scaring people away. The Opposition is not the only group saying that.
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The leading chartered accountants in Perth are prepared to speak publicly. The financial
Press, both Australia wide and overseas, say that. This Government is controlled by a small
group of p~eople in the secret boardrooms - not the TLC, the traditional constituency. The
way the Government is having its strings pulled is similar to decades ago when the 36
faceless men ran the show. This situation is the same except it is using modem language and
terms because we are now into the boardroom scene. Every member in this House should
support ihe Opposition moves for the establishment of an independent commission of audit
so that the people of this State are aware of exactly what is going on, they will know exactly
what debt they will have to bear. We do not have a clue what the liability is for the

petrochemical deal. One day the Government says it is $800 million and the next week it is
$1.2 billion. Government members would have nio idea either.

WA Inc stinks! It is about time urgent action was taken to reverse the situation where the
London Financial Times stated that for outsiders this, and much of what has gone before, has
tarnished the State's imrage and reputation irretrievably. What a disastrous situation the
Government has put us all in.
MR HIASSELL (Cotteslot) [5.05 pm]: [ second the motion. We have been referring in this
place for a number of months - indeed for years - to the activities of the present Government
and the impact of those activities on the reputation of this State. A crisis point has been
reached for the Government. That crisis has been brought about by the latest and most
breathtaking deal of all - the petrochemical deal. Originally the plant was said to be worth
$580 million, but that plant is now to be constructed at a rotal cost of $1.5 billion to
$1.6 billion. That is the same plant that the Minister for Economic Development and Trade
referred to in his official document in April 1988 in the following terms - a lump sum turnkey
contract has been negotiated with JOC which has reduced the project's estimated construction
cost of $870 million to a figure approaching $700 million.
The Minister for Economic Development and Trade said in this House last Thursday that the
total cost of construction would amount to $800 million to $900 million, and that in addition
borrowings would be made to take the total liability to $1 100 million or $1 200 million; on
top of than figure, $400 million has been paid for Petrochemical Industries Company Limited
by the Government and the Bond Corporation. The only thing known for certain is that
$175 million of taxpayers' money, in cold hard cash, has been put into the purchase of PICL.
We do not know whether Mr Bond has actually contributed his share in cash in the same way
as the State Government. We can say with absolute certainty, with capitalisation ranging
between $1.5 billion and $1.6 billion, this plant cannot succeed financially. The Government
has over-capitalised the petrochemical plant by its nefarious, devious and dishonest dealings.
The project is a very important one in the sense that it is right for Western Australia; the
timing of the project is right but it is being destroyed by the dealings of this Government - not
the dealings in relation to the petrochemical plant but by the dealings in relation to the
Rothwelis guarantee which the Government has tacked onto the dealings involved with the
ptrochemical plant with a view to escaping from political embarrassment. That deal is so
brathtaking in its boldness that it is hard to believe - and many people do not believe - thax a

Government could have been part of a payment of $400 mill ion for what amounts to nothing.
But to be more generous about the deal, the Government has paid $400 million for the
identification of a site which has not been paid for. The appropriate plant design and
engineering studies have been undertaken but have not been paid for; the negotiation of
markets has been renegotiated by the Government; the environmental approvals have been
obtained but we do not know whether the studies have been paid for, and the attempt to
obtain equity participation finance in the construction which has not been arranged - all make
up the bundle that is PICL.
That is the bundle of things that is in PICL. It has some land that is yet to be bought but for
which a deposit has been paid, some studies and some environmental approval. That is the
sum total of PICI. For that the Government has entered into a relationship on the basis that it
is worth $400 million. No-one in their wildest dreams would imagine it is worth $400
million. As the member for Mitchell said this afternoon, the Government has exchanged a
contingent liability for a project. That is the closest statement that we have heard to the truth
from this Government. That was a major admission by the member for Mitchell, a
Government backbencher and a lawyer who understands full well what is going on. The
petrochemical project has been used as a vehicle to pay taxpayers' money to escape from the
liability under the Rothwefls guarantee.
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Mr D.L. Smith: It comes back to the issue whether the project is being paid for as value.
That is the difference between the Opposition and this Government.

Mr HASSELL: Even the release of the guarantee is not worth $175 million because this
week the guarantee was to have been reduced to $75 million, The Minister for Economic
Development and Trade told us last year when the guarantee was put in place that the $ 150
million would be reduced by half in twelve months. At the end of this week the liability will
be worth only $75 million. The Government has paid $175 million to secure the release, not
of a $150 million liability, but of a liability of $75 million.
Mr D.L. Smith: To secure equity in a project that will benefit this State enormously. You
ignore the problem we have as a result of a former Premier's involvement in North West
Shelf gas, you ignore the problems of the SEC, and you ignore the tax benefits the State will
reap for the construction work. Everything is aimed at one thing only and that is securing die.
reputation of this State.
Mr HASSELL: I hope that the member for Mitchell will make a speech in this debate
because he is the best asset we have. What he has said tonight is the most direct statement of
truth that has been made in this House about the petrochemical deal. 'The member for
Mitchell needs to be reminded that, three or four weeks ago in a series of questions, we asked
the Premier and the Minister for Economic Development and Trade what the relationship was
between the petrochemical deal and the release of the Rothwells guarantee. We were told
there was none.
Mr D.L. Smith: That is not the situation at all.
Mr HASSELL: Indeed, it is not the situation, but that is what they said. Now die member for
MitcheUl has put on the record in an inescapable form the fact that the petrochemical deal has
been used as a vehicle for a massive payment of taxpayers' money, not for the petrochemical
deal, but to buy out the guarantee.

Mr Burkett: He did not say that.

Mr HASSELL: The member for Mitchell should make a personal explanation before he gets
into truble.

There was absolutely no connection as a manoer of law between the Rothwells guarantee and
the petrochemical project. The connection has been put in place by the Government and the
Government has paid out $1L75 million in cold, hard, borrowed cash which will have to be
repaid with interest. It has paid out that amount only to secure die release, not of a $150
million guarantee, but of a $75 million guarantee because, at the end of this week, according
to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade, the guarantee was cut in half. No
doubt there was one hell of a scramble to complete settlement as quickly as it occurred. I am
waiting to see what the answers to my questions on notice about that settlement will be. No
doubt there was a scramble to complete settlement so that the gap between the guarantee
figure and the payout figure would not look so big because $150 million does not look that
much different from $175 million. However, when it is pointed out diat the figure is $75
million, members will realise the full scandal of this deal.
The reality is that, even if the Minister for Economic Development and Trade can properly
justify - I suspect he may be able to - the total all up costs of between $900 million and $1
billion for construction, land and everything else that has to be done - although it is a
substantial increase on the figure he stated in April this year - and if he can justify the
additional borrowings of $200 million that he has referred to taking the figure to $1.1 billion
or $1.2 billion, the Government cannot, under any circumstances, on any test of propriety,
justify the additional $400 million for the purchase of PICL. It is a completely separate and
unrelated transaction.
They are two completely separate things which some members opposite clearly do not
understand. The Government and the Bond Corporation or the Government from the.Bond
Corporation, depending on the order in which the transactions were undertaken, is buying
shame in Petrochemical industries Company Limnited. It is a share deal. Forty three per cent
of the total share issue of PICL has been costed at $175 million. That money does not go into
PICL; it does not go anywhere near PICL. It goes to the vendor of the shares. When that
transaction is over - PICL does not know whether its shares have been bought or sold because
it is a company - there is a completely separate deal to complete, which deal
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involves the construction of the petrochemical industries plant and that plant, on the
admission of the Minister for Economic Development and Trade, will cost between $900
million and $1 billion. A further $200 million will be borrowed to cover the cyclical market
situations which apply in that industry. All of that may be sound financing in relation to the
construction of the plant. However, what is not justifiable and what cannot be sustained is
the payment of $400 million for the shares in PICL because they are not worth $400 million.

Mr D.L. Smith: The First Boston Corporation says it can be justified.

Mr HASSELL: They are not worth $400 million because there are no assets in PICL that
justify that price. That has to be understood, because it is the truth.

Mr DLi. Smith: I would rather trust Firs; Boston's opinion on that issue than yours.

Mr HASSELL: Why does the member for Mitchell not interject to tell us the assets of PICL?

Mr D.L. Smith: You only have to read the speech of the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade.
Mr HASSELL: I invite the member for Mitchell to tell us what are the assets.

Mr Ripper interjected.

Mr Court: Up the back there we have the answer.

Mr HASSELL: What members interjecting are saying is that they are the assets First Boston
valued. What are they? Is it the land? It is not the land because the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade -

Mr D.L. Smith: Have you read the Minister for Economic Development and Trade's speech?

Mr Court: They are the environmental approvals.

Mr HASSELL: The Government will join in paying $400 million for environmental
approvals that came from the Government itself. Let me go through it again for members
opposite.

Nfr D.L. Smith: What about the export contracts?

Mr HASSELL: Let us deal with the export contracts. Since the Government intervened in
the PICL deal, Mr Edwards has been to Japan at least twice, and the Minister for Economic
Development and Trade has been to Japan at least once, and I think twice, to renegotiate the
sales contracts. Would members opposite pay $400 million for a contract that they had to
rearrange?

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.

Mr HASSELL: This man from Mitchell is much smarter than that. He knows that the assets
in PICL are these: A contract to buy some land which has not been paid for, on the
admission of the Premier - a 10 per cent deposit has been paid; -

Mr D.L. Smith: A contract to buy.

Mr HASSELL: - a contract to buy, which was not put in place when the deal was frst set
up; some environmental approvals relating to the plant; some negotiations with the people
who provide petrochemical plants; and some engineering studies and marketing arrangements
which had to be renegotiated. That is what is in PICL. There is nothing else in PICL except
debts and liabilities.

Mr D.L. Smith: First Boston Corporation says that that package on its own is worth what has
been paid.

Mr HASSELL: I wonder whether the member for Mitchell, as a lawyer, would allow his
client to enter into a $400 million project on the basis of a valuation he had not seen. In any
case, this man wants the Parliament to accept without question that PICL, which has no
tangible assets whatsoever, is worth $400 million because a banker has done some economic
calculations which say that one day if we build the plant it might be worth this figure.

Mr D.L. Smith: What is your opinion of Bond Corporation and its advisers?

Mr HASSELL: I amn happy to tell the member for Mitchell, who keeps chirping away, that
my opinion is that the Parliament is not really interested in Bond Corporation or its advisers
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because that is not our business. Our business is the Government of the State and the
spending of the taxpayers' money. If Bond Corporation chooses to do a deal - this deal is just
sweetness and honey for Bond Corporation because it has saved it an awful lot of money -
that is a matter for it and the people who own it. The member for Mitchell will not admix that
the deal is our deal; ir is the people's deal.

Mr D.L. Smith. And they will have the economic benefits, the jobs and the taxation revenue.
This will get us out of that SEC deal. You are the one who gave this State the liability on that
gas pipeline, $400 million of liability.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: I have tried to explain to the member for Mitchell and his colleagues - I
thank him for his contribution this afternoon; it has been very important - that the
Government has so sullied the reputation of Western Australia and has carried out such a
dreadful and unbelievable transaction in relation to the petrochemical project that financially
it cannot succeed on the basis of the $1.5 billion to $1.6 billion it will cost. It cannot succeed.
This project, which is so important to Western Australia, is being destroyed by the way the
Governent has set it up. What should have been a project which was a credit to the State
has been destroyed by the Goverrnent and the method it has adopted. It has been destroyed
by the sorts of dealings we have seen in WA Inc. The incredibly blatant payment for the
shares in PICL is so beyond the bounds of belief that no-one can accept how bad it is; no-one
can grasp the full extent of the fraud that has been committed on the taxpayers of this State.
At the extreme of generosity, it would have been excessive to have paid Mr Connell and Mr
Dempster $20 million for PICL. If the Government could have justified some greater amount
by liabilities or out of pocket expenses related directly to the project, it could have laid that
on the table and we would have accepted it if it had shown it honestly.
Mr Court: That would have not have been normal practice.

Mr HASSELL: It would not have been normal to disclose it, but if it could have justified the
expenditure of $20 million, we would have accepted it. However, there is no possibility by
any stretch of the imagination that that company could properly be valued at $400 million in
relation to the Government and its dealings. It might have been worth $400 million to
Mr Bond because he had previously had nothing to do with it. He was not the one who
granted the authority which created the value. He was not the one who could withdraw the
authority which created the value. This is the most monumental fraud that has ever been
committed by a Government in this State. The Governiment will not succeed with the fraud.
It has destroyed any chance that this project will succeed in a viable financial sense. Even at
this stage the Government needs to consider what it is doing, because it will not get away
with it.
As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition pointed out, the series of dealings associated with
WA Inc, the activities of the Western Australian Development Corporation, are in total a
blight on this State. They are pulling down the State and their effect will be felt for years.
The only thing we will be able to do in moving into office will be to seek to have a massive
cleanup. I hope that some of the people who have been involved in direct wrongdoing will
be dealt with according to the due processes of law in the fu~llness of time. The fact is that
this Government has bought for too much; as in the diamond deal the Fremantle Gas deal
and the petrochemical deal. It has sold for too little; as in the Midland abattoir deal. It has
cooked the books; as in the petro, deal, and it has twisted around in every extraordinary kind
of way. In the time that remains to me after dinner I will deal with those matters.

IQuestions taken.]

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 pm
Mr HASSELL: In concluding my remarks I say again that the Government has totally lost
credibility for the State of Western Australia. It has paid too much in the diamond deal, the
Fremantle Gas deal and in the purchase of shares in PICL. It sold Government property for
too little as, for example, in the case of the Midland abanoirs sale, which was a cooked up
deal for political purposes. The Governnent has fiddled with the books in the case of the
petrochemical deal and has hidden information relating to the deals of the State
Superannuation Board and the State Governiment Insurance Commission. How much has the
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Government lust un the BeUl shares when the SGIC bought shares in combination with Mr
Bond from Mr Holmes a Court? The Government bought those shares for $2.50 or $2.60 per
share. Then, when the National Companies and Securities Commission moved in and forced
the Bond group to make a general bid at $2.70 a share, the 5GIC was not permitted to dispose
of its shares until October this year. Those shares are now on the market at $1L.80, or
thereabouts. Therefore, a huge loss has been incurred on paper.

Mr Lewis: They were guaranteed.

Mr HASSELL. They were guaranteed by Bond, but what other arrangements are in place?
What about the Bell bonds that were taken over?

It is possible to go from deal to deal - as it is not just each deal on its own face value which is
questionable - and there is none more questionable than the petrochemical deal. But, it is the
credibility of Western Australia that is at stake in these deals. It is a fact that Western
Australia's good name has been sullied and that Western Australia is now a laughing stock in
the rest of the world; not just in the Eastern States. This is because of the way in which
business has been conducted in this State.

In the case of the Teachers Credit Society we were told that it would cost $43 million, then
we were told that it would cost $t19 million and I challenge the Government, in response to
this debate tonight, to tell the House the latest figure of liability for the Teachers Credit
Society. I challenge the Government to say in this House that the Teachers Credit Society
liability is no more than its last quoted figure of $119 million.

Mr Lewis: What about the Swan Budding Society?

Mr HASSELL: Yes, what is the figure for the Swan Building Society now? It starred off at
$8 million, then it went to $13.2 million, and on the admission of the Government it is now
over $ 15 million. How many more of these deals are going on and what are the arrangements
in the background in so many of these cases? The Government has lost credibility.

MR PEARCE (Arniadale - Leader of the House) [7.22 pmJ: I used to teach English
Literature once upon a rime and one of my favourite books was a George Orwell novel called
1984. That year slipped by four years ago, but at the back of the book, for those who have
not ventured into its glossary, is a rundown of terms used in the book which camne out of
George Orwell's imagination. One of the terms central to the theme of the book is
"doublespeak", and that has been a particular feature of the Opposition's approach to this
whole matter. It cannot be better summed up than by comparing the Liberal Party in Western
Australia to its intellectual masters, the Liberal Party in New South Wales. While the Liberal
Parry here is using WA Inc as a term denigratory of the Western Australian Government, mn
New South Wales the Greiner Government is using New South Wales Inc as its description
of the greatness of the economic and political approach that the Greiner Government is
taking. In fact, that is where the term State Inc has come from - from the Greiner
Government which ran an election campaign based on the proposition that it would establish
New South Wales Inc which would have as its task the bringing of a proper business
approach to the operations of the State of New South Wales. That is, quite precisely, the way
in which the incorporated term was to be added to a State's name. It is interesting to see the
way in which the Liberal Government in Western Australia has sought to use the term WA
Inc as a denigrarory term - a term of abuse directed towards the Western Australian
Government.

Mr Hassell: How much do you owe on Teachers Credit Society now?

Mr PEARCE: Let us just take up that point; it is an interesting one in terms of what WA Inc
means. I understand the Opposition's description of WA Inc to mean that the Western
Australian Government is operating as a private business concern and involving itself in
business concerns, raking a risk in order to take a chance on making a profit. That is
something the Opposition applauds in private enterprise and decries in Government. But it is
a bit hard to see how the Teachers Credit Society fits into the WA Inc label. Here we have a
situation where a privately run financial institution gets to the stage, through bad
management, where it is about to fall over and lose the life savings of 60 000 Western
Australian citizens.

Mr Court: Do you want me to tell you?
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Mr PEARCE: The member has spoken - he spoke for an hour and he did not seem to find it
necessary to raise the question of the Teachers Credit Society. The Government was faced
with a difficult decision as to what to do when one of the State's major financial institutions,
through bad management, was about to fall over. We had two options. Option one was to
rescue the society; option two was to let it fall.
Mr Lewis: You let it go for too long.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for East Melville should be a bit more reasonable.

Mr PEARCE: They were the simple choices. The Opposition may want to say we should
have let it fall. They can say that, but so far as we know they have not. If any member
opposite now wants to say that is what we should have done, here is the opportunity.

Mr Court: You should not have allowed it to get to the stage it reached. You reneged on
your responsibilities.

Mr PEARCE: Which of the members opposite thinks the Teachers Credit Society should
have been allowed to fall over?
Mr Hassell: You were reckless in your administration.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: None of the members opposite thinks it should have been allowed to fall over,
so we can only assume that, given the circumstances, members opposite think what should
have happened is what did happen. The criticism that might be made is one that says, "If we
had been operating we would have got ontol'he problems of the Teachers Credit Society
faster.'

Mr Court: About two years before.

Mr PEARCE: I do not believe that is the truth, but let me ask this question: What does it
have to do with WA Inc whether or not the Government or the Minister responsible was as
closely in touch as he or she ought to have been with the Registrar of Building Societies?
What does that have to do with WA Inc? The answer is, in the Opposition's terms, nothing at
all. It has a lot to do not with the economic basis on which this State is established but with
the political strategy which has been followed by the Opposition. They are following the
advice of their American guru, borrowed from President Reagan to explain to them how to
win elections when they do not have a policy. His advice has been to throw as much mud as
possible because some of it is bound to stick. The strategy which has been followed by the
Opposition is a simple one: Pick a simple label that even President Reagan could
understand - which means it would have to come down to two words - so they picked WA
Inc; then throw mud at everything and say, "That is WA Inc in action."

That claim will stand up to no credibility. In fact, by overplaying its hand the Opposition is
undermining its own credibility. It cannot but be further demonstrated by the fact that the
Finance Editor of The West Australian, Tim Treadgold, who has been no friend of the
Government in terms of the criticisms which have continued to come from his pen in the
financial pages of The West Australian, was forced to say of the Opposition that it was
muining its own credibility because of its capacity to throw mud at all and sundry. In a
comment by Tim Treadgold in The West Australian on Friday, 14 October under the
headline, "if you smell a rat, beware of taking the mickey" - which I am sure is a bit too
abstruse for the Opposition to understand what it actually means - he had thtis to say -

Mr Blaikie: What do you know about rats and monkeys?

Mr PEARCE: I have been sitting opposite the member for Vasse for eleven and a half years
so I know a lot about rats, and the member for East Melville has been in the Parliament for
three years and that has taught me quite a bit about monkeys. This is what Mr Treadgold had
to say -

If the stakes were not so high, you would have to join in the laughter generated by the
State Opposition's claim that First Boston Corporation is a Mfickey Mouse bank.

A little further on it says -

That was a monumental mistake from the Opposition which one day might be nmning
the State.
Few banking organisations in the world have a higher standing than First Boston,.. .
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Why is the Opposition hurling mud at First Boston Corporation? The simple reason for that
is that First Boston happened to intrude into a debate which is going on in this State as to the
practices which ought to be followed, and all the Opposition has done is simply hurl mud at
everybody on the advice of their American guru, borrowed from President Reagan, that all
they have to do is burl enough mud and some of it will stick. That is what the basis of
today's debate has been about. We could use another version of the term doublespeak to
describe it. It is not doublespeak or even quadruplespeak; it is octagonaispeak. We have had
this debate over and over again in the Parliament with no new information. Not one new
allegation or fact, not one new matter of substance in the debate was put forward today by the
Opposition. It has been a mere, boring repetition of a potpourri of unsubstantiated allegations
made time and time again in this; Parliament without any credit in previous circumstances and
with a degree of hyperbole which is now reaching the ridiculous.

Mr Lewis: And it is hurting you.

Mr PEARCE: And here is the member for East Melville. That sumnmarises the foreign guru
strategy - "It is hurting you and it will get you out of Government. That is why we are doing
this."

That is not the truth. The member will learn that when poll time comes around.

Mr Lewis: You have a civil servant running around your electorate acting as your campaign
officer.

Mr PEARCE: That is just another -

Mr Lewis: Do you want me to produce a letter?

Mr PEARCE: Yes I do.

Mr Lewis: Proving that one of your campaign officers is a civil servant?

Mr PEARCE: Go right ahead.

Mr Lewis: Okay, I will bring it in tomorrow and table it.

Mr PEARCE: Let us have it now.

Mr Lewis: I do not have it with me.

Dr Gallop interjected.

Mr PEARCE: And throw mud.

Mr Lewis: You have a civil servant working full-time for you as your campaign chairman.

Mr PEARCE: That is not true. [ do not know why the Opposition is so obsessed with my
campaign, but my campaign director is a lady called Theresa C linden. who has run my
campaign -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: She has run all of my campaigns since 1980. 1 have had the same campaign
director in every campaign since 1980.

Mr Court: Our letter must be a fraud.

Mr PEARCE: It probably is. It would not surprise me at all because forged letters have been
something of a hallmark of the campaigns run down in that corner of the world.

