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

COMMUNITY SERVICES: ADOPTIONS
Birth Certificates: Petition

MR RUSH4TON (Dale) [2. 16 p.m.]: I have a
petition which 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, do solemnly request that you
amend the Adoption of Children Act 1896,
TO ALLOW ADOPTED CHILDREN
OVER THE AGE OF EIGHTEEN
YEARS TO BE LEGALLY
RECOGNIZED WITHIN THAT ACT AS
ADULTS ENTITLED TO THEIR ORI-
GINAL BIRTH CERTIFICATE AND
ANY OTHER INFORMATION ABOUT
THEIR PRE-ADOPTION STATUS.
We make this request on the following
grounds:

L Adopted children were never a
party to the laws which have cut
them adrift from their personal
history.

2. This fundamentally human birth
right is validated by Article I of
the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights which states "All
human beings are born free and
equal in dignity and rights. They
are endowered with reason and
conscience and should act
towards one another in the spirit
of brotherhood".

3. Research into the psychological
effects of genealogical bewilder-
ment or conscious ignorance of an
adopted person's familial, social
and cultural background, sup-
ports the United Nations finding
of the Expert Group Meeting on
Adoption and Foster placement
of children (Geneva 1978), that
the need of adult adoptees to
know about their background,
should be recognized.

4. The State of Victoria has recently
passed legislation which recog-
nises the special needs of adult
adoptees. Western Australian
adoptees have the same special
needs.

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

This petition bears 124 signatures. I certify that
it conforms to the Standing Orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly.

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

(See pet ition Ala. 1S.)

ORANGE PEOPLE
Inquiry: Petitions

MR TERRY BURKE (Perth) [2.17 p.m.): I
have two identical petitions, the first bearing
12 signatures and the second bearing 20. They
read as follows-

The Honourable the Speaker and Mem-
bers of the Legislatlive Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parlia-
ment assembled.

We, the undersigned humbly pray that
the Parliament will call an inquiry into the
philosophies and past practices of the
Rajneesh Sect in Australia and Oregon,
USA.

Areas of concern are:
I . The activities of the Rajneeshees

in relation to the Perth Stock
Exchange and control of
companies by share exchange.

2. The status of Rajneesh people
employed by Rajneesh businesses
in regards to union membership
and the compliance with estab-
lishment wage and salary award
rates.

3. The religious status of the group
in regards to the payment of taxes
on payrolls, contracts and profits
as well as personal income.

4. The treatment of the children of
the sect with regards to possible
contravention of the Welfare Act.

5. The possible implication of an in-
flux of large numbers of
Rajneeshees into the Pemberton
area, both politically and socially.
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Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

I certify that both petitions conform to the
Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petitions be
brought to the Table or the House.

(See petitions Nos. 16 and 17.)

BELLS (2): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

1. Appropriation (General Loan Fund)
Bill.

2. Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue
Fund) Bill.

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Brian
Burke (Treasurer), and read a first time.

HEALTH AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)
Speaker's Ruling

THE SPEAKER (Mr Harman): I have been
asked to rule whether or not the Health
Amendment Bill (No. 2) 1985 is one which,
under subsection (8) of section 46 of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act, requires to be
supported by a Message from the Governor
recommending appropriations. Members will
find the provision referred to set out in the
book of "Acts and Other Information Relating
to Parliament", on page 94.

Over the years there have been numerous
rulings relating to this matter, and I do not
propose to canvass them. Suffice to say that the
question is one which the House has treated
most carefully. One most recent ruling was that
given on 4 August 1982, and I would like to
quote a small portion of that ruling. After
explaining the historical background to this ail-
ing going back to England in the seventeenth
century, the Speaker then said-

One final matter. I am not raising for
debate the philosophical question of
whether or not this rule should be
dispensed with. I am aware of arguments
strongly suggesting that it is a rule no
longer necessary in the modem political
scene.

That question is irrelevant because Par-
liament has passed a law and Parliament,
like anyone else, must obey the law. The
law in this case is subsection (8) of section
46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act.

M ay I j ust re mind those me mbers of this
House who would like to see this
subsection interpreted out of existence,
that the several provisions of section, 46
are the only legal protection for the
financial initiative of the Assembly wis-a-
vis the Legislative Council. Whittling away
at its subsections could, in a little time,
result in a serious diminution of the
financial authority of this House.

The Speaker then directed that the particular
Bill should be listed at the foot of the Notice
Paper and not further proceeded with until a
rcom mending Message had been received. The
Speaker, at that time, was Speaker Thompson.

Turning now to the Bill before us, I am con-
scious that in clause 4 on page 6 of the Bill,
subsections (2), (2a), and (3) of proposed new
section 319 provide that, in certain circum-
stances, the commissioner shall pay fees to
medical practitioners. The subsections provide
the machinery for the passing of regulations to
prescribe appropriate fees.

In 1905, Speaker Jlacoby drew attention to a
provision in the Metropolitan Waterworks Act
Amendment Bill. He said-

Where any Bill authorises or creates a
contingent liability or in any way guaran-
tees by the Consolidated Fund any pay-
ment that may arise under the Act, it is the
constitutional practice to have a
recommendation from the Crown.
(Hansard, page 633, 10 August 1905.)

In my view the provision that the Governor
may make regulations prescribing fees as set
out in the amendment presently before the
House is creating the type of contingent liab-
ility referred to by Speaker Jacoby. In these
circumstances a Bill should be accompanied by
a Message in the terms of subsection (8) of
section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amend-
men t Act.

However, I am of the view that having said
that, there still remains a question I must
answer. This question is what is to be done
with the Bill. In times past many such Bills
have been ruled "out of order". I find it hard to
accept that this is now the appropriate way to
deal with such Bills. In more recent years, Bills
which apparently require a Message and do not
have one have been held at the foot of the
Notice Paper until such time as the Message
arrives.

However, there is a precedent for permitting
the debate on such a Bill to proceed up to the
stage of the third reading. Such a practice took
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place in connection with the Gold Mining Tax
Assessment Bill in 1934. The Speaker declined
to put the question for the Third Reading until
such a Message had been received.

I am not willing to assume that no Message
will be received on this present Bill and am
aware that there is a precedent, in 1955, for the
House receiving a Message in connection with
the Bill introduced by a private member. The
Bill concerned was the Free Enterprise Protec-
tion Bill introduced by Hon. A. F. Waits,
Leader of the Country Party, and at that time a
private member.

I therefore rule that, while the Bill is one that
does require a Message under the relevant pro-
visions of the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act, debate May Proceed up to the third read-
ing stage. However, I shall decline to put the
question for the third reading until such time
as a recommending Message has been received
from the Governor.

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS
AMENDMENT BILL

Assent
Message from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the Bill.

AUTHORITY FOR INTELLECTUJALLY
HANDICAPPED PERSONS DILL

Message: Appropriations
Message from the Governor received and

read recommending appropriations for the pur-
poses of the Bill.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(STATUTORY BODIES) BILL

Third Reading
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [2.31

p.m.]: 1 move-
That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.32 p.m.]: I wish to deal with a
matter that arose during the second reading
debate on this Bill. The situation arose, not for
the first time, when the Premier spoke an un-
truth about the position of the Opposition in
relation to a certain piece of legislation.

In reply to the second reading debate yester-
day the Premier, when trying to justify the
enormous number of new statutory authorities,
boards, and committees that had been estab-
lished by this Government, said the follow-
ing-

The Leader of the Opposition, in refer-
ring to a number of agencies he says have
been created since the election of the
present Government, conveniently ignores
the fact that was highlighted by the Minis-
ter for Housing when he said that those
agencies were in fact mostly supported in
their establishment by the Leader of the
Opposition.

That was a general statement, but he was then
very specific and said-

The Leader of the Opposition talks
about the purchase of Nonthemn Mining
Corporation NL. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition voted for it.

An examination of Hansard will show that in
the House on 20 October 1983 there was a
lengthy speech from myself about the purchase
of Northern Mining Corporation NL in which I
said, among other things-

I am not exaggerating when I say that
this deal is without doubt the worst de-
cision this Government has made.

That quote appears on page 3569 of Hansard of
20 October 1983 and was followed by a vote on
the same day, and on page 3586 1 am recorded
as having voted against the Bill.

If the Premier wants to make these
statements he should try to be more accurate.
He came to this House two weeks ago and in
response to an engineered or dorothy dix ques-
tion from his own ranks made two allegations;
about some advertisements which were being
produced by the Liberal Party, both of which
were absolutely false. He has not apologised for
that and he has now been caught out telling an
untruth about the vote on the Northern Mining
Corporation (Acquisition) Bill. I believe it is
time -that the Premier was not allowed to get
away with this kind of activity. He should be
put in a position where he has to reply and tell
the truth about what is going on.

The fact is that the Liberal Party's advertise-
ments had not been made at the time the
Premier said they were made and the letters he
said had not been dispatched had been
dispatched. In relation to last night's events the
Premier made a clear and unequivocal
statement that I voted for the Northern Mining
Corporation (Acquisition) Bill and he was
wrong. Hansard shows that-he was wrong.

This Premier is a master at saying these
kinds of things and he has the ability of telling
them at the right time. Not everyone's mind is
instantaneous, and mine is in that category. I
sat quiet last night when the Premier made this
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allegation, but I have now had lime to check it
and the truth is that 1 did not vote for that Bill.
Not only did I not vote for it, but also I voted
against it. The Premier should have the
decency to apologise for telling an untruth in
this House. It was not a general statement-he
made a general statement and then he was
specific about that Bill.

The Premier misled this House dishonestly
and this type of thing is occurring far too often.
It is time he rose to his feet and made an un-
qualified apology for two on-the-record
examples of quite deliberate untruths.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [2.36
p.m.]: I am perfectly happy to say to the Leader
of the Opposition that if as he has quoted from
Mansard he is correct, I was wrong to say he
voted for the Northern Mining Corporation
(Acquisition) Bill. The fact remains that the
Leader of the Opposition cannot deny the truth
of the fact that had the Opposition opposed the
legislation, Northern Mining Corporation NL
would not have been acquired.

Mr Hassell: That is twisting it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I listened to the Leader

of the Opposition in silence, but I do not mind
his intcrjecting.

The Leader of the Opposition is the biggest
whinger in the State of Western Australia and
as soon as he wakes up to the fact that his
whingeing does not wash, particularly with the
Government, I guess he will learn how to curb
his whingeing.

The truth is that the Opposition could have
prevented the acquisition of Northern Mining
Corporation NL. The Opposition did not pre-
vent the acquisition of Northern Mining Cor-
poration NL; in fact, it supported its acqui-
sition by permitting the passage of the legis-
lation. Do not let the Leader of the Opposition
mislead the Parliament by claiming that-

Mr H-assell: You are telling another lie. You
are compounding your dishonesty-

Mr BRIAN BURKE:-ihe acquisition of
Northern Mining Corporation NL proceeded
without the acquiescence of the Opposition.
The Opposition, when it wanted to stop the Bill
that would have limited the advertising of
tobacco products, threw it out of the Legislat-
ive Council. That is what it did. When it was
dinkum about a piece of legislation it threw it
out.

When the Leader of the Opposition wants to
shed crocodile tears and have things each way
what he does is to stand up in this House and

protest about a piece of legislation and then
instruct his colleagues in another place to op-
pose the Bill.

M r Hassell: You are telli ng. lies agai n.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the

Opposition has had his opportunity to make
remarks. I call on the Premier.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will deal one by one
with the points raised by the Leader of the
Opposition and if, as be says, I was wrong
about the vote that he personally cast I will say
I was wrong and that I made a mistake. But I
make no mistake about the decision of the Op-
position to permit the passage of the legislation
because that is what it decided to do.

The second point raised by the Leader of the
Opposition referred to advertisements concern-
ing the Liberal Party. As I said on the evening
when I asked him about the advertisements, I
was informed by someone closely associated
with the Leader of the Opposition that the
commercials were being made.

I will tell you what happened, Mr Speaker.
When that information was telecast on ABC
television, the Leader of the Opposition rang
up and complained to the ABC. His office said,
"We have not made the commercials; we have
done some work, but we have not started
shooting the commercials." The work that had
been done, according to the Leader of the Op-
position, related to the scripts that were to be
used. The Leader of the Opposition rang the
ABC and admitted that the advertisements had
not been made because the shooting had not
been done, but that certain work had been
done. The Leader of the Opposition himself
said that. Let him deny that that was said to the
ABC.

Mr Hassell: You are telling untruths once
again. You don't know what I said to the ABC.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In that case, I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to deny that he told
the ABC that certain work had been done.

Mr Hassell: I am not going to deny what you
ask me to deny.

The SPEAKER: Order! I have several
options that I can take. I think all members are
aware of them. The House will come to order.
The Premier has the floor and he is entitled to
be heard.

Point of Order
Mr H-ASSELL: Mr Speaker, [ know that you

are calling me to order and I know that there is
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no question of your right to do so, but I point
out that the Premier himself invited an inter-
jection not two minutes ago.

The SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of
order.

Debate Resumed
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-

position can hand it out, but he cannot cop it.
He cannot take it.

Mr Clarko: Why are you shouting at the mo-
ment? You can't cop it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the only way in
which I can be heard. I afforded the Leader of
the Opposition the courtesy of silence and now
the only way in which I can make myself heard
is by trying to lift my voice above the interjec-
tions.

Let us nail the matter down firmly. The
Leader of the Opposition referred to my
statement in the Parliament that I had been
reliably informed that the commercials were
being made. When he Contradicted my
statement, he did not deny that he conveyed to
a news gathering organisation that that
statement was wrong because not all of the
commercials had been made.

Mr Hassell: That is not true; you are telling
lies again.

Mr Laurance: It was your advertisements
that were made in the United States, not ours.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let us now move on.
Mr Laurance: Yes, you got off that one

quickly.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not see any point
in continuing to shout backwards and forwards
with the Opposition.

Mr Laurance: You sent $160 000 to Sydney.
We made our ads in Western Australia,

The SPEAKER: Order! I find my patience is
being tested this afternoon. I do not want to
take the action that I can take, but if this bar-
rage of interjections continues, I will take it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can only comment
again that when the Opposition is dishing out
the medicine to the Government, it seems to be
supremely confident and unflappable, but
when it is on the receiving end the shrieking
and the protestations are almost unbelievable.
When the Opposition dishes out the treatment
that it wants the Government to endure, it
seems to be completely comfortable with the
prospect, but when we nail each of the things

that the Opposition raises, the Opposition all of
a sudden loses its cool and starts to scream and
shout.

I will deal with each of the points that we
have dealt with so far, and then deal with the
next points that the Leader of the Opposition
raised. The first point I made was in respect of
the personal vote cast by the Leader of the
Opposition. If!I was wrong in my claim that he
had cast his vote in a certain way, I withdraw
that claim and say that the Opposition permit-
ted the passage of the Bill. That is surely what
counts. The whole point is that the Opposition
permitted the acquisition of Northern Mining
Corporation NL. The Leader of the Opposition
complained last evening about the growth in
the number of agencies, although his party had
permitted the acquisition of that agency and he
had supported those other agencies to which
the Minister for Housing referred.

The second point is that when I said that I
had been reliably informed that the commer-
cials were already being made in Melbourne, I
repeated what I had been told. When the
Leader of the Opposition denied it, I said that!I
accepted his denial. Since then I have learned
that the Leader of the Opposition-he has not
denied it-in complaining about a news report
of his statements or of my statements about
them has said it was incorrect to say that the
commercials had been made because, in effect,
they had not been finished. The point I was
making remains 4nalterably true. The commer-
cials were reported to have been based, in the
Leader of the Opposition's own words, on the
results of a survey. The survey details had not
been received by the people who were being
surveyed. The member for Whitford rang three
constituents in each of the suburbs in her elec-
torate. None of them had received the ques-
tionnaire, yet he survey questionnaires arrived
after the par timentary debate to which the
Leader of the Opposition refers.

The Leader of th e Opposition cannot have it
both ways. The questionnaires were either sent
out before or they were sent out afterwards.
The only other possibility is that they were sent
out twice, and even the Leader of the Oppo-
sition is not silly enough to do that. Thus the
point I am making remains unalterably true. I
will tell the House why it is true. We were told
by someone working for our party on the elec-
tion campaign that he had bumped into some-
one who was working for the Liberal Party on
the campaign.

Mr Court: What, on a trip to Fiji?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member for
Nedlands wants to raise that matter, I will re-
late to him some of the trips his father took, if
he wants me to, and some of the multinationals
who paid for accommodation for him.

The printer who was working for the Liberal
Party was wringing his hands. He was doing so
because when the letters accompanying the
questionnaires were being put through the laser
printer they were being rolled up into pieces of
paper that resembled funnels that then could
not be printed properly. The Liberal Party's
printer, we understand, was having great diffi-
culty in completing the work. That is why the
questionnaires were not posted out in time.
That questionnaire was not received by any of
the people telephoned in the electorate of
Whitford by the member for Whitford. On that
basis, the Government has every right to claim
that it is a phoney survey, the results of which
cannot possibly be adduced in time for in-
clusion in television commercials, the scripts
for which were already under way. That is the
situation. The Leader of the Opposition cannot
duck and dive.

Mr H-assell-- You have not got any decency in
you. You tell lies and you won't even apologise
when you are caught out.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-
position cannot duck and dive. It does not mat-
ter how testy he becomes or how much he
shrieks, the point is that the survey was
phoney. The results are phoney and are not to
be included because they could not possibly be
intelligently included in commercials if we take
into account the time Of receipt of the survey
and the time of the making of the commercials-
It is absolutely preposterous to claim that a
sensible survey could be the basis of television
commercials in the time frame to which I have
referred.

That leaves aside the question of the survey
itself and the nature of the inquiries made of
the residents approached. The technique used
included the sending of only one questionnaire
to a husband and wife. Many people wrote or
rang us complaining about the fact that hus-
bands and wives were supposed to have one
opinion about everything. That is the sort of
faulty technique that was used. The technique,
the timing and the nature of the questions all
go to the proposition that the Liberal Party was
not dinkum about the survey, that it was a
phoney survey that was never meant to be the
basis on which television commercials would
be made. It was a blatantly political exercise
designed not to elicit the opinions of people,

but designed, among other things, first, to elicit
money, and, secondly, to hoodwink people
about the possibility of their opinions being
taken into account.

The integrity and the veracity of this argu-
ment rest on one thought: We did not run a
phony research. We did not tell people we were
going to take their opinions into account when
we could have done so. We have not put out
pamphlets that talk about a conference to put
Australia right and hide the fact that it was a
Liberal conference. We have done none of
those things.

The Leader of the Opposition has a lot to
answer for, at least to the people of Whitford in
explaining to them why he told them that
things would be taken into account when it was
never possible for them to do so.

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

Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT~ (FINANCIAL
ADMINISTRATION AND AUDIT) BILL

Third Reading
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)

[2.52 p.inJ: I move-
That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR HASSELL (Coitesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.53 p.m.]: The one aspect of this
debate where the Treasurer has offered no ex-
planation and no answer to the substantive
issue which has been raised over and aver again
is in relation to the Western Australian Exim
Corporation Limited, a subsidiary of the WA
Government Holdings Ltd, formerly Northern
Mining Corporation NL. Apart from the lie
which the Treasurer told the House last night
about our alleged vote in favour of the North-
ern Mining Corporation (Acquisition) Bill
when we voted against it, as the Hansard
record reveals and for which the Treasurer still
has not apologised. Having read Mansard him-
self, he still has not stood up and said he was
prepared to acknowledge that he was wrong. If
what I said was correct, why was he not pre-
pared to concede even then that what I said
was correct, or to give an apology for telling a
downright and deliberate lie in the House yes-
terday about my position on that Bill?

Point of Order
Mr DAVIES: This is a matter which has

already been discussed and is irrelevant to the
Bill.

1971



1972 ASSEMBLY)

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Oppo-
sition, and I would assume all members of the
House, realise that there is a long-standing
practice that once a matter has been disposed
of in a Bill or a motion then that is the end of
the matter as far as this House is concerned. I
do not think it is correct that the Leader of the
Opposition should now canvass in another de-
bate the same argument which has previously
been disposed of.

Debate Resumed

Mr HASSELL: Let me go back to the point of
substance, which is that the Treasurer has still
not given the House any explanation or reply
on the point of the existence of WA Govern-
ment Holdings and the operation of WA
Government Holdings and its numerous
subsidiaries without any parliamentary auth-
ority.

I refer the Treasurer yit again to what was
said in this House when he introduced legis-
lation seeking the authority of Parliament to
acquire Northern Mining Corporation NL. The
second reading debate on 13 October 1983 is
recorded at page 3135 of Hansard. In the
course of the second reading speech the
Treasurer said-

The Bill supplements the proposed ap-
propriation by seeking statutory authority
for the purchase of the corporation by the
State and such ancillary powers as may be
necessary to ensure that the company is
able to operate in a normal commercial
manner, under State ownership.

He went on to say-

Northern Mining Corporation's unique
position in the Argyle joint venture makes
it an ideal means of achieving the Govern-
ment 's policy objectives and giving West-
ern Australians a greater say in an industry
which could lead to the establishment of
new skills and valuable job opportunities
in this State.

I put it to the Treasurer once again that that
statement carries absolutely no implication or
indication that Northern Mining Corporation
NL was to be turned into WA Government
Holdings Ltd and become a trading corpor-
ation with subsidiaries moving into exports of
one kind or another, including WA Floral Ex-
ports. It admitted on one occasion that it
intended moving into trading of various kinds
and now describes itself as a trading house.

That statement, which is central to the
Treasurer's argument to the House, does not
tell the House what the Government
subsequently intended to do. It tells the House
only that it was approving the purchase of
Northern Mining Corporation NL to enable the
Government to become involved in the Argyle
joint venture, something that the Opposition
voted against in this House, yet the Treasurer
seems to believe that when it was allowed to go
through the upper House, we supported it, be-
cause we allowed it to go through. That is a
very strange interpretation indeed, and one of
those half-truths at which the Treasurer is so
adept.

The Treasurer went on in his short speech as
follows-

it is not the Government's intention to
become involved directly in the joint ven-
ture- The Bill authorises the purchase of
the issued capital of Northern Mining and
the company will continue operations as
before under its articles of association.
Day-to-day decisions relating to its in-
volvement in both the Argyle Diamond
Mines Joint Venture and the Ashton Ex-
ploration Joint Venture will be taken by
the board in the ordinary way.

The only major change proposed is that
the company will, in due course, be
registered in Western Australia instead of
in Victoria as at present.

Again, there is no indication in the central
paragraphs of the Treasurer's speech of the in-
tention to turn Northern Mining Corporation
NL into WA Government Holdings and in-
volve it in the business sector. It was assumed
that this would have been done, if it was to be
done at all, by the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation, but we have now seen the
creation of a completely separate structure
based on a company which was acquired under
false pretences.

Mr Court: Is that not misleading the House,
not even mentioning the intention of carrying
out those other activities?

Mr HASSELL: If one wants to be strict about
it-and one would want to be strict about any
consideration concerning this-one would say
it was misleading the House if the Government
had it in mind at the time that those things
should be done. Presumably it did have it in
mind, because they were subsequently carried
out. When it comes to the question of mislead-
ing the House, that is highlighted when one
goes on to read the words subsequently used-
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The Bill is a short, simple measure
which is self-explanatory. It Provides for
the purchase of any or all of the share capi-
ta! of the company and for the subsequent
sale of all or any of the issued share capital
should the Government so decide.

In other words, the implication was there: The
Government would buy the company and
subsequently sell it. Why was the Government
talking about selling the company? It was be-
cause it had a tremendous build-up in its policy
presentation to the public and in the
statements made in relation to the develop-
ment corporation and in relation to this ven-
ture itself, to the effect that the
Government would be inviting Western
Australian participation in the project through
this extraordinary operation that the Govern-
ment was carrying out.

There was no word, hint or suggestion that
we would turn it into a Japanese-style trading
house, which is now being paraded as the role
of Exim Corporation. The Premier's speech
continued-

In this respect, I have already
announced the Government's intention to
establish a State development corporation
and one option would be to transfer some
or all of the shareholding in Northern
Mining to the corporation thus enabling
greater participation by the Western
Australian public in this and other re-
source developments and potential growth
industries.

That is exactly what has not occurred.

Mr Parker: That has occurred; SO per cent of
the shares are now in the hands of the public.

Mr HASSELL: Eighty per cent of what
shares?

Mr Parker: Shares in the diamond operation.

Mr HASSELL: We are not talking about dia-
mond mining.

Mr Parker: The Premier was talking about
the diamond operation and the whole debate at
that time was on that subject.

Mr HASSELL: It was about the purchase of
Northern Mining Corporation as a participant
in the diamond operation through transferring
it to WADC.

Mr Parker: I know what the Premier was
talking about and what he said is exactly what
happened.

Mr HASSELL: It is not exactly what
happened. Let me explain to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy that there has been no
transfer of the shares in Northern Mining to the
Western Australian Development Corporation.
A question asked in this House of the Premier a
few weeks ago revealed that the shares in
Northern Mining were held by the Treasurer.
There has been no transfer to WADC.

Mr Parker: The Premier said that investment
would take place in the diamond mine and that
is what happened.

Mr HASSELL: I refer once more to the
words of the Premier-

.... one option would be to transfer
some or all of the shareholding in North-
ern Mining to the corporation ....

Mr Parker: That is one option and the other
was to invest in the diamond mine.

Mr HASSELL: Where does that statement or
any other Statement in the Premier's speech tell
the Parliament that the Government intended
to use Northern Mining as a vehicle to create a
State trading concern? Northern Mining, which
is now WA Government Holdings, is a State
trading concern involving itself in business and
in all kinds of ventures without any control by
Parliament. At least the WADC is confined by
an Act and, whatever might be the deficiencies
of that Act or one's disagreement with the
things it is doing, the corporation is under the
control of an Act of this Parliament. WA
Government Holdings is under no control and
has no accountability, and it is clearly
deliberately left out of this legislation which is
about accountability for Government
instrumentalities.

The Government has set up this trading con-
cern by conventing to its use the Northern
Mining company; by changing its name and
creating subsidiaries it has set up a complete
structure of a State trading concern without the
authority of this Parliament. This State now
has a major State trading operation which has
never been approved by Parliament, which has
never been brought to Parliament, and which is
not accountable to Parliament in any way.

When questions are asked of the Treasurer in
relation to this State trading concern, of which
he is the only shareholder, he refuses to be
accountable to this Parliament. It is unaccept-
able for that kind of situation to continue in a
parliamentary democracy. The Ministers of
this Government have themselves indicated to
the Parliament on more than one occasion that
they believe departments and authorities
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should be responsible to Ministers, and
through Ministers accountable to Parliament.
Thai indeed is the system under which we
operate. Thai was something about which dis-
cussions were held for example in relation to
the Fire Brigades Board. When the board was
made subject to mare direction by the Minister
that was supported by the then Opposition be-
cause it said it believed in the system. We have
a situation in which the Treasurer, as the
Leader of the Government, has sought the ap-
proval of Parliament to buy a company. The
Government bought the company for one
reason-to acquire an interest in a joint ven-
ture for the development of a diamond mine.
Having acquired that interest in the diamond
mine, the Government hived it off to a trust. It
chose a trust as a vehicle through which to sell
units in the operation most of these units have
been well below the issue price on the market.
It was something of a tax minimisation scheme
with a Government guarantee of the returns on
those units.

To go back to the starting point, when did
the Government ever tell this Parliament that
the company would be used as a vehicle for a
State trading concern? The Government can
establish through this trading concern anything
it wishes, for example, State hotels and State
butcher shops. That is not a fanciful
proposition because I have previously disclosed
that there were plans afoot on the part of Alex
Payne and his cohorts to set up State butcher
shops through the establishment of a single
wholesaler for meat in this State with a number
of State butcher shops trying out a new form of
marketing. That information came from people
who were in a position to know but not in a
position to publicly identify themselves.

Mr Parker: At the time you made those alle-
gations you were laughed out of town.

Mr H-ASSELL: That is not true and the Min-
ister knows it. He should read some of the
country Press and talk to people who are in a
position to know. The fact of the matter is that
State butcher shops were contemplated as pant
of a marketing operation and that would have
been carried out through this corporation.

Mr Brian Burke: What about State drapery
shops?

Mr HASSELL: What about them?

Mr Brian Burke: And what about State
Chinese restaurants?

Mr HASSELL: We almost had a State
Chinese restaurant to which the Treasurer has
referred, because the Government of this State
was insisting that there should be a Chinese
restaurant for the use of its political mates.

Historically we have had State butcher shops
and State hotels. We now have the Captain
Freycinet Motel in Margaret River which is
partly owned by the State of Western Australia.
Also, other State interests are creeping into all
sorts of things and we know full well of some of
the deals in which the Government is involved.
It is trying to involve one of its corporations in
the reprocessing of tailings dumps for gold.

Mr Parker: You would not let anyone except
public servants do that when you were in
Government. The member for Narrogin
thought that only public servants could have
that right.

Mr HASSELL: That may be the case and I
am not saying it is not.