Mr Court: Is that the one which has "Premier Brian Burke' on it or is that the one with
Nollamara on it?
Mr PEARCE: I do not know whether members on this side of the House are listening to this
discussion, but it has gone from the strange to the bizarre in the course of a few moments. If
there is any logic that might be established in the claims of the Opposition - I think this was
the argument advanced by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition; quite a simple one - it is this:
The economic circumstances of Westemn Australians ane suffering because of WA Inc and the
Western Australian economy is suffering because of the approach to business adopted by this
Government. The first thing that could be said against that is that it is subject to a single
practical test: Is the economy of this State doing badly or well in comparison with the other
Australian States?
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Mrs Beggs: I know the answer.
Mr PEARCE: The Minister for Housing knows the answer. I think the member for Mitchell
does as well, but the Minister for Housing had her hand up first so I am prepared to take the
answer from her. What is the answer, Minister for Housing? Is this State doing better or
worse than other States in terms of the buoyancy of its economy at present?
Mrs Beggs: We are doing much better, sir.
Mr PEARCE: That is exactly right. The Minister for Housing is completely right and that
will earn her a free trip to a destination of her choice.
Dr Gallop: That can't be fight!

Mr PEARCE: It is right and the Minister for Housing more than anybody else knows the
correctness of that answer because, as The West Australian was obliged to say by way of
editorial today, the very buoyancy of our economy is leading to problems in her sector of
government. That is, there is an unprecedented demand for housing in this State because
people are flooding into Western Australia from the Eastern States because of the buoyancy
of the economy. Employment has continued to rise during the term of this Government; the
level of economic activity in this State puts the other States of the Commonwealth to shame.
One only has to point to those States which have conservative Governments to make a clear
distinction between States which are doing well and States which are doing badly. Further to
that, it would have to be said that much of the credit for the economic activity - for the level
of buoyancy - in this State is due quite specifically to the approach adopted by the Western
Australian Labor Government. That is to be contrasted with the approach adopted by
previous Liberal Governments. During the course of the speech of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition - I understand he has now found other things to do; in fact the Liberal Party front
bench has become very sparse and bare during the course of this address - he was constantly
interrupted by interjections of this kind: 'Were you a member of the Government?t Thbis
was particularly directed to the member for Cottesloe. The member for Nedlands' father was
a member of the Government which signed the gas pipeline deal. This is the distinction that
needs to be made between the approach of the Labor Goverrnent and that of the Liberal
Government. The Liberal Government was perfectly prepared to be involved in business and
industry but only on the basis of the old Liberal principle - privatise your profits, capitalise
your profits, socialise your losses. When a Liberal Government was involved in business it
was on the basis of afl risk and no profits, because the money was given away. That was the
case with the pipeline, with Bunbury Foods -

Mr Mensaros: The pipeline was such a separate private business in which Governiment
participated, it was a carrier of the public utility.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Floreat, I think, signed the documents for Bunbury Foods.
Mr Mensaros: Like many other non secretive Government guarantees, inevitably some went
bad.
Mr PEARCE: That is an admission.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: The member for Floreat is showing a degree of liveliness -
Mr Mensaros: I would have sold the SEC if you would have bought the utility, but being the
SEC it needed the pipeline as it needed the transmission line to Kalgoorlie.
Mr PEARCE: I am pleased the member for Floreat interjected with that degree of liveliness
because it puts paid to rumours that he has actually been dead for the last six months and is
just sitting there in his seat.
Mr Court: Come on - personal abuse! Throw the personal abuse.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Nedlands would not know anything about throwing mud.
Mr Court: If that is the best you can do in this debate, you are not worthy of being in that
position.

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: When it came to giving guarantees for businesses the Liberal Government did
that on the basis of taking all the risks but getting none of the profits. When the Liberal Party
underwrote guarantees for Bunbury Foods and a range of other enterprises in this State which
all went bankrupt at great loss to the taxpayers, there was never an up side. The most the
Western Australian taxpayers could have hoped for from the willy nilly, widespread signing
of guarantees to Western Australian businesses by the former Liberal Government was that
they would not lose any money. The best the Liberals could do would be that they did not
lose any money. There was never any equity sought by the Government; there was never any
possibility of participation in profit; it was all down side.

Mr Court: Tell us about your $400 million for nothing.

Mr PEARCE: It was all loss and giving money to mates of the Liberal Party, without
expecting anything of them except that they would make a profit. When it came to the
pipeline and the gas contract -

Mr Court: Which your own Premier says is a good project.

Mr PEARCE: The gas project itself is a good project in the same way that the Leader of the
Liberal Party says that the petrochemical plant is a good project.
Mr Court: Are you knocking it now?

Mr PEARCE: You tell me.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask for the cooperation of members in two ways: Firstly, whoever
is on his feet should address his comments to the Speaker; secondly, I will not tolerate
continuous interjections for the balance of the night. If there is something that a member has
to say to the person on his or her feet, by all means say it. Do not shout it over the top of the
person on his feet. If it is not responded to, have the good manners and commonsense to
withdraw until a later stage of the debate.

Mr PEARCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition just said - for those who could not hear
in all the shouting - that the petrochemical plant is a good project, but it is the way the
Government has gone about it.

Mr Court: I did not say that. I said it is the way you have spent $400 million on nothing.

Mr PEARCE: That it is the way the Goverment has gone about it. The petrochemical plant
is a good projec. Is it not?

Mr Court: Tt-z petrochemical project is, but spending $175 million of taxpayers' funds is a
scandal.

Mr PEARCE: Okay.

Mr Court: It is the worst scandal this State has ever seen.

Mr PEA.2ZCE: No, it is not.

The SPEAKER: Order! I think this ought to be the last time that I actually request
cooperation. I have been more than fair this evening, in fact all today, in respect of these
matters, but my tolerance is wearing thin. I believe some members are taking absolutely no
notice of my requests. If that continues, I will not request any more, I will demand.

Mr PEARCE: I am not surprised that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is trying to shout
mec down because the point I am making must be particularly painful to him. The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition said that the petrochemical project is a good project but the way the
Government has gone about it, to use his words, is the greatest scandal this State has ever
seen. Wit regard to the North West Shelf gas project, we would say the same about the way
the former Liberal Government went about it.

Mr Court: You fully supported that North West project.

Mr PEARCE: Not the way the Liberal Government went about it. If one is looking for the
greatest scandal in this State, it would have to be the way in which the former State
Government entered into a contract to buy gas it knew it could not use. Members need to be
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reminded that the former Liberal Government entered into take or pay contracts for the North
West Shelf gas. Nobody mentioned that it had no capacity for the gas it had contracted which
meant if that Government paid for the gas but did not take it, but took it after a five year
period the gas would have to be paid for all over again. If that is not giving away Western
Australian taxpayers' money - and they have been paying for that with SEC bills ever since -
I do not know what is. That is a scandal of the proportion of thousands of millions of dollars
which have been contributed by the Western Australian taxpayers to that project. For you co
be saying in regard to the petrochemical plant that the efforts of the Government to take
equity in that plant in order to get it going -

The SPEAKER: Order! I am not saying any of that.

Mr PEARCE: I am pleased with your silence, Mr Speaker. The legal maxirn is that silence
implies consent and I think your consent to my line of argument shows a great deal of
wisdom which is not shared by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition - although he has gone
silent now.

Mr Court: Mr Speaker, do you want me to start again?

The SPEAKER: If you do, I will take action.

Mr PEARCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was an advocate of that deal.Th
difference between that Government and this Government is -

Mr Court: One is honest and one is dishonest.

Mir PEARCE: Both of us recognise the need for Government to be involved in getting these
huge projects going. If the projects lack Government support they will not get going in a
State with the remoteness of Western Australia. All States are involved in one way or
another in getting these projects going. Indeed, they compete with themselves. We were
subject, probably rightly, to criticism with regard to an aluminium smelter which, at the time,
this State Government was not prepared to put money into when the chance was offered. As
a result of that we lost the smelter to Victoria because the Victorian Government was
prepared to enter into an arrangement and take equity in the smelter. Our Government was
not prepared to do so and we learnt a hard lesson from that. We needed that smelter to use
the gas which the Liberal Government had already paid for but could not use.

Mr Thomas: We were left facing a $7 billion debt.

Ms PEARCE: That is right. The Opposition talks about a $1 billion petrochemical plant but
it signed this State up for seven times the value of the petrochemical plant debt just for the
Governiment, whereas the present Government is buying a 43 per cent share in a $1 billion or
more petrochemical plant for something under $200 milion. That is why the First Boston
Bank - no Mickey Mouse outfit, but one of the most significant banking organisations in the
world - has been supportive of the undertaking,

Mr Lightfoot: It is not one of the most significant banks; it is not even mentioned in the first
200 banks in America, and not in the first 1 000 in the world.
Mr PEARCE: Some of us learn a touch slower than others. I will read again, for the
edification of the member for Murchison-Eyre, the paragraph from The West Australian -

If the stakes were not so high you would have to join in the laughter generated by the
State Opposition's claim that First Boston Corporation is a Mickey Mouse bank.

Tell me, my friend, is it a Mickey Mouse bank, or not?

Mr Lightfoot: I am saying that it is not a significant bank.

Mr PEARCE: The member was laughing at it himself; I am not surprised that he was
laughing. It is a corporation that is well placed to make that kind of judgement. The
difference between this Government and the previous Government is that that Government
signed up for billions of dollars of debt. It signed up the livelihood of the people of this State
for 30 or 50 years, which amounted to a level of debt in this State not seen since 1829 or
before, in order to get the North West Shelf project going.
Mr Court: How do you know what debts existed before 1829?

Mr PEARCE: Because I just happen to be remarkably well versed in the histoty of this State.
The level of debt to which this State was subjected as a result of the arrangements for
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the North West Shelf gas project has been unequalled before or since. That is a fact, and if
the member for Nedlands wants to dispute that fact he can do so. Now is his opportunity.

Nfr Court: Dispute what?

Mr PEARCE: He cannot even remember what the fact is.

Mr Court: That there were debts before 1829?

Mr PEARCE: That is the level of debt; there is no upside for the people of Western Australia
now, it is all downside.

Mr Lightfoot: The liabilities are enormous.

Mr PEARCE: We are not getting the kind of credit -

Mr Court: We have a pipeline - with $400 million you have nothing.

Mr PEARCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is not getting the kind of return that this
GJovernment has always sought.

Mr Court: We have a pipeline which is self financial.

Ms PEARCE: We have taken a different approach to the stimulation of industry in this State.
If we are going to stimulate industry by the insertion of Government money - and we have
sought to do that - we involve two basic rules. First, we will obtain an equity for the money -
we will make sure that our participation in these projects has a potential return for Western
Australians. If we share the risk, we expect a cut of the profit. Second, no taxpayers' money
will be committed.

Mr Court: What is the $175 million?

Mr PEARCE: That has been made clear time and rime again. No taxpayers' money is being
put up in terms of the purchase of money for the petrochemical plant.

Mir Court: What do you get for the $175 million?

Ms PEARCE: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade made that clear in a very
lengthy, detailed and learned speech on the subject.

Mr Court: I am confused. What do you get for $175 million?

Mr PEARCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has been confused for as long as I have
known hint, and [ refuse to accept responsibility for that on this occasion.

Mr Court: We don't get anything for the $175 million.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: That is an absolute distortion of the facts which have already been placed
before the Parliament. The Minister for Economic Development and Trade went through in
great detail a kind of profit and loss account for the Government in terms of the financing of
the petrochemical plant.

Mr Court: He said that none of it goes towards the petrochemical plant; it all goes to
Rothwells.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PEARCE: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade told us, for example, of
the costs which the Govemnment would incur for its involvement. He made an explanation
about how the project would be financed. More importantly, he went through the way in
which the State benefits, and the revenue which the State derives -

Mr Court: Why can't you tell us?

Mr PEARCE: - from the levels of employment involved in the construction and the
operation of a plant of this kind. When it comes down to the Opposition's claim about WA
Inc, the only point made is the fundamental difference between "they" and "we". When a
Liberal Government throws money at a project it does so on the basis that the money is never
seen again.
Mr Court interjected.

Mr PEARCE: If the money goes in, like Bunbury Foods.-
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The SPEAKER: Order! I am sorry to constantly interrupt the Minister but I am very keen to
see this debate reach a level where it can be described as a debate rather than a haranguing
match. [ will teUl the Deputy Leader of the Opposition what I consider is a reasonable way
for him to interject. [ understand the need for him to interject from time to time. He should
make an interjection - if he must - and allow the Minister to answer it, and then go on to some
other point. If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition must interject at a later stage, do that.
The Deputy Leader constantly interjects during the answer. So often the Minister on his feet
does not get a sentence out without three separate sets of interjections. That is unacceptable.
Mr PEARCE: That is the philosophical difference - if we put money up we expect a return.
We believe that the Western Australian taxpayer is entitled to a cut on the risk involved in
some of these projects. That money is now flowing back to the taxpayers of Western
Australia, in some cases through the Family Foundation, or by our capacity to keep taxes and
charges low, or by increased expenditure without increased taxation - which is a feature in the
Budget currently before the Parliament.

Those people who find when their children go to school next year that the class sizes will 6e
smaller, those people who find that their preschool children can find a place in a preschool or
a family centre established by this Government, those people who find they are enjoying the
highest level of health care anywhere in the Western world at a reasonable charge, those
people who drive on roads which are the envy of the world, those people who find that every
level of Government service has combined in a way that results in real decreases in
Government taxation and charges, do so because of the entrepreneurial approach of the
Western Australian Government.

WA Inc is paying the dividend to all of its shareholders - the citizens and taxpayers of
Western Australia - in all the ways I have mentioned. If members looked at all the Budgets
which are currently around Australia they would see that there is no Budget in any State
Parliament which combines the level of expenditure on public services with a reduction ink the
levels of taxation and charges as that faced by the citizens of Western Australia. The citizens
of Western Australia are enjoying a level of prosperity unparalleled in this nation, which is
evidenced by the fact that so many people are coining here to live, work and invest.

If the bottom Line of the Opposition's argument is that this Government has so impaired the
economic performance. credibility and reputation of Western Australia in financial circles,
and that all financial aspects are on a down slide, there is no evidence of that. I ask the
Opposition what its evidence is for the view that the operations of the so called WA Inc have
had a detrimental effect on the attitude of financial institutions, investors and business to
operations in Western Australia. Has our credit rating as a State been downgraded?

Mr Court: Do you want me to give you some evidence?

Mr PEARCE: Try answering that. Has our State credit rating been downgraded?

Mr Court: Yes, it has. Next question.

Mr PEARCE: No, it has not.

Mr Lightfoot. That is a result of the Commonwealth being downgraded.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Murchison-Eyre, when I asked, "Has the credit rating of our
State been downgraded as a result of WA Inc?" said, "Yes, as a result of the Conmnonwealth
credit rating being downgraded." He did not say it was anything to do with WA Inc.

Mr Lightfoot: Tell me what the current rating is.

Mr PEARCE: Here is a member who is purporting to say whether the credit rating has fallen,
and he does not know what it is.

Mr Court: You wouldn't have a clue what it is.

Mr PEARCE: The Moody's rating is AA plus, and the member ought to know that.

Mr Court: Are you sure of that?

Mr PEARCE: I am sure of it, and I have a document in front of me now.

Mr Lightfoot: It should have been AAA, so it must have been downgraded.

3963



Mr- PEARCE: Here is a gentleman who admitted 30 seconds ago that he did not know what
the rating was - I had to tell him it was AA plus - and he is now saying it would have been
AAA, if it had not been downgraded.

Mr Lightfoot interjected.

Mr PEARCE: The credit rating of the Federal Government is not at issue. The point I am
making, which is a very valid point, is that the credit rating of this State is very high, and has
not been downgraded as a result of the operations of WA Inc. One would have taought that if
there were any credibility in the claim made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, that the
activities of WA Inc and the Government have led to an inmpalirment in people's view of our
financial credibility, the credit rating is the first place to look for it. What is the credit rating
of the Government? What is the credit rating of State Government Treasury Bonds? The
simple answer is that the rating is extremely high, and if there were to be a downgrading one
would expect to see it there first.

Is that downgrading to be evidenced by a lack of buoyancy in the economy? Is investment in
Western Australia so slow because of these alleged factors, that our economic level of
buoyancy is falling below that of other States? Where is the evidence of that? The evidence
shows quite the reverse in terms of investment, employment and the capacity of the State to
provide services without levying taxes and charges. This State can hold its head high when
compared with other States in the Commonwealth. There has been no downgrading of our
economic performance. Are investors unwilling to put money into private projects? Earlier
today I drove down St Georges Terrace - as Minister for Planning I like to drive through an
attractive environment. It seemed to me that the Terrace is a huge construction site from
beginning to end. If there is an economic downturn and lack of economic confidence, why is
it that in block after block there are hoardings with the names of Australia's huge
construction companies, many of them operating very profitably in Western Australia,
constructing huge buildings? The huge size of such buildings has been a matter of some
criticism by those who have concern for the environment. Why is there all this investment by
the private sector in private sector operations? Why are international and multinational
companies investing in huge office conglomerates in the capital of the State of Western
Australia if there is a lack of economic credibility? The simple answer is that those smart
money men know where the money is, and the money is in Western Australia. That
profitability is leading to the buoyancy of our economy which, in turn, is leading to the state
of prosperity enjoyed by so many of our citizens. That is why we have been able to cut back
on the horrific unemployment which was bequeathed to us by the former Liberal
Government. Although the former Liberal Government talked a lot about business, it lacked
the kind of entrepreneurial flair to produce the goods for the State of Western Australia. The
former Liberal Government was not much different from the Polish Government in many
ways; it had the same authoritarian air and inability to stimulate the economy, because of its
ideological position.

Mr Lightfoot: Rubbish. The economy was stimulated because of the gold price, the iron ore
boom and the diamond mine which has opened up in the Kimberley. It was not stimulated
because of you and your policy at all. You are talking a lot of rubbish.

Mr PEARCE: That is interesting. I must be the only member of Parliament on either side of
the House who has any time for the member for Murchison-Eyre.
Mr Car: Don't offend him again.

Mr PEARCE: I am not going to offend him. He has a kind of rugged honesty about him.

Several members interjected.

Mr PEARCE: There is no member of Parliament more capable of making a purely
outrageous claim on almost any matter, whether it be drugs, the inoculated state of rabbits,
the state of various companies in which he has an interest, or a whole range of other things.
Members will know the member for Murchison-Eyre has not been above spreading the odd
rumour or two about me. The point about the member for Murchison-Eyre is that he does not
lie convincingly and he cannot sustain a lie for any period . I do not have to withdraw the
word "lie" in these circumstances, Mr Speaker, because I am being complimentary to the
member for Murchison-Eyre. The member for Murchison-Eyre gave several reasons why the
economy of Western Australia is buoyant. He sought to explain it by the gold boom, the
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diamond mine and the iron ore boonm. The trouble was he was out of the House when the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition was explaining why the economy is not buoyant in this
State, and is going down the tube. The reason for that, according to the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, was the activities of the Western Australian Government. The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition said the reason we have a sad and sagging economy in Western Australia is
the Government. Then in waltzes the member for Murchison-Eyre who says the economy is
buoyant, but the Government cannot take any credit for that. I do not agree with the second
part of that claimn, but the First part of his claim is interesting. The member for Murchison-
Eyre is in business himself, unlike the Deputy Leader of the Opposition who used to run a
boating place round town.

Mr Court: You were one of our customers.

Mr PEARCE: I was one of your customers.

Mr Court: And the Speaker too - a good customer he was.

Mr PEARCE: I thought the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's business overcharged, but he
did not run a bad business, except that he took the route of the unsuccessful private enterprise
business. The business started out as a family concern and, because it was going bankrupt, it
did the thing that any family business does, and sold shares in it - the member for Murchison-
Eyre knows all about that - and when the business finally went bankrupt the family was not
alone, but took a lot of innocent citizens with it. That is precisely what happened with Court
Marine. I am still one of its-customers, but I have to travel further down Stirling Highway
because since the business went bankrupt it has been shifted to new prem-ises. The member
for Murchison-Eyre is currently in business and seeking to make a bob or two; he knows a
buoyant economy in which to operate and the economy of Western Australia is the one he
chooses, and I do not blame him for making that choice. In terms of rugged honesty I
appreciate the comments of the member for Murchison-Eyre in admitting to the buoyancy of
the Western Australian economy, but I have to disagree with him on his analysis of it. To
some extent I have to say that there is some truth in what he says about chat analysis, because
the buoyancy or otherwise of a State's economy is not completely within the control of a
State Government.

In many ways the Commonwealth Government is more important. The member for
Murchison-Eyre pointed that out with regard to credit ratings and in many ways, because of
our mixed economy, we are relying on commodity prices and the activities of private
individuals, none of which is within the control of the Government. However, that is the
same position for all of the States. They are dealing with the same Commonwealth
Government and the same set of economic constraints which that Government has placed on
them. The commodity prices and many other factors, by and large, are the same for all.
When one State is able to put its head above the nick and point to a more successful
economic performance, that State can then say that the level of its greatest success is due to
the efforts of the State Government. The States which are successful compared with other
States can point to the performance of their State Governments and the States that are failing
can point to the performance of their Governments which is leading them to failure. On all of
the economic indicators, the fail ing States are Queensland and Tasmania, rapidly being joined
by New South Wales. The successful States are Western Australia, Victoria and South
Australia. Of all of those, Western Australia can hold its head high for the level of economic
performance it has been able to generate. The petrochemical plant is, in many ways, the
jewel in the crown of the economnic performnance of this State in recent years. The
Government can point to many other projects with pride, but this large project gives us a
toehold, soon a foothold, and eventually a stranglehold, on an important and growing market
in Australia and in South East Asia.

In Opposition terms it may have been the entrepreneurial flair and in our terms the creative
and innovative thinking that has lead to the success of so many industries in this State. I
think that is important. It began with the former Premier, Brian Burke, because he brought to
government in this State a new level of innovation that had not been seen in decades or
probably ever. I give some credit to Sir Charles Court, his master's voice, for some of the
things that he did, particularly in the early days of the Liberal Government. However,
coming out of nothing, as it were, perhaps members will not be surprised that the technique
that he used to get things going was to give it away. He got an iron ore industry going by
charging peanuts in royalties.
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Mr Court: Are you serious?

Mr PEARCE: Yes, [ am.

Mr Court: Have you changed the royalties?

Mr PEARCE: In many cases we have had to change the royalties.

Mr Court: You have an iron ore industry which has not cost the taxpayer one dollar.

Mr PEARCE: That is not the truth. Huge and hidden subsidies were paid for by the
taxpayers of Western Australia to get the industry going. The member's Dad was dead lucky
in many ways because the Hawke Labor Government in the 1950s fought for six years to get
an iron ore industry going in this State but was stopped by Pig-iron Bob, because he
remembered the reputation he had for selling iron ore to the Japanese prior to the Second
World War. The people had not forgotten how much of that iron ore sold by Pig-iron Bob to
the Japanese was fired back at us in the form of shells and bombs. The bombs that fell on
Broome during the Second World War were probably made with the iron that was shipped to
Japan by Pig-iron Bob. Pig-iron Bob was so sensitive to that charge after the war that he
stood against the development of the Western Australian iron ore industry for a long tine.
The Hawke State Labor Government fought for a long time to get an iron ore industry going
in this State. The work that was done by that Government was finally picked up by the
member for Nedlands' father who was a fortunate beneficiary of the efforts of a Labor
Government.