Mr Parker: It is the case.

Mr HASSELL: What does it prove if it is the
case? Does it mean that the development cor-
poration should do it in a privileged position
when by Statute the development corpor-
ation-and the Treasurer proclaimed this at
great length last night-is totally independent
of Government? That is the theory but, of
course, it does not operate in that way.

I am not talking about the development cor-
poration today but about the failure of the
Treasurer to answer in the debate the key criti-
cal issue. We have a State trading corporation
which has been established without the ap-
proval of Parliament, without one shred of
authority from, or explanation to, Parliament,
and the Treasurer has failed to include it in
legislation which is aimed to bring about ac-
countability of Government departments and
instrumentalities. That is the critical issue.

Let us go back to the very short speech made
by the Premier and Treasurer when he
introduced the Northern Mining Corporation
(Acquisition) Bill. He said right at the end of
his speech-

This Bill and the associated provisions
in the Budget are a vital pant of the
Government's overall strategy to enhance
the benefits for the public flowing from
Major resource developments in this State.
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It is an integral part of our economic
strategy and an extension of the Budget
thrust to stimulate a return to economic
growth with the Government working in
partnership with the private sector.

One could look back on that little bit of fantasy
with some amusement. After all, in what way
could anyone suggest, prove or demonstrate, or
even put forward with any semblance of credi-
bility, the proposition that the Northern
Mining acquisition gave any stimulation to the
economy of Western Australia? By what means
did it stimulate the economy? What has it done
for the economy? All it did was to replace pri-
vate capital with Government capital-in
other words, taxpayers' funds.

Questions Still remain unanswered. In fact
the Treasurer avoided the question. Why is the
Treasurer not prepared to include in his legis-
lation the operations of this corporation, this
State trading concern, to make it accountable
to the Parliament in a proper way? It is absol-
utely clear at the moment that it is not account-
able in any way.

One need only look at the numerous ques-
tions which are asked to see the way in which
the Government treats requests for infor-
mation. One sees this sort of answer in ques-
tion 376. 1 asked the Treasurer-

What are the current-

(a) objectives;

(b) categories of business activities,
of-

(i) Western Australian Exim
Corporation Ltd;

(ii) each of its subsidiaries?

The reply was-

(a) Exim is an initiative of the Western
Australian Government designed to
promote and expand Western
Australia's share of overseas trade
both in terms of goods and services.
At the same time Exim is a vehicle
through which overseas companies
have a direct channel to expand their
involvement in Western Australia.

(b) The member will be aware that Exim
is required by commercial practice in
its dealings with other companies to
observe the same degree of
confidentiality as any other company
operating in the private sector.

Then it goes on to offer a confidential briefing.
That answer was evasive and avoided giving
information.

On 28 August, in question 335 1 asked the
Treasurer-

What are the current-
(a) objectives;
(b) categories of business activities,

of Western Australian Government
Holdings Ltd?

I did not ask what the current business activi-
ties were because I knew I would meet this
usual blank walt where no information can be
provided. This holding company has never
received the approval of this Parliament. There
is no legislation which enables the Parliament
to control or to lay down any rules as to its
conduct or anything else. The answer I received
was-

(a) and (b) Western Australian Govern-
ment Holdings Ltd's objectives and
categories of business activities in-
volve the provision of commercial ad-
vice to Government on submissions
received from industry and commerce
seeking Government guai anrees.

That is downright misleading, and, of course, a
completely inadequate answer. Even with all
the blank wall of obstruction, it. is known that
WA Government Holdings has a number of
subsidiaries, including Exim Corporation, so
how could there possibly be any such answer to
the question about categories of business ac-
tivities when there is no mention of the
subsidiaries and what they are doing?

I have previously referred to the fact that the
shares of WA Government Holdings are not
held by the WADC but by the Treasurer, and
that was confirmed by the answer to question
336 on 28 August. 1 asked the Premier on 28
August also-

What are all the subsidiary companies of
Western Australian Government Holdings
Ltd?

The answer was-
Western Australian Exim Corporation

Ltd.
I would have thought that the corporation had
the subsidiaries of Exim as its subsidiaries.
That should be understood by anyone in the
normal course of events, Of course the
subsidiaries of Exim are the subsidiaries of the
holding company, but no, we are not given that
in format ion.
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On 28 August the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position, in question 241 asked the Premier
whether Mr Keith Gale was a consultant to the
Department of Premier and Cabinet; when was
he appointed to this position; what financial
arrangement had been agreed for the
consultancy; and how much had been paid to
Mr Keith Gale by the Government since his
appointment. Listen to this-

(1) to (4) Mr Gale was engaged as a con-
sultant with the Department of
Premier and Cabinet on I April 198 5.
His consultancy fee is paid by the de-
partment, which is partly reimbursed
by the WA Exim Corporation. The
level of Mr Gale's remuneration is a
matter confidential to him, the
Government, and to the WA Exim
Corporation. However, if the member
has any specific concern about Mr
Gale's consultancy and provides de-
tails, I will consider having further in-
quiries made.

That is a classic example of the way in which
this Government has shrouded the Exim Cor-
poration and WA Government Holdings in
secrecy and refused to answer the questions. It
is of course a matter of public interest, and
legitimate public interest, to know how much is
being paid to this interesting consultant who
has been brought in to operate as a consultant
both to the Government and to Exim. If Exim
Corporation is paying part of the fee, that is a
matter about which Parliament should
legitimately be able to ask questions.

What if that fee is $200 000 a year? Is that
something the Government ought to be able to
hide? What if Mr Gale had been exercising an
authority to spend lavishly? Those are ques-
tions to which the public are entitled to an
answer. If the Government believes in account-
ability, that answer would have been given in
reply to that question, but it was not given.

One can go through question after question.
The Government complains about the number
of questions being asked in this House, and the
deadline has been put forward each day so that
the Government can cope with the questions.
When one looks at the way in which the ques-
tions are answered and the secrecy indulged in
by this Government, one sees why there are so
many questions. It took three questions to re-
ceive an answer to the simple issue of the
names of the subsidiaries of Exim.

Look at questions 376 and 377, and then
finally at question 552. In questions 376 and
377 the Premier avoided giving me the simple
information I wanted as to the subsidiaries of
Exim. Finally in question 552 1 asked-

With reference to his answers to ques-
tions 376 and 377 of 1985, 1 ask if he
would simply please name at this stage all
the subsidiary companies of Western
Australian Exim Corporation Ltd?

That was what was said, but it took three ques-
tions to receive the answer: When finally that
answer was extracted we saw a special qualifi-
cation.

The Treasurer's answer to my question 552
was as follows-

I reiterate that the only operating sub-
sidiary of Exim is WA Livestock Holdings
Ltd.

Eight companies became subsidiaries of
Exim as a result of the purchase of the
Emanuel pastoral leases-

He then listed them and then listed the remain-
ing subsidiaries.

The point is that it took three questions to
get that information, information which the
public of this State was entitled to know, infor-
mation which is on public record and which the
Government's adviser, Dr Liz Harman, has
been touting around in speeches made in the
Eastern States.

Mr Court: It would be interesting to know
what they are going to do with those other
subsidiaries.

Mr HASSELL: There is, of course, no limi-
tation on what this Government can do.

If the Treasurer genuinely believes in the
legislation before the House-legislation we
support-if he genuinely believes in account-
ability, if he genuinely believes we should have
a parliamentary democracy and not a Govern-
ment system, he should either introduce legis-
lation for WA Government Holdings and its
subsidiaries to set out their role, rights and
responsibilities, or he should make WA
Government Holdings answerable to the Par-
liament through the Bill now before us.

That is the substantive issue that has not
been examined; that is the substantive issue
that has not been answered. We will keep on
raising it until the Treasurer is prepared to give
some realistic answer to it, because we find that
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not only has this situation arisen but also that
the Government consistently refuses to answer
questions legitimately asked of it.

It is legitimate to ask what business activities
Exim is involving itself in. If the Government
wants to say that Exim is involving itself in
making bread, that is not a disclosure of a com-
mercial secret. Does the Government want to
say that Exim is involving itself in the export of
vegetables? The South West Development
Authority has a huge file for proposals to ex-
port vegetables to South-East Asia, and that is
going to involve Exim. All sorts of things are
being proposed through Exim and the public
are entitled to know about them.

Perhaps if the Government is to have a com-
mercial operation it cannot disclose commer-
cial secrets. We have never said that the
Government should disclose commercial
secrets. But the Government has not refused to
disclose commercial secretsi it has refused to
disclose legitimately requested information.
For that reason, if for no other reason, this
body should be brought within the purview of
this Bill which is to become an Act.

MR COURT (Nedlands) (3.23 p~m.1: I take
the opportunity of the third reading stage to
highlight the rather unusual situation which
will arise when this legislation is proclaimed.
When it is proclaimed we will have a situation
where some statutory authorities will have to
invest their funds under the controls of this
proposed Act, while others will not. Some
statutory authorities will be able to invest in
unauthorised securities; they will be able to in-
vest outside the guidelines listed in this legis-
lation.

Last night the Treasurer said that there
would be no extra funds brought into the
Treasury for it to invest; in other words, he was
saying that some bodies such as hospital
boards, the MVIT and the Lotteries Com-
mission will continue with their current prac-
tices.

This will cause considerable confusion be-
cause the whole idea of this new legislation is
the accountability of different statutory
authorities. Unfortunately it has been very
loosely explained by the Treasurer that those
bodies that currently carry out those activities
will be able to continue to do so. It has to be
understood that hospital boards, for example,
currently invest a lot of their money with build-
ing societies. Under the existing Act and under
the proposed Act that, is an unauthorised in-
vestment. The new Act will enable them to deal

in authorised securities such as bank bills,
negotiable deposits, Government securities and
the like. Under the existing Act they cannot
invest in bank bills in accordance with the Pub-
lic Moneys Investment Act. The reason is that
the Government did not want the statutory
authorities investing in other than bank de-
posits. To do otherwise would affect the re-
ciprocal loan arrangement which the Treasury
banking sector. That situation arose because of
the arrangement for raising funds which the
Treasury had with the Central Borrowing Auth-
onity.

I could not understand the Treasurer's expla-
nation last night of the definition of "bank". It
is interesting to note that under this proposed
Act, bank bills, which are accepted or endorsed
by other State banks, will not be acceptable.
This legislation will allow the statutory
authorities to invest irf bank bills, but not those
bank bills of the other State banks. I am
interested to know why the other State banks
have been excluded.

If the statutory authorities are made to invest
under the guidelines of this legislation it will
mean they will not be investing in building
societies and the like, That would have a
serious effect on the amount of money handled
by building societies. This would be the result
if the Treasurer acted to the letter of the law
with respect to the way those authorities
invested their moneys.

The point I make is that the Treasurer has let
this matter hang very loosely. Some statutory
authorities that are investing their own funds
will be allowed to continue to do so outside the
guidelines of this legislation, while others will
have to invest according to the guidelines of
this legislation. I would have thought the whole
idea of the legislation, which is to make statu-
tory authorities more accountable, was to have
a provision in here that provided rules and
guidelines for those statutory authorities
investing their own funds. As I mentioned in
my second reading speech, that is my real con-
cern; that is, that some of their investment
practices are not all that good. Guidelines need
to be laid down, but unfortunately the
Treasurer's explanation was very ]oose. I repeat
that some statutory authorities will be allowed
to continue with their current investment prac-
tices of investing in unauthorised securities.

Another point is that the Treasurer gave a
number of assurances that the Western
Australian Development Corporation was
investing the Treasury's cash surpluses under
the rules of the Public Moneys Investment Act.
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However, under those rules the WADC is not
able to buy bank bills in the money market, yet
that is what it has been doing. The Treasurer
did not reply to my assertion that this was so,
and I certainly hope he does during the third
reading of the Bill. He emphasised and re-
emphasised that the WADC was investing
those Treasury cash surpluses according to the
guidelines. However, it has been doing some-
thing that is outside those guidelines. Judging
by his performance over the last week, memn-
bens can understand why we must keep ques-
tioning him on these matters.

Mr Bertram: Have you no confidence in the
Auditor General?

Mr COURT: t asked the question a number
of times last night, and as the member knows
only too well, I was given an assurance that the
WADC was investing under the guidelines of
the Public Moneys Investment Act. I was as-
sured of that right up to the last stages of the
debate last night.

Mr Burkett: The Treasurer didn't deny that it
was buying commercial bills, all of which as
you know, because you are pretty astute, are
backed by the banks.

Mr COURT: That is not the point. We are
talking about an Act of Parliament, and the
current Act says that the WADC cannot invest
in those bank bills.

Mr Burkett: The Treasurer didn't deny that it
could have been investing in bank bills.

Mr COURT: The Treasurer made it very
clear on a number of occasions that the WADC
was investing its funds under the rules and
guidelines of the Public Moneys Investment
Act.

Mr Bertram: Your argument is with the
Auditor General, surely.

Mr COURT: It is not. I just sought an assur-
ance from the Treasurer. That is what this
legislation is all about. It specifies how the
Treasury can invest its funds and in what se-
curities it can invest them. Of course, the
Government makes a complete mockery of the
Act anyway by transferring all the funds to the
WVADC, which can invest them as it thinks fit. I
seek that assurance from the Treasurer.

I asked: What is the agreement between
WADC and the Treasury in regard to these
cash surpluses? The Minister answered that we
could not have information on that agreement.
It is a commercial arrangement between those
two bodies. I was told last night that a pan of
that agreement is that the cash surpluses are

invested under the Public Moneys Investment
Act. That is only an example. We are talking
about a lot of money-hundreds of millions of
dollars. And that is my other point: It is very
disturbing that all Treasury funds can be put
into the hands of one financial institution. That
financial institution might be a financially un-
stable body, yet under this legislation all those
funds go to it.

I return to the point I made during the sec-
ond reading and Committee stages; namely,
that I think it would be prudent for some mech-
anisms to be provided to ensure the Treasury
has a spread of investments with certain limits
being placed on where those funds can go, in-
stead of placing all funds with one body.

I believe the Treasurer has allowed a loose
situation to develop, with the different statu-
tory authorities all operating under different
Acts and having different procedures. Some
operate under a board system. The Lotteries
Commission has one type of structure, the
Grain Pool has'another and the hospitals have
yet another. They all operate in different ways.
Unfortunately I have not had time to study
how they are currently operating, investing and
handling their funds; it has not been possible to
do so in only a couple of weeks. The situation
seems to be loose; some authorities will come
under the restrictions of this legislation and
will have to invest in authorised securities,
while others wilt be able to continue with their
current practices. I would have liked to see an
improved situation. I do not mind the
authorities having autonomy provided a few
rules are put in place to stipulate how they
handle those investments and to make sure
their funds are safeguarded.

I would be very concerned if under this legis-
lation, as is possible, the funds of a number of
the larger authorities-perhaps those with a lot
of funds such as the MVIT and the like-are
presently being invested in building societies
and those funds were in future to be brought
into the hands of Treasury. I foresee Treasury
taking a lot of money out of the building
societies and possibly causing problems.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for
Minerals and Energy) [3.34 p.m.]: I just want to
make a few comments on the third reading
because members of the Opposition have
revealed some misconceptions in their speeches
this afternoon. I want to draw the attention of
the House to some of the things which I think
should be known about this measure and about
some of the inconsistencies that have been
dwelt upon by the Opposition.
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Firstly, ini relation to the comments that have
recently been made by the member for
Nedlands wherein he referred to the fact that
various statutory authorities were treated
differently, of course, one of the reasons that
various statutory authorities have to be treated
differently is the very different exposure that
those authorities have, the very different
nature of their loan commitments, and indeed
of their income. One example with which I am
very familiar, which is far and away the largest
single investor of funds in the State, is the State
Energy Commission which is expected to have
an annual turnover for this forthcoming year of
about $1 500 million. The SEC of course has
very substantial international exposure and
through its loans over the period principally
from about 1978 through to approximately last
year, it was investing huge amounts of money
in new plant and equipment for the pipeline
and Muja power stations C and D.

The SEC has had to develop a very sophisti-
cated hedging system and money market deal-
ing system for the use of those funds. Many of
its contractual commitments are such that it
has to pay virtually immediately for goods
which are delivered to it; for example, in the
case of the SEC's coal contracts it has to pay
within seven days of the delivery of the coal. A
similar situation applies to gas. Obviously one
cannot put the SEC in the same investment
category as some of the other statutory
authorities which have quite different circum-
stances, with little or no international exposure
and little need to pay moneys quickly.

Again, to some considerable degree the
SEC's income is also related to international
factors because it buys its goods, for example,
on a basis which is essentially internationally-
oriented because most of the cost is related to
Saudi Arabian prices, and this is something
that occurs on an escalated basis. A lot of its
sales are also related to the oil distillate index.
The SEC's financial circumstances are very dif-
ferent from those of a public hospital or of
some other authorities.

Additionally, the SEC picked up a consider-
able degree of experience in this area, well
before any other Government departments in-
cluding Treasury, and it was acknowledged for
some years that the SEC's position in inter-
national dealings, hedging and money market
dealings was in fact considerably greater than
that of Treasury.

Having said all that, Treasury of course
stands behind almost all the loans which are
made and, before matters go to Executive

Council, Treasury has to approve the issuing of
bonds or the making of loans. Treasury of
course keeps a very close eye on the SEC even
though it does have money market dealings,
hedging and international dealings. It is very
much the case that before any matter goes to
Executive Council the Treasury has to have its
say and make recommendations to the
Treasurer before he in his capacity as Premier
and Treasurer co-signs an Executive Council
minute.

The other point I wanted to make relates to a
comment of the Leader of the Opposition in
respect of the tailing dumps. I was interested in
the interjection of the member for Nedlands at
that time expressing surprise at my comment
that under the former Government the private
sector was not allowed access to the tailings at
operating State Batteries.

Mr Court: You added "operating State Bat-
teries" as you walked out the door.

Mr PARKER: In regard to non-operating
State Batteries there has been no change of pol-
icy and no involvement of the WADC. The
position has been on a first-come-first-served
or tender basis, provided firms can come in
and take those State Battery tailings and tender
for them or make an arrangement with the
Mines Department to take those tailings away
and treat them at a certain rate of return- That
is still the case; it has not been denied. The
same private firms have been able to go and
obtain those State Battery tailings. Only the
other day I released some more tailings to pri-
vate-industry. I suppose in the time I have been
Minister there have been six or eight releases of
State Battery tailings from non-operating bat-
teries to the private sector on a basis
nominated by the Mines Department.

No firms, with the exceptions I will mention,
have previously been allowed to have access to
State Battery tailings when those batteries were
operating. Under the previous Government
and for the first two years of this Government,
we accepted the advice of the Mines Depart-
ment and of the State Batteries division that
the only people who should be permitted to
treat State Battery tailings were public servants
or wages employees of the Government, who
also work in those State Batteries.

There were a number of reasons, some of
them quite valid, for that position, but I do not
want at this stage to go into them. I simply
highlight the inconsistency between what the
Leader of the Opposition is saying when he
speaks on behalf of the people he represents. I
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know of two people who have expressed con-
cern about this matter and I must say that
neither of them filled me with any concern be-
cause I know their attitude and I know they are
biased.

These are a couple of people who made sig-
nificant public comment on the matters. How-
ever, neither of them could ever get any State
Batteries tailings from operating batteries while
the Liberal Government was in power. There
were two exceptions: One was that when North
Kalgurli Mines was faced with very serious
financial difficulties, as a special one-off excep-
tion to the general policy of not allowing the
private sector to treat State Batteries tailings
the Government of the day, which was a Lib-
eral Government, indicated that it would be
able to have some small amount of the tailings
put through its plant at Kalgoorlie to allow it to
continue operating and employing its people. A
similar situation also developed at Norseman,
and the same sort of approach has been fol-
lowed by the Government in respect of
Australis Mining at Norseman.

In the file about Faynes Find there is letter
after letter from successive Ministers to various
people, most notably Mrs Hicks-who seems
to be the world's most indefatigable letter-
writer-advising them that the State Govern-
ment's position would be that State Batteries
tailings would not be released to the private
sector and that they would be treated over a
period of time by State Batteries employees. It
is my view that in general terms it would be
better for us to adopt a system-which is what
we are attempting to do in this pilot
scheme-of allowing the private sector into the
operations of State Batteries tailings. However,
the Government wanted to get a good idea of
precisely how this could work-the profits and
losses and sorts of considerations that needed
to be taken into account in assessing any tender
proposals. As a result of that I asked the West-
ern Australian Development Corporation to do
that very small amount of tonnage as a pilot
operation so that we would be able, as the
people involved in the project, either directly
through the department or the WADC provid-
ing us with the profit and loss information, to
make decisions about what we should do with
the State Batteries.

That explains the inconsistency. Far from the
position being that the Government is trying to
keep the private sector out of the State Batter-
ies while the Opposition wants to let them in,
the reverse is true. I felt that this being the first

opportunity in which I could make a response,
particularly to the Leader of the Opposition, I
could advise the House of that. I hope that it
clarifies some of the concern in the public
mind.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[3.42 p.m.]: I do not want to weary the House
with a reply to every single point, including
those raised last night, which has been raised
by the Opposition this afternoon. However, I
think that some points need to be made. The
first is that the Opposition is determined to
destroy the Western Australian Development
Corporation and the Western Australian Exim
Corporation. The Opposition's determination
extends from indifference in its actions to the
assassination of the characters of the people
involved with those corporations.

Mr Court: That is not the case. I went out of
my way last night to say that while the people
who currently run the WADC-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Regardless of what the
member for Nedlands now says, there is absol-
utely no question in the mind of the public, I
am sure, that the Opposition is determined to
destroy the WADC and Exim. I believe that, in
its efforts to destroy those two corporations,
the Opposition will not spare the characters of
the people involved, regardless of what it wants
to say about them when it is politically con-
venient for nice things to be said. The truth is
that the Opposition continually seeks to
undermine the reputation and the characters of
those people who are involved in the WADC
and Exim.

There could be no confusion about that, and
whether it is implications about the probity of
the people on the boards of those two
companies accepting payments for services
rendered while being directors, or whether it is
allegations about the managing director of the
Exim Corporation, or whether it is any sort of
implication or allegation, it is certainly true
that the destruction of the WADC and Exim is
one of the principal aims of the Opposition.

The point also should be made that when the
WADC was established the Opposition laid
down the rules governing its accountability.
The Opposition said that the company should
be accountable under the Companies
Code-the Opposition said that, not the
Government. The Opposition insisted on that
accountability being inserted into the legis-
lation and now it wants to make the WADC
accountable in two senses: Under this legis-
lation and under the Companies Code. The
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Leader of the Opposition, in maintaining that
the Companies Code provided the appropriate
accountability for the WADC, conveniently
forgot that WA Government Holdings is ac-
,nuntable under the Companies Code and so
the accountability thought appropriate for the
WADC applies to WA Government Holdings
also. There can be no question about that and
so it is difficult to understand-except if it is
part of the Opposition's plan to destroy both
companies-why the Opposition wants them
to be bound twice in terms of accountability:
Firstly, in the way that it says was appropriate
when the WADC was established-that applies
to WA Government Holdings too-and sec-
ondly, under the terms of this Bill. That is not
the view of this Government, and members of
the Opposition are now making speeches that
perhaps they should have thought to make 12
or 18 months ago, because it is becoming
patently clear that the Opposition did not
understand, did not bother to try to under-
stand, and certainly did not have a view that
corresponds to its present view about the estab-
lishment of the WA Development Corporation,
or the purchase of Northern Mining at the time
when those two things were done. The Govern-
ment is not about to make both of those
companies doubly accountable. The Govern-
ment is satisfied that the Companies Code ac-
countability that was sought by the Opposition,
not by the Government-

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Nedlands prattles on about his view of account-
ability in the case where outside shareholders
have an interest in a particular company. Is he
saying that the Companies Code would be a
suitable accountability mechanism if there
were outside shareholders?

The Opposition insisted on the Companies
Code prevailing over the operations of the
WADC and WA Government Holdings. The
Government, albeit somewhat reluctantly as I
recall, accepted the findings of the Companies
Code at the time the WADC was established.
The Opposition insisted that the Government
apply that accountability to the WA Exim Cor-
poration. The Opposition is determined to de-
stroy both corporations and is unwilling to ac-
cept the suitability of its own accountability
mechanism. That is virtually what it amounts
to.

The Opposition suggested a means by which
the WADC could be made accountable and
that was accepted by the Government. It also
applies to the Exim Corporation but now the

Opposition wants to cry foul. It wants to say,
"Well we don't agree that that is appropriate".
The Opposition did agree at the time of the
establishment of the WADC and the Govern-
ment does not see why the WADC and Exirn
should be subjected to dual controls and dual
accountability simply because the Opposition
wants to destroy both of those corporations and
because the Opposition is prepared, in the pro-
cess of destruction, to call into question the
characters of the reputable people involved in
the management and operation of both corpor-
ations.

We reject that out of hand. It is minrored no
better than in the objections of the Opposition
to the WADC's involvement in the treatment
of the tailing dumps. The Opposition would
give them away, I presume to the private sector
and it objects to the fact that we are trying to
assess their value before allowing the private
sector to become involved in the treatment of
tailings.

Mr MacKinnon: You admitted the Mines
Department was treating them and making $3
a tonne profit. They have been doing it since
1900.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have tried to explain
previously that in the same way as the member
for Murchison-Eyre made a mistake about dif-
ferent values and different tailing dumps which
may be treated, so Ora Banda is worth $3 a
tonne and tailing dumps are being treated at
Wiluna which go 0.6 grams to a tonne and
probably are not worth $3; 1 am not sure. We
are trying to establish the value of a public
asset and determine the best way of
maximising that value for the public. That is
where the difference is between us. The Oppo-
sition could not care less.

Mr MacKinnon: That is a stupid statement,
and you know it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is reflected in the
Opposition's attitude to this matter. As soon as
anyone starts to raise any question the public
interest becomes secondary and it becomes the
job of the Government to hand over to the
private sector at prices offered the tailings
dumps that might be worth much more. We
have chosen to determine the value of the pub-
lic asset and set in place a mechanism to realise
the maximum value the public can expect.

There is a gulf between us, and it is the gulf
of indifference to the public attitude that is
displayed in the Opposition's stance.

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

Council.
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LIQUOR AMENDMENT BILL

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Carr
(Minister for Police and Emergency Services),
and passed.

TAXI1-CAR CONTROL BILL

Third Reading

MR TON KIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [3.53 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
______ MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [3.54 p.m.]

Apparently the Minister is not here to handle
the third reading of this Bill. I rise to make the
point that this is typical of the attitude that has
been displayed by the Government in recent
times. I complained yesterday that there had
not been any cooperation between the Govern-
ment and the Opposition on the handling of
this and other Bills and that it was difficult
because of a series of circumstances for the
Opposition to be able to respond to this Bill
yesterday.

Nevertheless we did so, and I indicated that
the Opposition spokesman on transport in the
other place would be able to handle the Bill in a
much fuller way when it goes before that
Chamber. The point was made that some ar-
rangements could have been made if the Oppo-
sition or I had asked the Minister responsible,
but I say to the Government in the Minister's
absence that courtesy is a two-way thing. Gen-
erally it was my personal experience when I
was a Minister that I maintained contact with
the members of the then Opposition in relation
to Bills. There are members on the other side of
the Chamber now, particularly the Minister for
Agriculture (Mr Evans) and the Minister for
Lands and Surveys (Mr Mclver), whom I dealt
with when handling a Bill. I would tell both
those gentlemen when we expected a Bill to
come up at a particular time even though the
Leader of the House, who was the Premier in
those days, had discussed in full well in ad-
vance-usually the night before what would be
handled on the Notice Paper that day so that
everybody knew what was going on.

That does not take place anymore. At a Min-
ister-to-Opposition spokesman level we dis-
cussed matters and said that a certain Bill
would be coming up in the afternoon. [ would
ask, "Are there any problems and can we help
you?" I enjoyed the association I had with

those two individuals in particular in handling
Bills that went through the House at that time.
Both of them know that officers of the depart-
menit I controlled at the time were made avail-
able to them; Committee stage notes were
made available and there was full discussion.

Yesterday the Minister handling this Bill
said, "You did not let me know." He never
indicated he was interested in knowing who
would handle the Bill for the Opposition; nor
did he let that person know when it was likely
to come up for debate. I was called into the
Chamber twice on false alarms. On the third
occasion I was called in suddenly when the
Notice Paper was changed at short notice. I do
not blame the Minister for that; he was caught
out as much as I was.

It is difficult for an Opposition to respond
appropriately to the Bills and the business of
the Chamber if that is the way the Government
wants to handle matters. It is not appropriate;
it is no way to run a Parliament. There are two
sides to any debate, and both sides should be
fully consulted. The Minister has been placed
in a very embarrassing position by the Govern-
ment and his leadens. Despite all that, he had
the gall to try to proceed forthwith to the third
reading in one sitting yesterday. That oppor-
tunity was denied him by the Opposition be-
cause I had told him during the debate that a
meeting was to take place this morning with
elements of the taxicar industry. I told him that
for various reasons the meeting could not be
held before today. The meeting has been held.
and various issues have been raised by el-
ements of the industry which will be taken up
by my colleague in the debate in another place.

I was presented with an opportunity to raise
these matters in the third reading stage. How-
ever, the matter has been brought forward
without consultation.

Mr Carr: That is the order on the Notice
Paper.

Mr LAURANCE: Sure, but we have been
told that anything can come up at a moment's
notice. The fact that a Bill is next on the Notice
Paper would lead me to assume it is most un-
likely to come on today. I was called away from
a school group from my electorate yesterday to
be told this Bill would be dealt with in a matter
of seconds, and I had to rush into the Chamber.
It was not handled, and instead of being No. 8
on the Notice Paper it was No. 3. 1 said, "I will
come back; I am not wanted." I came back a
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second time and the same thing happened. On
the third occasion I was called from a meeting
when the Bill finally came on for debate.

Is the Minister away from the House
altogether? Do I wait for a while; has he disap-
peared or vanished? Is the Minister interested
in the third reading of the Bill or not? It seems
he is not. Perhaps he has vanished and gone up
in a puff of smoke.

PointI of Order
Mr TAYLOR: My understanding of the third

reading of this Bill is that it is to control
taxicars in the metropolitan area and other
areas. The member should be referring to the
contents of the Bill and not extraneous matters.

The SPEAKER: I accept what the member
for Kalgoorlie has said. I hope the member for
Gascoyne will confine his remarks to the Bill. I
should also remind him that Standing Orders
make it fairly difficult to introduce new matter
into the third reading debate.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: I understand all that, Mr

Speaker. I assume that at the third reading we
are talking about the third reading of this Bill. I
want to debate the third reading stage. Whom
am I going to debate it with? I am commenting
on the fact that if I am to make any statement
on the Bill the Minister is not here to respond
on behalf of the Government.

Mr Clarko: Be fair! He has been away on
more important occasions than this. He was
away once on a constitutional Bill.

Mr LAURANCE: That is true.
The point I am making is that if it was

known the Minister was not to be here and that
the Bill was to come up on the Notice Paper in
the order in which it is listed why did someone
not tell the Opposition? It could have been left
to a time when it could be debated. We could
have been asked whether we were prepared to
cooperate and proceed to the third reading
stage despite the fact the Minister is not here.

That is only reasonable. The Government
can try to gag me and take points of order as
much as it likes, but the Minister is not here.

Mr Taylor: You have yet to say anything of
any relevance.

Mr LAURANCE: Why is he not here? I will
wait for him. I have 24 minutes of my time left.
If a Government member wishes to find him I
will wait for him. Why cannot this matter be
deferred? Is the Minister away for today, the

rest of the week, or for months? Surely we
should not have to talk across the Chamber like
this. The smooth running of Parliament de-
pends on the Government and Opposition
working together.

Mr Taylor: Get on with the Bill.
Mr LAURANCE: If the member produces

the Minister I will talk to the Bill. I could
probably find another Bill on the Notice Paper
for which a Minister is present. This is a ter-
rible state of affairs. I have been speaking for
seven minutes and the Minister has not ap-
peared. No-one has told me whether he will
appear. I assume he will not because he would
have been here by now.

This is a despicable state of affairs. It is no
way to run a Parliament. We have made this
obvious many times. It is not good enough to
speak to a Minister's empty chair during the
third reading debate of an important Bill.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [4.03 p.m.]: Members will be aware
that there are certain matters on the Notice
Paper which are classed as formal matters and
it is normal to proceed with them even though
a Minister is not present. We had intended to
inform the Minister of any important matters
raised by the member for Gascoyne on this Bill
and then to adjourn debate if the Minister
needed to supply answers.

Mr Laurance: I did not know that.
Mr TONKIN: If the member learnt to speak

in a reasonable manner he would find out that
we would treat him with courtesy. The fact is
that, during the second reading debate of this
Bill, the member for Gascoyne complained that
the Bill had been brought on too soon. He said
he was not ready to debate it and that he
needed more time to discuss it. At no time did
he ask for an adjournment. The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition had asked for other Bills to
be postponed which were postponed.

I remind members of the House that every
Bill that we have dealt with has been on the
Notice Paper for seven days or more. In 1982,
in the time of the previous Government, 19
Bills which had been on the Notice Paper for
less than seven days were dealt with. Some of
them had been on the Notice Paper for only
two days. I have a list of them. Mr Speaker, I
will not read them to test your patience; I will
do that at another time. I am aware that this is
not the time to deal with this kind of com-
plaint. Nevertheless, you will agree that, in fair-
ness, some reply is needed for the member for
Gascoyne.
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In 1980 there were seven Bills on the Notice
Paper which had been there for less than seven
days; in 1981 there were eight Bills; and in
1982 there were 19 Bills. Some of them had
been there for only two days and some of them
for one day.

Mr Laurance: It was the end of the session.
Mr TONKIN: it was not the end of the

session. The member has discovered the mean-
ing of courtesy only since he became a member
of the Opposition. I have had regular meetings
with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition until
I was not able to keep the last two appoint-
ments. Once I was in Kalgoorlie and the other
time I was in the east. At all other times I have
met regularly with the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition to discuss House management mat-
ters. That courtesy was never afforded to this
Government when it was in Opposition. In our
nine years in Opposition we were never offered
to set up a weekly meeting and the member for
Gascoyne talks about courtesy.

Mr Laurance: You were told every day about
what would happen the next day.

Mr TONKIN: There was no consultation. I
was the manager of Opposition business at that
time. I cannot count the number of times that I
have had to rush into this House in order to
arrange for the debate of certain Bills.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: I fail to see what rel-

evance this debate has to the matter at hand.
We are debating the Taxi-car Control Sill. The
management of the House has nothing to do
with the taxi industry in this State.

The SPEAKER: Earlier this afternoon my
patience was tested. When this debate began
the member for Gascoyne was given about
seven or eight minutes to make his point. I
believe, in fairness to the Leader of the House,
that he should be given about the same time to
reply to the points made by the member for
Gascoyne.

Debate Resumed
Mr TONKIN: I will not take that time. I am

happy for the debate to be adjourned so that
the matters raised by the member can be
answered by the Minister for Transport. He has
been unavoidably detained.

I make the point that the consultation with
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition in re-
lation to the business of the House and which
has been held regularly except for the last two
Tuesdays when I was not available, is some-

thing that this Government introduced. The
Opposition should realise that and should
realise that the rules have changed. This
Government accepts many amendments put
forward by the Opposition. Every Bill which
the Opposition has asked to be adjourned this
week has been adjourned-and the Opposition
has the hide to talk about courtesy. The mem-
ber for Gascoyne is a shallow and transparent
person.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Carr
(Minister for Police and Emergency Services).

LIQUOR LICENSING (MORATORIUM)
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

MRt TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [4.07 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
A liquor licensing moratorium came into effect
on 10 April 198 3. It involved the suspension of
applications to the Licensing Court for the
granting of certain liquor licences and permits.
The Liquor Licensing (Moratorium) Act giving
legislative backing to the moratorium was
assented to by Parliament on I December
1983. Expiration of the moratorium was
nominated as 10 April 1984, but provision was
made for an extension if required.
Subsequently, by an Order-in-Council, the
period was extended until 31 December 1985.
The Act also gave discretionary powers to the
Minister to allow applications to be made to
the Licensing Court if he formed the opinion
that extraordinary circumstances existed.

The purpose of this Bill is to delete, at an
appropriate time, the discretionary powers of
the Minister, and to extend the duration of the
moratorium until 31 December 1986. The in-
tent of the moratorium was to stabilise those
sections of the liquor industry which were ex-
periencing difficulties, due to a decline in
liquor consumption on licensed premises and
which were feeling the effects of an oversupply
of liquor licences in certain categories and
centres.

A Royal Commission was set up to review
these matters. The commission's report has
been studied by the Government and some of
the recommendations have been accepted.

Significant changes to the Liquor Act are an-
ticipated, particularly in respect to the compo-
sition of the Licensing Court and the setting up
of a liquor licensing administrative authority.
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In order to give adequate time for the
proposed changes to take effect and to consoli-
date the beneficial effects of the moratorium,
the Government takes the view that the mora-
torium should be extended. The Goverment is
also of the view that the discretionary powers
of the Minister in respect of applications to the
Licensing Court should not be retained if a new
liquor authority is established.

Provision is made in the Bill for these powers
to be deleted at an appropriate time.

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

Bradshaw.

LAW SOCIETY PUBLIC PURPOSES
TRUST BILL

Second Reading
MR CARR (Geraldton-Minister for Police

and Emergency Services) [4. 10 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to give statutory
recognition to arrangements by which various
trading banks have agreed to pay interest on
funds held in solicitors' trust accounts, and to
provide for the distribution of the moneys so
generated for public purposes.

Section 34 of the Legal Practitioners Act re-
quires solicitors to maintain trust accounts for
depositing funds received on behalf of clients.
These accounts are current accounts, and fluc-
tuate daily. The individual amounts deposited
on behalf of clients are often small or held for a
very short period of time. In the aggregate they
represent a substantial floating sum. In the
past, these funds essentially lay idle. In accord-
ance with Reserve Bank guidelines against the
payment of interest on current accounts, banks
did not pay interest on solicitors' trust ac-
counts.

This situation was partially rectified with the
passage of the Legal Contribution Trust Act
1967. This requires solicitors to deposit a per-
centage of their trust account into an interest-
bearing fund maintained by the Legal Contri-
bution Trust. Despite this statutory scheme,
however, substantial funds remained in solici-
tors' trust accounts which did not attract
interest.

Following submissions from various law
societies in Australia, the Reserve Bank
announced in January 1983 that it did not
object to arrangements whereby banks would
pay interest on solicitors' trust accounts di-
rectly to the law institutions concerned. Fol-
(63)

lowing the announcement, the Law Society of
Western Australia Inc. commenced nego-
tiations with trading banks in the State and
ultimately concluded arrangements by which
each bank agreed to make payments to the Law
Society of an amount calculated as a percentage
of the lowest minimum monthly balance in sol-
icitors' trust accounts with that bank.

These arrangements affect only solictors'
general trust accounts through which pass
funds which would not otherwise be capable of
generating interest in excess of service charges.
It does not affect specific trust accounts which
may be set up for a particular client.

Arrangements for the payment of interest on
solicitors' general trust accounts now exist in
all States in Australia and also exist in 35 States
in the United States.

The Law Society is committed to the prin-
ciple that funds so generated should be held in
trust for public purposes connected with the
law. The purposes for which the funds may be
used and the machinery for determining their
distribution are now incorporated in a trust
deed adopted by the Law Society and approved
by the Attorney General on 22 August 1985.
This deed is scheduled to the Bill.

The primary objects of the trust as described
in clause 3 of the deed are-

To advance the education of the com-
munity with respect to the law;

To advance the collection, assessment
and dissemination to the community of in-
formation relating to the law; and

To improve the access of the community
to legal services.

These objects will permit funds to be used for a
broad range of purposes connected with the
law, including increasing public awareness of
the law, legal aid, legal research into issues of
public concern, and legal education.

Under the deed, the Law Society of Western
Australia Inc. is the trustee of the fund. The
Law Society will establish an allocations com-
mittee which will consist of three persons, two
nominated by the Law Society and one
nominated by the Attorney General.

The deed requires that recommendations for
expenditures made by the allocations com-
mittee be approved by the Attorney General. If
the Attorney General does not approve of a
recommendation, it will be reconsidered by the
allocations committee. If the committee's
further recommendation is not approved, the
Attorney General will determine how the
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money is to be expended. The fact that the
Attorney General has final authority as to the
allocation of funds reflects the commitment
that the funds be used for public purposes.

Clause 3 of the Bill recognises the arrange-
ments and the trust,

Clause 4 of the Bill provides that if any of the
trusts are revoked or varied in accordance with
the terms of the deed, the Law Society shall
submit a copy of the instrument effecting the
change to the Attorney General within 14 days
and the Attorney shall then lay a copy of the
instrument before each House of Parliament.

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

Mensaros.

ACTS AMENDMENT (RESOLUTION OF
PARLIAMENTARY DISAGREEMENTS)

BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 26 September.
MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [4.14 p.m.]: In

starting the second instalment of my comments
on this Bill, and in looking at the time, it ap-
pears there will be three instalments altogether.

In my initial comments on this Bill about
two weeks ago, I queried the Government's
seriousness in dealing with this legislation; and
I criticised the Minister's second reading
speech, both for its tone-which was abusing
and unparliamentar, at least to my
mind-and for its content, many parts of
which were, again in my opinion, misleading.
Finally, I started to give an analogy of the pro-
visions of the Bill, and this is where I will pick
up the threads of the thoughts on the second
reading speech on behalf of the Opposition.

I have already discussed the provisions
about money Bills-and it should be noted that
we are talking about all money Bills, not only
about the Budget and the yearly Supply. So I
will start my remarks today with a discussion
of the provisions pertaining to other Bills; that
is, other than money Bills.

However, to talk about a case of disagree-
ment in connection with these other than
money Bills-and indeed the Minister has
called them disagreements in his second read-
ing speech, as the title of the Bill calls them-is
quite incorrect as that title does not describe
the provisions which are really contained in the
Bill. In the case of other than money Bills, this
legislation has no provisions for disagreement
generally. It only provides for disagreement by

the Legislative Council, and makes absolutely
no provision for disagreement by the Legislat-
ive Assembly.

Mr Bertram: Some money Bills have been
introduced in the Legislative Council, have
they not?

Mr MENSAROS: Maybe that is so. I do not
know of any. Where a disagreement relates to
money Bills, it further reiinforces my argument,
which is that other than money Bills can be
introduced in the Legislative Council. Once
these Bills come down to the Legislative As-
sembly, they could be disagreed with or
amended.

This is not a hypothetical proposition, it is
quite practical. As the situation is today, the
Legislative Council might well carry a Bill with
the Opposition having a majority there. If the
Government does not like the Bill, when it
comes to the Legislative Assembly the Govern-
me nt can ei ther rej ect i t or a mend it.

There is absolutely no provision in the Bill
for these situations and it therefore means that
the Minister who is responsible for the Bill ob-
viously thinks that in these cases the status quo
should be maintained; that is, a conference of
managers should be held and if there is no
agreement, the Bill should lapse. Reference is
not made to a double dissolution, there is no
provision as to joint meetings of the two
Houses, nor any mention of the referendum.

That report shows the Minister's very one-
track mind. It is a practical possibility, but it
did not even occur to him, nor to his advisers,
that such a situation could occur.

The Minister must have it in his mind that
there will be a problem only if someone dis-
agrees with him. H-e must be thinking, "I have
the right to disagree with anyone else and there
is no problem in that situation because I am in
the Legislative Assembly and the Government
has the majority. Therefore, what the Legislat-
ive Assembly wills and says will determine the
situation." This is typical of the Minister's atti-
tude.

The title of the Bill reads as follows-
An Act to provide for the resolution of

disagreements arising between the Legis-
lative Assembly and the Legislative Coun-
cil in relation to Bills, and for incidental
and other matters.

Considering the provisions of the Bill the title
is really misleading. A provision is not
contained in the Bill to cover a situation in
which the Legislative Assembly can disagree
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with the Legislative Council. As I have partly
explained, and will explain further, there are
plenty of provisions in the Bill to cover situ-
ations in which the Legislative Council can dis-
agree with the Legislative Assembly.

Mr Bertram: That is because the upper
House is a House of Review.

Mr MENSAROS: Is that so? How can the
member for Balcatta explain the title of the
Bill? Why does not the title of the Bill include
disagreements by the Assembly with the House
of Review? It only mentions disagreements
arising between the Legislative Assembly and
the Legislative Council.

The short title of the Bill reads, "Acts
Amendment (Resolution of Parliamentary Dis-
agreements) Act 1985". The word "Parlia-
mentary" means both Chambers of the Parlia-
ment. It cannot mean anything else and it does
not have a restrictive meaning. Therefore, both
the short title and the long title of the Bill are
absolutely misleading. I do not know what is
the custom of the House in such a situation. Is
it up to the Speaker to remind the House that
there is an inconsequential description of the
Bill and that we are virtually misleading our-
selves because the titles do not correspond with
the provisions in the Bill? Perhaps it is up to
the Clerks to draw attention to such a situation.
As I have said, I have not had any experience in
this kind of situation in the past 18 years.

About one-third of the legislation is initiated
by the Legislative Council, and if there should
be any disagreement to that legislation by this
House there is absolutely no provision in the
Bill to cover it. I repeat that the reason for this
can be none other than the one-track mind of
the Minister who is possessed by this sort of
reform. What he is saying is, "I am a member
of the Government and it has the ma-
jority-what I say goes and there can be no
disagreement."

I hope the Minister will explain this matter if
he replies to the comments by the Opposition
to this Bill. I hope he does reply to the com-
ments and that he does not simply talk about
something else and ignore the questions, as he
so often does in regard to parliamentary mat-
ters.

I go back to the provisions of the Bill and
refer to other than money Bills. The "dis-
agreement", which I said earlier would better
be called the "non-compliance of the Legislat-
ive Council"-that is the correct ex-
pression-and it occurs if the Legislative
Council rejects a measure; if the Legislative

Council does not return a Bill to the Legislative
Assembly within one month; if the Legislative
Assembly states that it will not make amend-
ments requested by another place or that it will
not accept amendments made in the other
place; and if the Legislative Council passes a
Hill with a simple majority whereas the Bill is
statutorily required to be passed by a qualified
absolute majority. In each of these cases, ac-
cording to the terminology of the Bill, a
"disagreement" occurs. It would more precisely
be called, "the non-compliance of the Legislat-
ive Council." I have listed the four provisions
in order that members are in a position to
understand that in each case the Legislative
Assembly is not open to disagreement.

If the "disagreement" or "non-compliance"
occurs, the Legislative Assembly could then
pass th Bill and if it does so within three
months from the date it sent the Bill to the
Legislative Council on the first occasion, the
double dissolution machinery could be put in
motion.

Before I refer to the double dissolution pro-
vision I query with the Minister the provisions
contained in clause 11 of the Bill which
relate to the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act. Proposed new section 4631(l)(b) reads as
follows-

(b) not less than 3 months after the day
on which the Bill was transmitted to
the Legislative Council under para-
graph (a), and in the same or the next
session, the Legislative Assembly
again passes the Bill ..

I ask the Minister why this is the case when one
considers the Standing Orders as they exist and
as they apply today. How can the very same
Bill be passed again by the Legislative As-
sembly, because once it has been rejected by
the Legislative Council it would have to be
reintroduced in the Assembly? If it is
reintroduced in the House, immediately the
Speaker would say, "I do not accept the Bill
because it is identical to the one already
introduced once during this session."

I believe that more provisions would have to
be included or, alternatively, the Standing
Orders would have to be amended in parallel
with this Bill.

Let us go back to the situation in which a Bill
was rejected by the Council. According to the
Bill the solution is either to leave the situation
as it is or for the Government to advise the
Governor to start the machinery for a double
dissolution. It is clear that the choice will be
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taken according to the political climate. If the
Government of the day feels it does not have
the favour of the political climate it can forget
about the matter and the legislation will lapse.
It will not take the risk to have a double dissol-
ution and lose Government.

If, on the other hand, the political climate
appears to be in favour of the Government it
will not only ask for a double dissolution, but
of course-I will come back to this-it will also
create a situation where the Legislative Coun-
cil, if it has any responsibility at all, is bound to
reject legislation. In such a case, as happened in
the past, the Government may be well aware
that the Legislative Council will reject the legis-
lation, but it was introduced partly to cover
itself because it wanted an early election or it
wanted to tell its masters at Trades Hall that it
had tried, but had failed. This provision goes
further and allows the Government to do that.

That double dissolution will have to happen
within three months of the emergence of the
disagreement but it cannot happen within six
months from the expiry of the Legislative As-
sembly.

Leave granted to continue speech at a later
stage of the sitting.

Debate thus adjourned.

PASTORAL INDUSTRY: KIMBERLEY
Joint Select Committee: Motion

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [4.32 pi.m.]: I move-
That this House resolve-

That a Joint Select Committee of the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative
Council be appointed to inquire into all
circumstances surrounding recent Govern-
ment decisions relating to the Pastoral In-
dustry and the future of resource develop-
ment in the Kimberley region of Western
Australia, and that in its inquiry the Com-
mittee make particular examination of the
following:
(a) the reasons for a subsidiary of the
Government-based Exim Corporation re-
ceiving Government sanction to purchase
leases when a private Western Australian
purchaser had the capacity and desire to
buy the Emanuel properties;
(b) the financial commitments of Com-
monwealth and State Governments and/or
their instrumentalities in relation to the
purchase and/or improvements of all
Kimberley leases the subject of re-

structuring by Exim or its subsidiary and
the degree of protection and security for
the public funds involved;
(c) the effect on the Kimberley Pastoral
Industry of the proposed subdivision of
the Emanuel and other leases into smaller
lots by identifying cattle management
practices and turn-off from existing leases
and excision, and the proposed minimum
level of cattle production and maximum
debt structure that would be required for
the smaller lots to be viable and as a
consequence whether there would be any
future reduction in total cattle turn-off that
would have implication for the operations
of nicatworks and service industries in the
region;
(d) whether any prior commitments had
been entered into between the State and
Federal Governments respecting expendi-
ture of the six million dollars advanced by
the Commonwealth for the re-structuring
of the Kimberley Pastoral Industry;
(e) the basis and legitimacy of land claims
made by Mr Stephen Hawke and Aborigi-
nal groups to 45 per cent of selected
Kimberley pastoral properties;
(f) the effect on the resource exploration
and development industries together with
those companies and individuals seeking
approval for entry to former pastoral leases
now under control by Aboriginal groups,
communities and agencies, and further,
That the Committee will have due regard
for the importance of the Pastoral Industry
in Western Australia and the benefits nat-
urally accruing thereby to regional centres
and communities.
That the Joint Select Committee consist of
five members of whom three shall be
appointed by the Legislative Assembly and
two by the Legislative Council.
That a message be sent to the Legislative
Council acquainting it of this Resolution
and requesting it to agree to the appoint-
ment of a Joint Select Committee in ac-
cordance with the terms of this Resolution
and to take action accordingly.

This motion concerns a very important region
of Western Australia. It is important to have an
understanding of that region and where it fits
into the development of the State as a whole.

The Kimberley region comprises 93 pastoral
leases involving some 60-plus operators, with
an area of 50 million acres. That region in-
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chides the towns of Broome, Derby, Wyndham,
Kununurra, Fitzroy Crossing, and Halls Creek.
Half of the total number of cattle in Western
Australia are located in the Kinmberley. It is the
most important cattle producing area. There
are meatworks at Wyndhami and Broome
which have a combined daily head capacity of
approximately 1 000. The meatworks at Derby
were closed down in 1979. The industry is also
important as far as the employment it creates.

In 1985, on the latest figures available to me,
there are some 20 000 people in the region, and
of that number 41 per cent are of Aboriginal
descent.

The development of the Kimberley region to
date has been aligned to the development of the
pastoral and cattle industries. Over recent years
we have seen the development of the Ord River
Dam and the Kununurra townsite. We have
seen the success and failure of Camballin with
the ALCCO project. It is a region which is very
diverse in interest.

In recent years, diamond mines and oil and
gas fields have been developed within that area.
It has the potential to be one of the most im-
portant regions in Western Australia as far as
resource development is concerned, and re-
source exploration must be permitted to enable
the would-be developers to see what may be
under the ground which may be of benefit to
Western Australia and Australians generally.

Recently we had the discovery and opening
of Bungle Bungle. It is a major tourist attrac-
tion which, in my view, will rival Ayers Rock.
Bungle Bungle will be for all Australians
whereas Ayers Rock will be hived off to a group
of Australians. I believe that is quite unfortu-
nate. There has been the need to improve
roads, and they have been improved. We need
better access to the beef-producing areas. No
longer is the north as isolated as it once was.

The development of the beef industry has
taken another interesting twist. Air Beef was
one way of getting beef out of the Kimberley
during the postwar years and Stateships with
its shipping of live beef to the southern
meatworks, was an integral pant of that indus-
try.

Things are now changing quite rapidly and
while there are meatworks within the region
that need to be supported, the Kimberley has
developed a very important industry of sending
its younger cattle down to the southern
meatworks by road. Good roads have ensured
that this is one of the important developments

of the 1 970s and 1 980s. Each year cattle are
trucked many miles to the southern areas for
fattening. That develops the Kimberley in a
two-fold manner. One is that we have killing
works in the region to take the mature cattle,
but we have the opportunity also of sending
cattle south for fattening to be further
slaughtered in the southern abattoirs.

I wish to make a special tribute to a former
Premier of Western Australia, Sir Charles
Court. While members on both sides of the
House may have their own ideologies and
philosophies, which is their prerogative, I
doubt whether there would be any member in
this House who would not join me in saying
that Sir Charles Court was and is a champion
for Western Australia. He is an outstanding
person, but of all the qualities he had, he had a
vision for the north. There has been no person
since the first settlement of Western Australia
in 1829 who has done more for this State in a
political or other sense than what Sir Charles
Court did. The developments we see today are
part of his great vision.

The State, and certainly the north of the
State,' owes a great debt for its development to
the tremendous vision of Sir Charles. It has
brought a new dimension. Thanks to his vision,
we can look forward to the future of the devel-
opments taking place today regarding the Ord
River Dam. No-one in Australia has been a
greater advocate of the Ord River Dam than
Sir Charles Court.

Mr Old: It was referred to by the present
Premier as a white elephant.

Mr BLAIKIE: I can understand his saying
that.

Mr Mclver: Many people have expressed
that view.

Mr BLAIKIE: That may be the view of some,
and one could understand comments like that
while Sir Charles Court was in Parliament, but
now that he is here no longer I believe members
should be more charitable and be prepared to
acknowledge his contribution to Western
Australia,' and more importantly his contri-
bution to the north. I refer more particularly to
the Kimberley.

In April this year I had the opportunity to
attend a Primary Industr Association confer-
ence at Derby. Some 120 to 130 pastoralists
who were members of the PTA or involved in it
attended, together with the member for
Kimberley, who presented a paper to which I
want to refer. A host of other Government
officers and departmental advisers attended
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the conference, which was arranged to discuss
the future of the Kimberley region and its con-
tribution from the primary industry point of
view, giving a collective benefit to the people in
the region and the institutions in Western
Australia with an interest in the pastoral indus-
try.

I compliment the member for Kimberley on
a very well-presented document which must
have cost him dearly. He gave a series of expla-
nations of how stock numbers in the Kimberley
were well below capacity. He said-

The region retains great potential to
produce first grade cattle but the experi-
enced and skilled personnel who are essen-
tial to this process are increasingly being
locked out of the industry.

He went on to talk about the major cause of the
industry's predicament in the following
terms-

Blind acceptance of the amalgamation
principle is a major cause of the industry's
predicament. The policy is based on bu-
reaucratic and academic Prejudices, not on
common sense or practical consideration
of stock management.

Continuation of this policy would
eventually lead to the disappearance of the
Kimberley cattle industry.

I thought the comments of the member for
Kimberley in relation to these vital points
showed a fair degree of logic, and a fair amount
of sound judgment. Kimberley is not in my
area, though I have a responsibility as Oppo-
sition spokesman on lands. The member went
on to say the large properties should be broken
up and allocated in smaller portions to genuine
cattlemen. He said-

This process will occur gradually, as land
becomes available, and will only take place
with widespread consultation and industry
and community support.

Coming as I did from the southern part of
Western Australia to the northern pant to see
another member in action, the member for
Kimberley attracted my attention and gave
what I thought was a fairly balanced paper. The
only note of concern was when questions were
asked in a fairly derogatory way by an unchari-
table person. He made some comment about
the management of stations and what the mem-
ber for Kimberley would know about it. But
members expect to take comments like that on
board.

During the day the Premier arrived with his
entourage. Mr Dowding was there, and also Mr
Stephens, plus a host of other advisers. The
Minister for Lands and Surveys was expected,
but he was not able to turn up.

The Premier announced it was a pretty im-
portant conference and an important decision
has been made by the Government. The
Premier announced that the Government had
purchased the leases known as the Emanuel
properties, and he asked the audience what
they thought was a fair cost. Various estimates
were made, but when the Premier announced
the Government had purchased the leases for
$8.5 million there was a general acceptance and
approval that the properties were sold at a re-
alistic rate; the Government had made a
reasonable purchase. Unfortunately the memn-
ber for Kimberley is not in his seat now, but he
seemed to concur with that opinion.

He went on to say the Government would be
intent to foreclose on the leases known as the
ALCCO leases and amalgamate the Emanual
and ALCCO lots so that there would be eight
properties in all. The Government would pro-
ceed to restructure and subdivide the eight
leases into a number to be determined-12, 14,
16 or 18. So there would be a substantially
greater number available for sale back to
people in the pastoral industry.

The Premier also said that he expected the
total cost to be about $20 million-a little
more or a little less.