Dr Gallop: Don't give him too much credit. It was Dave Brand.

Mr PEARCE: It was. Nevertheless, the Liberal Government got many things going by
giving it away. It provided huge subsidies and got very little in return. Maybe that was
necessary at the time, I do not know. Maybe one can present a respectable, academic
argument to that effect. It is certainly not necessary now. This Governmnent has adopted a
hardheaded approach to the establishment of industry in this State. It has not been prepared
to provide the huge and hidden subsidies which marked the developments of the previous
Government. It has not been prepared to tell the Western Australian taxpayer that he has got
to take all of the risk and none of the profit. It has been prepared to say that the Government,
in our mixed economy, has been prepared to play its part in the establishment of industry.
However, we have done it on the basis that the people must participate, not only in the risks,
but also in the profits. The people of Western Australia have profited in a handsome way
because of this policy.

We know there have been mistakes and we accept them. Some of the investments which
have been entered into by the Exim Corporation and by the Western Australian Development
Corporation have not shown an inmmrediate profit. Some of them, in the end, will show a loss.
But that is no different from the losses incurred by the investments in Bunbury Foods, the
Manjimup cannery or Hunt's cannery. That is no different from all the subsidies given to so
many industries in Western Australia.

Mr Lightfoot: You got nothing for your $400 million.

Mr PEARCE: What did the former Government get out of Bunbury Foods? Bunbury Foods
proved the great capacity of Sir Charles Court, like Sir Joh Bjelke Petersen, to be sucked in
by a shrewd overseas con man. I am not decrying the need for Governments to underwrite
industry in order to get industry going. We have adopted that position ourselves. However,
we say it is no good giving a guarantee when we will get nothing but a loss in return. We
suggest that if we have to participate, we become involved on an equity basis, so that if the
investment makes a profit, not only does the Government receive the benefits of employment
and industry in this State, hut it also gets a share of the profits comnmensurate with the risks it
has taken. Because the Government should not be involved in those sorts of things, it set up
entrepreneurial armns such as the Western Australian Development Corporation, Exim.
Corporation, and GoldCorp. They are run by businessmen, removed from the political
consideration of the Government. I think that should be applauded by the Opposition. It is
certainly applauded by business people in Western Australia, many of whom want to do
business with these various Government enterprises. Even those who, in the past, would
have gone to the former Liberal Government for a hidden subsidy and got their profits out
without taking the risk have approached these corporations. Many business people are
appreciative of the fact that we have been able to establish a business environment in which
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they can be profitable. There are not too many Western Australian businesses, small or large,
that are not saying that they are gratefu for the environment created by this Government
which enables them to make profits. I think that is important.

I suppose that, in the end, the Government will stand or fall on whether it has been successful
in creating a buoyant economy. At the election in a few months' time we will be happy to
ask the people to judge us on our perfonmance with the economy. We will ask them whether
the economy in 1989 is better or worse than the economy in 1983. We will ask them whether
we have been successful in doing what we promised in terms of increased jobs and profits
and whether we have been successful in restraining the demands of the Government on their
pockets. However, we will not be fighting the election simply on our record, because we will
be presenting our vision for the 1 990s and beyond for Western Australia. We will ask people
to look at the balance sheet of WA Inc and compare it with the balance sheet of the previous
management of the company. That balance sheet indicated a net loss to the taxpayer
sometimes amounting to thousands of millions of dollars of encumbered debts which hung
around the neck of every Western Australian. We have been able to turn that around and
proudly present a balance sheet showing a profit for WA Inc which is not only a handsome
dividend for all shareholders but an enhancement of the capital value underlying the
shareholding of every Western Australian in their Government. The Labor Party has no
difficulty in facing the election on these issues because it is proud of its performance.

Mir HasseU: Now we will have a personal explanation.

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not think that sort of behaviour is acceptable. It is unusual for
the member for Cottesloe and I will overlook his behaviour this time.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [8. 11 pmlJ: I assure the member for
Cote sloe I am not making a personal explanation.

Mr H-assell: I was not referring to you.

Mr COWAN: I am pleased the Leader of the House brought this debate around to the
question of credibility and the question of the judgment of the people of Western Australia on
the performance of various parties as we move into the election phase. Let me assure the
Leader of the House that a judgment is being made regardless of this debate tonight and
regardless of what is read in the Press tomorrow. It is time the Government began to move
through the electorate to find out what it really thinks. The Leader of the House has clearly
demonstrated tonight that he is completely out of touch with the people of Western Australia
in relation to the Government's dealing with business.
It is correct that it is the responsibility of the Government to establish a business environment
within which the expansion of existing businesses and the attraction of new businesses can be
equally encouraged. Nobody denies that it is the role of Government to create a satisfactory
environment in which business can flourish and in which the economy can expand at a level
which does not produce the violent fluctuations in the economy which people find
undesirable. That is all the Government has to do. The Government is not required to accept
the risk along with private enterprise. Governments are not expected to be risk takens with
taxpayers' funds.

On behalf of the National Party I advise the Government that the electorate will make a
judgment on its performance in several areas. Of course, the electorate relates to issues like
the proposed petrochemical plant, the Rothwells' deal, Teachers Credit Society and the Swan
Building Society. All those issues will have an impact on the way in which the electorate
thinks. Does the electorate believe that this Government is a good business manager? Quite
franly, had the Leader of the House been more aware of the feeling of Western Australians
he would have known that there is a growing degree of apprehension in the electorate - I
think I am describing it rather kindly - about the actions of this Government.

Mr Lewis: It is real bewilderment.

Mr COWAN: I do not think it is bewilderment; I think it is apprehension. The electorate is
aware of the involvement of a substantial amount of tapayers' funds in certain areas which
cause them apprehension. They are not bewildered by it. Quite frankly, they axe very
concerned.

Questions are being asked: It really is the responsibility of Opposition parties to ask
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questions of the Government and it is the responsibility of the Government to answer them.
If we take the issues which I have mentioned separately, it can be shown that answers have
not been given to the questions which have been asked. For example, in relation to Teachers
Credit Society where is the explanation which satisfied Western Australians that the registrar
had, in fact, been performing the job that he was required to do? Why was there not an
earlier involvement by the Government? Where was the watchdog, created by legislation,
and expected to be maintained by the Government, which never once barked? That is what
the electorate asks in relation to Teachers Credit Society - nothing more and nothing less.
The Government had a responsibility to establish a watchdog and it was established, but it did
not perform. As a consequence, the taxpayers have been asked to pick up the cost.
Mr D.L. Smith: The United States of America's Federal Reserve will rescue -

Mr COWAN: One thing which I will not do in this debate is get involved in debate on
econorriics. First, I am not an economist and, second. I have not had a great deal of time for
them ever since I was invited to a luncheon at which the guest speaker happened to be an
economist. On that occasion the economist told me that I had to give a lot of support to the
Eastern States and that I could no longer talk about secession because Western Australians
owed a great debt of gratitude to the Eastern States. It was the poor manufacturing sector of
the Eastern States which kept down the value of the dollar and in turn produced a buoyant
economy for the exporters in Western Australia. Would members believe his name was Dr
Hook! Ever since, I have been very wary of economists.
My advice to the Labor Party is that it had better start listening to the electorate and stop
listening to economists, especially those who have had some involvement with the United
States. God forbid that we should ever take the United Stares' economy as a shining example
of what we, in Western Australia, should do.
Mr D.L. Smith: The Federal Reserve in the United States will, this year, pay out $10 billion
rescuing and buying out Financial institutions in Texas and other southern States for the same
reason as this Government rescued Teachers Credit Society.
Mr COWAN: That is the very point I make. [ would be reluctant to listen to that commuent.
Several members interjected.
Mr COWAN: [ know where [ belong.
Dr Gallop: You should be listening to this good sense.
Mr COWAN: I do not think it is good sense.
Dr Gallop: Stopping the economy from collapsing sounds like good sense to me.
Mr COWAN: Here we go again. I do not mind if members opposite continue to travel down
the narrow path which they are travelling because they will reap the consequences of doing
that.
Mr D.L. Smith: Are you saying that you would not have rescued Teachers Credit Society?
Mr COWAN: The Government had no chokce but to rescue Teachers Credit Society. [ wish
the member for Mitchell would listen. This is the second time tonight that I have had to
admonish him for not listening.
The Government had the responsibility to put a watchdog in place and it is in place. The
Government of the day also has a responsibility to make sure that the watchdog performs. [t
was nor performing and that is the reason we had the problem with Teachers Credit Society.
Of course it was the Government's responsibility to rescue Teachers Credit Society. The fact
remains that because the watchdog did not work, was not alert and no action was taken, the
taxpayers have been required to pick up a bill for at least $120 million, possibly higher. Mr
Speaker, that is something for which this Government will bear fulfl responsibility.
I now turn to other issues. The Government is myopic indeed if it believes its own
propaganda and rhetoric.
Mir D.L. Smith: Your rhetoric means that we should blame the police every time there is a
break-in, every time there is an accident. You are saying that if the police system breaks
down at any rime we should blame the police.
Mr COWAN: I find it very hard to believe that this is happening. I am greatly concerned
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about people interjecting in the form of trying to put words into the mouth of the person
speaking. That is a stupid response.
I turn to the latest decision of the Government to take equity participation in the
petrochemical plant. Again, there needs to be a distinction between the project itself and the
Government decision to take that equity participation. Quite clearly, a lot of people refused
to do that and the moment members on this side of the House criticise the Government for
equity participation, immediately there comes a storm of interjection or protest saying that we
on this side do not support the project. That could not be further from the truth.
Mr D.L. Smith: We are not even saying that. if you think private enterprise could have done
it. why hasn't it done it before? How long would we have to wait for a private enterprise
participant such as one of the major petrochemical companies to come in on the deal?

Mr COWAN: I would have liked to see the Bond Corporation given an opportunity to get
one of the petrochemical majors into this project. The Bond Corporation did not even have to
try to do that because the Government, having become involved in the rescue of Rothwells
Bank and facing a hiding to nothing, facing the fact that it had $150 million in the form of a
guarantee which was to be exercised, which meant coming before the Parliament and seeking
its approval for the appropriation of $150 million -

Mr Lewis: Plus fees.
Mr COWAN: Yes, plus fees.

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr COWAN: I ask the member for Mitchell to let me finish. I will not answer any
interjections until I have finished. When the member has absorbed what I have said, I may
respond.
In this case, there was the Rothwells guarantee. The Government was on a hiding to nothing.
It was looking down the barrel of paying out $150 million which it had to come to the
Parliament for approval to appropriate. Somebody came to the Government and said: "Here
is a deal; here is an opportunity for you to get out of that $150 million guarantee." That is
precisely what happened. I am sure that there were a lot of choices for the Bond Corporation.
One of them would have been just to take over the assets that were held by Rothwells, which
included a half share in the PICL project. It could have done that; it chose not to. It chose to
give the Government the opportunity to revoke the $150 midllion guarantee, provided it took
equity participation in the petrochemical plant.
I do not have any great knowledge of this and what I do know I have gleaned from the
various reports that are available to the public, but when we talk about the value of the
petrochemical project being $400 million and then use the First Boston assessment of that as
a classic example, we should remember that First Boston Credit Suisse is the bank which will
finance the construction stage. Perhaps somebody from the Government can tell me if that is
not so. Would there not be a reasonable fee for providing that funding?

Mr D.L. Smith: It's on a non recourse basis.

Mr COWAN: Yes, but there would be a reasonable fee for the bank which provided the
funds. On that basis, to say that the value of the petrochemical plant at a certain stage is
$400 million makes me rather suspicious. I would be more inclined to the view that the
$400 million valuation placed on the petrochemical plant was not - because of contracts for
ethylene dichloride that might have been made and had to be revised, and contracts for vinyl
chloride monomer, again which had to be revised - a true figure. As has been mentioned
tonight there have been several trips to Japan by members of the Government task force and
by the Deputy Premier in. his capacity as Minister for Economic Development and Trade. All
the contracts had to be renewed, but we still have a valuation of $400 million.
It would have been more accurate for one to work out the value of the guarantee about to be
revoked, add to that the money that was owed to Bond Corporation by Rothwells and subtract
that sum from $400 million to find out precisely what the petrochemical plant was worth to
the original partners, and that would have been paid. However, that is only my guess. The
fact that one partner in the petrochemical plant, one of the original participants, is alleged to
have received $50 million for his share confirms the reasonably accurate nature of that guess.
We must remember that he was the person who accepted responsibility for the
A6.*31.7
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development project and did all the work on it, and that Laurie Connell'Is Rothwells Bank
was more or less a sleeping partner and was there to provide the money. The person who was
responsible for the project and did all the work for it received $50 million for his share and
the other partner received $350 million. So it can be seen that there are lots of questions
about how the $400 million figure is arr ived at.
I do not have the answers, but neither do the public. While the public do not have the
answers, they will not support the Government in the equity participation deal. They are
concerned about the level of public funds, taxpayers' funds, going into projects of this nature,
notwithstanding the fact that everybody acknowledges that the petrochemical plant is a very
good project. The Bond Corporation did not real-ly get involved in finding a petrochemical
major to assist it or to take equity participation because it knew that the Government would
be forced to take its share of equity participation if it wanted to revoke the loan to Rothwells,
and that is precisely what it has done. Now that the Government has it, it has delayed the
time by which it can recover the fuinds and it has to hope that it will make enough money
over and above the cost of construction, the cost of servicing the debt on that construction
loan and the cost of its equity participation or its original purchase of the PICL plant, the
$175 million.

The Government knew that a revocation was available to it; therefore, its choice was to ask
the Parliament for $150 mill ion or have the loan revoked and delay the time for the payment
by up to nine years. It might have been better for the Government to get off the menry-go-
round, allow the guarantee to be exercised and to have asked the Parliament for the
$150 million appropriation - the Government has the numbers in this House - and wait to
recover the money until some of those people to whom loans had been made and who could
not repay their principal, found themselves in a better position financially and could
eventually repay the principal as well as the interest. At the moment they are paying interest
only: they are not bad debtors, but are non performing debtors. That course of action may
have cost a lot less than the equity participation in this plant and it may have forced the Bond
Corporation to Find a petrochemical major.
The Leader of the House is perfectly correct; the Western Australian electorate will make a
judgment on the performance of the Government and its decision to become involved in
business to the extent where it takes equity participation in ventures such as the
petrochemical plant, but does not play its proper watchdog role of ensuring that organisations
such as the Teachers Credit Society function properly. The public will make that decision
and I am sure that this Government will be startled by the judgment made by the Western
Australian electorate on this issue.
It is quite proper for this motion to have been raised at this stage to maintain the high profile
of this issue, firstly, in this Parliament and, secondly, in the eyes of the public through the
various electronic and print media in this State. It is very important that the Government is
seen to be responsible in its use of taxpayers' funds; that has not occurred. It would have
been more appropriate for the Government to have allowed the $150 million loan to be
exercised and to have brought the issue before the Parliament and asked for the money. In
these circumstances, through an operation with the SGIC and the issue of debentures, it is
quite clear that the Government will not be required to debate the details of the petrochemical
plant in the Parliament, and it will not come to the Parliament seeking funds for that purpose.
It demonstrates once again that the Government may have something to hide; if that is not the
case, it should say so. The Goverrnent does not have to convince me, it must convince the
public of Western Australia. The Government has not yet convinced the public, and I am
happy about that. I am also happy to support the motion.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [8.35 pm]: I had not intended to take part in the debate, but I
have been encouraged to do so by the member for Cottesloe. The Leader of the National
Party said that he was not willing to listen to economists as he did not take much notice of
them, but emphasised the role of Government in terms of protecting taxpayers' dollars. It
would have been an interesting exercise to read chapter 25 of the Gospel of St Matthew,
which deals with the parable of the talents. The Leader of the National Party reminds me of
the servant who buried his talent and when the master returned from his travels he could offer
only the following explanation -

Master. I knew you to be a hard man, -

One might say that the taxpayer is a hard man. It continues -
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- reaping where you did not sow, and gathering where you did not winnow;, so I was
afraid, and I went and hid your talent in the ground. Here you have what is yours.

Members opposite expect the Government to accept that as the proper role of Goverrnent; to
take the taxpayer's dollar, bury it in the ground, and at the end of the term offer it back to the
taxpayer in exactly the same shape and form in which it was received. If the Government did
that, it would be returning to the people of Western Australia, with whatever new
Government they elect at some future time, things as they were in this State pre February
1983; that is, extremely high unemployment, extremely low business activity, and extreme
pressure on the family because of low or no incomes, high taxes, and a very dim prospect in
terms of the future, including rapidly escalating interest rates.

The pretender Leader of the Opposition quoted from one of his researchers - who I suspect
has a lot of spare time these days - a proposed theory expounded in a publication that he had
read that one can tell the level of corruption in a society by the level of business activity; that
if business activity is low and the economy is in trouble, the conclusion can be drawn that it
must be a corrpt society. I would not rush to say that about the society in Western Australia
before 1983, but I would say that the Government in this State at that time was in the hands
of people like the servant who chose to bury the money given to him and not use it to make
more money for the people. The role facing this Government when it came to office was the
role of any person under financial pressure: Firstly, it had to look at its income, assess the
reason for that income level, and then determine how it could be increased;, secondly, it had
to look at the expenditure; thirdly, it had to look at its assets; and finally, it had to look at the
liabilities, including the contingent liabilities for the future. The Government then set about
trying to manage its affairs to get out of the financial difficulty that then existed and to return
Western Australia to prosperity. Members opposite would have us believe that Governments
have only one option; that is, to do nothing or to raise money solely through taxation and
other imposts and charges, and hope that the private enterprise community will somehow or
other regenerate activity in the economy. That is the reason that the Liberal Party when
things are going well will claim credit, and when things are going badly will blame
everybody except itself. It is not willing to look for creative solutions. From the income
viewpoint the Government had to consider two aspects: Firstly, the level of income received
by a Government very much depends on the level of activity in the economy. Our share of
Federal income tax is dependent on how many people are in work and therefore paying
income tax. Our level of payroll tax is directly related to employment. Stamp duty is directly
related to business activity and so are such things as Financial institutions duty (FID) and the
like. When the economy is strong revenues to the State are strong. So the first thing that a
prudent Goverrnent, one that is trying to reduce the tax rate, does is try to reactivate the
economy.
On the expenditure side, the first thing that a prudent Government does is look at the
functions of the Government and what its public servants are being paid to do and then
attempt to prune that in an appropriate way. The functional reviews set up by this
Government, the restructuring of much of the Public Service and many of our public utilities,
and the selling of those enterprises it was not thought appropriate to retain in terms of the
economy, were things we did with a view to reducing the outgoings of the Government.
However, we had a couple of other concerns.

One of the biggest worries for this State Government was the contingent liability of
superannuation. In the past Governments had run an unfunded superannuation scheme; that
is, whatever the deficiency in the scheme it was made up out of the Consolidated Revenue
Fund. The actuarial calculations, which the Leader of the National Party does not seem to be
interested in as he has left for the time being, were that within a short time almost a third of
the State's expenditure would have been to meet those superannuation payments because of
their unfunded nature. That was one thing we had to address and we chose to do that by
persuading the Public Service to leave the old scheme and move across to a new, properly
funded scheme, one which would involve a much larger pool of investment funds for the
State Superannuation Board, which would be given the task of producing sufficient income to
meet that contingent liability.

Secondly, we looked at the assets of the State to see if they were producing an appropriate
return to the State. Members opposite take the approach that as long as one does nothing
with the assets of the State one cannot be criticised and is actually doing one's job as a
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prudent and careful Government looking after taxpayers' funds. The truth of the matter is
that if a Governiment has an asset which is not being properly utilised it is nio different from
private enterprise - it is losing the benefit of the income that could be earned from that asset,
or if the asset is not being used at all it ought to be disposed of and the money used for an
investment for the State in an area where it is more productive, or to reduce the liabilities of
the State. In the past if members opposite came across an under utilised asset they would sit
on it for generations without really thinking about it, as they did with the Midland abattoir.
They would eventually come to the conclusion that the way to dispose of it was to follow the
standard procedure of putting it to auction hoping there was a buyer out there who had a use
for it in its current form and then, "We will see what we will do with the proceeds after that."

What we decided to do, apart from the superannuation matter, was set up the Western
Australian Development Corporation, which had two roles: First, to make sure that the assets
of the State were generating the income that they could - that is, that the maximum return to
the taxpayer was being achieved from those assets; that related to the investment of the cash
flows of Government and its enterprises. Secondly. it had the role of looking at the land
holdings and other assets of Government to see whether some of them could be disposed of
and if, before they were disposed of, their value could be enhanced by looking at their
maximum realisable value in the same way that a person in private enterprise would do with
that land before he sold it. The role of the WADC has been one of investing those surplus
funds and finding the most valuable way of developing and disposing of the assets of the
State.

The other sort of contingent liability this Governent had was the enormous contingent
liability which the previous Goverrnent accepted when it supported the North West Shelf
gas project. As has been emphasised, one has to distinguish the project from the method of
suppoit offered to it. No-one on this side of the House disputes that the gas project was a
good one for Western Australia. What we are concerned about is that the previous
Government, regardless of whether it could use the gas, contracted to take it, and secondly, to
provide the vehicle for that gas to get to the metropolitan area through a pipeline.

Mr Lightfoot: It was a brilliant move.

Mr DiL. SMITH: It may have been a valuable project, as I said, but our accepting that sont of
contingent liability, for which we got no return but which made the project viable for the
mostly foreign consortium running it up there, resulted in our getting no return, no equity, no
nothing; all we got was the contingent liability.

The other entities that we looked at were the State Government Insurance Office and the
Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust to try to determine whether, from an asset return approach,
they really were doing as well as the other insurers out in the private market place. We
decided to revamp those institutions, both the MVII and the compulsory insurance fund, and
the State Government Insurance Office itself.

As a result of our reappraisal of those instrumentalities we made these decisions: First, that
the investments of the State Superannuation Board should no longer simply be in
Government debentures or fixed interest returns where the chances of getting the sorts of
returns of private superannuation funds were not available. In relation to the State
Government Insurance Office we decided that it should take a private enterprise approach to
the investments of its reserves to try to both reduce premiums and make more profits for the
State of Western Australia. One of the problems, of course, was that when a large entity like
the State Superannuation Board or the State Government Insurance Office goes out to invest
those funds we would hope, because they are owned by the Western Australian Government,
that they would find their investment home in Western Australia and not be invested in
Eastern States projects or overseas projects. As a result, it was natural, if we were to invest in
Western Australia, that we should start to have dealings with other private enterprises in
Western Australia both in terms of joint venture projects and of providing fmnancc: for some of
the entrepreneurial capital ventures in which people wanted to participate. It is easy in
retrospect for members opposite to look at individual investments of the State Superannuation
Board and the State Government Insurance Commnission and say that they were bad
investments. It would be just as easy to look at the Commnonwealth Bank or the R & I Bank
and their bad debt portfolios and say, "What rotten managers they must be because they have
actually had a bad debt." There is not a private or public superannuation
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fund or bank in the world that at some stage does not make a bad investment or a bad
advance to a customer and has to write it off later as a bad debt.