Mr Laurance: Did he say where the money
would come from?

Mr BLAIKIE: No, he did not. He said the
management of the leases and the rearrange-
ment and restructuring of the properties would
be handled by the Exim Corporation.

I have to be frank and say that the Premierss
announcement won acclaim from the meeting.
My initial response was that it seemed to be a
pretty good idea. It was claimed these leases
were being saved from sale to some overseas
multinational purchaser. The purchaser would
now be the Western Australian Government. It
was said some people down the road had been
neglecting their leases and, ALCCO, these
would be taken over and $20 million spent.

Where before there were eight leases owned
by two companies looking after them, there
would now be 18 or perhaps 16 properties. As I
said, the proposition sounded reasonable. It
was the Sort Of Proposition, apart from the in-
volvement of Exim, in which I would have
been interested and I might have thought it a
good idea.
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It was also interesting to see that as the after-
noon went on a number of subjects were dis-
cussed. As members will know, the whole of the
private discussion then hinged on what the
Premier had said and how he had said the pro-
posal would work.

I want to refer briefly to the paper given by
the member for Kimberley, because some of
the comments he made in the fine print of his
book were not stated but need to be clearly
stated during this debate; they have relevance
and importance, and they may well have added
significance as this debate unravels. Under a
section headed "Rebuilding", the member for
Kimberley said-

A series of events last year propelled the
issue of Kimberley pastoral industry
restructuring to the level of serious govern-
ment consideration and financial plan-
ning. The re-allocation of smaller pastoral
properties with improved security of ten-
ure was put forward to Mr Paul Seaman
QC in his report of the Aboriginal Land
Inquiry as a long term method of meeting
the land interests of pastoralists and Abor-
iginals in the region. Mr Seaman quoted
the views of well known and respected
Kimberley pastoralist Tim Emanuel sup-
porting this proposal.

Shortly before the release of the report
came news of the major Emanuel pastoral
holdings going on the market and the
interest shown in them by Eastern State
media tycoon Mr Kerry Packer. I publicly
opposed the sale of such holdings inter-
state and took the opportunity to re-open
the issue of re-structuring.

The document continues-
The State Government acted quickly to

investigate methods of acquiring the
famous Emanuel leases and the feasibility
of making this a starting point in
restructuring the Kimberley pastoral in-
dustry. At the time I put forward to
government a blueprint of how the indus-
try rebuilding might be undertaken and
circulated this to the industry. I am glad to
report that many of these suggestions were
taken up, especially the key requirement to
involve experienced and practical people
in the planning process.

The next pant of the document is the most im-
portant. It reads as follows-

The development plan I proposed then
discussed re-allocation of smaller holdings
from purchase on the open market, as in
the case of the Emanuel holdings, and re-

allocation of leases through forfeiture, as
in the case of the ALCCO properties.

On reflection I would now question the mem-
ber for Kimberley's role in determining a for-
feiture to the Government under the circum-
stances in which the State now finds itself with
a major legal argument on its hands. I would
suggest to the member for Kimberley that he
may need to seek legal advice in light of the
circumstances that have unfolded since that
article was printed.

Mr Bridge: You cannot be serious about that.
Mr BLAIKIE: I will go further because I in-

tend to follow this through. I refer to the fact
that private purchasers were ready, willing and
able to pay $8.5 million for the Emanuel
properties. Those private purchasers were
Western Australians and they were known to
the Minister for Lands and Surveys and to the
Premier.

Mr Mclver: I don't want to obstruct your
debate, but the Pastoral Board received no sub-
missions from anyb~ody. Those people who are
prepared to pay that amount of money are un-
known to me. You are not suggesting that we
should sell to Packer?

Mr BLAIKIE: There was a Western
Australian who was quite prepared and had the
capacity to pay $8.5 million to Mr Emanuel for
his properti.es.

Mr Mclver: Well, he did not make an appli-
cation to the board nor did he approach Mr
Emanuel.

Mr BLAIKIE: The member for Kimberley
says that the Government moved in on this
Emanuel property to stop the media tycoon,
Kerry Packer, from buying it, but I have
indicated to the House that there was a West-
emn Australian who would have been prepared
to buy that property-

Mr Bridge: You will note that in that docu-
ment I make no reference to potential Western
Australian purchasers.

Mr BLAIKIE: Agreed. I accept the comments
of the member for Kimiberley because I can
well accept that at the time he might not have
been aware that there were Western Australians
who had the capacity and the willingness to buy
the Emanuel property.

Mr Mclver: What if Mr Emanuel did not
want to deal with these people? Don't you
think that I discussed this matter with Mr
Emanuel?

Mr BLAIKIE: This was all pant of the private
discussion at the conference, and at that stage I
was fairly impressed with the things that had
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been done, but flow that I have started to read
the fine print I have a few more questions to
ask. When the conference broke up the facts
that the Government had put before it-that it
was going to buy the Emanuel leases, resume
the ALCCO property and spend $20 million on
the pastoral industry; unfortunately, the Minis-
ter was absent-

Mr Mclver: The Minister for Lands and Sur-
veys was at that time dealing with a family
bereavement.

Mr BLAIKIE: I extend my sympathy to the
Minister. Despite the fact that I thought that
the Exini purchase seemed like a good idea
overall, it became apparent during the confer-
ence that there was a degree of concern that the
Government's project would cause a waste of
money. Further concern was expressed that $20
million was to be spent on leases and that there
would be 16 or 18 of these leases, which would
cost $1 million-plus and each running about
5 000 head of cattle. The concern was that
there would be no way that any person could
borrow that money to pay for the leases and
meet the prices that would have to be paid.
There was further concern, and a tremendous
fear, that the Aborigines in the area would get
an extremely large slice of the teases in front of
prospective pastoralists. I am sure that the
member for Kimberley would be aware of this
fear and no doubt it was expressed to him at
some stage. Many of the pastoralists seem to be
concerned about the fact that Stephen Hawke
was present at the conference. I have never met
or seen the man, but apparently he was there
because he wanted a quarter of those pastoral
properties. That became evident after the con-
ference.

The other factor that was highlighted very
clearly was that there was a private buyer; he
was real, and he was able to purchase at the
price of $8.5 million. However, the conference
was held the week before Parliament resumed.
I came back to Parliament, armned with this
new knowledge, and endeavoured to try to get
one or two things clarified and explained, at
least for the record, so that the Opposition
could be better informed. It was quite coinci-
dental that on 1 6 April a Press release came out
in The West Australian headed "Exim to man-
age stations" which read as follows-

EXIM, the State Government's commer-
cial arm, is to become the interim manager
of the huge Emanuel cattle properties in
the West Kimberleys.

Exim's chairman, Mr John Horgan, said
last night from Seoul, South Korea, that it

was intended to eventually return the
properties to private enterprise.

But after the Government's acquisition
of the four leases-Gogo, Christmas
Creek, Cherabun, and Meda-a subsidiary
of Exim, WA Livestock Pty Ltd would
manage them if the Government requested
it.

The Premier, Mr Burke, last week told
Kimberley pastoralists that the Emanuel
family had been paid about $1 million de-
posit on a purchase price of $8.5 million
for the four properties.

It planned to spend an additional $12
million on restructuring these and four
properties forfeited by the Australian Land
and Cattle Company.

The next comment from the Premier con-
firmed what I have told the House, and Mr
John Morgan from Korea indicated that Exim
was to be the manager of the properties. The
Premier said that a deposit of $1I million had
been paid. 1 asked the Minister for Lands and
Surveys a question, bearing in mind he had
attended a conference in the Kimberley in the
previous October when he said he did not
favour carving up pastoral properties into less
than viable sizes-and rightly so; I compliment
him for taking that stand; it was important that
he did so.

Mr Bridge: The words you said then are im-
portant; they must be kept in context. You said
"less than a viable size."

Mr BLAIKIE: That is right. I am always a
very honest person, and I want to be honest in
this matter.

I asked the Minister for Lands and Surveys
question t0 ll on 16 April as follows-

Following the Minister's attendance at a
meeting of Kimberley pastoralists in
October 1984 where he was reported to
have said he did not support the division
of the Emanuel lease into a number of
smaller properties, what new circum-
stances have taken place since that meeting
which have changed his previously
reported stand?

Thle Minister replied as follows-
I assume that the member is referring to

a statement I made when I was at Go-Go
Station. Several questions were addressed
to me in my capacity as Minister for Lands
and Surveys and at that time the proposal
concerning the Emanuel leases was in the
initial stages of discussion.

This is the part I find very interesting. The
Minister went on to say-
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The Government has still not reached a
final decision in relation to the Emanuel
leases.

Mr Mclver: What is wrong with that?
Mr BLAIKIE: Nothing. The Minister said it.
Mr Mclver: That situation still stands.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister said the Govern-

ment had not reached a final decision.
He went on to say-

At the time to which the member re-
ferred several questions were put to me
about the Emanuel leases, but nothing had
been determined.

Although discussions have taken place
with Mr Horgan and other Government
officers, nothing has yet been determined.
When the matter comes before me for de-
liberation I will examine it thoroughly and
I am sure that the decision the Govern-
ment makes as far as the Emanuel leases
are concerned will be of benefit to the
people of Western Australia and to the pas-
toral industry.

Mr Mclver: Are you taking exception to that?
Mr BLAIKIE: No, I am not. I believe the

Minister was not aware that the leases had
changed hands. Mr Horgan sent a telex from
Seoul in Korea-I assume he did-

Mr Mclver: That is assumption.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister can go and

tackle The West Australian. Mr Horgan sent a
Press release from Korea saying the Govern-
ment's commercial arm, Exim, would manage
the huge Emanuel cattle properties. The
Premier told pastoralists that the Emanuel fam-
ily had been paid a deposit of $1 million. The
Government cannot be right on both counts. I
do not expect it to be wrong on both counts.

On the same day the Premier was asked the
following question-

(1) Why has the Government committed
taxpayers' funds to the purchase of the
Emanuel Kimberley pastoral leases
when private purchasers could have
saved the State's taxpayers millions of
dollars?

(2) What are the total costs involved in
the proposal and how will the pur-
chases benefit taxpayers and advan-
tage the Kimberley pastoral industry?

I am not going to read out all the Premier's
answer, but suffice to say that he said this in
part-

(1) and (2) 1 am very pleased the member
has bothered to ask the question be-
cause he has given me the opportunity
to explain to the Parliament that, as
was evidenced during a recent visit to
the Kimberley by the member for
Kimberley and me, the Government
has inspired the most exciting and im-
aginative restructuring of the pastoral
industry that has ever been
undertaken in this State.

As the member for Vasse will know
because he attended the conference
which I attended, the reception in the
industry itself is first class. People are
looking forward to the way in which,
for the first time in 100 years, a
Government has decided to address
the fundamental structural problems
of an industry..

The Premier said in Parliament the Govern-
ment had purchased the leases and Mr John
Horgan through The West Australian said from
Seoul that the Government had purchased the
leases. The Premier also said in the same article
that the Government had paid a $1 million
deposit, but the Minister for Lands and Sur-
veys said the matter was under consideration. I
believe the Minister for Lands and Surveys be-
cause it is my assumption that the Premier did
not tell him what was going on.

Mr Mclver: It is an assumption.

Mr BLAIKIE: I believe the Premier did not
let him know what was going on. It is a real
tragedy that we have a Minister who is decent
and tries to do the right thing and talks about
the industry in positive terms when other
people are trying to destroy the industry's vi-
ability by reducing cattle numbers to 3 000 or
4 000 head on a property.

Mr Bridge: You should be careful in talking
about a figure of 4 000 cattle destroying the
industry. That may blow up in your face when
history proves it to be the success it will be.

Mr BLAIKIE: t certainly hope it will be suc-
cessful.

Mr Bridge: If you go to Townsvitle and
Cairns you will see viable family properties
with 4 000 head of cattle.

Mr BLAIKIE: I hope the properties will be
viable. 4t1 is important because there is nothing
worse than consigning people to a life of
peasantry or poverty.
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As I have said, John Horgan indicated the
property had been bought; the Premier sai4 a
$1 million deposit had been paid for the leases
and the Minister for Lands and Surveys was
not advised.

On 4 July, in question 3567 1 asked the
Premier-

(1) Has the Government arranged for the
purchase of-
(a) Emanuel Kimberley properties;
(b) Australian Land and Cattle

Company properties; and
(c) on what date of settlement?

The Premier replied as follows-
(1) (a) The WA Exim Corporation Lim-

ited through its wholly owned
subsidiary, Western Australian
Livestock Holdings Limited, has
purchased all of the shares in the
Emanuel Companies which own
four stations in the Kimberley.

(b) No.
(c) Settlement for the Emanuel

companies purchase took place on
29th April 1985.

That reaffirms my belief that the Minister for
Lands and Surveys was not advised of what
was going on. This tallied accurately with what
the Premier said at the PTA conference in the
Kimberley and with what was reported in The
West Australian. Although the Minister for
Lands and Surveys said on 1 7 April he would
make a determination in due course, settlement
took place 12 days later. That is absolutely un-
believable. This all related to a property worth
$8.5 million. This sale would have to be one of
the largest property sales in Western Australia.
We are on the verge of a scandal because the
Minister told Parliament that he would make a
detenmination in due course but that nothing
had taken place. Twelve days later, according
to the Premier, settlement had taken place.
Either the Premier was not telling the truth or
the Minister for Lands and Surveys had been
kept in the dark.

I believe the Minister for Lands and Surveys
may not have been told what was going on.
That is the most charitable interpretation I can
place on it. The other alternative is that the
Premier has deceived the House.

This land purchase proposal started out by
appearing to be a reasonable good idea, but the
whole concept turned rather sour. On 17 April
during question time in the House the subject
of forfeited leases and certain properties arose

and the member for Kimberley took great of-
fence and exception to what was being said.
The West Australian reported the proceedings
as follows-

Mr Bridge accused the Opposition of in-
dulging in personality politics during ques-
tions about the Pastoral Board's suggestion
to buy pastoral leases for Aborigines.

He started shouting and walking towards
the Opposition benches after the House
rose for dinner. However, Mr Burke
motioned him back.

That was the start of a good idea which is now
beginning to turn very sour indeed.

Mr Laurance: How could the settlement for
$8.5 million have taken place without the ap-
proval of the Minister for lands and Surveys to
transfer the leases? He did not know, because
he told you there had been no decisions.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister for Lands and
Surveys told not only me but it is also recorded
in the Parliament.

Mr Bridge: Let us get this right. You say you
want to be objective about this debate. The
case which came before the Parliament and
about which I am quoted in the newspaper has
no relevance to the Kimberley pastoral
restructuring. It was relevant to the land rights
debate and is a totally different issue
altogether.

Mr BLAIE: I can accept the comments of
the member for Kimberley, but the question as
I recall it related to the forfeiture of Elvira
Station.

Mr Bridge: It had nothing to do with this
issue.

Mr BLAIKIE: 1 accept the comments of the
member for Kimberley in that regard. We
started off with the Government buying the
Emanuel leases, foreclosing on ALCCQ,
subdividing the property into lots, and spend-
ing $20 million. The Minister for Lands and
Surveys did not know what was going on, yet
$8.5 million changed hands.

It gave me even greater concern that,
although questions were being asked in the Par-
liament, it was quite obvious that not only were
we not getting answers but also what we were
being told did not in fact appear to be related
to the truth. The further we investigated this
matter, the more apparent that became.

Another point I wish to make to the House is
that during this period it was interesting that
such an amount of information was flowing out
of the Kimberley, where people were genuinely
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concerned about what was going on. I have
with me a copy of the minutes of the first meet-
ing of the West Kimberley Pastoral Recon-
struction Consultative Committee. For the
record, I think it is important that the names of
these people be recorded in Hansard. The
chairman of the meeting was Keith Gale, who
certainly claimed the attention of the House in
earlier debates this afternoon. Also present
were Mr David Pentelow, the secretary of
Exim; Mr Ernie Bridge MLA, ex officio; Mr De
Pledge, of Mandorab Station; Douglas Dixon,
of Margaret River Station; Bruce Gray, of
Kimberley Downs Station; Stephen Hawke, of
Marra Worra Worra; John Henwood, of Fossil
Downs Station; Bob McCorry, of Louisa
Downs Station; Merv~yn Norton of Yeeda
Station and Jeremy O'Driscoll, President of the
Shire of Derby-West Kimberley.

On page 3 of the record of the initial min-
utes, it says-

Mr Stephen Hawke explained the gen-
eral purport of the submissions by the
Man-a Worra Worma group and members
of the committee undertook to study these
submissions in order to be able to discuss
them at length at our next meeting.

Mention was made of the rumour which
was in evidence that Commonwealth
Government had provided a $6m grant
which would result in something of the re-
gion of 75% of the country purchased from
the Emanuels being assigned to Aboriginal
interest.

So for the first time there is concern, but the
concern happens to be at Exim over the pur-
chase. Although questions may have been
asked in Parliament-and they certainly were
not answered properly-as a result of what Mr
Stephen Hawke told the meeting of the
Kimberley consultative committee, there was
concern that the Commonwealth Government
had put forward some $6 million, 75 per cent
of the land so acquired would be available for
Aboriginal people. It was obvious there was a
great deal of concern.

Mr Wilson: Did you say it was a rumour?
Mr BLAlKIE: This is not a rumour. It is in

black and white and is in the minutes, and I
will get the Minister a copy of it.

Mr Wilson: You mentioned the word
"~rumour" yourself.

Mr BLAIKIE: If I mentioned the word
"1rumour", I want to withdraw it. The minutes
then went on to say-

Mr Gale explained that this was not the
case and that to the best of his knowledge
there were no strings attached to the Com-
monwealth grant which was for the general
purpose of the reconstruction of the
Kimberley Pastoral Industry.

Here we have a group of people coming
together to look at the best ways and means of
assisting the Kimberley industry; and at its first
meeting being confronted with the fact that
there is a $6 million advance from the Com-
monwealth Government-and the word
"rumour" is contained in the minutes I read to
the House-and that 75 per cent of the land is
to go to Aboriginal people; and Mr Gale ex-
plains that, to the best of his knowledge, there
are no strings attached to the Commonwealth
grant, which is for the benefit of the Kimberley
pastoral industry.

We are going to have more of that in due
course.

[Questions taken.I

Sitting suspended from 6. 0010o 7.1IS p.m.

Mr BLAIKIE: I indicate my appreciation to
the Leader of the House for his unusual exten-
sion of goodwill in allowing the debate to con-
tinue. I thank him for that.

At the same time as a very intense debate on
the land rights question was taking place in the
Legislative Council of the Western Australian
Parliament, people in the Kimberley were ex-
pressing great concern that 75 per cent of the
land to be purchased with the assistance of the
Commonwealth allocation of $6 million would
be made available to the Aboriginal people.

Mr Bridge: Where do you get the figure of 75
per cent?

Mr BLAIKLIE: These are exactly the same set
of minutes as the member for Kimberley has.

Mr Bridge: No man with any brains would
talk about a percentage. I do not know where
you got that from. A rumour was raised, and a
comment was made in respect of that rumour.

Mr BLAIKIE: This matter is on page three of
the minutes of the consultative committee's
meeting held in Derby on Monday, 27 May
1985. Present at the meeting in addition to Mr
Keith C. Gale was one Ernie Bridge MLA, ex
officio. I do not know whether that means Mr
Bridge could not understand what was going on
at the meeting, but he was there when the meet-
ing recorded on page three of the minutes that
mention was made of the rumour which was
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current that the Commonwealth Government
had provided a $6 million grant to the Aborigi-
nal people to purchase this land.

Government members: A rumour!
Mr BLAIKIE: It is in the minutes; I am not

making up the rumour.

Mr Wilson: But it is a rumour!
Mr BLAIKIE: 1 do not know that. I am

simply reading from the minutes of a meeting
attended by the member for Kimberley. I am
not putting my interpretation on it. I am saying
the people at the meeting were concerned that
$6 million may have ensured that 75 per cent
of the land would go to Aboriginal people. That
is what the minutes said, not what the member
for Vasse said.

Mr Bridge: The member should go on to say
that the chairman responded to it. It was a
rumour raised at the meeting, and the chair-
man clarified the position-end of story.

Mr BLAIKIE: I will accept that. Who started
the rumour?

Mr Bridge: I cannot be sure who it was.
Clarification was obtained-end of story. You
are making a big deal by referring to a
rumoured figure of 75 per cent.

Mr BLAIKIE: I am making a big deal about
$20 million of taxpayers' money which I am
concerned will be unwisely spent. It may well
be misappropriated, and there may be concern
among taxpayers in Western Australia that the
money will not go to the best possible cause;
that is what I am worried about.

Mr Bridge: It is in good hands.

Mr Mclver Excellent hands!

Mr BLAlKIE: The Minister for Lands and
Surveys has said the money from the Common-
wealth was made available for restructuring of
the leases. Did he say it was not made available
to Aboriginal people?

Mr Mclver: Of course. It has nothing to do
with the Aboriginal people. It is in relation to
the restructuring of the Emanuel leases and the
whole concept of the Kimberley region. You
make your speech and I will reply.

Mr BLAIKIE: I hope so. I think the Minister
has just dug another hole for himself. That was
the first concern.

Mr MacKinnon: I bet the Minister does not
reply tonight, though.

Mr BLAIK]E: We will wait and see about
that-

In relation to these meetings of the con sulta-
tive council, Mr Gale reiterated Exim's willing-
ness to meet the expenses of the committee
members in travelling to the meetings and
invited members to render invoices of the cost.
That is another point and is a matter that will
be raised by other speakers from this side of the
House.

It needs to be understood that Exim happens
to be a trading arm of the Government and its
affairs are not subject to the scrutiny of the
Parliament. Exim could, therefore, decide to
pay the member for Kimberley, for example,
should he render an account, X number of dol-
lars, and the Parliament would never know.
Many questions have been raised in the Parlia-
ment over this issue and the Government has
come back time and time again and said that
all the affairs conducted by Exim are confiden-
tial. It said that, should members of the Oppo-
sition want to obtain further information, they
should go to the Companies Office and find it
there.

This organ isation will have the ability to
spend $20 million of taxpayers' money which
will not be able to be scrutinised by Parliament.
That is a grave concern.

In relation to the first set of minutes of the
consultative council, members were going to be
paid. I have no objection to that. However, if
they are to be paid with taxpayers' funds as
representatives of taxpayers' interests, I want
to know how those funds will be appropriated.
Under the conditions that currently apply, that
access is denied to members of Parliament. I
believe that is wrong and I believe that the
matter is worthy of investigation and scrutiny.

On 4 July, in question 3568 I asked the
Premier-

(1) What discussions did the State
Government have with any special
State Government Minister regarding
the purchase of the-
(a) Emanuel leases; and
(b) the Australian Land and Cattle

Company's pastoral properties?
(2) Further to (1), who represented West-

ern Australia and on -what dates did
the discussion take place?

The Premier's reply stated-
The Premier obtained the agreement of

the Prime Minister to a provision of the
Commonwealth to a grant of $6 million to
assist with the reconstruction of the pas-
toral industry int the Kimberley.
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I again indicate that the Premier's reply was
that the $6 million was to assist with the recon-
struction of the pastoral industry.

Mr Mclver: Reconstruction, not purchase.
Mr BLAIKIE: That is what I am saying.
Mr Mclver: Previously you said it was to

assist in purchasing the property.
Mr BLAIKIE: I said that but I am now

clearly indicating that the Premier said it was
for reconstruction.

Mr Mclver: He stated correctly.
Mr BLAIKAE: I am not suggesting anything

other than that. I want to get the facts absol-
utely correct and precise. I do not want the
House to be under any illusions that I am
talking about something else because I am not.
Again, the Premier said the money was for the
reconstruction of the pastoral industry in the
Kimberley.

That answer clearly indicates that the
Premier cardied out the negotiations with the
Prime Minister and the Premier obtained the
money under the conditions that only the
Premier would know about. The question
continued-

(3) Does the State expect to have
financial assistance from the Federal
Government for purchase of the
properties?

The Premier answered-
See the answer above.

I then asked-
(4) What are the Federal Government's

conditions relative to the purchase?
The answer to that was-

The property should be used in accord-
ance with the agreed policy for the recon-
struction of the Kimberley pastoral indus-
try.

I accept that as being a fairly logical con-
clusion. At that stage, the Premier probably
satisfied my questions, although I was con-
cerned that it had taken such a roundabout and
devious way for members of the Opposition to
find out about what really should have been a
fairly simple matter right from the beginning to
understand what was to be done in the
Kimberley. However, that is how it came out. -

I was concerned and had some grave misgiv-
ings. I asked a further question of the Minister
for Lands and Surveys concerning the member-
ship of the consultative committee to find out
who was the chairman. I found out that, in fact,
there was no recognised Government officer on
that committee. Apart from a series of pastoral-

ists whom I have named already, and the mem-
ber for Kimberley, and Mr Stephen Hawke as a
representative of the Marra Worra Worra Ab-
original community, there was a Mr McCorry
who is a pastoralist nominated by the Aborigi-
nal Development Commission.

Mr Bridge: H~e was not; he was nominated by
the PIA.

Mr BLAIKIE: The answer provided by the
Minister for Lands and Surveys says that he
was nominated by the ADC. I do not intend to
go through all of the members. However, I will
give the list of names and who nominated
them. Mr Joe de Pledge, pastoralist, was
nominated by the Pastoralists and Graziers As-
sociation; Mr Douglas Dixon, pastoralist, was
also nominated by the Pastoralists and Graz-
iers Association; Mr Keith Gale is a consultant
to WA Livestock Holdings Ltd; Mr Bruce
Gray, pastoralist, was nominated by the Pr-i-
mary Industry Association; Mr J. R. Henwood,
pastoralist, was nominated by the Pastoralists
and Graziers Association; Mr Mervyn Norton,
pastoralist, was nominated by the Primary In-
dlustry Association; and Mr Jeremy O'Driscoll
is President of the Derby-West Kimberley
Shire Council. Mr McCorry, a pastoralist, how-
ever, was nominated by the Aboriginal Devel-
opment Commission according to the answer
given by the Minister for Lands and Surveys.

Mr Mclver: The best pastoralist in the dis-
trict.

Mr BLAIKIE: The member for Kimberley's
colleagues should not say that he is a represen-
tative of the PIA.

Mr Bridge: There were to be three nominees
from the PIA and three nominees from the
PGA. You should do your calculations prop-
erly. If you want to, we can argue all night.

Mr BLAIKIE: We shall do that.
Mr Old: You nominated three in your letter.
Mr BLAIKIE: Mr McCorry was nominated

by the Aboriginal Development Commission. I
do not know why the member for Kimberley is
sensitive about that.

Mr Bridge: Don't throw a paper like that in
my face.

Mr BLAIKIE: I passed it to the Minister for
him to pass it to the member.

There were no Government officers
appointed to this committee and it was to
recommend to Exim Corporation how these
companies were to be restructured and how to
spend the $20 million. My concern was such
that I wrote to the Minister on 19 July 1985 as
follows-
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Dear Mr. Mclver,
re: Kimberley Pastoral Properties Con-
sultative Investigative Committee

Further to answers you provided me
with in State Parliament, I am concerned
to note that no officers of your Depart-
ment, Lands and Surveys, Pastoral Board,
Treasury, Agriculture (particularly Econ-
omic Section) or for that matter any
Government officers or agencies, have
membership on the consultative body.
Would you please advise why this has oc-
curred.

I would appreciate
whom Mr. Keith Gale
sible, as I also note that

your advice as to
of Exim is respon-
he is involved.

I would have expected pastoral lands,
being Crown Land, to have been your re-
sponsibility and Your early response as to
whether there have been any policy
changes or decisions by Government,
where this authority has altered, would be
appreciated.

The proposed restructuring of the
Emanuel properties and the expenditure of
substantial sums of taxpayers' money
needs to have proper control and consider-
ations and I look forward to your early
reply.

Your sincerely,
Barry Blaikie, MLA
Member for Vasse

I want to reiterate that it was a concern of mine
that no Government officers were appointed to
the consultative committee to protect the pub-
lic purse and interest. Hence the reason I wrote
to the Minister.

On 15 August I received a reply under the
signature of the Acting Minister for Lands and
Surveys in the following terms-

I wish to allay the concern you expressed
in your letter of 19 July, 1985 in relation to
the composition of a consultative com-
mittee formed by the W.A. Exim Corpor-
ation to consider a number of aspects in-
volving the future of the Emanuel and
ALCCO pastoral leases.

First, it must be stated that the member-
ship of this 'ad hoc' committee was par-
ticularly chosen to provide a predomi-
nance of practical and experienced pastor-
alists who could pass on to the more for-
mally established advisory committee, the
benefit of their extensive knowledge of the
industry in general and the Kimberley
cattle region in particular.

It was considered also appropriate that
there should be local government represen-
tation and a spokesman for aboriginal
interests: the latter for the specific reasons
outlined in my reply to your Parliamentary
Question of 4 July last (No. 3582).

The Acting Minister then went on to say-
The consultative committee will be

asked to submit opinions and suggestions
to the Kimberley Pastoral Properties
Group which is the principal advisory
committee to government in this exercise.

He then went on and quoted the members of
that group. out of that group six people
were from Exim Corporation, four from the
Department of Agriculture, one from the De-
partment of Regional Development and the
North West, one from the Department of
Lands and Surveys and one from the Pastoral
Board. The Acting Minister concluded his let-
ter as follows-

..you will appreciate that there is the full
government or agency representation con-
sidered necessary to ensure adequate and
expert advice is available to the Govern-
ment in formulating future strategies and
planning for the pastoral properties
involved.

On investigation of the Minister's letter I must
say that I certainly was not satisfied with it.
There was still an overriding concern that on
the one hand there was the Minister for Lands
and Surveys who has responsibility for lands,
but on the other hand there was Exim which is
a private organisation established by the
Government and which is able to do its own
bidding, in a commercial sense, without inter-
ference from other bodies.

To further expand on that Exim had a docu-
ment prepared which was, I understand, ap-
proved, by the Premier and was made available
to the second meeting of the consultative coun-
cil which was held at Derby on 3 July 1985. In
part that document stated-

The principles oulined in the document
have been approved by the Premier. Mr.
Gale undertook to circulate copies of the
statement to all members of the Com-
mittee.

I will table a copy of that document if members
have any interest in it. It is interesting that
reference was made to the ALCCO lease even
though it is the subject of a court action in
recent weeks and has caused me concern be-
cause I have not been able to refer to certain
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matters. I am well aware of the sub judice rule
and I will not impinge on it. The document
further states-

I., The Western Australian Government
has chosen W.A. Exim Corporation to
acquire, operate and eventually
subdivide the Emanuel and ALCCO
properties. Its personnel have the
authority to discharge this responsi-
bility.

2. Exim has undertaken to consult with
all interest groups including local pas-
toralists, Aborigines and government
departments, but retains the ultimate
responsibility for decision making.

I repeat part of that last sentence again-"but
Exim retains the ultimate responsibility for de-
cision making."

The point I raise is notwithstanding what-
ever the Minister for Lands and Surveys may
or may not wish to do, because he should
ultimately determine who will or will not get
the leases in the end. Exim will listen to people
if it desires to do so, but the final determi-
nation on what it will do will be of' its own
making because it is not required to have any
regard for the recommendations from the
groups who advise it. Exim can make its own
decision because the document from which I
referred states-and I will read it for the third
time-"but Exim retains the ultimate responsi-
bility for decision making." That is power ab-
solute and heaven help any Minister who got in
its way, especially if the Premier wants Exim to
achieve a certain objective. I have no doubt
that the Premier will win on the day. That is
what has happened in the past and that is what
will happen again. In my view the Minister has
caught a monster by the tail.

I issued a Press release in which I asked that
the Government give a full explanation about
the millions of dollars that would be spent on
the rearrangement of the Kimberley and, in
particular, the Emanuel leases. In that release I
said that irregularities were appearing and I
questioned how taxpayers' funds were being
spent. I will go through the Press release in part
because the Minister for Lands and Surveys
replied to it some six weeks later. However,
first I will refer to what the Minister said in his
Press release-

Opposition claims that details of the
restructuring of the Kimberley cattle in-
dustry were being kept from taxpayers are
untrue according to Lands Minister Ken
Mclver.

"The purchase and rearrangement of the
Kimberley/Emanuel pastoral leases is part
of an overall restructuring of the cattle in-

-dustry to make it more viable," he said.
The State Government has no obligation

to release details affecting the commercial
operation of the company involved with
the Emanuel leases.

He said the facts and figures concerning
the EXIM subsidiary, Livestock Holdings
Limited, were available to the public in the
same way similar information concerning
any other company, privately owned or
listed on the stock exchange.

The Opposition makes the point that the
Government has set itself up a very nice, tidy
little animal in Exim that is not subject to the
scrutiny of the Parliament. We do not know
where $20 million is to be spent. We will find
out where it is to be spent only when the
chickens come home to roost. By that time it
may well be too late. The point is that the
operations of Exim. are not able to be
scrutinised by the Parliament. That causes us
great concern.

In that Press release I also expressed certain
concerns as follows-

These included the level of financial
assistance received from the Common-
wealth Government to purchase the
properties and what strings were attached
to the money, which was rumoured at be-
ing some $6 million.

The reason why Mr Stephen Hawke has
been given a position of power and influ-
ence in determining policy for the proper-
ties and who will get the properties in the
end.

The Minister was reponted as having said-
Stephen H-awke is one member of a con-

sultative committee comprising I I people,
which was formed to advise the Govern-
ment on its assistance to the Kimberley
pastoral industry.

The consultative committee is made up
of local Kimberley people who are con-
tributing their advice to the restructuring
programme.

Mr Mclver said Stephen H-awke was
invited to the committee as a representa-
tive of the Marra Worra Worra Aboriginal
community of Fitzroy Crossing.

Mr Mclver virtually said that it was not a
position of influence. The report also stated-
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Mr Mclver said the claim that Stephen
Hawke had a position of power in
determining policy for the properties was
nonsense.

Mr Mclver: And so it is.
Mr BLAIKIE: I will take issue with the Min-

ister now that I have had time to reflect on the
statement he made. Another six weeks have
elapsed since the Minister made that
statement. I am quite concerned about the gen-
eral attitude of the Australian Labor Party in
Government. Not only does it give lobs to its
mates, it looks after its favourite sons as well.
My concern is that Stephen Hawke has been
looked after for a very panticular and special
reason. One such reason could well be that he is
the son of the Prime Minister.

Mr Mclver: Oh, rubbish!
Mr BLAIKIE: Members opposite will be able

to make their contributions; I will now make
mine.

The past performance of the Australian
Labor Party in Government has been to look
after its little mates and its friends. It has put
them in favoured positions for special reasons.

Mr Tubby: What qualifications has he got?
Mr BLAIKIE: I do not know that he has any.

It has been said that ever since the
Noonkanbah exercise some years ago he has
kept a low profile. He is certainly not keeping a
low profile in 1985. He has certainly emerged. I
was quite concerned about the matter and my
concern has increased since the Minister made
those comments in his Press release.

Mr Bridge: From your informiation, how did
Stephen Hawke became a member of that com-
mittee?

Mr BLAIKIE: Quite frankly, I have no idea.
Mr Bridge: Well, that's important to know,

isn't it? You fellows know everything. I do
know how he got there.

Mr BLAIKJE: I do not know.
Mr Bridge: That's why you shouldn't be mak-

ing a show of yourself. You said the Labor
Party did this and that and you made a connec-
tion between the Labor Party and Stephen
Hawke's presence on that committee. I asked
you whether you knew how he got there.

Mr BLAIKIE: No. I certainly do not know
why he was made a member of that committee.
I do not know why Tom Butler of the TLC! was
one particular adviser or why Brett Goodridge
was the Premier's tourism adviser. I know that
he got a nice job out of it in the end. I do not

know why Syd Shea was an adviser to the
Premier, he also got a nice job in the end. I am
a bit afraid that Stephen Hawke might get a
good job out of this in the end too. I am con-
cerned because the past record of the
Australian Labor Party in Government is that
it favours its little mates and looks after its
favoured sons. That is its record. I condemn it.
Apparently members on the other side find the
matter a little sensitive.

Mr Hrodge: The Liberal Party never did that,
of course.

Mr BLAIKIE: Certainly not with any re-
lation of mine.

A series of questions was asked yet again in
the Parliament. At one stage I thought that the
matter looked like being resolved, but
statements made by Ministers, the Premier,
and other people only clouded the issue further.
On 21 August, in question 160 t asked the
Premier the following question-

(1) What were the terms and conditions
pertaining to the sale of each of the
four Emanuel properflies?

(2) What was the number of livestock ac-
cepted as part of the purchase on each
property?

(3) (a) H-as any muster been made to ver-
ify stock numbers:

(b) when was this done; and

(c) by whom?

As far as I was concerned, that was a fairly
reasonable question when some 80 000 head of
cattle were involved. Every other member of
Parliament and I as taxpayers are involved
with that purchase. I would like to know that a
count has been made of the number of cattle
and what had been bought. The Premier re-
plied-

(1) to (3) The Emanuel family sold all of
the shares in the companies which
held pastoral leases in the Kimberleys
to WA Livestock Holdings Ltd which
is a subsidiary of the Western
Australian Exim Corporation Ltd.
WA Livestock Holdings is answerable
to its Board of Directors and operates
under the Companies Code as does
any other privately incorporated
company. For these reasons the terms
and conditions of purchase relating to
the transaction which is the subject of
the member's question are confiden-
tial to the parties to that transaction.
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Thus $8.5 million of taxpayers' money is being
spent on a venture that this Parliament has no
right to understand; the Parliament has no
right even to know what is going on. Surely the
public is entitled to know. Surely the Govern-
ment has a responsibility to come clean. Surely
the Government cannot continue to hide be-
hind this organisation using the subterfuge of
calling it a private company.

Again on 21 August I asked the Minister for
Lands and Surveys a question. At that time we
seemed to ask many questions. We had to ask
many questions because the answers seemed to
be evasive. They were attempts to put the Op-
position off the track. I asked the Minister for
Lands and Surveys whether he or officers of his
department were aware that private Purchasers
were interested in purchasing the Emanuel
leases, His answer to that question was "Yes'. I
also asked whether he or his officers had
received any preliminary approach seeking ad-
vice on conditions that may be attached to
transfer of leases. The answer to that question
again was "Yes". I hope I have now identified
to the House the fact that the Minister was
aware that private purchasers were in the area
and that he was aware that those purchasers
had asked what conditions would be attached
to the leases. It should have been made clear
that notwithstanding that, the Government de-
terrmined that its own creation, Exim, would be
the only purchaser of the leases. All this
received a sudden jolt when the people of West-
emn Australia were shattered to read in The
West Australian of I I September the headline,
"Northern tribes make big land bid". The story
was written by Michael Zekulich of The West
Australian.

This was one of a series of articles Over the
land purchase which will prove in due course to
be more embarrassing to the Burke Govern-
ment than the Bicentennial debacle to Mr
Hawke in Canberra.

The story went on to say that Aborigines are
seeking 45 per cent of five stations in the
Kimberley which the State Government is pro-
posing to subdivide into smaller parcels. It says
the proposal has been made by Mr Stephen
Hawke. I notice Michael Zekulich used the
phrase "son of the Prime Minister", but he was
not criticised for his comments. The article
continues-

The proposal has been made by Mr
Stephen Hawke-son of the Prime Minis-
ter-on behalf of the Marra Worra Worra.
Aboriginal Corporation, which represents
1 500 to 2 000 people.

I notice the member for Kimberley has made a
sudden exit. I can understand why he has de-
partled from the Chamber.

The article goes on to say that Mr Hawke is a
representative of the corporation on the
Kimberley consultative council. It also says
these claims have led some station people to
say that the proposed restructuring is a
backdoor to land rights, especially as the Comn-
monwealth Government has provided $6
million towards the restructuring project.

Mr Laurance: That is not for Aborigines-
Mr BLAIKIE: Everyone says it is not, but it

is interesting how Mr Zekulich writes the story,
andzhe is the person who is saying this is a
backdoor method to land rights.

Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: He has obviously reported

something from the committee.
Mr McIv 'er: He might like to write to me for

my advice.
Mr BLAIKIE: The information he has seems

to be fairly accurate. The chairman of the con-
sultative committee-

Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: No strings were attached to

the Commonwealth money. As far as Mr
Hawke was concerned the report continues-

At Fitzroy Crossing, Mr Hawke was re-
luctant to be interviewed.

Since arriving in the Kimberley some
years ago-and during the controversial
Noonkanbah period-he has adopted a
low profile because of his family con nec-
ton.

However, he did say when I visited the
area that he did not have any undue influ-
ence on the committee.

I bet he would have a lot more influence on the
committee than I would, or even the member
for Gascoyne!

Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: Mr Stephen Hawke may also

be getting more consideration from this and the
Federal Government than we would bargain
for. "He did not want to use his influence be-
cause of his family connection," the article
said.

Here we have the northern tribes with Mr
Stephen Hawke making a bid for 45 per cent of
five stations in the Kimberley. For the first
time the whole web of intrigue is now starting
to be pieced together. To begin with it seemed
like a pretty good idea when put forward in
Derby where the Premier announced spending
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$8 million on restructuring the leases. It
seemed to be good for everyone. Now $6
million of Commonwealth money is going in,
although there are no strings attached, so it is
said by the Premier but Aboriginal groups are
now claiming 45 per cent.

I also return to the first meeting of the con-
sultative committee when they spoke of a ru-
mour of 75 per cent of land claims. It is almost
like the old trade union trick: Ask for a mile
and be prepared to accept one-quarter. The ru-
mour was circulated that Aboriginal groups will
want 75 per cent of the leases. Mr Stephen
Hawke has come forward with a proposal for
45 per cent, but he will probably be prepared to
settle for 35 per cent at this stage until he
makes the next bid.

As far as Parliament is concerned, a number
of very grave irregularities have occurred. It is
a matter about which I have some concern.
Again, the parliamentary record is quite im-
portant. It is important to check out what has
been said and at least have it on the record.

In question 178 1 asked the Min'ister for
Lands and Surveys-

(1) Regarding the purchase of the
Emanuel leases, was it a condition of
the Commonwealth Government's $6
million contribution that at least one
or more of the restricted leases were to
be available for purchase by Aborigi-
nal groups?

(2) If not, what were the conditions of the
Commonwealth Government's grant?

The Minister replied-
()and (2) As I have informed the mem-

ber for Vasse on several previous oc-
casions, because this is a complex
problem I ask him to place his ques-
tion on notice. It is not a question I
will answer off the cuff, and I will not
change my mind. I ask him to place
his question on notice.

I do not mind the Minister saying that.
Mr Mclver: What about questions off the

cuff
Mr BLAIKIE:. The Minister will see in about

three seconds. I asked the Premier question
207 regarding primary industry leases-

Was it a condition of the State getting
$6 million from the Commonwealth
for the purchase of the Emanuel leases
that at least one or more of the
restructured leases would be available
for purchase by Aboriginal people?

The Premier replied-
The answer is "No". The member for
Vasse persists in attempting to imply
that there was some undertaking given
in respect of the payment of money
that would see a specific lease or leases
consigned or sold in some way to Ab-.
original people. That was never the
undertaking at all.

Mr Blaikie: You are not misleading the
House, are you?

Mr Mclver: He is not. misleading the
House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I discussed the mat-
ter with the Prime Minister and clari-
fied with him that the competing
claims for land would be considered as
part of the process by which the leases
were restructured. There was no
undertaking to give one, six, or a
specific number of leases to any appli-
cant. As far as that is concerned, while
it would have been reasonable to as-
sume that Aboriginal people might ap-
ply for a lease or leases, that was not
the case before the decision to pur-
chase the lease was made, so it was not
the case that there were applications
in train that could or would be
satisfied by a particular purchase. As
far as I am aware, there is no under-
taking from anyone in Government to
give Aboriginal or other applicants a
specific lease or leases.

That answer is at variance with a report
contained in the Federal House of Representa-
tives Hansard, a report given by the Treasurer,
Mr Keating. It leads me to the conclusion that
either the Premier has deliberately misled the
House or he has been naive in the extreme and
that he is not aware of what is happening in his
own State.

On page 233 of the House of Representatives
daily Hansard dated 20 August 1985, under the
section marked "Land development projects"
there is a report which reads-

The reduction in outlays of $6.1 million
is primarily the result of a one-off grant in
1984-85 to Western Australia for the pur-
chase of four pastoral property leases in
the Kimberley region.

Mr Laurance. That cannot be an official
record!

Mr BLAIKIE: That is in the Federal
Ransard, a report by the Treasurer, Mr
Keating. It continues-
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The objective of the purchase was to re-
structure holdings so to create a number of
more viable properties, maintain cattle
production, support abattoirs in the region
and provide an opportunity for aboriginal
groups to purchase one or more of the new
properties.

Now the Premier has either knowingly
deceived-

Mr Parker: That is about 12 / per cent.
Mr BLAIKIE: Just for the information of the

member for Fremantle a month later the
Premier, in questions without notice of 25
September, said-

The answer is "No". The member for
Vasse persists in attempting to imply that
there was some undertaking given in re-
spect of the payment of money that would
see a specific lease or leases consigned or
sold in some way to Aboriginal people.
That was never the undertaking at all.

Mr Parker: The Treasurer did not contradict
that.

Mr BLAIKIE: If I were the member for
Fremantle, I would be very careful because he
has got too many of his colleagues into hot
water.

Either the Premier has knowingly misled the
House, or perhaps this will be one of those
stunts such as his colleague, Mr Hawke, has
been attempting in relation to the bicentennial
"golden handshake". I hope the Minister for
Lands and Surveys will elaborate on question
233. That is the first recorded matter about
which the Premier misled this House.

The second matter relates to a question that I
asked on 24 September. The question is as fol-
lows-

Would the Premier indicate whether he
intervened in the private negotiations that
were taking place regarding the sale of the
Emanuel leases prior to the subsequent
purchase by the Government or its sub-
sidiary, Exim?

The Premier then said that he was not sure
what I meant by "intervened". The rest of his
answer reads as follows-

I had discussions with a number of
people including some people who wrote
to me, but I do not remember their names.

This becomes fairly interesting because here we
have a property worth $8.5 million and the
Premier has indicated that some people wrote
to him but he cannot remember their names.

So much for the Premier's comments. It is not
every day of the week that a person turns
around and wants to pay $8.5 million in cash
for a pastoral property which happens to be of
particular and significant interest.

The rest of my question was as follows-
Did he tell Mr Tim Emanuel that the

Government wanted to buy the leases from
him?

The Premier replied-
I certainly held discussions with Mr

Emanuel about the sale of the leases, and I
indicated to him that the Government was
not keen to see the leases sold overseas or
to an Australian buyer.

My interjection was as follows-
Or to a Western Australian buyer?

I want to state clearly in this debate that I at no
stage made any comments in relation to Kerr'
Packer buying these leases, or whether there
has been any person from some international
consortium buying these leases. My comments
related only to a Western Australian who
wanted, and who was ready, willing, and able,
to buy those properties. He was denied that
right by this Government because the Govern-
ment intended to ensure that its godchild,
Exim, was able to buy those leases. The
Government effectively denied a very satisfac-
tory Western Australian commercial operator
the chance to save $8.5 million of the tax-
payers' money by buying the Emanuel proper-
ties.

Mr Mclver: There arc many people who are
refused permission to buy pastoral properties.
They may not have the ability or the finance to
manage them properly. You are saying that
Emanuel had no rights in the matter and your
argument is based upon the fact that you seem
to think that the Government is dealing with a
Government company and not a private indi-
vidual.

Mr BLAIKJE: I would be very interested to
hear the Minister state the reasons for the sale
of the Emanuel properties to Exini because my
understanding was that a fairly substantial sum
of money was exchanged afterwards to the
agents for missing out on the sale of that lease.
The Government stepped in and bought the
lease from Emanuel.

Mr Wilson: Don't you think you are
impugning Mr Emanuel in any way?

Mr BLAIKIE: I do not know what the mem-
ber for Nollamara means. I am not impugning
Mr Emanuel.
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Mr Mclver: I don't suppose you realise that
Emanuel is on the Pastoral Board?

Mr BLAIKIE: Of course I do. These are mat-
ters that certainly concern me. What appeared
to be a reasonably good idea in April in Derby
we now know has turned out to be a sour proj-
ect indeed which has caused a number of
people great concern.

Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: 1 do not know whether I have

met Mr Emanuel. The member for Nollamara
should not tell me that I am impugning him.
That might be the opinion of the member for
Nollamara but it is certainly not my opinion.

Mr Wilson: You have not even bothered to
consult with him about it.

Mr Parker: Find out what the pastoral situ-
ation is.

Mr BLAIKIE: I know mare than the member
for Fremantle. A number of matters are causing
a great deal of concerni and irregularities have
occurred which have been created by the direct
manufacture of this Government. Part (a) of
my motion is as follows-

..the reasons for a subsidiary of the
Government-based Exim Corporation re-
ceiving Government sanction to purchase
leases when a private Western Australian
purchaser had the capacity and desire to
buy the Emanuel properties;

It is obvious that the Government has, in fact,
ensured that a most unfair action has enabled
Exim to purchase these properties regardless of
other people. that matter needs to be
investigated and any claims, or any cause for
concern that I have raised, if necessary, should
be put to rest. I would be delighted to see these
queries and concerns put to rest. Time after
time I have asked that we try to investigate the
matter but the Opposition is told that Exim
happens to be a private corporation and any
information can come only from that
company's off ice.

The second pant of my motion was related to
the financial commitment of the Common-
wealth and State Governments. It reads as Ca]-
lows-

... the financial commitments of Com-
monwealth and State Governments and/or
their instrumentalities in relation to the
purchase and/or improvements of all
Kimberley leases the subject of re-
structuring by Exim or its subsidiary and
the degree of protection and security for
the public funds involved;

This is what the Premier said time and time
again. In this motion the Opposition is
recognising that there ought to be an inquiry to
ensure protection and security for the tax-
payer's money. If that is provided then I would
be quite satisfied on behalf of the taxpayers of
this State, but up to date the Government has
given no such assurances and no guarantees.

Part (c) deals with the effect of the proposed
subdivision of the Emanuel properties on the
Kimberley pastoral industry. Again this is a
matter that is certainly causing some concern
but I shall not go into that in detail because it is
quite pointless as it will be handled by other
members. If the Emanuel properties are
subdivided into smaller lease lots than are vi-
able there will not be sufficient cattle in the
future to run on the stations in a viable sense
and that will affect meatworks and so on.

That is another matter of concern for mem-
bers on this side. It is certainly of concern to
people in the pastoral industry in the
Kim berley. The end cost of the leases is a mat-
ter of great concern. There is no point in
restructuring pastoral properties and making
them available on a so-called viable basis if
they cost people $1.5 million each because
those people will not make enough money out
of them. So the exercise becomes a waste of
taxpayers' dollars; instead of correcting the
problem it will worsen it. The Minister will be
aware that pastoralists are very concerned
about their future and the subdivision of those
properties, and Ultimately the effect they will
have on meatworks and the whole of the pas-
toral industry.

In our motion we ask whether any prior com-
mitments have been entered into between the
State and Federal Governments with regard to
the expenditure of $6 million. On one hand the
Premier says no commitments have been
entered into whatever; on the other hand, the
Federal Treasurer says commitments have
been made. Both cannot be right. Surely the
people of Western Australia and the taxpayers
of Australia need to understand what commit-
ments have been entered into. That is another
matter worthy of inquiry and investigation. It
is no good for Government members when the
going gets tough to retreat to their foxholes and
hope the storm blows over. I guarantee them it
will not. It will expand and grow until satisfac-
tory answers are given. So far we have not had
satisfactory answers; the Premier has said one
thing, and the Federal Treasurer has said
another.
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I believe that the Federal Treasurer will be
proved right and that the properties were PUr-
chased for the purpose of making them avail-
able for one or more Aboriginal persons to buy.

Mr Mclver: I will put your mind at rest on
that one.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister could have put
my mind at rest for the last six months if he
had answered honestly, instead of carrying on
in the very dishonest way that the Premier has.

Mr Mclver: Are you indicating I lied to the
House?

Mr BLAIKIE: No, I am saying it was the
Premier.

Mr Mclver: Correct your statement.

Mr BLAIKIE: I said it was the Premnier, but
if the Minister wants to be included in it i will
do so.

Mr Hodge: You are crooked on the Aborigi-
nes.

Mr BLAIKIE: No, l am not. Ilam crooked on
how the taxpayer's money is being spent.

I refer now to paragraph (e) of our motion
which relates to the basis and legitimacy of
land claims made by Mr Stephen Hawke and
Aboriginal groups to 45 per cent of selected
Kimberley pastoral properties. I am not pre-
pared to sit by representing the taxpayers in my
electorate and watch Exim determine the legit-
imacy of Stephen Hawke's claim to 45 per cent
of the land. That aspect should be fully
inquired into and investigated to see whether
there is any legitimacy at all for the claims, and
the Government should not simply hand the
properties over.

I come finally to the part of our motion deal-
ing with the effect on the resource exploration
and development industries and those
companies and individuals seeking approval
for entry to former pastoral leases. It is so im-
portant for us to realise the developments
which have taken place in the Kimberley in
recent years. I refer in particular to the Argyle
diamond venture and Bungle Bungle. I am also
very mindful of the concerns expressed in re-
lation to Ayers Rock.

Mr Mclver: What has Bungle Bungle to do
with the Kimberley leases?

Mr BLAIKIE: It is part of the Kimberley.

Mr Parker: What an orator!

Mr BLAIKIE: Government members can
laugh and chuckle all they like, but I assure
them we will be pursuing this to ensure that the
Kimberley region and Bungle Bungle which is
part of the Kimberley-

Mr Parker: Tell us a few other parts of the
Kimberley which may be affected like
Wyndham, Halls Creek, or Fitzroy Crossing.

Mr BLAIKIE: If the Minister had been here
three hours ago he would have heard about
that.

It is important that we know what the effect
will be on resources development as a result of
this restructuring of leases in the Kimberley
region.

In the initial stages of this proposal being
announced there were clearly detailed
irregularities in the statements of the Premier,
Mr John Horgan, and the Minister for Lands
and Surveys. A transaction of $8.5 million is
involved, yet the Minister for Lands and Sur-
veys said on 17 April he knew nothing about it
and on 29 April the Premier had paid it all out.

Mr Mclver: There is a big space in between.
Mr BLAIKIE: From 17 April to 29 April.
There will be no scrutiny of the manner in

which Exim will spend its money. The sum of
$20 million is of great concern to taxpayers. I
am also concerned about the Commonwealth's
role in the expenditure of this money. There
needs to be full and proper scrutiny by this
Parli ament.

My final point is this: Here we have a classic
example of the Government being the umpire
and the sole determiner of who will get the
leases deciding in favour of its own godchild,
Exim. This is certainly a black day for Western
Australia. This motion needs the full support of
members of both Houses of Parliament, so that
the Legislative Council and the Legislative As-
sembly can fully investigate all aspects. I seek
the support of all members.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) (8.17 p.m.]: I
have great pleasure in seconding the motion.
The member for Vasse has brought forward a
serious matter. It has been thoroughly
researched, and he deserves to be commended
for the way he has put together this case over a
long period of time. His has been a very
thorough, efficient, and detailed approach.

The member for Vasse has indicated there is
every reason for the public of Western
Australia to be convinced that there is a land
scandal in the restructuring of the pastoral in-
dustry in the Kimberley. When one has a secret
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Government organisation-that is what it
is-involved in a massive land transfer with
the expenditure of $20 million of taxpayers'
funds the public deserve to know all about it.

There are three elements in this scenario.
The first is a sincere but misguided local mem-
ber. I say that in a kindly way; he is very sin-
cere. I have read his booklet entitled Individ-
uals not Empires, and he has spoken to me
personally on this matter. I have heard him
speaking publicly about it, so I know he is sin-
cere. I happen to think he is wrong, but that is
no denigration of the member. In this case he is
wrong. Even if he were right the whole exercise
has been mucked up by the Government which
has gone about it in the wrong way-a scandal-
ous way. So the first element is a sincere local
member who brought forward what he thought
was a good idea. It is the implementation
rather than the idea which has got him into
trouble.

The second element is the Minister for
Lands and Surveys, who is legally responsible
for pastoral leases in this State. I believe he has
acted honourably throughout and has tried to
do his duty to the Parliament and to the public.
But he has been marooned on an island. That is
what has happened to this Minister, because he
has not known what is happening.

The third and dastardly element of the mat-
ter is the Government, the Premier, and the
organisation called Exim. That is where the
trouble lies and that is why an inquiry is
needed. The public of Western Australia de-
serve to have this matter fully investigated so
that they can be absolutely certain that their
$20 million-presumably $14 million of State
money and $6 million of Federal money-is
being spent 'in an appropriate way. Otherwise,
is it going to end up in somebody's pocket?
Will it go to Mr Hawke, Mr Gale, Mr Bridge, or
whom? It might be unfair to say it will go to
any of those people, but how would any mem-
ber opposite be certain? They must be cer-
tain-it is not their money they are giving away
but taxpayers' money they are playing with. We
know already that very substantial funds were
paid to people involved in negotiating the sale
of these properties after the Government paid
the money. A person who held an option over
the property was paid money. The people who
were going to sell the property were given
money.

Mr Pearce: Name the names.
Mr LAURANCE: They are serious alle-

gations.

Mr Pearce: Make them with names attached
to them, you coward.

Mr LAURANCE: Is the Minister saying this
did not happen? Let me hear him say in the
Parliament that payments were not made to
those people.

Mr Parker: You make all sorts of allegations.
The day you come up with an allegation backed
by fact in this Parliament will be a red letter
day. You keep coming here with allegations
that do not deserve comment.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government tries to
deny me the right to raise allegations in Parlia-
ment. Where else should they be raised?