However, the tactics of members opposite have been to go out and try to promote those odd
occasions as being examples, somehow or other, of a corrupt Government dealing with
corrupt people. That really has been the message they have been trying to promote, both
overseas and interstate - that somehow or other there is something that smells just because
there have been a few bad investments. Of course, we know the reason why they do that; it is
the same reason why the member for Gascoyne wrote to the American Secretary of Trade in
relation to the wheat situation.

Mr Maslen: I think the member said, "The member for Gascoyne." It was not I.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I apologise; it was the member for Murchison-Eyre. He wrote to the
Secretary of Trade, in effect saying, 'It does not matter how it affects Western Australians or
Australians personally, the important thing is that in the interests of the free world we should
have a free enterprise Government in Western Australia and Australia, and if you can harm
the Government's re-election prospects by doing with the wheat trade what you have been
doing, good on you; keep it up." What members opposite have been doing is really much of
the same.

If we want to look at whether the State Superannuation Board and the State Government
Insurance Commission have been investing profitably the funds entrusted to them, thereby
undertaking a profitable role for the taxpayers, we should look not at their individual
investments but at their overall performance. In terms of overall performance and the real
rate of return, we can see that for every year this Government has been in office it has almost
doubled the rate of return of each of those institutidns compared with the situation existing
under the previous Liberal Government. It was recognised by the Burke Government that
every State Government in Australia and the world is interested in developing industry within
its own boundaries. However, if this were to be done merely by increasing the size of
Government resource development departments and pumping more and more money into
those departments for salaries in the hope that this would somehow enable the Government to
function in a better way than the resource development departments of the rest of
Governments in the world, Western Australia would be a very poor cousin. This is because
Western Australia has a relatively small economy and population, and we could not compete
on that sort of basis. We had to develop a way of attracting industrial development to this
State which was different from the methods tried elsewhere, and that was to be the broader
role of the WADC.

A couple of unrelated things have occurred during the course of our activities in those areas
which are really carrying the brunt of the Opposition's attack on WA Inc. First, the Teachers
Credit Society and the Swan Building Society collapsed, and the Government had to mount a
rescue operation. Members opposite have tried tonight, as they have done in the interstate
and local Press, to portray the failure of the Teachers Credit Society and Rothwells as being
related to WA Inc. However, when we press the Opposition members on that issue, we find
that they are not saying that at all. As the Leader of the National Party said tonight, his real
criticism is that the supervisory agencies within the Government, which were supposed to
keep a check on those financial institutions, did not do their job. However, if they did not do
their job - which I do not for a moment concede - it has nothing to do with WA Inc. There
was no Government money in the Teachers Credit Society, nor was there Government
involvement in deciding who could obtain loans from the T)CS. All that happened in the end
result was that because of the lending policies of the management of TICS, that society got
into a critical financial situation, and something had to be done-to rescue it.

Mr Lewis interjected.

Mr D.L. SMITH: The criticisms of members opposite, such as the member for East Melville,
really consist of trying to draw - by innuendo - some connection between the failure of those
institutions and WA Inc. There was also no Government money in Rothwells.

Mr Lewis: Why did the former Premier, Mr& Burke, came in here and accuse the Opposition
of trying to make a run on it, and why did he try to vilify people?

Mr D.L. SMITH: The failure of Rothwells was related to the same sorts of problems which
caused the failure of the TCS.
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Mr Lewis: What caused the failure of the TCS?
Mr D.L. SMITH: The bad lending policies of management, and borrowing short, and lending
long, which created a situation where they could not manage their affairs. The collapse of
Rorhwelis had nothing to do with WA Inc, investments by the State Government, or its
relationship with entrepreneurs. The Opposition has tried to establish the Government's
relationship with entrepreneurs by drawing inferences from a couple of things that happened
after the stock market crash, such as the failure of the TCS, the Rorhwells rescue, and the fact
that the investment bodies that we were trying to encourage to be more entrepreneurial in
their investment policies - the SCIC and the State Superannuation Board - had some golden
opportunities presented to them. A major entrepreneur, Robert Holmes a Court, through the
Bell Group, wanted to quit some major real estate. The SGIC took advantage of that. The
Bell Group got into trouble with its BHP holdings, and the SGIC took advantage of that, to
the benefit of the taxpayers. That has been painted in the Eastern States' newspapers as being
evidence of WA Inc. I do not know how this Government can be said to be helping private
enterprise when it steps in and takes advantage of the misfortune of the stock market crash
and its after effects, because it is obvious that the taxpayers have benefited from that action.
Rothwells had nothing to do with WA Inc, but it has been easy for members opposite to
portray it as such because Laurie Connell and the people in some of his companies were the
people doing business with the Government and some of its agencies. Laurie Connell is no
different from many other people who lost money in the stock market crash. Robert Holmes
a Court, Ron Brierley, Bruce Judge and John Elliott all lost substantial sums of money in the
stock market crash. The Government had to make a decision as to whether it would assist
Rothwells. The Government received a proposal from entrepreneurs in Western Australia
and in the Eastern States, who came to the Government and said, "We are putting together a
package. It is critically important to the health of the Western Australians that we try to hold
Rothwells together. Therefore, we want you to come in with a guarantee, conditional on such
things as Connell putting a substantial amount of his own money into Rothwells, and on the
private backers proposing the rescue, putting in substantial amounts of their own money."
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the Opposition were approached, and
they were like the servant who was frightened of what the taxpayers might say: They decided
to bury their talents in the sand, and hope that at a later time they could somehow take
political advantage of the situation. It is obvious that the guarantee might be called up at
some time. I do not know what the condition of Rothwells is, but there was ultimately a real
possibility that the Government might be asked at some stage to pay up part of that guarantee.
It was obvious also that as a result of the difficulties faced by Rorhwells and Laurie Connell,
the PICL project would not go ahead as quickly as originally planned because the people
involved had to reorganise their situation. There would have been adverse consequences to
the State if that project had not proceeded. First, the State would have lost the benefits of
having that development; and the Opposition seems to agree there would be benefits.
Secondly, the State would have lost the advantage that it could provide a major market for the
surplus gas produced by the North West Shelf gas project and thereby get out of a
$900 million potential liability for the SEC. T1hirdly, the State would have lost the
opportunity of getting some equity participation in the project, in the same way as the
Singapore Government and the Gulf Governments in the Middle East participated in their
projects. It was decided that the best and only way that the Government could get the project
going quickly was to be involved. The additional advantage to the Government was that as a
result of what the Government would be paying over, some of that money would pass back to
Laurie Connell and Rothwells and would be the means by which the Government would be
released from any liability under the guarantee.

One cannot separate the one from the other. We had the problems over the SEC gas. There
will be benefits to the Western Australian economy. Experience worldwide is that these
projects do not get under way without Government assistance. We have had the personal
experience of the loss of the smelter, and we know the advantage the Portland smelter has
been to the Victorian Government.

We will have extra advantages as a result of the money being paid going back to Rothwells
and thereby leading to a situation to release us from a guarantee which at some stage in the
future might have changed from a contingent liability to a real liability. I do not believe the
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Opposition can criticise that. In relation to the Rothwells situation, we have gone from a
contingent liability of $150 million with no return, apart from the fee paid for that guarantee,
to a situation where we have an equity on a non recourse basis for financing where we may at
some stage in the future be able to sell that equity to private enterprise and recoup part or all,
or even make a profit on that $175 million. There are extra advantages to the State in terms
especially of the North West Shelf gas contract, the funding problems of the SEC, the straight
return to the coffers of State Treasury from having the construction force and other people
employed, and all the activity flowing from that, which will all bring a return to the
Government.

The Government has a different approach to these things from that of a private enterprise
entity. When a private enterprise entity invests in an enterprise, the only return it can hope
for is the income which flows directly from the enterprise itself. But for Governments there
are all sorts of side benefits which flow from particular industries being started. It is those
benefits which the Opposition has to take into account in determining whether the investment
by the Government in Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd is a prudent one. The fact of
the matter is that we saved something like $950 million in terms of the contingent liability of
the SEC arising from the gas project: We saved a $150 million contingent liability to
Rothwells, we have the benefit to State revenues from income tax, payroll tax and all the
other taxes paid from a development of that kind, and we secure the place of Western
Australia in terms of the secondary processing of our primary resources - something which
this State must be part of if we are to contribute to the economic revival of Australia and the
balancing of our international trade situation. The work being done by the Federal
Government can be seen in the trade figures released today, but we are a long way from
home. We must have in Australia, and in this State in particular, the secondary processing of
what occurs here naturally. We must take advantage of our own domestic needs, and this
project uses the locally occurring gas and the salt and produces the caustic soda used in our
alumina industry. These all represent the things which would lead any objective person to
say there are enormous returns to the taxpayer and to the electors of Westemn Australia in this
project. There are enormous financial savings for the taxpayer, the SEC and the State
Government as a result of this project. On that basis, whether it is Bond promoting it or
anyone else, it is a project in which we should be involved.

If the Opposition were simply saying that we should have stood back and let Dempster and
Connell go to the wall, with the project, and then go in and pick up the pieces - somehow or
other that would have been better, even though all the contracts would have been lost -

Mr Court: There were no contracts.

Mr D.L. SNM: Perhaps we should have sat around and waited for one of these major
international oil companies which have interests in competing projects elsewhere and
therefore have an interest in not encouraging any competition - those are the sorts of things
the Opposition should be debating with us but it is not willing to. What the Opposition has
tried to do is to persuade the Press, including the foreign Press, that somehow or other there is
something sleazy in it which we are not talking about. The fact of the matter is that the
situations with Rothwells, the SEC and other elements have been made public by the Minister
for Economic Development and Trade. He made it obvious that we were taking these
considerations into account in making the decision to go into this project. The Opposition
keeps reviving it as though it were something new which we were keeping hidden. We have
not hidden it. We have done a good job, this is a good project and WA Inc is going very
well.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (16)
Mr Blaikie Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Reg Tubby
Mr Bradshaw Mr Gmayden Mr Lightfoot Mr Watt
Mr Cash Mr HassellI Mr Menisaros Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr House Mr Schell Mr Maslen (Teller)

3975



3976 [ASSEMBLY]

Noes (24)
Dr Alexander Mir Evans Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Dr Gallop Mr Read Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mf Ripper Mrs Watkins
Mr Canf Mr Hodge Mr D.L. Smith Dr Watson
Mr Cunningham Dr Lawrence Mr P.J. Smith Mr Wilson
Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Taylor Mrs Bucbanan (Teller)

Pars

Ayes Noes
Mr Macnnon Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Thompson Mr Parker
Mr Fied Tubby Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Crane Mr Burkett
Mr Clarko Mf Grill
Mr Greig Mr Bertramn
Mr Trenonien Mr Tom Jones

Question thus negatived.

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL (No 3)
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 23 June.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for Police arid Emergency Services) [9.09 pm]: This
Bill emanated from the member for Katanning-Roe and in the interests of the peace, harmony
and goodwill which have been part of this Chamber for the past few days or so, the
Government has decided that there is a great deal of merit in the matter. I have some
amendments on the Notice Paper which, according to the Parliamentary Counsel, will make
the Bill easier to interpret as far as the law is concerned.

Basically, the legislation seems to make it less difficult for those people of 75 years and over,
when their eyesight in particular may not be adequate to drive under normal conditions,
perhaps at night, in the city or whatever, to obtain a licence. It should be possible, therefore,
for the Traffic Board of Western Australia to put special conditions on the licences of those
people. I think the Traffic Board is an appropriate body to place conditions on the licences of
those people. It is chaired by the Commissioner of Police and has representation from a
range of Govemnment organisations, including the Health Department and the Main Roads
Department, and from local governiment authorities.

The Bill does make a good deal of commonsense and, taking into account the amendments
appearing in my name on the Notice Paper, the Government is prepared to support this
legislation.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [9.11 pm]; The Liberal Opposition has pleasure in supporting the
eml proposed by the member for Katanning-Roe. As the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services has said, it makes a lot of sense and is a Bill that should be judged on merit. Given
my comments the other day in this place when I suggested that the Govemnment tended to
adopt the attitude of knocking back Bills proposed by the Opposition irrespective of their
merit, I am pleased to see that the Government is prepared to support this eml.
There is no question that there are many people in our community who, having attained the
age of 75 years and having sat a driving test, fail that test for one reason or another; however,
that failure should not be such that it prevents them heom driving under certain special
conditions. I am thinking mainly of country people, perhaps in the instance of the vast areas
in our pastoral north where someone might live some miles out of the town of, say,
Sandstone. They may have lived there for many years and Find the need to drive into town
once a week to pick up their supplies. While their sight or other imnpairnent might be
sufficient not to allow them to drive in the metropolitan area, it certainly would not preclude
their driving in the wide open spaces of the Sandstone area. It certainly is important that the
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Traffic Board be given the opportunity of granting a driver's licence to those people under
special conditions.
I must say that even in my own electorate of Mt Lawley, which is very close to the City of
Perth, a number of people over the age of 75 have made representations to me in the hope
that something can be done to assist them in retaining their licences. Although the Liberal
Opposition will support this Bill and the amendments proposed by the Government, I am
unsure of the practicality of being able to impose conditions on the licences of metropolitan
people, especially those living in the city area; but as I have said before, the Bil has a lot of
merit and without question it will assist those people living in country areas.

We support the Bill and the amendments proposed by the Government.

MR HOUSE (Katanning-Roe) [9.14 pm]: I thank the member for Mt Lawley, who was
speaking on behalf of the Liberal Opposition, for supporting this Bil and indicate to him that
on the point he raised it is my understanding that there will] be no difference between the rules
and regulations that apply to city and to country people. However, that is the very purpose of
the Bill To enable a determination to be made with regard to the abilities or disabilities, as
may be the case, of people when they may otherwise be refused a driver's licence.

I also indicate that I will be happy to accept the amendments proposed by the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services in the Committee stage. I particularly thank the Minister for
his agreement, and that of the Government, to this Bill. When I first proposed this idea to the
Minister he was a little reticent about it, but to his credit he had a good look at it and agreed it
had some merit and was worth a try. I thank him very sincerely for that.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr House in charge of the
Bill.
Clauses I to 3 put and passed.

Clause 4 put and negatived.

New clause 4 -

Mr TAYLOR: [ move -

Page 2 - To add after clause 3 the following new clause to stand as clause 4 -

Section 44 amended

4. Section 4 of the principal Act is amended -

(a) in subsection (1) by inserting after paragraph (a) the following
paragraph -

'Xaa) is unable to comply with the requirement of
section 42(2)(c) but, in the opinion of the Board -

(i) the applicant is capable of controlling the
class of motor vehicle for which the
driver's licence is sought under certain
conditions or subject to certain
limitations; and

(ii) the denial of a driver's licence would
occasion undue hardship or
inconvenience;";

(b) by inserting after "conditions", wherever it occurs other than in
subsection (1)(c), the fo~owing -

"or limitations"; and

(c) by inserting after "condition", wherever it occurs, the
following -
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".or limitation.
I inform the House that the reason for this amendment, based on the notes given to me by
Parliamentary Counsel, is that this clause as it stands proposes to give a specific power to
impose licence conditions as to the time or place of driving. I am advised that section 4
gives a completely general power to impose conditions or limitations and would already
authorise conditions as to time or place. The inclusion of the clause might restrict rather than
extend the ambit of the section; therefore it has been suggested that the clause as it stands be
omitted and the proposed new clause be inserted.
Mr HOUSE: I am happy to accept this new clause. It does not alter the purpose of the Bill;
in fact it makes this clause a little clearer.

New clause put and passed.

ClauseS5: Section 48 amended -

Mr TAYLOR: I move -
Page 2, lines 25 to 27 - To delete 'including conditions as to the hours of the day
during which, and the roads upon which, the holder of the driver's licence may drive".

Page 2, line 33 - To delete "(7a), the"; " and substitute the following -

(1a), the"; and
Page 3, lines I to 15 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -

(d) in subsection (8) by inserting after "Where," the following -

"under subsection (]a) or"
Amendments put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Bill reported, with amendments.

MOT ION
World Heritage Listing - Shark Bay

Debate, on amendment to motion, resumed from 12 October.
MR SCHELL (Mt Marshall) [9.23 pm]: The National Parry opposes this amendment
because under certain conditions it would allow World Heritage listing of portions of this
State.
Mr Pearce: This is a motion.

Mr SCHELL: We are debating the amendment to the motion.
Mr Pearce: Are you saying you are not supporting the amendment?

Mr SCHELL: I am opposed to the amendment to the motion. The National Party supports
the original motion, which is to protect the right of Western Australia to conserve and
manage its own heritage areas. No-one in this House would deny that Western Australia is
unique, unusual and beautiful. I have travelled through most of the north and it is something
we must preserve and look after. The ecologies of many areas of this State are very fragile
and they must be looked after in the right way. The National Party believes that the residents
of the area, who know the area, are the people who should make decisions about the area.
There is no need for decision making to go beyond the Western Australian State Governmnent
when it comes to what happens to these parks and reserves.
The debate about supporting World Heritage listing in Western Australia makes one think
back to what happened in 1890, when this State became self governing. That was hard
earned and took a long time to achieve, and yet it seems to me that if we allowed World
Heritage listing to be decided by the Commonwealth we would take the first steps along the
path to reneging on the responsibilities we gained then. World Heritage listing means that
decisions will be made in Canberra and overseas about our parkcs and reserves, and such
decisions will have the tendency to be political and not in the best interests of this State and
the heritage of Western Australia.
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I ask this House to reject the amendment put forward by the Government and to support the
motion.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [9.26 pml: I think it is important to remind the House what it is
the Governent is trying to do. The amendment before the House is that we delete the
motion moved by the Opposition, which the member for Mt Marshall has indicated is fully
supported by the National Party.

The motion is -

I. That this House expresses its support for the principle that no area of the State
should be listed for World Heritage without the approval of the State
Parliament.

That is the first principle stated in the motion and the Minister has specifically rejected it. He
wants a situation in which it is possible to list for World Heritage without the approval of this
Parliament. Let the Government remember what it is doing; the Government is deliberately
rejecting that principle. The motion continues -

2. That this House is opposed to the listing of the Shark Bay region or any part of
it for World Heritage because -

(a) the area will be fully and adequately protected in terms of conservation
values by the Shark Bay region Plan completed by the State
Government in consultation with the local authority and local people,
and

(b) the State Government, the local authorities of the Shark Bay region,
and the people of the Shark Bay region are opposed to World Heritage
listing.

The Government wants to reject that. The motion continues -

3. That therefore the State Government should withdraw from all further
consideration of World Heritage listing and express in clear public terms its
total opposition to World Heritage listing of Shark Bay.

The Goverrnment will not do that. This Minister has engaged the services of Dr Keith Sutor,
who is an extremist. He is not a conservationist; he is a greenie, who has very definite
ambitions to achieve a certain kind of power control. That control is to be vested in Canberra
under these World Heritage arrangements, which were cooked up internationally through
agencies overseas. The motion continues -

4. That the State Government should instruct all its officers that as a matter of
official policy the State Government is opposed to World Heritage listing and
that those officers should not in the course of their duties involve themselves
in any way in furthering the prospects or possibility, or supporting, the World
Heritage listing of Shark Bay.

The Government has rejected that too. The Government wants a situation where its officers
are left free to go on paddling around and dealing with World Heritage. The fact of the
matter is that there a number of Government officers - paid by the taxpayers of this State -
who are, contrary to the alleged policies of the Government, certainly contrary to the wishes
of the people in Shark Bay, to the local authorities and to others, conspiring to achieve World
Heritage listing for Shark Bay, which is, as I explained last week, the first target. This
business of World Heritage listing, like the business of WA Inc, is making Australia a
laughing stock on the world stage. The World Heritage issue has been used by the
Commonwealth Gbvernment - uniquely in the world - as an instrument by which to seize
power over regions of Australia, and to exercise influence to which it is not entitled under the
Constitution. This afternoon we heard a very clear statement from the Minister for
Education, who is sitting in the corner of the Chamber. She said that the Government would
not concede the right of the Commonwealth to make decisions in an area of clear State
responsibility.

But the Minister specifically said last week that the Government would reject the proposition
that World Heritage listing should be carried out in Western Australia only with the authority
of this Parliament. That is the issue - whether we are going to have something cooked up in
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the United Nations, or in Paris, imposed in Australia against its will. That was never the
intention of the World Heritage treaties. Australia has put itself in a position where a number
of people who are genuine - I do flat agree with all the things they do - in the World Heritage
movement based in Paris are being put on the spot to receive representations from different
groups in Australia telling them conflicting things about the attitude in Australia.
The fuindamental difficulty is that the Federal Government of Australia will not, in the
international context, recognise that Australia is a federation. It is not a unitary State. Even
under the much maligned and much criticised Fraser Government there was a procedure - as
there is in the USA - where the Federal Government insists in its international dealings that it
be recognised as a federal country, and in international treaties that is referred to as the
federal clause. The federal clause that the USA, Canada and, at some stage, Australia have
applied, is that the Government says to other Governments overseas, "We will enter into this
international treaty but you have to understand we are a federation and we will not alter our
Constitution through this treaty.' Our Federal Government refuses to do this because it is a
centralist Government. Not only does it not care about the federal system but it also wants to
break that system down; it wants to use the treaty making power to seize more power mn
Australia against the Constitution.

A few weeks ago an assessing officer from UNESCO - in relation to World Heritage listing -
Dr Jim Thorsell, executive officer of the Geneva based International Union for Conservation
of Nature and Natural Resources, the assessment body for UNESCO, visited Sydney to talk
with the Australian Conservation Foundation. An article in The Sydney Morning Herald on 7
October under the heading "Plea on heritage listings' reads -

The Federal and State Governments should resolve their differences before they
approach the World Heritage Bureau, according to Dr Jim Thorsell, chief adviser to
UNESCO on World Heritage nominations.
Dr Thorsell said that apart from Australia, only New Zealand had been involved in
disagreement over a nomination.

There are conflicts between Canberra and the Tasmania Government over the listing
of the Lemonthyrne and Southern forests.

Theme is also disagreement between the Federal Government and Queensland over the
listing of the North Queensland tropical rainforests.

The article goes on to say that Dr Thorsell said -

"In almost all other situations, people are proud to have one of their parks put on the
World Heritage list."

Another quotation from the Melbourne The Age of 8 October reads -

Dr Thorseli said that as technical adjudicators for UNESCO, it has been
uncomfortable and embarrassing to be made arbitrators in resolving issues which
were polarised and politically loaded in Australia.

"Not being accustomed to your media, we have often been pursued and misquoted to
the detriment of our role as a quasi-judicial independent scientific body."

He said world heritage should not be abused.

This is a very important section -

It should be "one tool in the tool box", used only for the most exceptional areas.

World Heritage in Australia is not being used as a tool of conservation; it is being used as a
tool of power grabbing. It is being used to create a situation in which the Commonwealth
seizes power over areas of Australia and this has caused numerous confrontations. The
reason is simple: World Heritage listing in Australia has become a tool of extremists who
have their own agenda and who are not interested in the needs of the people. We are drawing
a very sharp distinction between greenies and conservationists. We are conservationists; the
greenies are extremists and they are not concerned about the genuine needs of the Australian
people.

Australia is being discredited and World Heritage listing is being discredited for reasons
which are completely wrong and unnecessary. People are opposed to World Heritage listing
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under the present legislation of the Commonwealth Government because that legislation is
oppressive; it takes away people's rights; it gives a Minister total discretion. People's legal
rights to real property are convented into a discretionary authority in the hands of a Minister
in Canberra.

Many people in this State have worked very hard to bring a measure of good sense to the
debate and to help people understand that they are not anti-conservation, they favour a
balance between the needs of the community and the needs of industry and production.
When one attends meetings at Shark Bay - as I did on two occasions, and the Minister did -
and hears people make wild assertions that the pastoral industry in the region should be
"closed down", and the intent of that statement is that World Heritage listing should be used
to close that industry down, the full extent of what is taking place is realised.

A group that has come together in Western Australia and has worked so hard on the issue of
World Heritage is called Basic Industries of WA. The group is a combination of responsible
people representing forestry, fishing, pastoralism, agriculture, tourism and mining. Those
people have not been anti-conservation in relation to Shark Bay at all. They have been pro-
conservation and they have accepted that a plan needs to be set up. The group has worked
with the State Government on that plan and is satisfied with the plan except that the latest
edition of the Shark Bay region plan, with the authority of the Minister, still contains a
significant section referring to World Heritage listing and the desirability of it.

It is time that this Government woke up to the fact that it has a tiger by the tail. The situation
will not be helpful to the member for Geraldton or the Government generally, if the
Govemnment is not prepared to undertake a courageous and clear cut campaign against
Canberra on this issue; to secure from Canberra, before the election, a clear statement that no
more Heritage listing will take place without the agreement of the local people and without
the authority of this Parliament.

Mr Pearce: That is our motion. The local people do not rate a mention under your motion.

Mr HASSELL: That is not your motion. The Minister is twisting the truth. I am about to tell
the House what some people think about this Government's attitude. The Minister should tell
this House the reasons for his rejecting our motion.

Mr Pearce: Because we prefer our amendment.
Mr HASSELL: The Minister prefers to leave himself an escape route; that is, one which
allows World Heritage listing.

Mr Pearce: Only if the local people agree to it.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister is working to avoid confronting his centralist mates in
Canberra. He is trying to avoid the promises made in Shark Bay. He is trying to avoid the
need to stand up to Mr Richardson and his greenrie mates. I promise that the Government will
not get away with it, because, as I said last week, a Liberal Government in Western Australia,
notwithstanding Senator Richardson or the High Court of Australia, will not allow any World
Heritage listing in this State.

Mr Pearce. You can't promise that and you know it. That is the most dishonest thing you
have said.

Mr HASSELL: I can promise it. The High Court of Australia does not have the power to
police all of Western Australia and we will. We will not have any High Court destroy this
State, and that is clear.

Mr Pearce: You are becoming quite bizarre in your extremism.

Mr Thomas: The Queensland Government made the same promise.

Mr HASSELL: It did not.

Mr Pearce: And Tasmania did too.

Mr HASSELL: It did not, but perhaps it should have. The biggest mistake made by the
Tasmanian Government was that it accepted the High Court ruling on the first dam case.
When people's right axe taken away and people's most basic entitlements are stripped from
them, they are entitled to confront their Governments. That time has come in Tasmania,
Queensland, and the Northern Territory.
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Mr Pearce: You explain how you can fulfil that promise.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Planning can explain why he is not fulfilling his promise.
He attended a meeting at Shark Bay and said two things. First, he told the people that if they
did not want World Heritage listing the Government would not go on with it.

Mr Pearce: I stick to that.
Mr HASSELL: Secondly, he told them that if they did not want the Government to deal with
the Commonwealth or consider the matter further, the Government would not consider it
further.

Together with many other members of this House involved in this issue, I received a letter
today from Basic Industries of WA. It is a long letter and I cannot read all of it in the
available rime. However, at the end of the letter it states -

The House is aware that Basic Industries of WA is apolitical. We have had an
excellent response and sensitive dialogue with Hon. Julian Grill, the Minister for
Fisheries and Agriculture, for which we are grateful. We have also had an excellent
response to our information kit from members of the Liberal Party, and wish to record
our personal thanks to capable, open and honest debate given by Bill Hassell, George
Cash, Dudley Maslen and Leon Watt.

We have had considerable difficulty with Hon. Bob Pearce. He has rejected our many
offers to help or advise. His speech of 12 October makes it clear that he appears
determined to avoid coming to grips with his own public undertakings to the people
of Shark Bay and Carnarvon, at all costs. He has rejected outright our offer of input
to his committee, yet as the correspondence quoted above shows we are clearly more
in tune with the people he keeps professing to support.

We now turn to the two motions before the House:

(a) Setting aside the pompous self-congratulation of Bob Pearce's
motion - it is a humbug.

(b) The people of Shark Bay and Carnarvon have both voted and spoken
unequivocally.

What more does he want?

The letter continues -

Why won't he honour his pledge now and amend the motion to
incorporate that there will be no consideration of World Heritage
Listing for Shark Bay unless the elected representatives of the region
ask for it?

(c) Otherwise the only sensible alternativ e is to accept the Opposition
motion.

Together with those people who have worked so long and hard and who have sought to
cooperate with the Government, we reject absolutely the proposition that our motion should
be defeated. If the Goverrnent had any sense it would support it.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [9.45 pm]: I join with the member for Cottesloe in rejecting the
amendment moved by the Minister for Planning. Having listened last week to the arguments
of the member for Cottesloe and others in support of the original motion, the Minister for
Planning should find himself in a very difficult position. He has realised that he has given
certain commitments to the people of Shark Bay. He realises that the Opposition and other
interested observers have transcripts of comments that he has made on radio about the Shark
Bay issue.

Mr Pearce: Which I stand by.

Mr CASH: I am pleased that the Minister for Planning said that he stands by his comments.
I am sure that will be of some comfort to those who are watching him and his colleagues very
closely to see which way they jump on the original motion, because the Minister for Planning
and his colleagues are now having to run for cover. They know that the people of Shark Bay
and the Geraldton region generally and, for that matter, people from all regions in Western
Australia, are aware that the Minister for Planning and his Government colleagues
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have tried to sell out Western Australia - that is, they axe prepared to support section
51(xxix.) of the Australian Constitution and encourage the Federal Government to use its
external powers to wrest certain rights from the State Government. That is an absolute
sellout. It was discussed a week ago during the debate on the original motion moved by the
member for Cotresloe.
It is important that we recognise the views of a number of other people who have become
involved in what is now tenmed "the Shark Bay issue". The member for Cotteslce mentioned
the work done by Basic Industries of WA which has expressed its views on the motion by the
Minister for Planning. It called it "pompous self-congratulation" and referred to it as "a
humbug". I join with that group in their comments.

Mr Pearce: You are following their instructions.

Mr CASH: I ask the Minister for Planning whether he received a copy of this letter from that
group; it was sent to a number of members?

Mir Pearce: No.1I didn't.
Mir CASH: The list indicates that one has been sent to him. Perhaps his office has not
referred it to him yet. Other members have received their copies. Perhaps it is convenient for
the Minister for Planning not to want to refer to the comments made in the letter.
Mr Pearce: I listened to those people on the radio yesterday and they supported the
amendment.
Mr CASH: I ask the Minister for Planning to control his hysteria. He will get an opportunity
to speak on the amendment.
Mr Pearce: No, I won't.
Mr CASH: Let us consider what others who are closely connected with the Shark Bay area
have said and what is on the public record. The Shark Bay Shire President and the Shire
Clerk made it very plain in a letter to the editor of The West Australian on 7 April 1988. That
letter was published prior to the public meeting held in Shark Bay on 28 April 1988. They
made the following comments -

The conservation movement, having suddenly discovered Shark Bay, seems
determined to eliminate or curtail tourism, pastoralism, fishing, mnining,and any other
activity in the district. They want the area to revert to an abandoned wilderness.
Mr David Dale's letter headed, "Battle for World Listing", revealed the emotive
approach that highly-geared Greenies are taking over the complex issue of survival of
the Shark Bay people and the protection of the environment.

The Shark Bay Region Plan is an attempt by the State Government to produce a
management strategy that protects the people and the natural features. It is a
successful document because it recognises that people, like plants and parrots, are
important.
The Ministers concerned with the Plan, Mr Pearce and Mr Hodge, are to be
congratulated for their perception and their understanding.
Though the philosophy behind World Heritage Listing is noble in intent, Australia is
the only nation with such draconian powers vested in the Commonwealth.
Do West Australians want to see the Greater Shark Bay Region - an area roughly the
size of Tasmania - vested in Canberra and the World Heritage Committee which
operates from Paris? We would wonder if David Dale should be as enthusiastic if the
Shark Bay Shire nominated his home to be placed under the benevolent power of
Senator Richardson.

The point which came out of the newspapers around the time of the public meeting was
outlined in a short letter written by the Shire Clerk of the Shire of Shark Bay, Mr Brett
Pollock, to Basic Industries of WA. Members will be aware that Basic Industries of WA has
distributed to all members in this House very clear documentation which sets out both the
arguments for and against the listing of Shark Bay and it draws some interesting conclusiofts.
In his letter dated 7 October 1988 to Basic Industries of WA the Shire Clerk of the Shire of
Shark Bay said -
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Dear Sir,

Council at its recent September Council Meeting considered the Basic Industries of
W.A. infonmation package opposing World Heritage in Shark Bay.

Council unanimously congratulates the group on the excellent presentation of the case
against World Heritage Listing of Shark Bay.

Council supports your efforts and looks forward to a favourable response to your
package.

Yours faithfully,
B. Pollock
Shire Clerk

As recently as 17 October 1988 the Denham Fishermen's Association passed a resolution in
regard to World Heritage listing which stated that members were unanimous in their rejection
of any formr of World Heritage for Shark Bay.

In a letter to Basic Industries of WA dated 3 October 1988 the Shire Clerk of the Shire of
Carnarvon, Mr M.G. Cheverton, said -

Dear Sir,

Shark Bay Regional Conservation Issues

Your deep concerns for the promotion of Shark Bay, for World Heritage Listing are
also shared by Council and many others who have a direct interest in the region.
Your information package of papers has certainly been well researched and are to be
commended.
You will agree that this Council has a direct interest in the developments concerning
the Shark Bay Region Plan and the associated conservation issues, and is represented
on the State Government's Working Party. After critically examining the wide
variety of information available regarding the Shark Bay Regional Plan, associated
conservation issues and in particular the World Heritage Listing proposals, Council
resolved the following:

I . That Council advise the Minister for Planning that it supports the Cabinet's
adoption of the Shark Bay Regional Plan.

2. That Council cannot support the listing of the Shark Bay Region on the World
Heritage Listing, with special concern arising from the extended
Commonwealth Goverrnent powers and its domestic policy relating to World
Heritage.

3. That Council recommends the continued operation of the Working Party on
World Heritage Proposals for Shark Bay.

Council does believe that the World Heritage Listing question will need to involve a
united effort from the State Government, Local Government and other interested
panies, so that it can be resolved in accordance with the wishes of the local people.
Your concerns certainly do echo the concerns of many other interested people and I
trust that in due course common sense does prevail.

The letter is signed, "Yours faithfully".

Mr Thomas: By whom?

Mr CASH: It is signed by the Shire Clerk of the Shire of Carnarvon.

Mr Pearce: Why don't you make an effort to let commonsense prevail?

Mr CASH: I think it is important that the Leader of the House recognises that the local
people do not want him to support the World Heritage listing of Shark Bay.

Mr Pearce: I recognise that.

Mr CASH: The local people are prepared to accept the Shark Bay plan as proposed by the
State Government but as I said last week they would, in fact, like some amendments to that
plan.

Mr Thomas: You are a peddler of misinformation and fear.
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Mr CASH: Is the member for Welshpool trying to say that the people of Shark Bay want a
World Heritage listing for that area?

Mr Pearce: Of course they don't.

Mr CASH: Of course they do not. I wonder whether the Leader of the House believes that
the people of Shark Bay want a World Heritage listing for that area? The answer is no. The
Leader of the House knows that he is on the run and that the views he is expressing do not
accord with the views of the people in that region. He knows that by same fancy footwork he
will try to make it look as if he is supporting the people of Shark Bay and appear not to be
trying to support the Federal Government.

I put it to the House that the people of Shark Bay are awake up to the Leader of the House
and they will be watching very closely to see which way he votes on this issue. It is
interesting to read some of the comrments which were published in The Geraldron Guardian
on 7 October.

Mr Pearce: Why don't you go to the library if you want to read out aloud?

Mr CASH: Perhaps the Leader of the House does not want me to have the views of the local
people recorded in Mansard. I am surprised he would want to prevent that from happening. I
would have hoped that he would be prepared to take note of the commnents of the local
people, of Basic Industries of WA and of the local authorities which represent the people in
those areas, and to recognise what they are saying.

Ms Pearce: We will give you leave to incorporate them in Hansard if you sit down.

Mr CASH: I would be pleased to have the documents incorporated in Mansard and to cease
speaking. Is the Leader of the House prepared to have them incorporated in H-ansard?

Mr Pearce: Absolutely.

Mr CASH: To test the word of the Leader of the House, I seek leave of the House to have
the following documents incorporated in Hansard -

Mr Pearce: How many documents do you have? I am not going to put up with that - you had
one document in your hand at the time you were speaking. You cannot incorporate a book in
Mansard.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Alexander): Order! We need to know the nature of the
documents the member for Mt Lawley is talking about because under Standing Orders only
certain documents can be incorporated in Mansard.
Mr CASH: Exactly. I said [ wanted to test the word of the Leader of the House. In general,
the documents to which I am referring are from the people who reside in the Shark Bay
region and they outline their objection to the World Heritage listing of Shark Bay. They also
include a very infonnative set of documents from the Basic Industries group which poses the
question of whether Shark Bay should be on the World Heritage list, introduces the subject
and explains just why it believes it would be inappropriate to have Shark Bay on the World
Heritage list. As I say, I am prepared to test the Minister for Planning; he invited me to
incorporate the documents.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Alexander): There is no question of test here because the test
is the Standing Orders, which state that material such as statistical tables, graphs and charts
can be incorporated. Your option is to table other material for the balance of the day's
sitting, but according to my advice and my reading of the Standing Orders, it is not possible
to incorporate material which is outside that definition.

Mr CASH: I accept your commnents, Mr Acting Speaker. I was wondering how the Minister
for Planning would overcome the Standing Orders when he invited me to incorporate these
various documents. It was interesting to see the Minister try to prevent me from having
recorded in Hansard the views of the local people with respect to the World Heritage listing
of Shark Bay.

I only want to record a couple of other matters in Mansard. One was a resolution that was
moved and passed by the Country Shire Councils Association of WA (Inc) in respect of the
World Heritage listing of Shark Bay. It reads..

Thai the CSCA object in the strongest terms to the far-reaching and indeed draconian
implications which World Heritage Australian Domestic Legislation clearly has the
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capacity to enforce upon the rights of Australian citizens, and further that the CSCA
requests the W.A. Stare Government to support the local Shark Bay community and
existing local industries in their objection to the Commonwealth Government
nominating all or any part of the greater Shark Bay region for World Heritage listing.

I understand that the motion was carried unanimously by members of the Country Shire
Councils Association.

The Parliamentary Library has been able to provide much documentation on the views of the
local people and those of most people in Western Australia on the listing of the Shark Bay
area or any other area in Western Australia on the World Heritage list. They object strongly
to it. I hope that the Minister for Planning has listened to the comments made tonight, It has
certainly been shown that he does not enjoy the support of the Opposition, the local people or
the Basic Industries group in the amendment that he has moved.

Before I conclude my comments, I invite the member for Geraldton, someone whose
electorate is very much involved in the general listing of that area on the World Heritage list,
to tell the House where he stands in respect of supporting Canberra and the listing of the
Shark Bay area.

Mr Carr: I am opposed to World Heritage listing unless there is the support of the local
people.

Mr CASH: Can the member tell me what he means by local people? Does he mean three
people or five people?

Mr Can: I mean the people who live in the region that is directly affected.
Mr CASK: The member will always vote against the listing of an area on the World Heritage
register if the local people are against it? Is that the case?
Mr Can First of all, that will never come to a vote.

Mr CASH: Just as I thought! When the member for Geraldton was put to the test, he too,
like the Minister for Planning, runs for cover.
Mir Cart: That's a straight out distortion of what I said.

Mr CASH: He is not prepared to stand up and support those producers in his area - the
fishermen -

Mr CanT: You are completely dishonest.

Mr CASH: - who will be affected in due course as a result of this listing. When I convey the
comments of the member for Geraldton to the people of Geraidton, in particular the
fishermen, it will be interesting to see whether they are prepared to support him because,
quite clearly, he is not prepared to support them.

MR LIGHTFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [10.05 pm]: I oppose the amendment put by the
Minister for Planning.

Mr Thomas: Gee, that's a surprise!

Mr LIGHTFQOT: The member should look surprised, if he is; he just should not say that he
is.

In some of the time available to me, I will run through some of the points about Shark Bay
that require amplifying and give reasons for its inclusion in a protection plan. The plan put
forward by the State Government - one that was discrete from the proposal of World Heritage
listing - deserves some commendation. Shark Bay is unique by world standards, but that is
no reason for its future to be taken out of the hands of Western Australians. That is no reason
for it to be controlled from Canberra and even less reason for it to be controlled from Paris. I
do not believe that any rational Western Australian would agree under any circumstances that
the area should be included in any World Heritage listing.

I found it rather strange that in his amendment the Minister for Planning should have said that
he would endorse the listing of Shark Bay on the World Heritage register if it had the
approval of the people of that area. Because of his comments about my being a rugged
individual and so forth, I find it hard to speak against him tonight. Notwithstanding that, I
will try very hard to understand his amendment. As I see it, the Minister for Planning wants
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it both ways. If the people who live around the perimeters of the Great Barrier Reef, the
biggest in the world, should decide that it is not to be listed, would the Minister for Planning
agree that it should not be listed, or is his view related only to Shark Bay? The Daintree
rainforest in Queensland has been the subject of much dispute in that progressive State. If it
were not to be listed on the World Heritage list, would the Minister for Planning support the
local people on that issue?

Mr Thomas: Would you support the Job for Canberra movement?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I will not answer that interjection because if I do the Acting Speaker is
sure to say that lamn straying from the subject before the Chair. However, if the member for
Welshpool wants to see me afterwards I can give him some detail about it. The Acting
Speaker is about to draw my attention back to the amendment before the Chair.

With respect to the Daintree rainforest, Franklin Dam or the Lemonthyme forest in Tasmania,
would the Minister for Planning say that it was up to the people of the area to decide whether
they wanted their area listed? The Minister for Planning said that if the people of Shark Bay
wanted Shark Bay listed on the World Heritage list, he would support that listing. Would he
agree that his statement and the amendment may have been a bit rash?

Mr Pearce: If the local people were prepared to support World Heritage listing for the Shark
Bay area, we would consider that as part of the whole business. We would not necessarily
support it on the basis of the support of the local people alone, but it would weigh heavily
with us.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: So the amendment is not really complete, is it? The Minister for Planning
would not support it totally; he would give it some qualified support,
Mr Pearce: If the people of Shark Bay were to be in favour of World Heritage listing, but we
saw a significant downside for the State as a whole, the.State. Government may well not
support World Heritage listing, even if it were supported by the local people.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: So the Government's amendment is not quite right.

Mr Pearce: It is right. I said we would not support it if local people opposed it.

Mr LIGHTFOOT; The Minister knew that the hypothesis of the people of Shark Bay
agreeing to the listing under World Heritage regulations was not likely in any. circumstances.

Mr Pearce: [ have spoken to them on dozens of occasions.'-

Mr LIGHTFOOT: If it is good for the Shark Bay people to lead the support with regard to
World Heritage listing in that area, then it must be good for the. people of the Great Barrier
Reef, the Daintree rainforest, the Franklin Dam area and the Lemonthyme forest area and so
on. The Minister cannot only give his support for a parochial area at Shark Bay.

Mr Pearce: The difference is that we have a proper management plan for that area.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: There is nothing wrong with that management plan; I understand it has
the support of the people in the Shark Bay area and it has the suopon of all members of the
Opposition. It is the World Heritage aspect which worries me: -

Mr Pearce: We are more concerned with the management'plan. There is- no management
plan for the Daintree rainforest or the Lernonthyme forest, and if there were we might not be
so concerned about supporting it. .. I1 ..

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I do not know whether there is or not, but I .wili~accept the Minister for
Planning's reference to the fact that there is no management plan for those areas in the
eastern part of Australia. I lived in the Shark Bay area for ap.ouple of years and I empathise
with that area. It is unique throughout the world. It is not unique just because of its geology:
I refer to the stromatolites and the unique shell beaches. Stromatolites are one of the oldest
living - if not the oldest living - "creatures" in the world. Thej need protection and they have
simply survived over the millennia because the area in which they: are currently living along
the coast of Hamelin Pool became so saine as the mouth of that pool became silted up as a
result of weed growth, that the escape of water by tidal flush was not 'sufficient to flush the
bay out on all occasions. As a result of that, and with the evaporation that remained with the
shallow bay of water, the water became sufficiently saline to stop the predators of these
stromatolites from entering the, bay and damaging, eating .or -otherwise destroying the
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stromatolites. which covered a large pant of the coastal area of the world at some stage during
geological time. Of course, the salinity gave rise to the trillions of dead shells that form the
beaches around Hamelin Pool, and those shells in themselves are worth saving. My family
and I owned Hamnelin Station, a pastoral lease, which was an old style lease covering land
that went to the bay of Hamelin Pool. At the rum of the century the wool was brought from
the Murchison, put onto wagons, and from there onto lighters and then onto sailing ships in
deeper water. The wagons went through the algal mats that assist the growth of these
wonderful and unique stromatolites, arid those wagon tracks put there at the turn of the
century still exist through the bay, and they have been impressed into the algal mats.