A Government member: Why don't you raise
them outside, where you can be held account-
able?

Mr LAURANCE: Will the Government pay
the legal costs?

Several members interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: I would be happy to. The
Government paid the member for Kimberley's
legal costs.

A Government member: It did not.

Mr LAURANCE: A Liberal Government
paid the legal costs of the member for
Kimberley once before. If the Government
pays my legal costs, I will go out now and make
those statements outside.

Several members interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: I am not a broken-down
Anglican minister, nor a man of great indepen-
dent means. I am prepared to make those
statements as long as I do not go broke.

A Government member interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: Is that why the member
got elected to Parliament-because he did not
believe that this was a place where he could
have free speech?

Mr Parker interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr LAURANCE: I am saying that this is
what happened-members can check it out. I
have no doubt there are people who will check
it out. I am telling the House that a person held
an option over those properties and that person
has been given a financial sweetener because he
did not get them. I will tell the House some-
thing else: There was an agent involved, and
the agent has been paid a substantial amount of
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money because it lost the sale. I am not saying
who paid the money. It could have been part of
the Commonwealth's $6 million. How would
Government members know that it was not?
There is one way to find out: Hold an inquiry.
Then all members will know.

Mr Parker interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: No, because I am saying I

have enough information to make the alle-
gations.

Mr Watt: If the Government holds an in-
quiry, the member for Gascoyne will give the
evidence then.

Mr Tonkin: His word is worthless.
Mr Watt: Your word is worthless.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Order!

Mr LAURANCE: These are the serious alle-
gations about this deal, and as long as the
Government continues to use secret organis-
ations that are not answerable to this Parlia-
ment, an inquiry is the only way to solve the
problem. The Government has a clear choice.
It can reject the motion and hope the problem
and the scandal will go away. But they will not
go away, let me tell members that. The Govern-
ment should accept that and hold an investi-
gation-an inquiry by both Houses of Parlia-
ment, involving members of both sides of the
Parliament in both Chambers. Then we will be
able to satisfy the public that its $20 million is
being protected. We are not talking about pea-
nuts here, but $20 million of the taxpayers'
money. The public should know the full facts
about those funds. The money is not just for
the Kimberley pastoralists and Western
Australia, but for every citizen of Australia.
The public need to have the protection of an
inquiry to say those funds have been spent in a
proper and honest way.

Mr Blaikic: Did you hear about the problem
the Federal Government had with a $500 000
payout?

Mr LAURANCE: There could be a $5
million payout here-that is just a quarter of
the funds we are talking about.

Mr Carr: You could think up a larger figure
than that off the top of your head.

Mr LAURANCE: It would not be very hard
at all. In fact, I understand the sweetener to
those who were going to conduct the sale until
the Government stepped in was only $90 000.
But members can check that out for them-
selves. Perhaps they will make a statement
outside as 1o whether Or not it is true.

Mr Pearce: You make your statement
outside.

Mr LAURANCE: I will say again that I am
making an allegation in a place where a person
can make allegations. He can be elected to a
House of Parliament and thereby have the op-
portunity to stand and say that there is some-
thing wrong. If there is nothing wrong, the
Government should hold an inquiry and prove
I am wrong. I am telling the Government that
an inquiry will fix it.

A Government member: What are the facts?

Mr LAURANCE: The fact is that an agency
that was going to handle the sale to a private
person was told it would no longer have the
sale because the Government had intervened.
The agency was paid a financial inducement
because it missed out on the sale.

Mr Parker: Give us one piece of evidence.

Mr LAURANCE: My information is that the
figure was $90 000. Let the Government dis-
prove that. I could say it was $900 000 or $9
million, but my information is that it was
$90 000.

Mr Can: Can you prove it? Give us some
evidence.

Mr Pearce: Name the-name.

Mr LAURANCE: I may be able to find that
information, and I may be prepared to give it
before a Select Committee of both Houses, if
the Government agrees to it.

Several members interjected.

Mr LAURANCE: When will the Govern-
ment learn that it is not up to the Opposition to
prove these things, but up to the Government?
The Government is running the State-or Mr
Gale is. And look at Mr Gale's record. If I came
into this House and said that I believed that the
leader of this outfit buying this property on
behalf of the Government had a criminal
record, members opposite would say, "Prove
it." I am telling them, he has. He has got a
criminal record-do Government members
deny it?

A Government member: Who?

Mr LAURANCE: He is buying property with
$20 million of taxpayers' money that the
Government knows nothing about, yet Minis-
ters will not answer any questions in here. Let
members opposite tell me now that I am wrong.
They would not know. Let them prove I am
wrong.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr LAURANCE: These are not members'
funds, nor mine, but taxpayers' funds; and the
taxpayers elected me here to allow me free
speech, and to see that their funds were being
properly spent.

Mr Watt: They did more than that; they
charged you with the responsibility.

Mr LAURANCE: They demanded that that
be done. That is why I was elected here. The
electors said, "You go to Parliament because
there you can speak freely about any improper
conduct on the pant of the Government." The
Government is worried that it might be able to
find some improper conduct on my pan. They
will learn-I am in the Opposition. It is the
responsibility of Government members to
spend taxpayers' funds properly, and in this
case that is not being done. It is being done
improperly, and when that happens there is a
Parliament which gives members an oppor-
tunity to say, "You must prove to the people
that allegations like this are not correct, and
there must be an inquiry."

Mr Parker: You come into this House and
say anything at all that you like and then expect
the Government to go through an inquiry to
prove that what you sayhas no foundation.

Mr LAURANCE: I am pleased the Minister
has raised that point; let me take it up. This
Parliament has been told time and time again
by no other persons than the Premier of the
State and Minister for Lands and Surveys that
there were absolutely no strings attached to the
$6 million from the Federal Government.

Members opposite only have to read the Fed-
eral Mansard, yet we are told that it is a lie! The
Federal Treasurer said the money was being
made available for a specific purpose.

The Minister for Minerals and Energy has
said that members of the Opposition come into
this place, say anything and demand an in-
quiry. What I am saying is that we have Proved
that the Premier and the Minister for Lands
and Surveys are misleading this Parliament
over the expenditure of not $600, but $6
million.

Let me read again from the Federal Mansard
for the benefit of members-

The reduction in outlays of $6. 1lm is pri-
marily the result of a one-off grant in 1984-
85 to Western Australia-

We will not get that amount every year, but we
were to receive it in the 1984-85 financial year.
Even in the debate tonighit we have heard the

Minister for Lands and Surveys say that the
money was to be used for the restructuring of
properties in the Kimberley.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: Is this an allegation that

members of the Government want me to make
outside this House? I am reading from the
official record of the Federal Parliament.

Mr Parker: It would be nice if you under-
stood it.

Mr LAURANCE: Does the Minister for
Minerals and Energy deny that it is an official
record of the Parliament of Australia?

Mr Parker: No-one denies that, but you do
not understand what is in there. Read it again.

Mr LALJRANCE: The object of the Federal
Government funding was to purchase four pas-
toral leases in the Kim berley region. Should we
be attacking the Federal Treasurer for lying to
the Federal Parliament? If we do not we should
be attacking this Government's members be-
cause they have lied to this Parliament. The
Federal Treasurer might be lying, but he said
the following in the Federal Parliament-

The objective of the purchase was to re-
structure holdings so as to create a number
of more viable properties, maintain cattle
production, support abattoirs in the region
and provide an opportunity for aboriginal
groups to purchase one or more of the new
properties.

That is the purpose for which the Federal
Government gave $6 million of taxpayers'
funds. Are members opposite denying that that
is correct? They know it is correct. That was the
deal and it is confirmed, in writing, in the Fed-
eral Mansard.

If there was not a single element of doubt
about whether there should be an inquiry, that
is enough in itself; that is, what was said in the
Western Australian Parliament and in the Fed-
eral Parliament. We do not need any more evi-
dence than that and it is not necessary for me
to make any statements.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: I will crow about it from

the rooftops because it is the official record of
the Parliament of Australia. Something is
wrong and the minute Opposition. memnbers ask
questions we are told, "You cannot ask ques-
tions about Exirn, but $1 4 million of taxpayers'
money is involved."

I will refer to some of the other points in this
debate. I have already referred to the local
member who put out a brochure entitled, fm/i-
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viduals, not Empires. 1 said that he deserved a
lot of credit for the document because he put it
together sincerely and had it distributed.

The restructuring which the member for
Kimberley proposed in his brochure would
have been of great benefit to the industry if he
had said that not one cent of taxpayers' money
would be wasted as a result of his proposal. The
only way to restructure the industry is to have
it administered by a viable authority which
could be open to scrutiny by the Parliament. If
we had provisions such as that which are being
raised at the moment the Parliament could
have dealt with them and could have accounted
for every cent that had been spent.

I remind members opposite of a situation
which arose in Victoria where funds were used
in an improper manner. As a result, not only
were one or two people from the private sector
and the State Housing Commission involved,
but also a Minister-I think it was the Minis-
ter-for Housing was involved and he had to
resign from that position. I am saying to the
Premier and Minister for Lands and Surveys
that they carry ,the onerous responsibility of
having to prove to the people of Western
Australia that there is no impropriety in this
matter and they cannot do it.

Mr Parker: I suggest you look at the record of
what happened in Victoria. You will find that
the Opposition of the day was able to come up
with some facts.

Mr LAURANCE: The funds to which I am
referring are not accountable because they are
being channelled through an organisation that
does not have to undergo scrutiny by Parlia-
ment, and that is the weakness in the whole
matter.

I will advise the House where the member
for Kimberley fell down in his brochure. His
proposal had the support of the local people
because it sounded good and it Would have
resulted in the restructuring of smaller units
and would have assisted in maintaining the
family unit. In his opening remarks he said the
following and [ admire him for it-

My recollection of the droving days is so
fresh that it seems like yesterday but it is a
quarter of a century since I took delivery
of 750 head of prime cattle at the Number
3 bore near Gordon Downs Station.

He went on to describe how he drove his cattle
and he spoke about the conditions at the time;
(he knowledge he showed about animal hus-
bandry was first-class. I appreciate his back-

ground, but in the last paragraph he said that
things had gone bad and he asked, "What went
wrong?"

Mr Mclver: The Liberals were in power for
too long!

Mr LAUJRANCE: That is wrong. I will ask
the Minister for Lands and Surveys a question:
Is he going to respond to the debate?

Mr Mclver: The debate will be adjourned.
Mr Hassell: Why is that?
Mr Mclver: I have never looked forward to

replying to a debate so much in my life.
Mr LAURANCE: Up to that stage in the

brochure I agreed with many of the things the
member for Kimberley said, but when he posed
the rhetorical question, "What went wrong?"
he went on and blamed "bigger and better". He
said that the leases got bigger and many of
them were amalgamated. Many landowners
were absent from the properties and that
contributed to the destruction of the industry. I
do not agree with the member for Kimberley in
this instance because he has nominated one
element only, but he well knows that the
tremendous change to his own people has led to
the problems that have been created in the
Kimberley pastoral areas. Many inquiries have
been undertaken and as he and I know the
problems are many and varied.

The member for Kimberley refers to the ex-
perience and expertise of the cattle people, par-
ticularly the Aborigines and says that they have
been forced out of the industry for various
reasons. lHe knows that one of those reasons
relates to the social problems. Another has
been the payment of benefits, which has meant
that many of the Aboriginal people have
moved away from the stations and into com-
munities which Governments of both political
colours have provided. They have been
provided with housing in which they would
rather stay and have not had the desire to go
back to the pastoral properties.

The member for Kimberley's proposal is not
the answer. I have not been to the Kimberley
lately, but I have made many trips there. How-
ever, he had a lot of people on-side because
many of them who manage properties could see
the opportunity to purchase a property of their
own. They realised that the Commonwealth
would provide $6 million and the Premier said
that this State Government would spend $20
million on the purchase of pastoral properties.
The member for Kimberley talks about viable
units of 10 000 head of cattle. when the people
concerned did their homework they found that

2009



2010 ASSEMBLY]

these small units would cost in the vicinity of
$1 million. The member knows that this
disillusioned a lot of people. Originally they
held out hope that small family people could
get back into the industry but they now find
that they will need a minimum of $l million to
purchase a property and I doubt whether there
would be one manager in the Kimberley who
could afford that sort of money. The member
knows that there is a great deal of disillusion-
ment about the opportunities that will be avail-
able for a family concern to become established
on any smaller properties.

Mr Bridge: You are doing what most people
are doing now in regard to this matter. You are
speaking as a matter of fact about dollars and
cents and about stock numbers. You know as
well as I that that is a long way down the track.
Nobody can talk about numbers or dollars and
cents at this stage and that is why the confusion
has occurred.

Mr LAU RANGE: I take the point made by
the member for Kimberley. I have examined
some examples in my electorate where people
have taken up unviable properties and through
their lifestyle have made those properties vi-
able. That happens as a matter of course. I do
not think we can plan in that way, although we
hope it will happen. But we can prove these
points when the funds are fully accountable.

I refer to the next element-the role of the
Minister for Lands and Surveys. Under the
Land Act the Minister for Lands and Surveys
has a clear responsibility for the control of pas-
toral leases. These leases can be transferred
only with the approval of the Minister. This is
another area in which there is a need for a
Select Committee, as outlined and sought by
the member for Vasse, to investigate. At the
very time that the Minister for Lands and Sur-
veys was telling this Parliament, the representa-
tives of the people of this State who were con-
cerned about how the taxpayers' funds were
being used, that no decision had been made on
this matter, the Chairman of the Exim Corpor-
ation was in South Korea saying that a million
dollar deposit had been paid to the Emanuel
family.

We heard earlier a suggestion that there bad
been some denigration of the Emanuel family
but that is not the case. We merely said that a
public statement had been made; the name of
the family was irrelevant; it could have been
any family at all. The head of a Government
corporation, which is not answerable to this
Parliament, got on his hind legs in South Korea

and said that the corporation had paid a
million dollars as a down payment to buy four
pastoral leases in the Kimberley, and after that
statement had been made, the Minister for
Lands and Surveys, who is the only person
under the Land Act of this State with the right
to approve the transfer of such leases, said that
no decision had been made. That is the basis of
our concern. It is a scandal on its own. How
can the Government expect to walk around the
terms and conditions of the Land Act with the
Minister for Lands and Surveys still sitting in
his place? That is what the Premier did to this
Minister; he left him high and dry and
marooned him completely. This committee of
inquiry is sure to be set up and in that event
how will the Minister stand before the com-
mittee and justify his actions? He has
abdicated his ministerial responsibility because
he knows that the Government entered into
arrangements to purchase those properties be-
fore approval had been given.

Let us consider the normal procedure and
the requirements under the Land Act for such
dealings. The Pastoral Board reports to the
Minister for Lands and Surveys and makes
recommendations to him on whether an appli-
cant is suitable. Has the Minister ever proved
to the Western Australian Parliament that Mr
Gale of the Exim Corporation is a satisfactory
purchaser of these leases? Has the Pastoral
Board made a recommendation and has the
Minister accepted that recommendation and
approved the transfer of the leases? The Minis-
ter has not given the Parliament any indication
that that has been done. Certainly we know
that after we had publicly identified that the
head of the Exim Corporation was making pub-
lic statements about money changing hands
and properties being purchased, the Minister
for Lands and Surveys said that the transfer
had not been approved or a decision made in
this matter. That is a very serious claim. On the
one hand the Federal Parliament and the
Treasurer are telling the people of Australia for
what this $6 million of taxpayers' funds would
be made available, and on the other hand, that
was contrary to the advice given to this Parlia-
ment by the Premier and the Minister for
Lands and Surveys. The people of this State
have shown concern and anxiety that the terms
and conditions of the Land Act have been abro-
gated because the approval required under the
Land Act for the transfer has not been given.
The Land Act states that no transfer can take
place until it receives the Minister's approval.

Mr Mclver: I am not denying that.
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Mr LAURANCE: 1t may not have been
forthcoming until now. They are very serious
concerns that have been properly raised in this
place by the member for Vasse and there is
only one way in which to satisfy the public. The
Opposition represents the public interest in this
case. It will never be satisfied by the statement
that the Opposition can go to the Corporate
Affairs Office to check on the Exim Corpor-
ation. That is unsatisfactory to the Opposition
and, therefore, to the public of Western
Australia. If the Government wants to conduct
this exercise the only way it can do so is
through an appropriate Government agency
that can withstand the full scrutiny of this Par-
liament. The Government has decided not to
adopt that course; instead, it has used a secret
organisation. The only way to avoid the possi-
bility of a scandal is for the Government to
make sure the facts are put before the public.
This should be done by holding a full and
proper inquiry. We suggest that a Select Com-
mittee of this House and the other House be set
up so that the matter can be fully investigated
and the public's interest preserved.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Pemier) [8.47
p.m.]: I rise briefly to indicate that the Govern-
ment will not be agreeing to the motion moved
by the member for Vasse and seconded by the
member for Gascoyne. I rise simply to point
out one or two things that should be stressed
prior to the Minister for Lands and Surveys'
answering some of the very few substantial
points raised.

Consider this: We have seen tonight a mem-
ber stand and say that he will repeat certain
things outside the Parliament if the Govern-
ment will pay all his legal costs. Consider the
substance and honesty of someone who will say
that he will come outside and say these things
provided that if he is wrong he will not suffer.
In fact he said if he was wrong the Government
should pay his legal fees.

Consider the character, or the lack of charac-
ter, of any man who would stand up and say
that he was confident about the truth of what
he was saying tonight and that he would repeat
it outside if the Government would pay his
legal costs if he were wrong. That is the first of
the convictions against the member for
Gascoyne. He has publicly said that he believes
all of the things he has said but he- has not
produced any evidence.

Mr Laurance: Yes I have, the Federal
Mansard.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He has said if he is
Wrong and he repeats these things outside the
Government should pay his costs.

Mr Laurance interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I ask the

Premier to resume his seat. Members are ad-
vised that when I called "Order" on that oc-
casion, the member for Gascoyne immediately
replied from his seat that he had had plenty of
interjections during his speech and he intended
to continue to interject. 1 expect an apology
from the member for Gascoyne for that com-
ment.

Mr Laurance: So that we can be absolutely
certain about what I said, I said during my
speech-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The mem-
ber for Gascoyne should resume his seat. I ex-
pect an unequivocal apology from the member
for Gascoyne.

Mr Laurance: I rose to give an unequivocal
apology and I wanted to explain-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I will ask
the member for Gascoyne once more only to
give me an unequivocal apology. If he does not
do so I will take the appropriate action.

Mr Laurance: I am happy, if you, Mr Deputy
Speaker, insist that way, to give an unequivocal
apology.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me once again try
to trace the first point. What is the character,
what is the calibre of the substance of a man
who will stand up and say things without sup-
porting those things with any facts at all and
then say, **I am so certain of my position that I
will say these things outside, but if in the event
I am wrong, you pay my legal costs"?

The member for Gascoyne, firstly, has no
guts; secondly, he is so unsure of himself that
unless we guarantee to pay his costs in the
event that he is telling lies, he will not repeat
them outside.

Worse than that, leaving aside the question
of just why we should pay the legal costs of a
man who tells lies, is the complete absence of
any supporting facts that go to the statements
the member for Gascoyne has made.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! During the
member for Gascoyne's speech, Government
members on a number of occasions reacted in a
similar way to that being exhibited now by Op-
position members. During the member for
Gascoyne's speech I was about to rise and
suggest that if the Government's interjections
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were to continue in that way I would call for
order and ask that in future interjections be
singular rather than multiple. However, at the
time I decided that things had gone far enough,
Government members refrained from multiple
interjections. I would like, without my having
to make any further requests, for Opposition
members to interject in a slightly more orderly
fashion, if that is possible.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We have seen, firstly,
that the member for Gascoyne does not have
the courage to repeat outside what he says in
here unless the Government guarantees to pay
his costs.

Mr Laurance interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not want to muzzle
the member for Gascoyne. I welcome his com-
ments, because every time he stands in this
place and carries on in the way in which he
carried on this evening, the Opposition goes
that many further paces back from gaining
Government, because the people of this State
do not want a Government that boasts people
who are prepared to say things and then not
support them with facts, and then be as quaint,
as timid or as dishonest as to say, "I said all
those things and I will go outside and say them
if you will pay my costs in the event that I am
found to be telling lies." People ought to under-
stand that. The member for Gascoyne said
tonight, "If I am found out in telling lies, you
have to pay My Costs."

We also must look at the complete absence of
facts in support of what the member for
Gascoyne has had to say. And let me refer to
one thing that now the member for Nedlands
seems to cling to in supporting the member for
Gascoyne, when he refers to a statement by the
Federal Treasurer. As I understand it as it was
read by the member for Gascoyne, the Federal
Treasurer's comments concluded with the
words "and to give Aboriginal people an oppor-
tunity to purchase leases." That is as I under-
stand it; I have not seen the Hansard- From
those words the member for Gascoyne adduces
that there was some deal. How can he say there
is a deal? it may well have been the Federal
Treasurer saying that it was for these purposes
and to give Chinese a chance to purchase land.
In any case, what the Member for Gascoyne is
saying is that no Aboriginal person should be
able to purchase any land when it comes on the
market. Yet the member for Gascoyne wants to
twist and distort that statement from what it
can possibly represent into some sort of sup-

Dont for an allegation that there was some deal
by which these leases, once restructured, would
be passed to Aboriginal people.

Let me tell the member for Gascoyne and the
Parliament what the situation is. If an Aborigi-
nal community is able to discharge the obli-
gations of leaseholding, if an Aboriginal com-
munity has the capital to purchase a lease, its
application to purchase will be considered in
the same light as applications from white men,
from Chinese, or from Thursday Islanders.

If the member for Gascoyne wants to exclude
Aboriginal people with the expertise, the ability
and the capital from the prospect of purchasing
leases, that is a prospect we will not entertain.
For the member for Gascoyne to say that some-
how or other the Federal Treasurer's statement
that Aboriginal people would have the oppor-
tunity to purchase land constitutes a deal, not
only underlines the hypocrisy and dishonesty
of what he previously had to say, but also
shows his testimony to be absolutely worthless,
leaving aside the complete question of his plea
to be able to go outside and say things if we pay
his costs.

Now where is his belief in what he has to say?
If he cannot substantiate the allegations he
makes interminably in this place, he should not
make them. If he can substantiate them, let
him go outside and do so. It is as simple as that.

It is patently clear that the member for
Gascoyne, tring, to get a newspaper head-
line-that I suppose is something he can decide
about getting in any manner he thinks appro-
priate-is prepared to say anything, and pre-
pared to admit that he is not confident of the
truth of what he says, as evidenced by his uin-
willingness to say these things outside unless
we guarantee to pay his costs.

Mr Cash interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Mt

Lawley would not want to start interjecting
after his track record. He has been in this place
for just six minutes and cannot tell the truth
about a town planning committee meeting at
the City of Stirling. I have never seen a man
squirm so much as did the member for Mt
Lawley when the Minister for Planning gave
the member an opportunity to correct his
remarks.

Mr Laurance: What about the member for
Vasse?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I should think the
member for Gascoyne has heard enough in re-
buttal of his statement to want me to direct my
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attention to the member for Vasse, and I will
do so after I have finished with the member for
Gascoyne.

Mr MacKinnon: What has the Minister got
to say?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Minister will have
plenty to say.

At least the member for Vasse was not pre-
pared to do what the member for Gascoyne was
prepared to do in this matter; at least he tried
within his limited ability to carry on a debate
of substance about the restructuring of the
leases. The member for Vasse did not try to do
what the member for Gascoyne tried to do, and
that is to gain newspaper publicity by making
allegations which the member is not prepared
to make outside.

Mr Laurance: No, because I was elected to
Parliament to make them here.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let us cast our minds
back to the final words of the member for
Gascoyne after he said all those things. His
final words before he sat down were, "There is
a possible scandal." I suppose I can say that the
member for Gascoyne is a rapist. I will go
outside and say that if he will serve my time in
gaol and pay my fines and the legal costs I
incur. That is the same sort of thing.

Mr Laurance: Absolutely not.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Then I can say what the

member for Gascoyne just said to one of the
Government members, "Will you prove that
you are not?" That is the oldest trick in the
world. I really think it is time that all members
cast their minds to the things that the member
for Gascoyne has had to say and observe the
following facts: First, he did not support the
statements or claims that he made.

Mr Laurance: Yes, I did.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Secondly, he refused

twice to repeat the claims outside this House.
The first time he refused unless he was
guaranteed all his legal costs. Thirdly, he made
a claim about some deal between the Prime
Minister and presumably myself or the
Government and supported his claim with ref-
erence to Hansard which reported the Federal
Treasurer as saying that Aboriginal people
would have an opportunity to buy land.

Mr Hassell: No, he said that was the purpose
of the grant.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Unless the member for
Gascoyne is trying to say that Aboriginal
people should be excluded from possible pur-

chase there can be no sense in what the mem-
ber for Gascoyne has to say about the claim
that the Federal Treasurer somehow or other
lent weight to his argument.

Mr Hassell: The Treasurer said that was the
purpose of the grant.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The truth of the matter
is that this Government has embarked upon
the most exciting and long overdue
restructuring of Western Australia's pastoral
industry that has ever been undertaken. It has
involved an approach to the industry that was
ignored or was unknown to the Opposition
when it was in Government, and it will reshape
the pastoral industry by dividing present leases,
not only those purchased from Mr Emanuel but
others as well, into smaller, more viable and
certainly easier to run leases from the point of
view of family operations and also of smaller
companies.

In addition to that, the proposal being con-
sidered by the restructuring group is to ensure
that the capital expended on the leases is suf-
ficient between now and when they are divided
to ensure that they will be viable to an extent
that will add impetus to the abattoir industry in
the north-west and the Kimberley and also will
ensure that we have an industry capable of
responding to market demands and not dying
on the vine simply because it is unable to pre-
dict or cater for the demands of a market which
is rapidly changing. We make no apology for
the fact that the Government did not want
further overseas ownership of leases in the
Kimberley and we acted to ensure that some of
those people spoken of as prospective pur-
chasers were not able to proceed with the
purchase which was reported; we make absol-
utely no apology for that. We think it is in the
State's interests and in the interests of the in-
dustry itself

The industry representatives, the people who
are most affected by the Government's plans,
have almost universally welcomed the Govern-
ment's intentions. Maligned by the Oppo-
sition's repeated statements are people like
Max Cameron who is heavily involved in the
restructuring. He is the President of the Pastor-
alists and Graziers Association and is someone
who supports very strongly the action that the
Government is taking. What is the Opposition
saying about Max Cameron? Is the Opposition
saying he does not know what is good for the
industry? Is the Opposition saying that some-
how or other he is malevolent, that somehow or
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other Max Cameron is acting out of some
interest contradictory to that of the association
of which he is President?

Mr Old: He is not here to defend himself, so
you can say what you like.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He is taking part in the
restructuring.

Mr Old: You will put another slant on it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why would Mr

Cameron be advising the Government on the
implementation of his plans if he was opposed
to what the Government is trying to do, if he
was opposed to all of those things that the Op-
position says are so bad? Why would those
other people in the industry wh6 have
welcomed the Government's initiative, who
have spoken publicly and fulsomely in their
praise of the Government's initiative, be
insisting that we implement policies with which
they disagreed? There can be no reason except
that the Opposition could say that Mr
Cameron, the Primary Industry Association
and others in the industry, of absolutely impec-
cable reputation and character, are somehow or
other trying politically to help the Government
because one would not try to say that they are
not acting in what they perceive to be the best
interests of the industry. I suppose the only
other alternatives are that they are wrong-
headed and incorrect, or that they are
cooperating politically with the Government.
The third alternative is not true. The second, as
far as I am concerned, does not bear compari-
son with the facts because if those people are
not to perceive rightly the future of their own
industry there is no-one to whom a Govern-
ment can have recourse if it wants to
restructure areas or implement policies to ben-
efit a particular industry. Those people who are
willingly taking pant in the restructuring pro-
gramme are the people best able to advise
Government on what shape the industry
should assume for the future.

It ill behoves the member for Gascoyne, in
particular, and the member for Vasse-in his
case, not so harmfully to the reputation of
people, but certainly by implication-to Set
about a systematic destruction, without any
evidence to support that destruction, of the
reputations of people who range from those in
the industry who have publicly supported the
Government's proposition through to Minis-
ters and the Premier.

As far as we are concerned, the member for
Gaiscoyne, in particular, has been shown up
time and time again to be incapable of support-

ing the things he wants to allege by reference to
any facts whatsoever. That is not to say that the
things the member for Gascoyne says are not
hurtful; that is not to say that people who want
to embark on that sort of character assassin-
ation without any evidence do not insult or
concern people who are the subject of their
malicious and unsubstantiated attacks; but it is
to say that in the final analysis this community
will make a harsh judgment about the character
and the probity of the member for Gascoyne
because again tonight, in an unsubstantiated
and not supported manner, the member for
Gascoyne has said things that he has been un-
able to marry to the truth. He has gone further
tonight because he has held a mirror up to
reflect the dishonesty of the statements that he
has made, and that minror was his own ad-
mission that he is not prepared to say these
things publicly where aggrieved people can seek
some sort of redress for things he has had to say
tonight unless he has guaranteed immunity
from any hurt that flows from his own actions
as a result of the dishonest nature of his
statements. I rose, as I say, not to exclude-

Mr Blaikie: The Premier to Prime Minister
report, $6 million!