Such is the fragility of the area surrounding Hamnelin Pool that I find no argument with the
plans made to set aside a nominal amount of that area for protection and preservation, and the
enjoyment of not just Western Australians or the people of Shark Bay, but for the scientists
who have travelled from many countries to visit this area. Some of those scientists stayed in
the station I owned, and the member for Welshpool will be pleased to know that I entertained
a Russian professor from one of the science institutes in Moscow on one of those visits. The
area has also been visited by scientists from America, the United Kingdom, Africa and other
countries. I find the Shark Bay area absolutely enthralling. It offers the unique stromatolites,
which I believe are, if not the only example in the world of these living primeval creatures, at
least the best in existence. In another station [ owned in the eastern Gascoyne area was an
area which was geologically in the Proterozoic age, between 1 800 million and 2 000 million
years old, and contained fossil stromnatolites. That may give members some idea of how
ancient are these stromatolitic creatures that survive in H-amelin Pool. There is no question
but that they should be preserved and protected at whatever cost to this State; they are unique,
and I offer any assistance I can give in that regard. In fact, when I owned the station I gave
back to the State a certain amount of the super tidal area which covered the fragile ecology of
the sand dunes that protected the algal mats that were necessary for the survival of these
stromatolites. It is often forgotten that pastoralists are great ecologists who have an affinity
with the land which probably escapes the average suburban person who often looks at
pastoralists as people who have very little regard for the country. In fact, the opposite is true.
I do not think there is a pastoralist in this State who does not have empathy with nature and
the environment in which he lives, which includes some of the unique flora and fauna in the
world. Of course, Shark Bay is one of those areas.

Another interesting area is the Zuytdorp Cliffs, which were named after the Dutch merchant
ship which ran into those cliffs several hundred years ago. It was only in recent decades that
the cliffs were surveyed and found to be the highest in Australia - I think I am correct in
saying that. They are magnificent, sheer cliffs, and they harbour a great deal of sea life. It is
a unique sight to watch the waves from the Indian Ocean smashing against these cliffs,
unprotected for thousands of kilomnetres.

The other feature which makes the Shark Bay area unique is that it naturally harbours the
dugong, or sea cow, a warm blooded mammal that suckles its young. It has often been said
that this creat-ure gave rise to the myth of the mermaid and these gentle mammals graze on
sea grass and at times are found quite close to the township of Denham.- At some stage the
Government must face the fact that the licence given to Aboriginal Australians to hunt these,
dugongs. will result in their extinction. I do not believe it is necessary today for Aborigines or
any other Australians to use boats, outboard motors, rifles, and nets to kill these gentle
creatures. If the management plan does not include the complete protection of all flora, fauna
and sea life, it should do so, and it should exclude any Australians, including Aborigines,
from taking in any manner whatsoever any creatures on the endangered list, particularly
dugongs.

I have also had an interest in the Peron Peninsula, an area which I surveyed some years ago
for minting. I found the area quite entrancing and I am a little sorry that one of these days its
potential for the mining of heavy sands may be exploited. In my time in the pastoral industry
the area has never been one of economic viability with regard to the pastoral station of Peron
on the peninsula of the same name.

I do not think that it would be a great economic impost on either the pastoral industry or the
people of Shark Bay to have that resumed by the State to become pant of the reserve, and with
proper compensation being paid. It has always been a struggling place. It is sandy and lacks
water, but it has some of the most unique coastline in Australia and is the very heart of
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the Shark Bay area lying as it does between Hamelin Pool to the nonth and the actual Shark
Bay area on which the township of Denham stands to the south. Other areas of interest are
Monkey Mia, where much publicity has been given to the dolphins which go there to the
great delight not only of children but people of all ages. People can wade into the water up to
their knees, feed the dolphins and scratch their heads. It is a marvellous sight to see those
animals who trust so much in Homo sapiens I think I might learn a lesson from them,
although I do not think I trust my fellow humans as much as they do.
I have covered the areas I wished to cover. I do not bel ievb that the Minister for Planning was
serious in moving his amendment, which says that he would support the uisting of Shark Bay
as a World Heritage area if the people of Shark Bay wanted him to. I believe that the motion
moved by a member on this side of the House was a valid and good motion. The Minister for
Planning would have shown that he had some statesmanlike qualities had he agreed to go
along with that motion rather than moving this irrelevant amendment that we know will be
passed by weight of numbers.
Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (23)
Mrs Beggs Dr Gallop Mr Read Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Mrs Watkins
Mr Carr Mr Hodge Mr DL. Smith Dr Watson
Mr Cunninghamn Dr Lawrence Mr P.3. Smith Mr Wilson
Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Taytor Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Evans Mr Pearce Mr Thom as

Noes (16)
Mr Blaikie Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Reg Tubby
Mr Bradshaw Mr Grayden Mr Lightfoot Mr Wait
Mr Cash Mr Hassell Mr Mensaros Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr House Mr Sche Mr Maslen (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Gordon Hill Mr Macinnon
Mir Parker Mr Thompson
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Burkett. MrCrane
Mr Griil Mr Clarko
Mr Bertram Mr Greig
Mr Tom Jones Mr Trenorden

Amendment thus passed.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Minister for Planning) [10.25 pm]: I move -

To substitute the following for the words deleted -

this House congratulates the State Government on its Shark Bay Management
Plan, prepared in consultation with local people, and supports the Minister for
Planning in his commitment ont behalf of the Stare Government that t State
Government would oppose the World Heritage'listing of Shark Bay unless it
were supported by local people.

Amendment on the Amendmen
MR HASSELL (Cottesl&e)[10.26 pm]: I move -

To add the following words to the amendment -

and approved by the people. of the State by the endorsement of State
Parliamnent

I want to make clear that the Opposition regards the Ministers amendment to the motion now
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before the House as totally inadequate. I refer again to the letter from Basic Industries which
described it as "humbug", which is exactly what it is. There was a totally adequate motion
before the House which covered all aspects of this matter. The amendment moved by the
Minister for Planning is an attempt by the Government to escape from its responsibility to
honour its promise. More importantly, it is an attempt to escape from its obligation to fight
for Western Australia in an issue that threatens the basic rights of Western Australia. My
amendment leaves the motion still praising the Minister but it at least establishes a principle.
I will not argue further about this as we have already had the argument. I have put forward
that argument and it is up to the Government whether it accepts it.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Minister for Planning) [10.29 pmj: I was surprised that the
member for Cotresloe moved this amendment. However, I am glad that he did because it
gives me an opportunity to reappear in this debate, which has been marked by repetition and
frequent speeches from a number of Opposition members all saying the same thing. What
the member for Cottesloe is now doing, as all speakers on his side were trying to do, is
wriggle on the hook that was really baited for them by the Government last week when we
put this amendment before the House. Quite clearly the Opposition has been slamming the
amendment in speech after speech and saying what a wishy washy awfl thing it is, calling it
humbug.
Members opposite are now in the position of having to vote for my amendment, and that was
clearly the case all along. They knew that the extremism in their motion would not be
accepted by the House and that a simpler view of life which supported the management plan
for Shark Bay, as the amendment does, and which supported the position taken by the people
of Shark Bay was always to be the amendment that the Opposition would have to vote for if
it were to have credibility on this issue. Therefore, the tremendous rhetoric to which we have
been subjected this evening was designed to disguise the fact that ultimately the Opposition
would have to vote for this amendment. Unfortunately this paints them into a rather foolish
corner because one cannot spend half an evening in the Parliament denigrating an amendment
and then arrive at a position where one votes for it.

So we have now this face saving device of trying to add one tiny little bit to the amendment
which I put before the House. In fact, I might say that this so-called principle makes a
nonsense of the amendment because the amendment which I moved seeks to support the
commitment I gave to the people of Shark Bay on behalf of the Government. In putting
forward my proposed amendment I did not say specifically that 1, and not the Government.
gave the commuitment, but my commitment has since been supported by a Cabinet decision. I
am now giving the Parliament the opportunity of supporting the commitment given by the
Government. I did not say to the people of Shark Bay when I gave that commuitment that
their position was also subject to review by the State Parliament. The commitment I gave to
them was clear, pure and simple: "Unless you support the World Heritage listing of Shark
Bay, it will not be supported by the State Government." The commitment I gave to the
people of Shark Bay is all the commitment they require. They know perfectly well that for as
long as they remain opposed to World Heritage listing of Shark Bay, this Government will
oppose it.

The member for Cottesloe, in moving his motion, made the fundamental eror that he always
makes because for someone who is always talking about power, he is one of the most power
hungry people that I know. HeI wants to place the power for making this decision not with
the people but with this Parliament. If the member for Contesloe's party were in Government,
he would want his Govemnment to have the capacity to override the local people on this issue.
His motion makes it clear that the view of the Parliament should be paramount over the view
of the local people. [ put it to the House clearly last week that the Government's view was
the obverse of that: The view of the local people was paramount.
Mr Hassell: You are a centralist.

Mr PEARCE: How can the member for Cottesloe describe me as a centralist when what I am
proposing to the House effectively gives power to the local people? T'he member's motion
sought to take away that power from the people and give it to the Government of the State,
which is the central Government for Western Australia, not for the local people. The member
for Cottesloe talks all the time about the evils of centralism in Canberra. He is obsessed by it.
The member for Murchison-Byre just sees it as a neat tool for making a few
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political points, and he is sharper than the member for Cottesice in that regard because I do
not think the member for Cotteslue can steep properly at night because of the obsession he
has about the Federal Government.
Mr Court: That is the second time tonight that you have praised him.
Mr PEARCE: I bet it is. The member for Cottesloc's stomach knots up when he sees the
word "Canberra", even in an atlas. He has a bitter view of the world and he cannot face the
idea of centralism and power being given to Canberra, but he is a centralist when it comes to
Perth because what he wants is for this Government and the Parliament of this State -
particularly if it has a rigged upper House which can control the Parliament - to make the
decision about World Heritage listing. We say that the decision to oppose World Heritage
listing for Shark Bay lies with the local people; and nothing could be more decentralised than
that. The member for Cottesloe's motion sought to give the power to make that choice to the
State Parliament. The member for Cottesloe wants to say now that he wants a position where
the local people cannot change their mind. I have made it clear I do not believe there is any
possibility of the local people changing their mind about World Heritage listing.

Mr Hassell: You are still hoping.
Mr PEARCE: If they did, that would be a different ball game, but the member for Cottesloe
does not want that because he has never been prepared to accept the views of the local people
if they disagree with his views. He is prepared to support the people if they agree with him,
but if they do not he will not even let them meet on the street if there are more than two of
them because he is "old 54B Bill". There was to be no discussion of a public issue under
section 54B - for which the member for Cottesloe was the responsible Minister - if there were
more than two people. The meeting I attended at Shark Bay would have been illegal when
the member for Cottesloe was the Minister for Police and Prisons. The local people would
not have had the capacity to make those sorts of decisions under the member's kind of
centralism.
Mr Court: Your members are asking you to do too much in this Parliament. You a-re the
only person who does any work on that side of the House. There should be some people
supporting you.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Alexander): Order! It may help if you direct your remarks
through the Chair, as the level of interjection from the Opposition benches has reached rather
horrendous proportions.
Mr PEARCE: Thank you. It is an old dog for a hard road, as the former Premier used to say.
The Opposition's attempt to get itself off the hook will not be successful. The Government
will not support this amendment, and we will insist that every member of the House makes
this judgment: Are they prepared to support, on the one hand, the Shark Bay management
plan which has been supported by the local people; and on the other hand, the commitment
which I gave to the local people, on behalf of the Government, that we would not proceed
with World Heritage listing against their opposition? Let us see members opposite make a
decision on those two points, and we will find out whether they are with us and the local
people, or against us and the local people.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) (10.36 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker I am forced to my feet by the
absolutely hypocritical and stupid comments made by the Minister for Planning. I made the
comment by way of interjection that I thought he had fallen out of his tree onto his head. The
member for East Melville interjected that he thought he was a raving lunatic. I really wonder
at times why the Minister for Planning bothers to get up to speak, considering the words he
utters. It is an absolute joke. There is no way in the world that the Minister stood to address
the amendment before the House. All he did was try to justify his position. The support that
the Minister has on this amendment is measured by the number of his colleagues who have
spoken on his behalf. Not one Government member bothered to get up and speak because
what the Minister for Planning said -
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member to address his remarks to the
amendment.
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Mr CASH: What the Minister said has not been supported by his colleagues. The Minister
for Planning has not addressed the issues in the amendment. He has not addressed the subject
of the motion. It is interesting that the Minister for Environment should interject and say,
"Just wait and see what happens on the vote.' That clearly shows where the members of the
Government stand. They all stand behind each other to make up the numbers. The matter of
principle does not matter to them and is not of any consequence. All we are getting from the
Government side is the ravings of this lunatic Minister for Planning, who clearly did not even
believe the words he uttered. I support the amendment moved by the member for Cottesloc.
It is sensible, rational, and deserves the support of all members of the House.

MR MASLEN (Gascoyne) [10.40 pmj: I support the amendment because everything has
been well canvassed tonight, as the Minister for Planning has said. He remarked about old
dogs for hard roads, but he should know the whole of that saying, which ends, 'and puppies
for pads". If the Minister for Planning wants to get into that son of situation he should make
sure that his pads are hard enough to take the hard road.

The point I want to make is that by changing this motion, as the Government has done, it is
going back to not totally rejecting the possibility of Canberra interfering in the affairs of the
State of Western Australia. That is the crux of the matter. It would be all very well if the
Government had some semblance of trustworthiness in that area. In other places people
might trust it, but in that area people do not trust Governments of any political persuasion,
particularly this Government, in view of something they are still waiting for. A great section
of that community is still waiting for something in the form of pastoral land tenure. I recall
attending meetings some L8 months to two years ago where the Government promised to
guarantee better land tenure for pastoralists. It has never seen the light of day. Something
eventuated, but it was not what we were talking about.

I want to make it clear to the Government that a whole host of people in that area do not trust
this Government at all. We are consequently not prepared to accept anything but a total
repudiation by this Government of any interference which is likely to come from Canberra.
The amendment by the member for Cottesloe is the only thing which will make this motion
worthwhile. It has been well and truly substantiated by the views aired here tonight, by the
letter from the Chamber of Commerce in Carnarvon, by the people of Shark Bay, by the
Western Australian Farmers Federation, by the Pastoralists and Graziers Association and by
the Country Shire Councils Association. I do not think we can add anything to it, except that
what the people are asking for is for a cast iron guarantee that this Government will repudiate
anything Canberra comes up with. I can see no harm in the Government accepting this
amendment to reinforce the undertakings given by the Minister for Planning to the people in
Shark Bay.

[ would like to thank the Minister for Planning and the member for Welshpool. At the time
petitions were presented in the House this afternoon the entire school of Useless Loop was in
the House, and everyone was most interested in what was happening with World Heritage
listing. I explained to them that I would be putting forward a petition on behalf of the people
of Useless Loop, albeit only a small group - it is only a very small community - and I
explaned what a petition was. I said, "Perhaps you will see how the Government receives
the approaches from small communities when you sit in the gallery." I amt pleased to
announce an improvement in my political ambitions in that area in the forthcoming election; I
was not disappointed. They left here quite aware, as most of us are, of the total arrogance
displayed towards people in this State by this current Government. I support the amendment.

Amendment on the amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (17)
MrBlaikie Mr Orayden Mr Mensars Mr Wiese

Mr Enadshaw Mr Hassell Mr Scheti Mr Maslen (Teller)
Mr Cash Mr House Mr Stephens
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Reg Tubby
Mr Cowan Mr Lightfoot M~r Watt
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Noes (23)

Mrs Beggs Dr Gallop Mr Read Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Mrs Watkins
Mr Cant Mr Hodge Mr D.L. Smith Dr Watson
Mr Cunningham Dr Lawrence Mr P1 Smith Mr Wilson
Mr Donovan Mlr Marlborough Mr Taylor Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Evans Mr Pearce Mr Thomas

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Macinnon Mir Cordon HUi
Mr Thompson Mr Parker
Mr Fred Tubby Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Crane Mr Burkett
Mr Clarko Mr Orill
Mr cseig Mr Bertrm
Mr Trenorden Mr Tom Jones

Amrendrnent on the amendment thus negatived.

Amendment (substitution of words) put and passed.

Motion, as amended, put and passed.

MOTION - SOUTH AFRICA

Sharpeville 6 - Clemency
MR THOMAS (Welshpool) [ 10.49 pm]: I move -

That this House calls upon the President Botha to exercise clemency in the case of the
Sharpeville 6 currently awaiting execution in South Africa.

This is the most solemn occasion on which I have had to speak in this House in just under
three years I have been here. It is a resolution which would have this House request the
President of South Africa to exercise clemency, thereby saving the lives of five young men
and a woman who are currently awaiting hanging in that country. The facts surrounding the
case are probably well known to all members in this House. A deputy mayor of the town of
Sharpeville was murdered by a mob some two or three years ago.

Mr Lightfoot: In 1984.

Mr THOMAS: That is correct. These six young people, who were part of the mob, were
charged with that murder. There was a lengthy trial and a number of appeals have been
made. The six were all found guilty and under the doctrine of common purpose they have all
been sentenced to death. They have exhausted all the judicial avenues of appeal which exist
in that country and at the present time their lives depend on a political decision, That
political discretion, as I understand it, can be exercised only by the President of that country.

I would hope that this resolution will have the unanimous support of this House - that
members of all parties represented here will support the proposition. It is put forward in a
non partisan sense and is not based on any particular judgment of the situation in South
Africa. I accept that there is a diversity of -views within this House on the situation in South
Africa, but [ would hope that all members of the House, irrespective of their views on that
subject, are able to bring themselves to support this motion.

Of course, there is also a diversity of views on the situation in South Africa within that
country and it is that diversity of views within the black community which led to the killing,
the trials, and ultimately these people now awaiting execution at this time. Some of the
people in South Africa in the black community hold that the system of apartheid is inherent to
that nation and that the only way they will be able to achieve anything resembling a situation
which most people in the world would regard as necessary for dignified human existence is
by the dismantling of the structures within that community, and they are in fact commiitted to
a violent struggle to achieve that end.

3993



Mr Blaikie: What is the source of your information?

Mr THOMAS: There are many sources.

Mr Blaikie: Just to assist the Parliamenr, and in order to have a purpose to the debate, what is
the source of your information?

Mr THOMAS: I would prefer not to respond to interjections on this matter.

Mr Blaikie: Is the source simply related to newspaper reports only?

Mr THOMAS: I do not intend to respond to interjections on this matter because I believe it is
a very solemn matter and something which is probably best handled by the House without
interjections. If the member for Vasse wishes to make a contribution to the debate, of course
he is able to do so.

As I said earlier, there is a school of thought within some of the communities of South Africa
that it is necessary that there be a violent struggle to achieve progress within that nation. Of
course, there are also other views within the black communities and the white communities
within the liberal groups in that country that it is possible to achieve progress by non violent
means and they seek to achieve progress within those channels.

The evolution of the principal organisation representing the black communities in that
nation - the African National Congress - gives an interesting example of the evolution of
political strategy within that country and the response to the regime which exists there. In the
early 1960s, when the African National Congress first came to prominence - although it had
existed for quite some time before that - it would have been quite happy to advance its cause
by United States civil rights movement-type tactics. In fact, it did try to model itself on a
Gandhian style organisation and on the type of tactics also adopted by the civil rights
movement in the United States such as civil disobedience, non violence, and so on. The
response to that movement was, of course, the original Sharpeville massacre, and it is ironic
that the event which led to the trials of the people the subject of this motion and which
attracted so much attention toughout the world occurred at Sharpeville, because it was at
Sharpeville in the early 1960s that a massacre occurred which was a dreadful overreaction to
what was essentially a peaceful demonstration.

Of course, that was many years ago. In 1916 there was widespread violence, probably for the
first time on any scale in modem South Africa. The activitists were by and large young
people - most of them would have been under 20, and most high school students. In fact
most would have been only toddlers, if indeed they had been born, when the original
Sharpeville event occurred. That had a major impact on the movement in South Africa - the
movement which had been essentially a response to the violence which was imposed upon
those people by the State in response to what had been a non violent movement. In more
recent years there have been further outbreaks of violence in South Africa as people have
sought to advance their cause in that direction.

As I have said, there are many views within South Africa and many schools of thought as to
what is the best way to achieve a solution to the problems that beset that country. At the
other extreme from the ANC is the Botha Gloverrnment, whose official policy is that apartheid
no longer exists. It says that it has abolished apartheid; that there have been such substantial
reforms that die description "apartheid" which is still used so widely in international circles is
no longer applicable. South Africa has a tricameral Parliament, as we all know, although that
Parliament does not enjoy the confidence of a large section of the community - those people
disfranchised from participation within the system. However, the official position which is
adopted by the Botha Government is that apartheid no longer exists, that the system that
exists in that country is capable of ireform and evolution to a just society, and that there is no
need for the sort of militant actions advocated by the ANC and others or even the less
militant actions advocated by other organisations.

I have never heard arny of the members opposite speak explicitly on the subject of South
Africa here other than by way of reference or interjection in debates which are substantially
about other subjects, but I understand the member for Mu~rchison-Eyre and the member for
Mt Lawley would be essentially supportive of the Botha regime. I recall on one occasion the
member for Mt Lawley saying South Africa should be left alone to determine its own destiny
and I take it that that is his position. if it is not, I invite him to let us know what his position
is. I simply say that to note the diversity of views within this House on South Africa.
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However, the proposition I put is that even if one does believe it is the case that the regime in
South Africa is capable of reform and of evolution into a more just society, the way to do that
is to support this motion; it is in fact to invite the Botha Government to show the colour of its
money, so to speak, in terms of its propensity to create a just society by exercising mercy and
clemency in this case.
There is awful logic involved in this case; that is, the logic first of all of the death penalty,
which is something I find repugnant. Other members might feel differently about it, and it is
not necessary for them to agree with me on that in order to support this proposition. That
logic is combined with the doctrine of common purpose; that is, if some people in a group
gathered together with a common purpose to commit an illegal act, all are equally guilty of
committing that act. We end up with these two premises put together in an equation which
means six people are liely to be executed for the murder of one. That, in my view, is a
dreadful exchange rate, to put it crudely, and would provide a basis upon which anyone, even
if they believed in the death penalty, would believe that in this case there are grounds to
exercise clemency.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued at a later stage.]

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House).
House adjourned at 11.00 pm



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HEALTH - HANDICAPPED WORKERS
Federal Policies - Disabled Workers Union of Western Aujstralia

1193. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Minister aware of concerns being expressed by the Disabled Workers

Union of Western Australia about the attitude and actions of the
Commonwealth Government towards disabled workers and, in particular.
sheltered workshops?

(2) What action, if any, has the State Government taken on behalf of disabled
workers in relation to the Commonwealth Government's attitude and actions?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) 1 have met recently with representatives of non Government organisations

concerned about Commonwealth policies with regard to disability services and
in particular sheltered workshops. These organisations are preparing a joint
submission to the Commonwealth. On receipt of this submission I intend to
establish a Western Australian steering committee representing Government
and voluntary bodies to make direct representations to the Federal Minister.

PLANNING - WESTRALIA SQUARE PROJECT
Government Interest

1268. Mr HASSELL to the Treasurer:
(1) Has the Government or any of its instrumentalities undertaken any obligation,

contingent or potential, or otherwise, to buy back or purchase any interest in
the Westralia Square ptoject?

(2) In the terms used in the real estate industry, is there a put option in place
affecting the Westralia Square project?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(0)-2)

No.

ROTH WELLS LTD - FUTrURE
Government Interest

1275. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government been involved in discussions about the future of

Rothwells Limited?
(2) Has the Government been involved in the purchase of debts due to Rothwells

Limited by Mr Laurie Connell?
(3) Has the Government been involved in the action of -the National Companies

and Securities Commission to require that Mr Laurie Connell demonstrate his
capacity to pay Rothwells. Limited for the debts due to Rothwells Limited
purchased by Mr Laurie Cornell?