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -the contribution of

the Minister for Lands and Surveys who will
address all points that have been raised by the
Opposition; I rose simply to nail the actions,
the character and the dishonesty of a man who
is prepared to stand in his place and so
culpably refuse to support the allegations he
makes with any facts. Perhaps the member for
Gascoyne will get some news coverage for the
things that he has had to say, and I guess that if
the matter was to be viewed coolly, the more
publicity he gets, the better, because the More
publicity he gets, the quicker people will gener-
ally come to know the lack of substance that
stands behind his shadow.

I am suggesting, because I am the Leader of
the Government, that as far as this Govern-
ment is concerned, while we intend to adjourn
this motion, it is necessary to make it perfectly
clear that we do not support the proposed in-
quiry if only because, by supporting it, we
would be adding weight and credence to the
absurd allegations made by the member for
Gascoyne.

I rise to make it clear that we do not. I rise
also because, unlike the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, I will cover all the ground on which I
stand. I will reject the sort of allegations that
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are made without firing up backbench mem-
bers to make the allegations without any sup-
porting evidence that would lend credibility to
the things that are said. That is why I aim stand-
ing. I had not intended to contribute to the
debate.

Mr Old: You have not!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: As far as I am con-

cerned the allegations made by the member for
Gascoyne should be seen for what they are; that
is, absolutely unsubstantiated by fact.

As far as the Government is concerned there
can be no greater evidence in support of the
view that the member for Gascoyne has said
things that he himself does not believe than the
member's plea to be protected from the redress
that might fall naturally on a person who tells
lies. That is the bottom line. The member for
Gascoyne has said, "I will say these things
outside, but if I am found to be telling lies you
must pay the costs."

Mr Laurance: I did not say that at all.

Adjournment of Debate
MR McIVER (Avon-Minister for Lands

and Surveys) [9.13 p.m.]: I move-
That the debate be adjourned.

Question put and
following result-

Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee

Ayes
Mr Jamieson
Mrs Watkins

a division taken with the

Ayes 28
Mr Hodge
Mr Hughes
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 19
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Grayden

Pairs
Noes

Dr Dadour
Mr Cowan

Question thus passed.

Debate thus adjourned.

(T11ler)

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: LAND RIGHTS
Common wealth Legislation: Motion

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [9.17 p.m.]: I move-

That this Parliament expresses to the
Commonwealth Government its unquali-
fied opposition to the attempted impo-
sition on the State of Western Australia of
Commonwealth legislation relating to Ab-
original land rights and advises the Com-
monwealth Government and Parliament
that in the opinion of this Parliament-
(a) such legislation lacks Constitutional

authority and integrity;
(b) will lead to a serious confrontation be-

tween the State of Western Australia
and the Commonwealth of Australia;

(c) in particular that the attempted impo-
sition of such Commonwealth legis-
lation as is contemplated will provide
no material or social benefit for the
Aboriginal people of Western
Australia, will cause social division
between Aboriginal and non-Aborigi-
nal people in Western Australia and
will set back the advancement of the
Aboriginal people.

The Parliament therefore calls on the
Commonweath Government forthwith to
abandon its pretence of Constitutional
authority for uniform national land rights
legislation and its attempt to impose such
legislation on the State of Western
Australia.

The Parliament asserts its sovereign
Constitutional right to determine the dis-
position of the Crown lands of Western
Australia and to act in the interests and for
all the people of Western Australia without
interference from the Commonwealth.

I am simply amazed to note that in the Legis-
lative Council a similar motion to this was
opposed by the Labor Party. That means of
course that it will be defeated in this House by
the Government. It means that this Govern-
ment is prepared to allow the Commonwealth
Government to go on with its plans for
national uniform land rights; to go on asserting

(71ll11) that it has a constitutional right to impose uni-
form national land rights on this State without
an expression of opposition to those proposals
from the Parliament.

This motion was drafted in terms which we
believed would have the support of the
Government, and yet it was-the case that when
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a motion in identical terms came on for debate
in the Legislative Council it was opposed by
Hon. Peter Dowding, Hon. Kay Hallahan, and
Hon. Bob H-etherington, and it was opposed in
the vote by the members of the Labor Party in
that Chamber. I hope that when the Minister
responsible for replying to this motion rises in
his place he will take the trouble to point out
precisely to the Parliament why it is that the
Labor Party is not prepared to oppose, through
a resolution of the Parliament, the attempt by
the Commonwealth to exercise power over the
State of Western Australia and over the Crown
lands of this State, amounting to some 46 per
cent of Western Australia's land area.

Why is it that the State Labor Party is pre-
pared to signal to the Commonwealth that it
concurs with national uniform land rights legis-
lation by opposing a motion which challenges
the claims of the Commonwealth to its right to
impose this legislation on Western Australia? It
seems to me that there should not be a person
in this Parliament who is not prepared to say to
the Commonwealth that it has no con-
stitutional authority to interfere with Western
Australia by imposing legislation against the
will of this State in relation to the Crown lands
of the State and to establish a legal regime, if it
gets away with it, which allows Aboriginal
people, as a small percentage of our population,
to claim the land areas of this State as of right
excluding all other Western Australian people
from those rights and those opportunities.

It seems to me that every member of this
Parliament should be concerned that, if the
Commonwealth goes on with its proposed
national uniform land rights legislation, there
will be a serious confrontation with the State of
Western Australia, because if ever there was a
time for unity in this Parliament between the
two sides, it should be now in expressing and
supporting actions to stop the Commonwealth
trying to interfere in this State's rights and in
the rights of the people of the type contem-
plated by Mr Clyde Holding.

On 26 October one of the most shameful acts
in Australia's history will take place. We will
see the handing over by the Governor General
of the Commonwealth of Australia of Ayers
Rock to a tiny minority group. We will see the
handing over of ownership of that national
symbol and that national monument simply on
the basis of people's racial origin. We will see
established in the law of Australia for all time a
recognition of rights based on race.

All of those attempts since the Second World
War to endeavour to erase from our laws and
our attitudes the distinction of Australian
people one from another on the basis of race
will be defeated and undermined by this
shameful action of the Commonwealth
Government. I am very glad to observe the
Premier answered a question today stating that
be and his Ministers and the officers of the
Government will not be attending the cer-
emony surrounding that shameful act even
though some of them may have received an
invitation to attend.

Mr Davies: I did not get one.
Mr HASSELL: Many people got one. I

understand from news reports that the Com-
monwealth Government is spending more on
sending people to the handing-over ceremony
than the Northern Territory Government is
able to spend on its advertising campaign to
draw to the attention of the Australian people
the offensive and unacceptable conduct of the
Commonwealth Government in its inter-
ference with the land integrity of the Northern
Territory.

There has been considerable and lengthy de-
bate in this Parliament over the land rights
legislation of the present Government, legis-
lation which, I remind members, proposed to
allow Aboriginal people to claim 46 per cent of
the land area of Western Australia based on
their race, legislation which proposed to allow a
tiny minority of those Aboriginal people
special rights and privileges over vast areas of
the sea adjacent to the coast of Western
Australia to the exclusion of other Western
Australian people, legislation which proposed
special fights and privileges for Aboriginal
people in relation to parklands in Western
Australia, including Kings Park and the John
Forrest National Park and so on, legislation
which proposed to give to Aboriginal people
based on their race, special rights and privi-
leges in relation to the payment of rates and the
execution of judgments against them, legis-
lation which was designed, deliberately, on the
basis of race, to give special rights and privi-
leges not available to other Western Australian
people.

All of the key and critical elements contained
in that legislation are common to it and to the
legislation proposed by Mr Clyde Holding of
the Commonwealth Parliament. Of course, it is
significant that Mr Clyde Holding had his way
with the Federal Labor Caucus and was able to
force, with his left-wing extremist numbers, the
proposition that the Commonwealth should
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proceed with this legislation. What we simply
propose now is that the Parliament of Western
Australia should say clearly and unequivocally,
through this motion, that an attempt to inter-
fere in Western Australia's sovereign rights is
unacceptable. That the Labor Party here and in
the Legislative Council opposes this motion
underlines an assertion that has been made by
the Opposition and which is clearly now
demonstrated to be true, namely, that the
Labor Party has not abandoned its plans for
land rights, that the Labor Party supports its
proposals for land rights and that the Labor
Party will continue to attempt to impose land
rights on the Australian people. It will fail ut-
terly because the Australian people will see in
increasing numbers, as they realise what land
rights is about, as they see the symbolic
handing over of Australia's symbol in Ayers
Rock, how bad and how wrong and how evil
are these plans for land rights, rights which do
not exist, which are the inventions of political
activists, and which are the proposals of politi-
cal destroyers and haters and people who seek
to divide and separate and cause disharmony.

There is no doubt about the dangerous and
political motivations of those who support land
rights. There is no doubt about the intention of
those who support land rights to divide
Australia, to bring about a conflict between Ab-
original people and non-Aboriginal people, to
cause dissention, and resentment, and to cause
people to be prejudiced against Aboriginal
people because they are being given rights not
available to other Australians.

There is no question but that the Australian
people, with some exceptions, unfortunately,
are very fair-minded people prepared to give
anyone who makes a contribution a fair go and
prepared to give anyone who succeeds applause
for their success. Many Aboriginal people have
succeeded. Many Aboriginal people have risen
from the situation which, unfortunately, many
of them are in and have become very successful
contributory and active members of the wider
community.

Those people have no need of any claim to
Aboriginal land rights because they exercise the
real rights which they have as Australians to
buy and to sell land, to live as Australians, and
to contribute to the Australian community as
Australians. Those people are not claiming
land rights. Indeed, the tribal Aboriginal people
are not claiming land ights and neither are
those who congregate in some areas in unfortu-
nate circumstances. The real claimants of Ab-
(64)

original land rights are Europeans. While some
of them are motivated by good intentions,
many of them are not. Many are motivated by
an intention which is divisive and destructive.

We have before the House a motion which
very simply asks for this House to tell the Com-
monwealth to mind its own business and not to
attempt to impose on Western Australia some-
thing which is unacceptable to the vast ma-
jority of Western Australians, including many
Aboriginal people who know that the legis-
lation proposed by Mr Holding, far from ad-
vancing the Aboriginal cause, will set it back,
will disadvantage Aboriginal people and will
cause resentment towards them at a time when
they need support and encouragement and in-
volvement in the wider community.

Mr Bridge: What do you say to a West
Wyalong farmer with whom I happened to
have a discussion the other day who said that
like many Australians he was prepared to face
what history had to show us-that is, that we
have to face up to this issue? We must not
allow it to continue as a festering sore;
Australia as a nation has to face it.

Mr HASSELL: I would say to him what I say
to others about land rights: We will never solve
a problem by doing wrong. We will never
succeed in enhancing the relationships of
Australian people by dividing them. We will
never succeed in making non-Aboriginal
Australians more tolerant, more supportive,
and more welcoming of Aboriginal involve-
ment in our society by giving to Aboriginal
people special rights and privileges as a matter
of law which are not available to other
Australians. That is the essence of the issue. If
the member for Kimberley is going to oppose
this motion, he should say so now.

I am stunned and mystified by the fact that
the Labor Party opposed this motion in the
Legislative Council. I find it hard to believe
that the Premier, who has SO carefully
attempted to cultivate the impression that the
State Government opposes Mr Holding's land
rights, is not prepared to support a motion
which says clearly and unequivocally to Mr
Holding, "Get out of Western Australia and
mind your own business." It is not for Mr
Holding to interfere in the rights of the West-
ern Australian people; nor is it his right to in-
terfere with the sovereign powers of this Parlia-
ment as to the disposition of Western
Australian land. The limits of the power of the
Commonwealth are to resume land for the pub-
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lic purposes of the Commonwealth. It has no
right in a general sense to Crown land in West-
ern Australia.

Failure to pass this resolution is an invitation
to the High Court to give power to the Com-
monwealth which we should not concede it has.

Mr Bridge: Nobody has that right. We in the
State were obstructed by you when we tried to
do something about it.

Mr HASSELL: The member for Kimberley
claims to have been obstructed. I will tell the
House what else the Labor Party in this State
claimed. It claimed that if we defeated the land
rights package that it put up which would have
given away 46 per cent of this State to a tiny
minority we would have encouraged the Com-
monwealth to intervene. That is what it said.
How wrong it was, and how demonstrably
wrong.

The truth is that the Commonwealth is on
the run with respect to land rights. it knows it
is on the run. Mr Holding is under intense and
immense pressure from all around Australia.
He knows that not only the business com-
munity, ready as it is to conduct a massive
campaign against his proposals, but also the
Australian people in increasing numbers will
not tolerate the division of this nation by the
creation of a separate land area with a special
title and a special form of sovereignty which is
the ultimate objective. He knows that the more
time that goes by, the less likely it is that there
will be national uniform land rights. That is
why the Labor Party here tonight has the op-
portunity to put its position fairly and squarely
on the record as being in opposition to land
rights. But I fear it will not because, in fact, the
Labor Party supports land rights. If pushed, it
will even support Mr Holding's national uni-
form land rights concept because in the Legis-
lative Council, when given the opportunity to
support a motion in terms identical to that now
before the House, it opposed it. Hon. Peter
Dowding opposed it, Hon. Kay Hallahan
opposed it, and Hon. Robert Hetherington
opposed it. They opposed it because they sup-
port land rights.

Mr Bridge: That is understandable.
Mr HASSELL: Is the member for Kimberley

going to oppose the motion?
Mr Bridge: Everybody knows where I stand

on land ights.
Mr HASSELL: Is the member going to op-

pose the motion or support it?
Mr Bridge: You know the truth.

Mr HASSELL: What is the truth?
Mr Bridge: The land rights issue in this

country will have to be faced up to and those
who have enough courage and the wisdom to
see it in 1985 are the wise men of our nation.
That is all I say.

Mr HASSELL: I take it from the remarks of
the member for Kimberley that he will oppose
the motion because he supports Mr Holding's
land rights. HeI is saying that the land rights
issue must be faced up to. I make it clear that it
does need to be faced up to by people who have
the courage to throw the idea out the window
because it is a false proposition founded on a
misconception of the word "rights" and it rep-
resents a political attempt to create a division
in this country.

Land rights will do this country no good. The
granting of land rights will do neither Aborigi-
nes nor non-Aborigines any good. It will divide
people and divide the State from the Common-
wealth because, as sure as the sun rises, this
State cannot accept an interference in our
rights as a people when over 80 per cent of the
people are opposed to what is proposed. If the
Government wants to oppose this motion
tonight, I point out that in sheer political terms
that will help me: If the Government opposes
this motion, in sheer, blatant, political terms I
will be helped.

I assumed when I introduced this motion
that it would be supported by the Government.
I assumed that a motion so carefully drafted to
reflect precisely the stance which the Premier
has attempted to establish in relation to the
Commonwealth's activities would pass through
this House very easily and very simply.

Mr Bridge: If you were a fraction fair dinkum
on this issue you would have looked for some
support from some people.

Mr HASSELL: How can any member of
Government with any shred of integrity or
honesty suggest to me that I am not fair
dinkum in my opposition to land rights?

Mr Bridge: I will repeat it.
Mr HASSELL: No person in this Parliament

other than Hon. Norman Moore in the Legis-
lative Council has worked more continuously
and more consistently than I to oppose land
rights because of the evil it will do to Australia.
I have carried that view forward in the face of
very considerable opposition which the
Premier has thrown up at me many
times-from people who are traditionally sup-
porters of me and of my party. For it to be
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suggested that I am not fair dinkum in my
opposition to land rights has to be dishonest
because the accusation has no foundation.

On every occasion since before the last elec-
tion when I was Minister in charge of Aborigi-
nal affairs in this State I have never once con-
ceded that land rights is a basis or a foundation
for any action, because I believe it is wrong.
When I bring this motion before the
House-and I drafted the motion-it is be-
cause it is the Parliament, on behalf of the
people of this State, which should say very
clearly and unequivocally to the Common-
wealth that it should not proceed with its land
rights legislation.

In the upper House, members of the Govern-
ment opposed that proposition. There can be
only one conclusion and that is that given the
choice of supporting the overwhelming ma-
jority of the people of Western Australia who
oppose land rights, or supporting the Federal
Labor Party in its position on land rights,
members are prepared to support the Federal
Labor Party. That is the only conclusion which
can be drawn from the Government's oppo-
sition to this motion.

I say very honestly and simply that the defeat
of this motion will do nothing but help me
politically. But I still very much want this mo-
tion passed, because I want this Parliament to
say in unequivocal terms to Mr Holding and to
Mr Hawke and to every one of those Federal
politicians, Liberal or Labor-and I know
some Liberals support land rights-who sup-
port land rights, that if the Commonwealth
starts interfering in the rights of the people of
this State it will have a fight on its hands, not
just with the Liberal Party but with both sides
of the Parliament of Western Australia. I want
us to say as a Parliament that we will not toler-
ate interference by the Commonwealth In what
we see as a fundamental issue relative to the
future of Western Australia.

That is the position. Members opposite have
the opportunity to join in passing this motion.
They can take this motion and give it to Mr
Holding; they can do what they like in
presenting it. They need not mention to anyone
that it comes from the Opposition if they do
not want to, but they should support this mo-
tion every inch of the way. Even if members
believe in land rights, as Western Australians
they should be prepared to say to Canberra that
any interference in our rights-our
consitutional and legal rights, the rights of
people to be governed by their own Parlia-
ment-will not be tolerated. Members ought to

be prepared to say to those people in Canberra
that they will not allow them to interfere in
those rights.

Even the member for Kimberley knows that
if a State Government has sufficient determi-
nation it is able to thwart a Commonwealth
Government in practical terms from the impo-
sition of land rights. Instead of sitting back
meekly and talking about a possible challenge
in the High Court, the Premier ought to be
talking about a challenge at every level to the
imposition of land rights from Canberra. The
Premier ought to be pointing this out, and all
these Government advisers should be put to
work to point out the way- in which a deter-
mined State Government would defeat,
undermine and thwart a Commonwealth
Government which dared to enter this State
and try to give away this land on the basis of
race.

That is what should be done. The very
starting point should be this motion. Why is it
that no member of the Labor Party is prepared
to assert the sovereign constitutional right of
Western Australia to determine the disposition
of the Crown lands of Western Australia and to
act in the interests of all the people of Western
Australia without interference from the Com-
monwealth? Even the member for Kimberley,
who supports land rights, should be prepared to
say that he supports it under the law of the
State but not under the law of the Common-
wealth. The member for Kimberley should be
prepared to put aside his support of land rights
to support first and foremost all the people of
this State and to give them their rights ahead of
his particular interest in the subject of land
rights.

Mr Bridge: The people out there will judge
your contribution to their interests and my
contribution to their interests. There is one
reason why you and I can never come to a
comprise on land rights and that is simply this:
I treat the issue with compassion and feeling
for all the people in our society, but you see
land rights as being for one purpose and one
purpose only, and it comes back to votes. I do
not see votes as important; you do.

Mr HASSELL: I certainly see the right of
Western Australian people to determine their
future in a democratic way as being important.
I see that very clearly. I think that is what
elections and Parliaments are all about. If up to
83 per cent of Western Australian people are
opposed to land rights, they are entitled to have
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their will respected, and their will is that there
should be no land rights legislation in this
State, whether it be State or Federal.

The member can talk about compassion and
all those things and try to sound nice. He does
not have the exclusive right in this world to
claim compassion in relation to Aboriginal
people. What gives him that right? Why is it
that he suggests that, because he supports land
rights, he is compassionate, and because I op-
pose them I am not? What kind of a presump-
tion is that from the member for Kimberley?

Mr Court: I think the member for Kimberley
should also be fair. The Premier saw the issue
as a vote-catching issue from just before the
last election. Now he has had second thoughts
about it. Just before the last election-

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Nedlands should cease interjecting.

Mr HASSELL: Indeed what the member for
Nedlands said is so right. The Premier not only
saw votes in it but also he was trying to get the
member for Kimberley re-elected. He was try-
ing to win the seat of Pilbara, he was trying to
win the seat of Murchison-Eyre and also the
Legislative Council provinces. On that oc-
casion it did help him.

It ill behoves the member for Perth or the
member for Kimberley or any Other member Of
the Labor Party to come into this House and
make disparaging remarks about the fact that
the people of this State overwhelmingly oppose
land rights and then try to make out it is wrong
in some way that that opposition to land rights
should be reflected by me and my colleagues as
their representatives when members are
reminded so neatly, as they were a moment ago
by the member for Nedlands, how blatantly
and falsely they raised the hopes and the aspir-
ations of Aboriginal people in their efforts to
buy votes at the last election, and at the by-
election before that.

We should not allow these people on the
Government side to claim that they have a
monopoly on compassion and care simply be-
cause they support land rights and t ry to make
out that we on this side have some ill motive
because we are prepared to stand up in this
Parliament on every occasion through thick
and thin and through all the attacks of the
Government on people who traditionally sup-
port the Liberal Party. We oppose land rights
simply because we believe that the future of
this State will be best served by finding sol-
utions to people's problems on the basis of
having one country of people, whether they be

Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal, or Italian or
Greek or Yugoslav, or people of any other
nationality.

We believe further that this country will be
best served by going forward as a nation of
individuals who respect each other and each
other's rights and who have expectations of
each other in terms of contributions. I know it
is not fashionable to suggest that Aboriginal
people owe anything to our community but I
want to suggest that now. It is time someone
said that there are a lot of Aborigines who
make no contribution to our society and are
loudly represented by political activists who
keep claiming for those Aborigines not only
rights and privileges, but also entitlements to
be supported without giving anything in return.
It is time that some Aborigines who have the
capacity to make a contribution, do so and
make more of an effort rather than just sit back
and claim more and more benefits and more
and more rights without being prepared to
make any contribution.

Of course there are many other Aborigines
who are disadvantaged. There are many who
need special support in various ways just as
there are quite a number of non-Aboriginal
people who also are disadvantaged and who
need special support. The Liberal Party, in
Government and in Opposition, has supported
programmes designed to give assistance and to
recognise special needs but we will not support
now or on any other occasion the division of
Australians on the basis of race. The creation of
special rights and privileges for a minority
group on the basis of their race-rights and
privileges to be written into the law and hal-
lowed in the law, rights which in any normal
sense do not exist-should not be allowed. All
we ask is that this House, both sides of it,
should say very simply and clearly to the Com-
monwealth that it has no place in this debate in
terms of the issue of land in this State. That
issue, much and all as we may be divided on it,
will be determined by this Parliament and the
people of this State.

Members on this side are prepared to rest
our case on that, and we are prepared to do so
because we know that the vast majority of
people in this State do not want those rights
and privileges enshrined in the law but in fact
want equality of rights, equality of opportunity
and equality of responsibility. It is on that basis
that I move this motion.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [9.54 p.m.]: I sec-
ond the motion. The Leader of the Opposition
has very clearly and precisely outlined the im-
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parlance of this motion, which unfortunately
has become necessary because the Federal Min-
ister for Aboriginal Affairs, Clyde Holding, has
decided to proceed with national uniform land
rights legislation.

The whole so-called Aboriginal land rights
issue promoted by the Labor Party throughout
Australia has become a sick, sad and sorry af-
fair. I recall those funny orchestrated goings-on
surrounding the Noonkenbah dispute. Just
prior to the last election, the Premier made
some outrageous promises to certain groups of
Aboriginal people. We have seen the carryi ngs-
on of the Seaman inquiry; we have seen the
building up of false hopes; we have seen the
political expediency practised by the Premier
when bringing this issue to a head with a piece
of legislation from which he bailed out very
quickly in order to get the backlash of the elec-
torate out of the way; we have had to put up
with the games being played by the State Labor
Party's Federal counterparts, until now we face
the prospect of Commonwealth legislation
which definitely lacks constitutional authority
and integrity, as is clearly pointed out in this
very well drafted motion which is currently be-
fore the House.

While all these games are being played, the
people of the Australian Labor Party-who are
supposedly trying to help Aborigines-have
been harming the cause of the Aboriginal
people. In many cases they have caused con-
siderable harm and the Aboriginal cause has
been put back many years. In my short time in
Parliament, the politicisation of the Aboriginal
people by the Labor Party has been one of the
cruellest acts on a race of people that I have
witnessed. I do not say that lightly. I have
always had a great respect and love for the
Aboriginal people, and it hurts me to see these
people being pushed around by the many hyp-
ocrites opposite.

To many people in the Labor Party Aborigi-
nal land rights has now become one of those
single issues which they are pushing with great
fervour, often in an environment of ignorance.
I must say at this point that I do not put the
member for Kimberley in that category.

Mr Troy: When did you last go to the Court
of Disputed Returns in the Kimberley?

Mr COURT: The member for Mundaring
can get up and make a contribution to the de-
bate in his own time.

Mr Bryce: You are right out on that one.

Mr COURT: Not at all. I do not include the
member for Kimberley amongst those mem-
bers opposite who operate in an environment
of ignorance. The Aboriginal race in this
country has been treated to some harsh injus-
tices over the years and there has been a need
for change in the community's attitude.

Mr Tonkin: It is your side of politics, how-
ever, which always defended those injustices at
the time.

Mr COURT: We have seen the ALP pour out
millions of words on the Aboriginal issue, yet
members opposite have given very little genu-
ine assistance to those people.

Mr P.1J. Smith: What about South Africa?

Mr COURT: We can talk about the ALP
criticising what is happening in South Africa
and the way that blacks are treated in this
country. At the same time as these people op-
posite are instant experts on what is happening
in South Africa at this moment, we have Abor-
igines in this State living in appalling con-
ditions.

Government members are prepared to attack
another country and say that South Africa
should be doing this and that, yet the Govern-
ment is prepared to sit back and not face up to
the fact that many Aboriginal people in this
State are living in appalling conditions of
which we should all be ashamed. A thriving
Aboriginal industry has been built up in this
country whereby many whites pull millions of
dollars out of the Government's coffers which
should be going to Aboriginal people in need.
That is of great concern, and I am sure that the
Minister would like to see the Government get-
ting better value out of the millions of dollars
that are being spent in this field.

It has annoyed me to see the Labor Party
playing political games with the whole concept
of land rights. Now we have the national uni-
form land rights legislation under which the
Federal Government wants to split the nation
in two. Members opposite cannot deny that; it
is the most divisive action that any Govern-
ment could take.

I mentioned at the beginning of my speech
that there was a need for change. There is par-
ticularly a need for change in attitudes. Those
changes take time, and they certainly do not
move fast enough for some of us.

Mr Bryce: They have not moved since the
days of John Forrest.
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Mr COURT: What a ridiculous comment.
The Deputy Premier should get up and make a
contribution to this debate because it is a very
serious motion.

Mr Bryce: I anm reminding you and your ilk
that the attitudes you profess to be concerned
about have not changed since John Forrest was
in this Chamber. You have helped to keep
those attitudes fairly and squarely in the nine-
teenth century.

Mr COURT: I will stand on my record.

Mr Tonkin: What record? What did you do
in Government?

Mr COURT: I will stand on my personal
record, and I will stand upon the record of the
Liberal Party in Government and what it did to
genuinely improve the lot of the Aboriginal
people.

Mr Bryce: A record is something you have to
earn; you cannot inherit it.

Mr COURT: I say to members opposite who
are very quick to interject that this country
must be given a chance to improve the lot of
those people without our having to operate in
the divisive environment which has been
created, particularly by this Government when
it went about introducing the land rights legis-
lation. We have wasted three years trying to
improve the lot of Aboriginal people. All that
has happened in the community and in this
Parliament has been a debate about this
Government's divisive actions. It is sad that we
have wasted that time. We should set about
trying to do something to genuinely help those
people. Members on this side of the House
have shown they are prepared to work with
people of other political persuasions to try to
improve the lot of Aboriginal people.

Mr P. J. Smith: Other political persuasions
like the League of Rights?

Mr COURT: I was going to mention mem-
bers of the Australian Labor Party. We are pre-
pared to work with them to improve the con-
ditions of Aborigines and to change the atti-
tudes which many Australians have on racial
matters. Instead the ALP has decided to pro-
ceed on another route. The State legislation on
land rights has been through both Houses and
ended up being rejected. The community as a
whole is very opposed to land rights, but now
this same concept is being pushed on us in the
form of national uniform land rights legis-
lation.

I urge members opposite to support the mo-
tion before the House. The State ALP should
hop off its land rights band wagon and stop the
damage it is doing to the Aboriginal people. It
has done too much damage already in the last
three years. Let us stop that and see if we can-
not do something together to improve the situ-
ation.

The other concern I have is that the Aborigi-
nal people no longer trust this Government.
They have heard so many false promises and
had their hopes built up so often. Many Abor-
iginal people I talk to now know where they
stand with this Government. They have been
taken for a political ride.