(4) What have been the dealings of the Government with the National Companies
and Securities Commission in relation to these matters?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) The Government has taken an appropriate interest in the future of Rothwells.
(2)-(4)

No.
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ASBESTOS - WflTENOOM
Australian Blue Asbestos - Indemnification

1317. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Was there any other insurance company besides the SGIO involved in
indemnifying Australian Blue Asbestos in Wittenoom prior to 1959?

(2) If so, what was the name of that company and what were the tenms of the
cover it extended to Australian Blue Asbestos?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) It is not known whether other insurers were involved in providing insurance
cover to Australian Blue Asbestos prior to 1959.

(2) Not applicable.

FISHING - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTI0N ACT
Section 5

1336. Mr CASH to the Minister for Fisheries:

In view of the wide implications to the fishing industry of invoking section 5
of the Environmental Protection Act, will he liaise with the Minister for
Environment on behalf of the fishing industry in Western Australia to ensure
that any action taken by the Minister for Environment which mray adversely
affect the fishing industry will be the subject of negotiation and discussion
with the fishing industry prior to such action being invoked?

Mr GRILL replied:

Yes. I have such an agreement with the Minister for Environment. Section 5
relates only to a circumstance where an inconsistency arises between any other
Act and the Environmental Protection Act, in which case the Environmental
Protection Act prevails in most cases. The Act provides for a process of
public involvement in matters requiring environmental assessment. That
public process is open to all parties, including the fishing industry. It is
important that the public process be used to ensure that all points of view are
taken into account. The fishing industry, through the Western Australian
Fishing Industry Council, is well served in bringing its-views to my attention
and that of the Minister for Environment when matters affecting the fishing
industry are being discussed.

PRISONS - FREMANTLE
Rioters' Trial - Costs

1379. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) What has been the approximate total cost of staging the trial of the Fremantle
Prison rioters?

(2) Why was the trial held in Perth?

(3) What has been the cost of transporting the defendants with substantial and
extensive escort arrangements to and from Perth each day?

(4) Why has this escort been carried out, at times creating significant
inconvenience to the public through delays and hold ups in city areas?

(5) Why were not these transfers carried out at an early hour in the morning and a
late hour in the evening so as to avoid these delays and inconveniences?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1),(3)
Details are not readily ascertainable. The only additional expense for the court
was approximately $20 000 for a security screen around the prisoners' dock in
the courtroom. Daily costs are not more than any other major trial.
Additional costs of approximately $130 000 were incurred by the Department
of Corrective Services, directly related to staffing for the escort arrangements
up to 30 September 1988.
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(2) Central Law Courts was the only practical venue.

(4)-(5)
The escort is carried out at 'times designed to minimise costs and, at the same
time, conform with court requirements. The procedure for uninterrupted
movement of the escort vehicles and traffic control is progressively refined to
minim-ise disruption to normal traffic flow and maximise security during the
escort.

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT - DEPARTMENT
Lake Jasper - Power Boat Investigation

1444. Mir STEPHENS to the Minister for, Conservation and Land Management:

(I) Further to the answer given to part (a) of question 682 of 1988 -

(a) who carried out the departmental investigation into the effects of
power boat use at Lake Jasper and what qualifications did that person
have;

(b) what was the nature and depth of the investigation and would he please
table a copy of the report that was produced; and

(c) in general terms, could he please quantify how low has been power
boat use of Lake Jasper and the period of time involved, as revealed in
departmental investigations?

(2) (a) What ecological and hydrological baseline data is available on Lake
Jasper; and

(b) by Whom was it dollected and'when?

(3) (a) What is the policy of the Department of Conservation and Land
Management concerning power boat use within the CALM estate;

(b) on what date was the policy adopted and on what date was it endorsed
by the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority (NPNCA);
and

(c) would he please table a copy of the policy?

(4) (a) On what date did work commence on the preparation of a recreation

management zone plan for Lake Jasper;

(b) which public interest groups have been consulted during the
preparation of this plan;

(c) how were they selected and by what means were they contacted;

(d) was the proposed preparation of the recreation management plan
publicly advertised;

(e) if so. would he please cite the media involved and dates; and

(f) when is the plan likely to be fmnalised and is it proposed that it wil be
made available for wider public review prior to implementation?

(5) To what extent has the Department of Conservation and Land Management
formally consulted the national parks vested management authority - the
NPNCA - during preparation of the recreation management zone plan?

(6) Will the plan be submnitted to the NPNCA for endorsement?

(7) At what level within the Department of Conservation and Land Management
is it proposed chat the plan be finally approved?

(8) When is it anticipated that the plan will be finalised and submitted for -

(a) public comment;

(b) endorsement by the NPNCA; and

(c) approval by CALM?
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Mr HODGE replied:
(1) (a) The previous National Parks Authority had investigated power

boating on Lake Jasper for 10 years prior to 1985. Since the
formation of the Department of Conservation and Land Management
(CALM) in March 1985, investigations have been carried out by the
department's planning officers and rangers and by the Department of
Marine and Harbours. Those involved have included officers with
scientific qualifications in natural resources management, ecology and
forestry;,

(b) investigations have been based on observations of user patterns, site
inspections and infotrmation from user groups;, and

(c) power boat usage has been occurring on Lake Jasper for 20 years. No
exact figures of the number of boat days are available but the
information from user groups suggests the rate of use has generally
been low.

(2) Limited hydrological data is available but the Department of Marine and
Karbours has made depth recordings. Water sampling has been undertaken by
CALM over the past year in conjunction with the EPA. information on the
flora of the area surrounding the lake has been collected for 25 years by the
National Parks Authority and Forests Department and the current Department
of Conservation and Land Management.

(3) (a) Power boats will not be permitted in CALM reserves where their use
is not already established. Permission will not be withdrawn except
through the management plan process. Management plans may seek
to vary existing use where such use is not in accord with the principles
of preservation of land values; consistent with the reserve purpose;
equity of use; and management - as stated in the department's
recreation policy;

(b) the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority endorsed the
policy on 13 March 1987 and the department adopted the policy in
April 1987; and

(c) the recreation policy statement is available from the department's
Crawley office.

(4) (a) The recreation zoning plan for Lake Jasper was commenced in
January 1988 as part of the implementation of Shannon Park and
D'Entrecasteaux. National Park management plan 1987-1997. A
prescription of the management plan was that Lake Jasper be zoned to
allow power boat use - page I111. The department was not required to
produce a recreation zoning plan. The zoning plan is not a
management plan defined in the CALM Act 1984 and is not subject to
the procedures required by the Act;

(b) Lower South West Delta Kite Club
Nannup Wind Surfers
Warren District Water Ski Club
Nannup Shire Council
Manjimup Shire Council
Department of Marine and Harbours-
Karri D'Entrecasteaux Advisory Commuittee;

(c) public interest groups consulted were those known to the department,
plus local shires and relevant Government bodies. Contact was made
through a public meeting and by telephone;

(d) the recreation zoning plan was publicly advertised;

(e) the intention to prepare a recreation zoning plan was announced on
ABC regional radio in January 1988. The first draft of zoning plan
was also advertised for public comment in the Warren Blackcwood
Times on 23 March 1988; and
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(f) the final draft is likely to be completed by late 1988 but will not be
submitted for public comment as it is not a management plan subject
to the requirements of the CALM Act 1984. The final recreation
zoning plan will be circulated to interested groups and individuals.

(5) The Department of Conservation and Land Management has not needed to
consult the National parks and Nature Conservation Authority since that body
adopted the Shannon Park and D'Entrecasteaux National Park management
plan on 30 October 1987.

(6) Yes.

(7) Executive Director.

(8) (a) See (4)(f); and

(b)-(c)
it is not known when the department will finalise the recreation
zoning plan and submit it to the National Parks and Nature
Conservation Authority.

FISHING -LICENCES

Swan-Canning Estuan - Review of Current Holders
1466. Mr CASH to the Minister for Fisheries:

Further to question 897 of 1988 and question 1303 of 1988. will his
department, prior to the reissuing of Swan-Canining estuary professional
fishing licences for the 1989 year, review the eligibility of the current
individual licence holders in accordance with the Fisheries Act 1905 as
amended and the Swan-Canning estuarine instructions to licensing officers,
section 17, paragraph 7B?

Mir GRILL replied:

The department is currently discussing management issues for the
Swan-Canning estuarine fishery with current licence holders. The review
process of the current management is expected to take some months. Once the
review is completed, a decision will be made as to whether the provision of
paragraph 7B can be used.

FISHING - MARRON
Fisheries Inspectors - South West

1477. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for The South West:

(1) How many inspectors police marron fishing in the south west?

(2) Are they full time?

(3) How many people have been charged with illegal marron fishing in the last 12
months?

(4) Is a survey being carried out to see if the moratorium on catching matron is
effective?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Two officers are fully engaged in policing marron fishing and a further two
officers recently appointed to oversee the marron aquicultur industry will
also be involved with policing marron fishing. Two officers based at Bunbury
and two at Mandurah also undertake marron inspection from time to time as
other priorities allow.

(2) See (1).

(3) A total of 22 people were apprehended for the 12 months to 30 June 1988 for
taking marron during a prohibited fishing period. This is a significant
reduction on the [986-87 year when 112 offences were recorded. The
reduction is attributed to the general public acceptance of the total fishing
prohibition last summer.
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(4) Yes; research staff carried out a survey during February, March and April this
year.

HEALTH - HOOKWORM
Outbreaks - Prevention

1508. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Health:

(1) To what extent is bookworm infection communicable?

(2) What are the basic factors which lead to an area becoming infected and the
problem spreading?

(3) In what areas of the State have there been hookworm outbreaks in recent
years?

(4) What are the principal means of preventing hookworm outbreaks and spread?

Mr WILSON replied:

(I) Hookworm disease is highly communicable in areas which are contaminated
with infective forms of larvae hookworm and there is direct contact between
such environment and unprotected human skin.

(2) The basic factors which lead to an area becoming infected and the problem
spreading are -

(a) that the disease is prevalent or endemic in a particular locality;

(b) that there is contamination of the soil with faecal material containing
eggs of bookworms; and

(c) that the soil has the appropriate acidity, humidity and warmth that
encourage eggs hatching and developing into infective forms - larvae.

(3) The only areas where hookworm disease occurs in WA is in the Kimberley.
The reason for this is that the environmental conditions are suited to ongoing
transmission only in that part of the State.

(4) The principal means of preventing hookworm outbreaks and spread are -

(a) adequate disposal of sewage through safe sewage disposal systems
thereby preventing any faecal contamination of the environment;

(b) adequate protection should be worn, especially on the feet; for
example shoes;

(c) if sleeping on the ground there should be an adequate barrier between
the soil and human skin; and

(d) it is possible through regular mass treatment of a community to reduce
transmission, but this is not the primary method of prevention of
transmission.

ARTS - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MUSEUM
Vintage Cars - Sale

1510. Mr SCHELL to the Minister for The Arts:

(1) Is she aware that part of the Western Australian Museum's collection of
vintage cars has been sold off?

(2) Has she taken steps to ensure that this sale does not involve items of value to
Western Australia's heritage?

(3) If so, what steps has she taken?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:

(1) It is not correct that any cars have been sold.

(2)-(3)
The vehicles which the Museum trustees have proposed should be sold
represent one third of the Museum's collection. They do not include vehicles
which were part of the working life of the State. Vehicles showing technical
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innovation and which were a significant pan of the history of motoring or the
development of transport in WA have not been proposed to be sold. AUl
vehicles proposed to be sold have been imported into WA since 1960 and
have been in almost continuous storage since their purchase by the Museum in
1969.,

LIVESTOCK - SALEYARDS
Midland - Lease Agreement

1511. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) When does the current lease on the Midiland saleyards expire?

(2) Are negotiations proceeding to extend that lease?

(3) If yes, for how long and under what new conditions?
(4) What plans have been'developed for an alternative saleyard site when the

current lease expires?

(5) Has any land been bought or otherwise set aside for use as a suitable
alternative saleyard site?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1)43)
The lease agreement has not been concluded, but negotiations are continuing.
It has been agreed in principle that -

(a) the lease will expire on 9 November 200 1
(b) the rent charged will be MI per annum, until 30 June 1993; and

(c) commercial rental will apply thereafter.
(4) None.

(5) No.

FISHING - FISHERIES INSPECTORS
Powers - Illegal, Fishermen. North West Coast

1516. Mr CASH to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) Do fisheries inspectors have adequate powers to deal with the increased
incursion of illegal fishermen off the north west coast?

(2) (a) If not, is it intended to extend the powers of fisheries officers; and

(b) if so, will he advise of such a proposal?

Mr GRILL replied:

Existing powers under the State Fisheries Act, the Commonwealth Fisheries
Act and the Commonwealth Continental Shelf (Living Natural Resources) Act
have proved to be adequate to deal with problems encountered to date, thus no
amendments are currently seen to be necessary.

HEALTH - HOSPITALS
Budge: Allocations

1520. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Health:

(1) What was the budget allocated to -

(a) King Edward Memorial Hospital;

(b) Fremantle Hospital;

(c) Royal Perth Hospital;

(d) Princess Margaret Hospital; and

(e) Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital for 1988-89?
(2) What was the actual budget for 1986-87 and 1987-88 for those hospitals?
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Mr WILSON replied:

(I) (a) King Edward Memorial Hospital $34513 000
(b) Fremantle Hospital 56 189000
(c) Royal Perth Hospital 143 854 000
(d) Princess Margaret Hospital 43 118 000
(e) Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital 100 766 000
Note: These figures will be adjusted to reflect the cost of approved wage
increases granted to hospital staff during 1988-89,

1986-87 1987-88

(2) (a) King Edward Memorial Hasp. 28 925 000 33 003 600
(b) Fremnantle Hospital 48571 000 54415 000
(c) Royal Perth Hospital 126 845 000 136 293 900
(d) Princess Margaret Hospital 38931 000 41 887 800
(e) Sir Charles Gairdner Hasp. 89 644 000 97 327 700

HEALTH - CHIROPRACTORS
Appointments - Funding

1535. Mr COURT to the Minister for Health:

(I) Has any funding been made available for the appointment of chiropractors on
a salaried or sessional basis in public hospitals and/or community health
centres or clinics in this State?

(2) If yes, how many have been appointed?

(3) How many will be appointed in the coming year?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) No.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

DRAINAGE - DISTRICTS
Rating - Maintenance Costs

1553. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Has he claimed that "revenue raised by drainage rating does not cover the
annual cost of maintenance of these (drainage) facilities"?

(2) If yes, how does he reconcile this with the Lee report and other evidence that
shows that the Busselton drainage district has covered the maintenance costs
of its own works as well as paying for the Five Mile Brook?

The answer was tabled.

[See paper No 488.]

DRAINAGE - RATEPAYERS
Rivers and Drains - Construction and Maintenance

1554. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Water Resources:

MI Has the Government adopted the principle that drainage ratepayers should not
be burdened with the construction and maintenance of major rivers and drains,
the catchmernt of which is largely outside the drainage district?

(2) If yes, why has the Busselton drainage district not been abolished?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) No. The Governm ent policy has been to accept a proportion of the cost
attributable to the catchmnents largely outside the drainage district. The costs
of works associated with providing services to ratepayers will still be included
in the operating costs of the district.
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(2) The majority of the drains within the Busselcon drainage district have
catchments. within the district and have been provided primarily to increase the
agricultural productivity of the district.

DRAINAGE - DISTRICTS
Preston - "Urban Area"

1555. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Water Resources:

On what basis does he claim that the Preston drainage district is an "urban
area"?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

The Preston drainage district was abolished in July 1984 because the drainage
works existed primarily to protect an urban area and the bulk of the
assessments were urban assessments.

DRAINAGE - DISTRICTS
Busseiwon Rating - Five Mile Brook

1556. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Does the Water Authority rate the Busselton drainage district for the Five Mile
Brook?

(2) If yes, why?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I) No.

(2) Answered by (1).
OFFICE OF PUBLIC PROSECUTOR - DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC

PROSECUTIONS BILL
Message

1564. Mr MENSAROS to the Premier:

In view of his public statement on 29 August 1988 to establish an Office of
Public Prosecutor, when is his Government, by way of advice to His
Excellency the Governor, going to facilitate a message for proceeding with the
Director of Public Prosecutions Bill 1988, which I have introduced and which
is on the bottom of the Notice Paper awaiting a message?

Mr PETER DOWD[NG replied:

The Government has indicated that it will draft legislation to provide for the
appointment of a Director of Public Prosecutions, with a view to its
introduction in the next session of Parliament.

EDUCATION - UNIT CURRICULUM
School Assistance - Unit Choice

1568. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Education:

(1) What guidelines are issued in relation to student numbers and staffing capacity
to assist schools in deciding which units to provide under the unit curriculum
system?

(2) Of those units developed under the unit curriculum system, how many will be
available through distance education in the 1989 school year?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(I) Schools determine the units offered to students by reference to guidelines that
were issued in June 1988 to assist schools in planning and decision making for
1989, and as a result of counselling procedures within the school and ihe staff
to be appointed. School principals are able to negotiate with the Ministry of
Education regarding the teaching expertise required within the school
allocation. District superintendents arnd consultants are available to assist
principals if requested.

(2) 127.
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1569. Mr

(I)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
(6)
Mrs

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

COMMUNITY SERVICES - DEPARTMENT
Warrmia Farm - Ownership, Purpose

BRADSHAW to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

Does the department own a farm known as "Warrmia"?

What is the purpose of this farm?
How many people are employed?

Does the farm have a management plan?

Does the farm have an advisory committee?

Does the Department of Agriculture give advice on the running of that farm?

BEGGS replied:

Yes.

To provide farm recreational camps for disadvantaged children, and work
experience for juveniles who are offenders.

One manager, permanently. Others vary depending on the program being run.

Yes.

(5) No.

(6) Yes.
PARLIAMENTARY COMMISSIONER FOR ADMINISTRATIVE

INVESTIGATIONS - JURISDICTION
Government Authorities -Clarification

1571. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Is he aware of the fact that in the report of the Parliamentary Commissioner
for Administrative Investigations to the Parliament for the year ending 30 June
1987 the commissioner recommended the Government should clarify the
position as to whether the following authorities should come within the
jurisdiction of the parliamentary commissioner -

(a) the Western Australian Tourism Contnsion;

(b) the Director of Equal Opportunity in Public Employment; and

(c) the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity?

(2) If so, when is it expected that the Government will make up its mind as to
whether these jurisdictions will come under the ambit of the parliamentary
comm-issioner?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

See parliamentary question 83.
GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "DEVELOPMENT REPORT' NEWSLETT7ER

Geraldron Mid-West Development Authority - Printing

1576. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Regional Development:
(1) Who printed the Development Report newsletter of the Geraldton Mid-West

Development Authority dated October 1988?

(2) How many copies were printed?

(3) To whom was the document circulated?

(4) How often is it anticipated that such a publication will be prepared?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) Geraldton Newspapers Ltd Print.

(2) 8 500.

(3) To all recipients of the Geraldton Guardian on Wednesday, 5 October 1988.
Its edition circulates through the Geraldton mid-west including the Murchison
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and as far south as Leeman and Eneabba. Other copies were mailed to local
governments, community, sporting, social and business organisations and
Goverrunent agencies in the region.

(4) Development Report is planned to be a quarterly publiration.
GUARDIANSHIP AND ADMINISTRATION BILL - INTRODUCT ION

Current Session

1578. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is it still the Government's intention to introduce the proposed Guardianship

and Administration Bill during the current session of Parliament?
(2) If so, when is it anticipated that the Bill will. come before the Parliament for its

consideration?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The precise timing is subject to the completion of the process of consultation

with organisations that have a major interest in this issue.
TRAFFIC - CONTROL SIGNALS

Albany l-ighway-Gosnells Road, Martin - Installation

1579. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Will traffic control signals be installed at the intersection of Albany Highway

and Gosnells Road in Martin during the current financial year?
(2) If not, when is it anticipated these control signals will be installed?
Mr PEARCE replied;
(1)-(2)

Traffic control signals are expected to be installed during the current financial
year. Channelisation works have first to be undertaken by the City of
Ciosnells and the signals will then be installed by the Main Roads Department.

PLANNING - METROPOLITAN REGION TOWN PLANNING SCHEME
Swan River Drive Removal - 33A Amendment Procedures

1580. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Planning:
In view of his replies to questions 1403 and 1404 of 1988, is he prepared to
cancel section 33A amendment procedures regarding the removal of Swan
River Drive, as this undoubtedly has an 'impact upon planning for the
metropolitan region as a whole', and revert to the procedures provided for in
section 33?

Mr PEARCE replied:
No. The suggestion that the section 33A amrendment has an "impact upon
planning for the metropolitan region as a whole" is art exaggeration of the
facts.

COMMUNITY SERVICES - CHILDREN
Child Support Scheme - Queensland

1582. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
(1) Is the uniformity of the child support scheme enforced in Queensland?
(2) If so, what are the legislative means for this enforcement; for example, referral

of powers to Commonwealth, or mirror State legislation?
Mr GRILL replied;
(1 )-(2)

This is a matter for the Queensland Government to decide. It is understood
that the question of adopting the uniform scheme is still under consideration.
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TRANSPORT - WESTRAIL
Property Transfer - Subiaco Railway Station Railway Reserve

1583. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is it a fact that properties of the Western Australian Government Railways
Commission around the Subiaco, Railway Station railway reserve have been
transferred or are soon to be transferred to the Western Australian
Development Corporation or any other Government agency?

(2) If so, will he describe the properties and individual tenants of such properties
involved?

(3) Did the Government Railways Commission stipulate any conditions with the
transfer for maintaining the leasehold agreements, as in most cases they
involve small business people who have invested life savings in the properties
and whose livelihoods depend on maintaining their businesses on those
premises?

(4) Should the leasehold of the present tenants not be extended, will there be a
provision of automatic compensation without the individual tenants having to
be involved in litigation?

(5) If no conditions as described in (3) have been made with the transfers, and no
automatic compensation is being paid, is terminating the leases of small
business people without compensation and handing the amalgamated
properties to one large business company in line with Government policy?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) No. The Government has asked LandCorp - a division of the Western
Australian Development Corporation - to undertake a study of the Subiaco,
industrial area to determine that its current use is in the best interests of the
State both financially and from a planning viewpoint. It is expected the study
will take three to six months to complete.

(2)-(5)
Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "LANDSCOPE"
Conservation and Land Management, Department of - Costs

584. Mr WATT to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

(1) What is the annual cost of production of Landscope, the official publication of
the Department of Conservation and Land Management?

(2) What is the circulation of each issue, and the number of issues per year?

(3) What is the unit cost of production of Landscape?
(4) What is the total outlay by the department on the Landscope publication

including all postage, staff time and ancillary charges including consultants,
photography, etc?

(5) How many departmental personnel are involved in the production and
distribution of the publication?

(6) Are all of those people Government employees?

(7) If not, why not?

(8) Is he responsible for editorial policy and, if not, why not, and who is
responsible?

(9) By what objective measurement does the Government consider that the cost of
Landsope is justified in the current economic climate?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) The cost of production of Landscape in 1987-88 was $161 000, but this figure
varies with the size of the magazine and the receipt of bills.
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(2) 15 000; four issues per year.

(3) $2.30.
(4) See (1).
(5) Six.

(6) Yes.

('7) Not applicable.

(8) Pursuant to the provisions of the Conservation and Land Management Act I
am ultimately responsible for all of the operations of the Department of
Conservation and Land Management; however, the Executive Director is
responsible for day to day management, including the editorial policy of
Landscope.

(9) CALM is required to inform the public on issues relating to reserves under its
management, and to wildlife conservation. It also seeks to give the public a
better understanding of the natural environment, and to promote awareness
and understanding of the environment's values. Landscope is a most effective
means to achieve this and to the extent possible does so on a user pays basis.

GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING - 'COUNTRY SPECIAL"
September 1988 - Public Expense

1585. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) Will he advise if the large one page advertisement as seen in the "Country
Special' in the Coastal District Times of September 1988 was paid for at
public expense?

(2) If so, what was the exact cost?

(3) If so, why?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(I) It was not paid for by the Government.
(2)-(3)

Not applicable.
HEALTH - HOSPITALS

Royval Perth - North Block Extensions Budgeted Cost

1586. Mr MacKIhJNON to the Minister for Health:
Will he advise whether the amount quoted in question 85 of 1988 for the
budgeted cost for the completed north block extensions to Royal Perth
Hospital represents the constmuction cost alone or the total cost, inclusive of
equipment, furnishings and construction?

Mr WILSON replied:

Question 85 of 1988 does not relate to the Minister for Health's portfolio.
Note: It is presumed that the query refers to question 84 of 1988. If this
presumption is correct, the answer to the member's question is total cost.

PLANNING - STATE PLANNING COMMISSION
Commercial Survey - Perth Metropolitan Region

1591. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Why is the State Planning Commission undertaking its commercial survey of

the Perth metropolitan region?
(2) Under what statutory authority?
(3) What obligation is there to provide information?
(4) What legislation is in place to protect the privacy and confidentiality of

information gathered?
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Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) To provide an accurate assessment of land zoned and/or used for commercial

purposes, and to ensure that a dynamic and compatible system is developed in
which commercial land use information can be stored, updated and accessed
on a continuing basis by Government and the private sector.

(2) Section 18(d) of the State Planning Commission Act 1985 authorises the
commission "to undertake research and develop planning methods and models
relating to land use and development and associated matters".

(3) None.
(4) With the exception of work force data on a single use basis - which the

commission will not release - none of the components of the commercial
survey is classified as confidential.

NATIONAL PAJRKS AND NATURE CONSERVATION
AUTHORITY - MEMBERS

1598. Mr CASH to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

(1) Who are the members of the National Parks and Nature Conservation
Authority?

(2) When did their respective terms commence and when are they due to expire?
(3) Which specific interest groups or agencies do the current members represent?
(4) Will he consider appointing a representative to the authority from the Western

Australian Fishing Industry Council and also a representative from the
Western Australian Recreational Fishing Council and, if not, why not?

Mr HODGE replied:

(l)-(3)
The following persons are appointed for one year commencing on 30 April
1988 to be members of the authority -

(a) Under section 23(1 )(b)(i) of the Conservation and Land Management
Act 1984-

(i) Norman Hlse; and
(ii) Dr Elizabeth Mattiske.

(b) Under section 23(1)(b)(ii) -

(i) Marion Blackwell; and
(ii) Ian Maley.

(c) Under section 23(l)(b)(iii) - Dr John Bailey.
(d) Under section 23(l)(b)(iv) - Raymond Aitkcen QAM.
(e) Under section 23(l)(b)(v) -

(i) Alan Fewster; and
(ii) John Towie.

(f) Under section 23(1)(b)(vi) - Guy Leyland.

(g) Under section 23(1)(b)(vii) - Rory Neal.
(4) Mr Leyland, who is a representative of fishing interests, is employed by the

WA Fishing Industry Council. The authority has two members representative
of voluntary organisations having a special interest in the use of land, flora
and fauna for recreational purposes. A representative specifically of
recreational fishing interests is not required.

AGED - GOVERNMENT BENEFITS
Booklets - Number and Cost

1599. Mr CASH to the Minister representing the Minister forlThe Aged:
(I) How many booklets indicating the Government benefits that are being made

available to senior citizens have been printed, and at what cost?

4009



4010 [ASSEMBLY]

(2) Why does she send separate booklets and separate personalised letters from
herself on these benefits to both a wife and husband living at the same address,
when a single copy appropriately addressed would be adequate?

(3) How many of these booklets have been sent out to senior citizens and other
groups, and at what cost?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) 66 800 booklets were printed at a total cost of $17 530 or 260 per booklet.
(2) People apply for a Seniors' Card on an individual basis, and each Seniors'

Card holder is entitled to a copy of the directory so that he or she can use it
independently.

(3) 49 938 booklets have been sent out to holders of the Seniors' Card at a total
cost of 47g! each. Since the publication of the booklet, new applicants for a
Seniors' Card receive their booklet with their Seniors' Card.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING - FEDERAL-STATE MINISTERS'
CONFERENCE

UnemploymentStatistics - Release Stoppage Recommendations
269. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Employment and Training:

Why did ihe Government, with the support of the Premier, at the conference of
Commonwealth and State Ministers on 16 October last year ask the Federal
Government to stop releasing the Commonwealth Employment Service data
showing unemployment levels on a town by town basis?

The SPEAKER: I think that question is probably out of order in the form in which it
was asked. The member should ask "is it a fact" that that happened and, "If it
is, why?" That is a requirement under Standing Orders. I draw the member's
attention to that fact. I indicated the other night that members are being a bit
careless about the way in which they ask questions, which must be phrased
correctly. The first item in our Standing Orders advising members about how
to ask questions talks about statements of fact. Perhaps the member could

iress himself to page 46 of Standing Orders. I will allow the question to
.ed, but ask members to be careful about the way in which they phrase

I c-iCetiofl5.

Mr CORDON HILL replied:
It is true that the former Minister for Employment and Training, the Premier,
Peter Dowding, in fact made a suggestion to the Ministers of Labour Advisory
Commnittee last year in relation to this issue suggesting that the figures not be
released on the basis that the CES unemployment statistics are, in fact,
misleading and inaccurate. The CES figures were never intended to be used
as a measure of aggregate, regional or other unemployment figures but rather
as an indicator of comparative workloads between CES offices and
consequential staffing requirements. On the basis of that, the Minister for
Employment and Training, Mr Dowding, made that recommendation, which
was accepted as plain good sense.

FORREST PLACE - LIBERAL PARTY
Public Meetings

270. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Premier:
Is he aware that the Liberal Party now supports the use of Forrest Place for
public meetings?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
It is absolutely amazing to hear that the Opposition seeks pemuission to hold a
political rally in Forrest Place. The irony of it cannot escape the community
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of Western Australia. It could not be that anyone who remembers the Liberal
Government in this State could regard the people sitting opposite in any way
as supporters of freedom of speech and individual freedom. It is worth
reminding the House that it was the Liberal Government that closed Forrest
Place as a venue for political meetings. Not content with closing down Forrest
Place -

Mr Lightfoot: That was to protect Cough from assassination.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: Not only were they content to close Forrest Place as a
forum for political activity, but also they decided that it was inappropriate for
more than three people to gather anywhere in this State in a public area for the
purpose of discussing matters of public importance without police permission.

Mr Bradshaw: What's wrong with that?

Mr PETER DOWDING: Could we have that question again? What did the member
for Murray-Wellington say?

Mr Bradshaw: I said, what is wrong with chat?
Mr PETER DOWDING: Is that remark supported by the front bench of the Liberal

Party? There is dead silence.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: The now infamous section 54B - and the member for
Karrinyup interjected earlier during an answer to a previous question, "Is that
what they do in Russia?" - is more stringent I understand than what applies in
Russia because at least three people can gather to have a yarn in Russia
without applying to the police to do so. In any event, the people of Western
Australia can now understand the irony of the application for a public meeting
in Forrest Place when the shadow Minister for Health tells this House that
there is nothing wrong with section 54B.

TRANSPORT - AIR
Qantas - Crayfish Freight Space Allocations

271. Mr CASH to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) Is he aware that Qantas has reduced by nearly 50 per cent the air freight space
allocation for the export of live rock lobster to Tokyo?

(2) Is he further aware that Qantas is believed to have allocated substantial air
freight space for live rock lobster to New Zealand and at a lesser freight rate
than that offered to Australian rock lobster exporters?

(3) Given that Qantas is our national overseas air carrier and New Zealand our
direct competitor in the rock lobster export industry, will he join with the
Opposition in seeking an explanation from his Federal colleagues and Qantas
to ensure that the WA rock lobster industry is not disadvantaged by the action
taken by Qantas?

Mr GRILL replied:

I thank the member for his question as it provides me with an opportunity to
indicate some of the actions this Government has taken in relation to this
matter.

(1) Yes, I am aware, and have been aware for 48 hours of the action taken
by Qantas.

(2) Yes, I am disturbed about it. Yes, I have already taken action and have
seen, I think, about 50 per cent of that capacity returned to Western
Australia. However, that is not good enough. It appears to me, on the
surface at least, that Qantas has acted in favour of our overseas
competition, namely, New Zealand. It is correct, as the
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member has indicated, that the freight rate offered by Qantas to New
Zealand is a better rare than applies between Western Australia and
Japan, the target market in both cases being Japan.

Mr Hassell: Is John Horgan on the board of Qantas?

Mr GRILL: The member for Cottesloe should not be facetious as this is a substantial
question.

(3) It is an executive decision made by Mr Menadue or somebody high in
the organisation and a subject upon which, if you like, there can be
some cooperation between the Opposition and the Government. As we
have already taken some action I would be happy if members opposite
would join us in supporting the further action we are taking. I have
written to Mr Menadue.

Mir Hassell: Can the Minister for Fisheries confirm that Mr [Horgan is on the board of
Qantas?

The SPEAKER: Order! I have asked for cooperation with respect to interjections
during question rime. I am quite happy, if that is another question that you
want to ask at a later stage, to give you the opportunity of doing so, but do not
remove from everyone else in this place the opportunity of asking questions
by continuously interjecting and demanding, by those interjections, some sort
of answer, thereby taking up the time of other members.

Mir GRILL: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I was saying that there can be some
cooperation between the Opposition and the Government on this matter, and I
would welcome that cooperation. The Government has taken action which
has retrieved nearly 50 per cent of the space which I believe was unfairly
confiscated from our exporters.

I wrote to Menadue yesterday in the strongest of terms. That letter was faxed
to him, and indicated that we find the situation to be far from satisfactory. The
Premier has arranged to see Menadue tomorrow and will be discussing the
matter with him. I have no doubt Western Australia's case will be put on that
occasion in the mast forceful terms, but we would welcome support from the
Opposition, both here and in Canberra.

MINERALS - LIBERAL PARTY
New Minerals and Energy Policies - National Park Mining Implications

272. Mr P.. SNM to the Minister for Env ironmnent:

Is the Minister aware of the Liberal Party's new minerals and energy policy
and its implications for mining in national parks?

Mr HODGE replied:

I thank the member for Bunbury for the question. I am aware of a little
publicised document released by the Liberal Party late last week and which
has on the front page a very close up photograph of the Leader of the
Opposition. Unfortunately that document did not receive much publicity
because there was a far more newsworthy thing happening at the time: The
controversy over who would be the Deputy Premier should the Opposition
win the election. I did obtain a copy of the document because I happened to
see an article in The West Australian of 14 October, written by Peter Kennedy,
in which he said that -

NATIONAL parks and A-class reserves would not be exempt from
exploration under the Liberal Party's new minerals and energy policy,
released yesterday.

But if commercial mineral deposits were found, approval from the
appropriate department or authority would be required before mining
could proceed.

That article alarmed me considerably, so I obtained a copy of the Liberal Party
document in order to ensure that the article was an accurate
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representation of the Liberal Party's policy. I should not have doubted Peter
Kennedy because his article is accurate.

It appears that the Liberal Party has adopted a policy which, in my opinion,
will place in considerable jeopardy the security of our entire conservation
estate. Members will recall that some time ago, this Government amended the
Mining Act to require parliamentary approval before mining could occur in a
national park or an A class reserve. The Liberal Opposition opposed that
legislation at the time by opposing the second reading of the Bill, so it is quite
obvious that the Liberal Party has no intention of providing any safeguards
through parliamentary approvals for mining and exploration in national parks
and nature reserves.

Mr Court: I suggest you do your homework.

Mr HODGE: I have done my homework. Today I looked up the Hansard report, and
there was a division on the second reading of that Bill, where the Liberal Party
members voted against it. We would return under a Liberal Government to
the bad old days where approvals to explore or mine in national parks were
done in secret by Ministers or Government departments. This Government
has brought out and published a detailed policy in chapter and verse, which
requires EPA approval, parliamentary approval, and the whole box and dice,
all out in the open, where the public will know what is happening with their
national parks. The Liberal Party's policy plans to return to the bad old days
where the public would be kept in the dark, would not have a say, and would
not be able to participate. That really is a disgrace. I am sorry there has not
yet been any publicity about that policy. I hope the Liberal Party can relaunch
its policy and have another go at publicising it because the public of Western
Australia will be greatly alarmed to know what is the new policy of the
Liberal Party.

TRANSPORT -SHIPPING

Royal Navy Ships -Fremantle Visit
273. Mr COURT to the Premier:

Will the Premier ensure that visiting Royal Navy ships, including the Ark
Royal, which have been invited to Australia by our Federal Government, will
be properly handled and serviced during their Bicentennial visit to Fremantle
and not be subjected to the embarrassment and discomfort caused by the
Seamens Union and an unsympathetic Victorian State Government, as they
experienced during their recent visit to Melbourne?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

It has been our policy in Western Australia to accept the visit and to extend a
warm welcome to all the people who participate in the visits of a number of
foreign ships, including British, American and others, and to participate in the
social and ceremonial activities associated with their visit. There are no plans
for us to change that view.

LIVESTOCK - RABBITS
Commercial Farmers - Myxromatosis Inoculation

274. Mr BURKETT' to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Is he aware of allegations by the member for Murchison-Eyre that commercial
rabbit farmers are inoculating rabbits against the disease myxomatosis?

(2) Is the inoculation of rabbits against myxomatosis legal?

(3) Has the member for Murchison-Eyre presented any evidence that this practice
is in fact taking place?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1)-(3)
Yes, I am aware of the allegations made by the member for Murchison-Eyre.
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Mr Lightfoot: They were written in a letter to you. Do not tell half truths. I was
concerned about it, so I wrote a letter to you.

Mr GRILL: Yes, and I expect that in due course the allegations will be backed up
with some evidence. It is of grave concern to me that so far, like all the other
irresponsible allegations made by the member for Murchison-Eyre, there has
not been any evidence in this case. I think most members would be aware.
and especially those members from country areas, that myxomatosis has a
vaccine for it - Shope's fibromna - which is not available to the public, farmers
or commercial rabbit breeders in any normal fashion in this State for the
inoculation of stock. If commercial breeders do have this inoculant in their
possession, they could only have come by it by stealing it from a high security
laboratory, or by illegally importing it and smuggling it into this country from
overseas. This Government has deregulated the breeding of rabbits in this
State under very strict conditions. One of those conditions was that inoculants
would not be made available under any circumstances. This was one of the
promises I made to the industry when I allowed commercial rabbit breeding to
go ahead. The member for Murchison-Eyre has made a serious allegation, and
I replied to his letter on the subject by asking for some evidence and some
substance upon which his allegations are based. I do not know whether he
will reply to my letter. Does he have the evidence?

Mr Lightfoot: I will undertake to give you the name of the person whom it was
alleged was inoculating his rabbits if you will treat the matter as confidential.
I am giving you that opportunity. All you have to say is yes. You should
have enough courage to say yes anyway without even hesitating. What the
heck are you hesitating for? You are not prepared to say you will treat it
confidentially.

Mr GRILL: At least it is a step down the track. I have not known the member for
Murchison-Eyre on any previous occasion to back up any allegation.

Mr Lightfoot: If you want me to talk about your past history -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Lightfoot: If you want me to talk about your criminal record I will do that.
Mrs Beggs: What about what you were going to say about the racecourses?

The SPEAKER: Order! Only a few days ago a similar outburst resulted in my
deciding that nobody really wanted to ask any more questions seriously, and to
leave the Chair for the last 10 minutes. I thought that would have been
sufficient example to achieve a situation where we could have half an hour of
sensible questions and answers. If that is not to be, perhaps I should go. I see
nothing being achieved by the sorts of statements which are being bandied
about at the moment. I take very strong exception to these personalised
statements being made. I am not going to ask for them to be withdrawn, but I
ask for cooperation and restraint from this practice. I ask the Minister to draw
his answer to a close.

Mr GRILL: Thank you, Mr Speaker. It would appear that I have struck a nerve. The
reason I hesitated in respect of the proposition put forward by the member for
Murchison-Eyre is. if the member has such information, he has a duty to give
it to officers of the Department of Agriculture so that it can be responsibly
followed up.

Mr Lightfoot: Don't you also have that duty, because I wrote to you?

Mr GRILL: Keep quiet for a moment! The reason I hesitated is because such
evidence, given to me on a confidential basis, would tie my hands. If the
allegation is correct, it would be necessary for me to take some action in
respect of the matter. I would be honour bound to do that, and it would be the
responsible course to take. I do not know how I could take that action in the
event that the information the member gave me was presented on a
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confidential basis only. If it were given to me on the basis that it could be
inquired into, and until such time as action was taken it would be kept
confidential, that would be another matter.

Mr Lightfoot: I suppose the thing for me to do would be to bypass you and go
straight to the Agriculture Protection Board.

Mr GRILL: The facts are that the member has done nothing about'it, which makes
me very suspicious -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr GRILL: - that this allegation -

Mr Lightfoot: Why do you say I did nothing about it?

Mr GRILL: - this alarmist allegation -

Mi Lightfoot: How can you have the temerity to say that?

Mr GRILL: - like all the other allegations this member has made, has no substance.
Mr Lightfoot: Your criminal record last year was quite true.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! Only a few moments ago I took strong exception to these

sorts of comments. I do not chink that is parliamentary, gentlemanly, proper,
well mannered or any other nice thing for the member to do within a few
minutes of my previous remarks. He uttered the same comment, and I want
him to withdraw it. please.

My LIGH-TFOOT. Which comment do you wish me to withdiaw?

Mr Peter Dowding: You are a sleazebag!

Mr Court: Point of order.

The SPEAKER: Just a moment. It is quite clear to the member the comments I want
him to withdraw. I have asked members of this -House on a number of
occasions to refrain from personal, vindictive remarks. I just ask him again to
withdraw it.

Mr Court: Point of order.

The SPEAKER: At the end of this.-
Mr Court: The point of order is to do with the withdrawal of those comments.
The SPEAKER: Right.

Point of Order
Mr COURT: I was listening closely to the comments, and I believe- that we do need

clarification of just what the member said. Afterwards he was called a
sleazebag. I do not know which comment you are asking him io withdraw,
Sir, because quite a long interjection was taking place between the two
members.

Mr Pearce: He knows perfectly well; he repeated it two or three times. It was quite
disgusting.

The SPEAKER: Order! The comments that I take exception to are clearly those
referring to a person's criminal record. I ask the member to withdraw that.

Mr UIGHTFOOT: I withdraw them, on the Speaker's recommendation.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr GRILL: I believe that the allegations made by the member are without substance.
They are irresponsible allegations. I believe that he will not bring forward the
evidence to back them up, but let us be generous about it. On this occasion let
us give him the charity that he denies others. Let us give him the opportunity
to bring forward that evidence.-
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The SPEAKER: Order! I have asked the Minister to draw his answer to a
conclusion.

Mr GRILL: It would appear to me that that would be a simple matter. Let us see
whether that information comes forward in a form which can be used.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT - REWRITE

275. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Local Government:

Can the Minister tell the House when the long promised rewrite of the Local
Government Act will be completed and presented to the Parliament?

Mr CARR replied:

The rewrite of the Local Governent Act is a major project.

Mr Blaikie: That is what you said five years ago.

Several members interjected.

Mr CARR: It was not commenced six years ago; it was announced earlier this year
and work has commnenced on that project. At the recent conference of
associations of local government a paper was distributed which indicated the
basic structure proposed to be adopted in the new Act. The department is
presently working on a principles and issues paper which will be distributed
early next year setting out the main issues to be addressed in the rewrite of that
Act. I expect there will be discussion about the content of the principles and
issues paper which will take some months next year, and the drafting in itself
will be a major project. All in all we are probably looking at some time in
1990 as a reasonable prediction of when the legislation will actually come
before the Parliament.

TAXES AND CHARGES - GOLD TAX
Senator Cook. Mr Grill - Newspaper Statements

276. Mr LIGHTFOQT to the Premier:

(1) Does the Premier support the statements made by the Federal Minister for
Resources, Western Australian Senator Peter Cook, and those of the Minister
for Agriculture. Mr Grill, in today's The West Australian that the introduction
of a gold tax is not deterring exploration and investment in that industry?

(2) If no, what action will he take with Senator Cook and the Minister. Mr Grill,
to have them change their stand on this new Federal tax?

Mr Grill: That is nonsense; that is lies.

Point of Order
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I do not think that in itself is parliamentary, and I ask the Minister

to withdraw that remark.

The SPEAKER: The word "lies" is not unparliamentary in itself. The word "lies" as
applied to "you are a liar" or "you are telling lies" is most certainly
unparliamentary. It is not clear to me that that is how it was said at all. I think
personally that the Minister was referring to the article being lies. But
irrespective of what I think -

Opposition laughter.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will not tolerate that sort of behaviour from members of
the Opposition. I was about to say, irrespective of that, it is not appropriate to
use the word in here and I was going to ask the Minister to withdraw. But I
will not tolerate that sort of behaviour from members of the Opposition. If
you want to be treated in a fair and impartial manner in this place in the future,
"Ou will extend the same courtesy to me.
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Mr Grill: I withdraw that word.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mir PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
Any question which comes from the Opposition deserves to be treated
sensibly and seriously, but it does not really help the parliamentary process
when the front bench of the party sitting opposite is able to allow one of its
own members to ask a question like that.

Mr Clarko: Rubbish! What control do I have over him. asking a question?

hr Troy. None, obviously.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDlING: There is a certain -

Mr Clarke: You are an arrant fool for suggesting that.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: Does the member want me to reply to that?

Mr Clarko: I don't care what you do.

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! Before I leave the Chair, I ask the member for Karrinyup to
withdraw that comment.

Mr CLARKO: I certainly do, Mr Speaker.
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