The final point I want to make is that it is
about time we started doing more positive
things to assist Aborigines. We have to stop the
divisive action which the Labor Party has
initiated. The Government has been caught
playing political tricks and it has backfired very
badly on the Premier. As the Leader of the
Opposition said, it suited the Premier prior to
the last election to make vote-catching
statements. He said, "We will give you this and
give you that." Now it suits the Premier to start
ducking and diving in his usual deceitful way
on this issue. It is that deceit which has caused
the Aboriginal people to distrust what the
Government is saying.

Mr Read: What about your telling farmers in
the south-west that half of their farms would be
given away?

Mr COURT: We are not debating tonight
what would happen under State land rights
legislation. If the member wants us to debate
that legislation which was put up by his party,
well and good; I will do so.

This motion asks the Parliament to tell the
Federal Government to keep its grubby hands
out of this State. It is not the Federal Govern-
ment's business to start handing down legis-
lation which tells this State what to do with its
land. As much as we might disagree on the land
rights issue, surely this House agrees that the
Federal Government does not have the right to
tell us what we can do with our State. Even the
Minister agrees with that. He took out a full-
page advertisement relating to land rights on 9
October 1984. In that advertisement he said-

It also reflects the Government's belief
that this issue should be resolved by West-
ern Australians in Western Australia for
Western Australian conditions.

Mr MacKinnon: Isn't that what our motion
says?
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Mr COURT: Yes, it is. Aboriginal land rights but about whether the
Federal Government should be telling this

That was the Minister's attitude and that is State what it should do with its land.
what he clearly put out in a full-page advertise- Isupport the motion.
ment in a newspaper. That is what this motion
before the House is about tonight and I urge Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Tonkin
members opposite to think seriously about it. It (Leader of the House).
is not so much about the pros and cons of House adjourned at J.)I1p.mr.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

784. Postponed.

HEALTH
Cystic Fybrosis Patients: Long-term

Management
870. Mr OLD, to the Minister far Health:

(1) Did he set up a working party under
the chairmanship of Mr Ivor Davies
to examine issues relating to the long-
term management of patients with
cystic fibrosis?

(2) If "Yes", would he please advise-
(a) who were the members of the

working party;
(b) what were the terms of reference

within which the working party
made its investigations;

(c) has the working party finalised its
enquiries;

(d) if "Yes" to (c), what
recommendations were made to
him;

(e) what action has been taken to im-
plement recommendations of the
working party;

Mr

(f) would he please table the report
of the working party?

HODGE replied:
(1) Mr Davies, Chief Executive Officer,

Princess Margaret Hospital was asked
to review management of cystic fi-
brosis patients. A working party was
not formed but Mr Davies sought in-
formation from various individuals
closely involved with the delivery of
services to cystic fibrosis patients.

(2) (a) Detailed written submissions
were presented by-

Mrs Marjorie Harper-Chief
Physiotherapist Princess
Margaret Hospital
Mr Bruce Dufty-Principal
Clinical Psychologist (Health
Department, Western
Australia)
Mrs Cherie Dia-
mond-Principal Physio-
therapist (Health Depart-
ment, Western Australia)

Additional information was
provided by-

Ms Robyn Loughrey-Admin-
istrator, Cystic Fibrosis Assoc-
iation
Mrs Jan Stewart-Chief
Social Worker, Princess
Margaret Hospital
Dr Robert Kosky-Director
of Child Psychiatry, Princess
Margaret Hospital
Professor Lou Landau-Pro-
fessor of Child Health, Uni-
versity of Western Australia

(b) the objective of the review was to
assess what services could poss-
ibly be provided, short and long-
term, from existing resources or
with minimal additional re-
sources through the combined ef-
forts of the Cystic Fibrosis As-
sociation, the Health Department
of Western Australia, and
Princess Margaret Hospital;

(c) a report was submitted to the
commissioner of Health on 5
August 1985;

(d) the report of Mr Davies is
internal advice provided to the
Commissioner of Health and will
not be made public;

(e) the recommendations are under
active consideration and I am
meeting with representatives of
the Cystic Fibrosis Association on
I November.

(f) see (d).

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Profit: Investments
895. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Treasurer:

(1) With respect to the Western
Australian Development Corporation,
is part of the profit recorded in the
annual report derived from the place-
ment of this State's money being
invested in the money market?

(2) If so, what profit was derived from
this source?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) It would be most uncommon,

in fact iinprudent, of any corporation
to disclose publicly profit or loss on
individual transactions, especially in
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the temporary investment of funds. In
this regard the Western Australian De-
velopment Corporation is no excep-
tion and for obvious commercial and
prudential reasons, the publication of
profit and loss on individual
transactions is a matter of commercial
confidentiality to the corporation.

However, for the member's infor-
mation, the amount of interest income
paid by WADC on Treasury deposits
in the six-week period ending 30 June
1985, the actual period in 1984-85 in
which the corporation commenced to
receive short-term Treasury deposits,
amounted to$[ 358 794.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT

Film Monitoring Service: Accounts

905. Mr THOMPSON, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Is he aware that for about a year now
his department has been sending
monthly accounts of $2 to each dental
surgeon using its film monitoring ser-
vice?

(2) What is the cost to his department of
this method of collecting $2 per
month from each such dental surgeon?

(3) Has his department ever considered
adding the monthly $2 to the annual
registration fee for the apparatus, with
a consequent saving of taxpayers'
money?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) Personal radiation monitoring is
obligatory for persons who in the
course of their work use x-ray ma-
chines and ionising radiation. This in-
cludes doctors, dentists,
radiographers, nurses, and research
workers in the human and veterinary
health services and the wide range of
industries.

An annual charge of $5 per person and
a fee of $2 for each film badge
processed is made.

There are approximately 1 000 users
of the radiation protection service and
some 18 000 film badges are processed
each year.

(2) and (3)As the department is engaged
in collecting numerous fees and
charges, it is not possible to-isolate the
cost associated with one specific
charge. As accounts are issued bi-
monthly or quarterly, such costs
would be minimal. However, the de-
partment is currently reviewing charg-
ing methods.

919. Postponed.

BUSINESSES: SMALL BUSINESS

Invitations: Mailing Lists

920. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Small
Business:

(1) What mailing lists have been used to
contact small businesses throughout
Western Australia for his "informal"
meetings on small business?

(2) Have any official mailing lists from
the Corporate Affairs Office been
used?

(3) Have any official lists from other
Government departments been used?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) to (3) The mailing list was generated
from publicly available information.
No confidential or Corporate Affairs
Office records were used.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

WA Development Corporation: Share Sales

926. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer

Has the Government completely
abandoned its original aim of selling
shares in the Western Australian De-
velopment Corporation to the public?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

When enacting the Western Australian
Development Corporation Act, the
Government made provision for
shares in Western Australian Develop-
ment Corpomation to be issued to the
public, the timing and arrangements
for which have not yet been con-
sidered; and given the reported profit
and dividend of the corporation for its
first year of operation, the member's
interest is understandable.
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GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING
"Western Australia: State of the Future"

Production
929. Mr COURT, to the Minister for

Industrial Development:
(1) Were the current television advertise-

ments "Western Australia. State of the
Future" produced in Western
Australia?

(2) What advertising company was used?
(3) What was the cost of the production?
(4) What is the budgeted cost for showing

the advertisements?
Mr BRYCE replied:
(I) I refer the member to my reply to a

question without notice on this matter
from the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition on Tuesday, 8 October 1985.

(2) Jenkin Morgan Aitken.
(3) $165477.
(4) $319795.

COMMUNITY SERVICES
"People Who Care "?,Funding

936. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) What funding was provided by the

State Government during the 1984-85
financial year to the organisation
"People Who Care"?

(2) Have "People Who Care" made a sub-
mission to Government for continued
funding?

(3) What has been the outcome of that
submission?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) "People Who Care" received a grant

of $5 000 under the States Grants
(Home Care) Act during 1984-85.
This was a cost-shared grant, with the
State Government contribution being
$2 500. A grant was also made from
the Department of Community Ser-
vices for modifications to a vehicle.

(2) Yes. "People Who Care" have applied
for funding under the home and com-
munity care (HACC) programme.

(3) 1 expect to sign shortly an agreement
with the Commonwealth Government
initiating the MACC programme in
WA. The MACC programme will he a
Commonwealth-State cost-shared pro-

gramme. Decisions on funding of eli-
gible organisations will be made
jointly by myself and the Federal Min-
ister for Community Services, Senator
Grimes. I expect decisions concerning
1985-86 funding under the MACC
programme to be made in early
December 1985.
The Minister for Budget Management
has recently offered "People Who
Care" a grant of $10 000.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS: BANK
Definition: WA Development Corporation

941. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:
Does the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation or. any of its
subsidiaries--i.e. companies in which
it has more than five per cent of the
shareholding-fall within the defi-
nition of a "Bank" under section 37 of
the Financial Administration and
Audit Bill 1985?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
No.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Trump Card International

946. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Consumer
Affairs:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the existence

of an organisation called Trump Card
International?

(2) if "Yes", what is the nature of its op-
eration?

(3) Is the organisation under investigation
by the Department of Consumer Af-
fairs?

(4) What is the result of such investi-
gation?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) and (3) Yes-
(2) and (4) The department's investi-

gations are still proceeding.

MR KEITH GALE
Office

947. Mr OLD, to the Premier:
With respect to his answer to question
717 (1) of 19 September, concerning
Mr Keith Gale's office-
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(a) where is Mr Gate's office or
offices;

(b) what Government department,
agency, corporation, or organis-
ation is responsible for providing
the office space used by Mr Gale?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(a) Mr Gale's principal office is at the cor-
ner of Vulcan and Bannister Roads,
Canning Vale;

(b) not applicable.

MR KEITH GALE

West Kimberley Pastoral Reconstruction
Consultative Committee

948. Mr OLD, to the Premier:

(l)lIs the report in The West Australian of
10 September 1985 that Mr Gale is
Chairman of the West Kimberley pas-
toral reconstruction consultative com-
mittee factual?

(2) If so, what remuneration does he get
for such position in view of the fact
that such position would not fall
within the definition of "independent
consultant who supplies certain advis-
ory services to Exim Corporation",
given in answer to question 566 of 17
September, and question 717 of 19
September 1985?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The committee is an honorary advis-
ory committee. All members are un-
paid.

MR KEITH GALE

Exim Corporation

949. Mr OLD, to the Premier:

How does he reconcile the answer he
gave on 21 August 1985 to question 9,
concerning Mr Keith Gale's position
with the answer he gave to question
717 of 1985?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

No inconsistencies exist between the
two answers.

MR KEITH GALE

Office
950. Mr OLD, to the Premier

What are the duties and
responsibilities of "independent con-
sultant" referred to in the answer to
question 717 (3) of 19 September
1985, and what costs and conditions
attach to those duties and
responsibilities, including amongst
other things transport, travel, and ac-
commodation, additional to office ac-
cornmodat ion?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

To advise and assist as required under
the terms of his consultancy. The de-
tails concerning outgoings by the
Western Australian Exirn Corporation
in respect of arrangements with its
employees and consultants are of a
commercial character.

951. Postponed.

LAND: NATIONAL PARK

Hamnerstey Range; School Camping Facilities

952. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:

(1) Are there any facilities for school
camping in the Hamersley Range
National Park?

(2) If so, where are these facilities
located?

(3) What groups are entitled to use these
facilities?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(1) and (2) Yes, but they are limited.
There are four camping areas in
Ham ersley Range National Park, Iwo
each in the Red-Joffre-Weano Gorges
area and the Yampire-Dales Gorges
area. Schools are able to use the basic
facilities-toilets and cooking
areas-in these camping areas. Pro-
vision is also made for schools 10 use a
more remote area near Jofire Gorge.

(3) Any group, not only a school group, is
welcome to use the facilities. As far as
my department is concerned only one
school group has soughut to use the
area.
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EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Housing: South-west

953. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Housing:

What housing accommodation does
the Government make available for
teachers in-

(a) Manjimup;

(b) Pemberton;

(c) Northcliffe; and

(d) Nannup?
Mr WILSON replied:

The Government Employees' Housing
Authority provides teacher accommo-
dation as follows-

(a) Manjimup-
15 x 3 bedroom units
3 x 4 bedroom units
2 x 2 bedroom units;

(b) Pemberton-
2 x 3 bedroom units
2 x 2 bedroom units;

(c) Northcliffe-

3x3 bedroom units;
(d) Nannup-

6 x 3 bedroom units.

ROTTNEST ISLAND
Draft Management Plan: Report

954. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Has the Government received
nal report on the Rottnest
Board draft management
completed by the Rottnest
management planning group?9

the fi-
Island

plan
Island

(2) If so, when was that final report
received?

(3) When will that final report be re-
leased?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yet.
(2) 12 September 1985.
(3) The detailed and comprehensive

three-volume report is currently being
studied by the Minister for Tourism.

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
Equal Opportunity Superintendent

955. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Who is the Education Department

superintendent for equal opportunity?
(2) What is the total staff in relation to

this position of superintendent?
(3) On what basis does the superintendent

act in terms of directions to schools?
(4) Are those guidelines or directives

available for public scrutiny?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Ms Sandra Brown, B.Sc., B.Ed.

(Hons), M.Ed. MACE.
(2) Equal opportunity branch establish-

ment is two education officers. Two
education officers and 1.2 clerical
officers are supported from Common-
wealth grants.

(3) The Superintendent of Equal Oppor-
tunity is responsible for providing-

Consultative and advisory sup-
port to schools;
professional development
opportunities for staff;,
resource materials for teachers'
use.

(4) Yes.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL
Dalkeith: Student-free Day

956. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Education:
(I) Why is the Dalkeith Primary School

having a second pupil-free day on
Friday, 8 November?

(2) Are parents entitled to insist that their
children attend school and receive
tuition from the teachers?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Two school development days-pupil-

free-were granted each primary and
secondary school;, the first in second
term and the second before 15
November in third term.

(2) No. It is understood that these days
were to be organised so that school
staffs could plan for the changes being
implemented as a result of the Beazley
Report recommendations.
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The days provide the opportunity for
a "whole" school approach-so essen-
tial to the planned and coordinated
continuity of education.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: AYERS ROCK
Handing Over Ceremony: Invitation

957. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government received any in-

vitation for-
(a) him;
(b) any Minister;
(c) the head of any department; or
(d) an officer of any department,
to attend the ceremonial associated
with the handing over of Ayers Rock
to the Aboriginal community later this
month?

(2) Whether or not any formal invitation
has been received, will-
(a) he;
(b) any Minister;
(c) the head of any department; or
(d) any officer.
be attending that ceremonial Or any
associated activities?

(3) If the answer to (2) in any respect is
"Yes", what are the details?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) (a) The Premier has not received an

invitation to attend the ceremony
for the banding over of Ayers
Rock to the Aboriginal com-
munity on 26 October 1985;

(b) however, the Minister with
special responsibility for Aborigi-
nal Affairs did receive an invi-
tation to attend on 26 October-

(c) and (d) I am advised by the Depu-
ty Commissioner, Aboriginal Af-
fairs Planning Authority, that he
has not, nor has any officer to his
knowledge, received any invi-
tations.

(2) (a) The Premier will not be
attending;

(b) the Minister with special re-
sponsibility for Aboriginal Affairs
will not be attending;

(c) and (d) as far as the Deputy Com-
missioner's office is aware, no
officer from his department will
be attending.

(3) Not applicable.

LAND: NATIONAL PARK

Hamners/ey Range: Mining

958. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:

(1) Have any applications been lodged for
a mining operation in the Hamersley
Range National Park?

(2) If "Yes", has the Environmental Pro-
tection Authority considered an en-
vironmental review and management
programme report on the possible
damage to the park, and if so, was the
Environmental Protection Authority
in favour of the mining operation?

(3) Does he intend to allow the mining
operation to proceed?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) A two-stage proposal to explore and
assess the Armway gold prospect has
been received. Approval has been
granted for the first stage, involving
surveys, mapping, shallow costeaning,
and shallow drilling, to proceed. Stage
two, scheduled to involve bulk sam-
pling, may not proceed unless a satis-
factory arrangement has been reached
with the National Parks and Nature
Conservation Authority as to rehabili-
tation and revegetation, with an ap-
propriate bond arrangement to ensure
compliance with conditions.

(2) An ERMP for the project has been
considered by the Environmental Pro-
tection Authority, and its report has
been made public. In brief, the En-
vironmental Protection Authority
recommended that mining should not
be allowed, but because it was
opposed to the principle of mining in
national parks, not because it ident-
ified any environmental problems
with the project.

(3) No decision on a proposed mining op-
eration can be made until the results
of the exploration and assessment pro-
gramme are known.
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RACING AND TROTTING
Swabs: Results

959. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the article

published in the Daily News on
Tuesday, 24 September 1985, in
which the Western Australian Trotting
Association claimed that equipment
failures at the Government Chemical
Laboratories were contributing to de-
lays in the release of swab results?

(2) If "Yes", can the Minister advise the
reason for these failures in the equip-
ment used by the Government Chemi-
cal Laboratories?

(3) What action is proposed to alleviate
these equipment failures?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes. Failures of the gas

chromatograph-mass spectrometer,
the instrument used for confirming
the identity of drugs, contributed to
delays in reporting results of analysis.

(2) The reason for the failures is that the
equipment is nearing the end of its
useful life and, therefore, prone to
breakdown.

(3) Consideration is being given to pro-
viding funds to replace the ageing
equipment.

CHEMICALS
Government Chemical Laboratories: Waler and

Gas Supplies
960. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals

and Energy:
(1) Were water and gas supplies cut off to

the Government Chemical
Laboratories as a result of the demo-
lition of the former Governiment
Chemical Laboratories administration
building?

(2) If "Yes", for how long were supplies
cut off and did this cause unnecessary
disruptions to work schedules?

(3) Will staff at the Government Chemi-
cal Laboratories be given adequate no-
tice of future disruptions in essential
services?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes. Ring mains were breached on

Saturday, 28 September 1985.

(2) Supplies were restored late on the
afternoon of Tuesday, I October
1985. Work schedules were disrupted.

(3) Demolition is now complete.

CHEMICALS
Government Chemical Laboratories:

Demolition Work
961. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals

and Energy:
(1) Are vibrations being caused by demo-

lition works at the Government
Chemical Laboratories having a detri-
mental effect on scientific equipment
located at the Government Chemical
Laboratories?

(2) If "Yes", can he advise on the antici-
pated cost of repairing the damaged
equipment?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Vibration has interrupted use of some

instrumentation.
(2) Damage, if any, attributable to vi-

bration during demolition and con-
struction is believed to be covered by
insurance carried by the building con-
tractor.

WILDLIFE: FLORA
"Acacia guinettii ": Time Limit

962. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) Further to recent questions asked con-

cerning problems experienced over
rare flora and land by the Hemnsleys of
"Glenfield" near Geraldton, is he
aware that there has been much pub-
licity recently, favouring the gravel de-
posit being returned to the Hemsleys?

(2) Is he aware that Acacia guinetti has
been collected for 23 years, and that a
quantity of seed has been taken for
propagation?

(3) Would he state why the circumstances
which led to Acacia guineltii being
listed as rare must still apply?

(4) Would he state why there are no hard
and fast rules as to the length of time
rare flora remains listed as rare?

(5) Would he explain why the Act cannot
be amended to specify a time limit for
compensation settlement?
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(6) (a) Would he explain why loss of use
or enjoyment does not exceed five
years; and

(b) does this mean the department is
at liberty to keep injured parties
waiting for five years;

(7) What objection does he have to the
Written valuation of the land exchange
being made available to the Hemsleys?

(8) Can the Hemnsleys expect to receive a
copy of the written valuation?

(9) Would he name the representative and
his qualifications who carried out the
valuation for the Hemsleys' land
exchange?

(10) If not, why not?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(1) No.

(2) 1 recently provided this information
when answering question 658.

(3) Because 1 believe they do.

(4) Circumstances differ in each case.

(5) The present provision is generally con-
sidered to be satisfactory.

(6) When the legislation was enacted it
was anticipated that such a period
would allow sufficient time to come to
other arrangements for the protection
of the flora and/or conduct further
necessary research in respect of a
species. Sections 23F (8) and (9) of the
Wildlife Conservation Act are rel-
evant in this regard.

(7) and (8) 1 will write to the Hemnsleys
and advise them of the details.

(9) The valuation was provided by the
Valuer General. The officer who
inspected the property and provided
local valuation data was Mr K. Watt,
FAIV.

(10) Not applicable.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Directors: Payments

963. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Will he confirm the information
contained in the 1984-85 annual re-
port of the Western Australian Devel-

opment Corporation that four of its
directors 'received payments in ad-
dition to their normal directors' fees?

(2) Will he provide details of each
amount of remuneration paid to rel-
evant directors for professional and
consulting services in addition to their
normal directors' fees?

(3) Will he explain the exact nature of the
professional or consulting services for
which benefits were received by each
of the directors concerned in addition
to their normal directorst fees?

(4) Is he aware that, while the practice of
public company directors receiving
consulting fees through their private
business interests does occur with a
number of firms, the ratio of four out
of nine of the Western Australian De-
velopment Corporation's directors re-
ceiving additional benefits appears
unusually high?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (4) The Leader of the Opposition
should be aware that it is not for me to
confirm statements contained in the
annual report of the western
Australian Development Corporation
but, more importantly, the auditors of
the corporation's accounts. If the
member refers to pages 29-3 6 of the
annual report of WADC for the 12
months ending 30 June 1985, he will
find that the directors themselves de-
clare that certain payments have been
made in respect of the professional
services provided by firms in which
they have an interest and which have
been confirmed by the auditors. The
State of Western Australia and
WADC are fortunate to have the ben-
efit of the expertise and experience of
some of Perth's leading businessmen
as directors of WA DC, and, equally
importantly, access to the very high
standard of professional services
provided by all the firms engaged by
WADC both in its establishment and
formative operating stages.

964. Postponed.
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ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Drinking Rights: Carnarvon

965. Mr LAUIRANCE, to the Premier:

(1) Has he received a letter and a petition
from several elderly Aboriginal people
at Carnarvon seeking the removal of
drinking-alcohol-rights from Abor-
igi nes?

(2) Will he accept the petitioners' views
that such a move may be necessary for
the welfare and even the very survival
of the Aboriginal people?

(3) How has he responded to the pet-
itioners?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) and (3) The petition was acknow-
ledged by me on 4 September and the
matter referred to the Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal
Affairs for consideration and direct re-
sponse- The Minister has since ad-
vised the petitioners that existing
legislation will be reviewed to ascer-
tain the possibility of either changing
the law or introducing other laws
which would more effectively control
alcohol being brought into certain Ab-
original communities.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS: BUILDING
SOCIETIES

Interest Rates: Government Assistance

966. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

Under what Act of Parliament did the
Treasurer direct the $72 million of
Treasury funds to be deposited on an
unsecured basis with building
societies?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Under the housing loan interest sub-
sidy scheme, the State Housing Com-
mission advanced loans totalling
$70 757 500 to building societies on a
secured basis in accordance with the
Housing Act 1980.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Short-term Money Market: In vestments

967. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
Is money from the Treasury invested
by the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation under the
guidelines of the Public Moneys In-
vestment Act 196 1?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Yes.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Short-term Money Market: Assets

968. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
Is the practice of the Western
Australian Development Corporation
to show all their short-term money
market assets on an 'at market value''
on the day of balance?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

No.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT- WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Short-term Money Market: Income

969. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

Out of the $1.8 million of profit listed
in the Western Australian Develop-
ment Corporation reports, what was
the income derived from money mar-
ket operations from its trading of se-
curities as opposed to the gapping in-
come achieved from the captive
Treasury deposits?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

if the member reads correctly the
profit and loss statement as reported
on page 31 of the Western Australian
Development Corporation annual re-
port for the twelve months ending 30
June 1985, he will ascertain that the
operating profit before statutory divi-
dend was $4 617 743 and not $1.8
million. The figure of $1.8 million re-
ferred to in the member's question ap-
pears to approximate the actual statu-
tory dividend of $1 766 511 to be paid
to the State from the profits of
WADC.
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INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Short-t erm Money Market: In vestments

970. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

Does the Treasury know daily of the
specific investments made on its be-
half by the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Yes.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Gearing Levels

971. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

(1) What is the maximum level that the
Western Australian Development
Corporation has been geared up to un-
til 30 September 1985?

(2) Does the Government intend
maintaining these gearing levels?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) The commercial operations of
Western Australian Development
Corporation and in particular, its
borrowing and investment policies,
are governed by its board of directors,
not the Government. The member
should be aware that the Board of the
WADC is comprised of leading Perth
businessmen with outstanding exper-
tise and many years of business ex-
perience.

FLAGS

Western A ust ration: Supply

972. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Premier:

Does the State Government intend to
supply Western Australian flags to
various organisations which request a
flag?

Mr BRI[AN BU RKE repl ied:

State flags are available on a loan basis
to organisations for specific functions.

973 and 974. Postponed.

HEALTH
Hospitals: Patient-physiotherapist Ratio

975. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) What is the ratio of physiotherapists

to patients at hospitals equivalent to
Murray District Hospital?

(2) How does the Murray District Hospi-
tal stand up by comparison?

(3) How many physiotherapists are
employed at the health centre in
Mandurab?

Mr [HODGE replied:
(I) The two most comparable hospitals

are Rockingham-Kwinana District
Hospital and Warren District Hospi-
tal, Manjimup.
Ratio-Physiotherapist: inpatient.

Rockingham 1:3 1.2
Warren Districts 1:51
Murray Districts 1:65

(2) In comparison with the above hospi-
tals, the physiotherapist: inpatient
ratio is lower.

(3) There are three full-time and one part-
time physiotherapists at Man-
durah Community Health Centre.

976. Postponed.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: OFFICES
Member for Mandurak: Outgoing Costs

977. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Premier:
(1) Further to question 569 of [985, are

there any -other outgoing costs
involved with the former electorate
office of the member for Mandurah at
16 Pinjarra Road, Mandurah?

(2) If so, what are they, and how much?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) and (2) Normal outgoings of elec-

tricity and cleaning of approximately
$1 600 per an num.

AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT
Research Officers

978. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) H-ow many research officers are

employed by the Department of
Agriculture?
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(2) How many farm advisers are
employed by the Department of
Agriculture?

(3) Is there a balance between research
officers and farm advisers?

(4) Is the work done by the research
officers relevant to what is required in
the field by the farm advisers?

(5) Has he given any thought to advisers
also being the research officers so the
relevant problems to farmers can be
researched?

Mr EVANS replied:
(1) and (2) As at 4 October 1985 the de-

partment employed the following pro-
fessional staff in the categories as
specified-
Mainly research duties- IS?7
Mainly advisory duties- 133
In addition to the above the Depart-
ment employed 48 veterinary officers
whose duties covered regulatory ac-
tivities as well as research and exten-
sion.

(3) and (4) Yes.
(5) All advisers undertake some research

as a normal part of their duties.

EDUCATION: TERTIARY
WA College ofA dvanced Education: Bun/wry

979. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is he aware that negotiations between

the Western Australian College of Ad-
vanced Education, the Western
Australian Institute of Technology
and the Western Australian Past Sec-
ondary Education Commission to
contract the Bachelor in Applied Sci-
ence (Nursing) degree to conduct the
course at the Bunbury Institute of Ad-
vanced Education have failed due
to-
(a) funding difficulties;
(b) duration of the proposed course;
(c) education entrance requirements;
(d) contracting of members?

(2) Is he aware vacancies for an intake for
February 1986 have been advertised?

(3) What is he going to do about the situ-
ation?

(4) Is Bunbury the only college affected?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) 1 am aware that negotiations to con-

duct the Western Australian Institute
of Technology Bachelor of Applied
Science Degree in Nursing at the
Bunbury Institute of Advanced Edu-
cation are now at an end.

(2) Yes, such advertising was undertaken
by the Bunbury Institute of Advanced
Education in anticipation of a success-
ful outcome to these negotiations.

(3) I have been advised that the Western
Australian College of Advanced
Education is seeking approval to in-
troduce in 1986 its own Bachelor of
Applied Science Degree in nursing. If
approved, it is intended to offer this
degree course in Bunbury.

(4) Yes.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

GOVERNMENT MEDIA OFFICE
Informacion: Policy

235. Mr TUBBY, to the Premier:
I refer the Premier to question 898
which he answered yesterday, and
ask-
(1) Is he aware that the Government

Media Office was not established
until after his election as Premier?

(2) If so, how does he explain his
answer-and I quote-

There has been no change to
the arrangements instituted
by the previous Govern-
ment?

(3) Will he now instruct the unit
operating within his own depart-
ment to make available to the
Parliamentary Library infor-
mation requested, as has been the
practice until recently?

(4) If not, why not?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (4) 1 am not sure about whether the

question that is asked today refers
rightly to the establishment of the Me-
dia Office or to the practice of
distributing media releases, and so I
cannot say whether Or not the member
for Greenough is right in assuming
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that the unchanged practice refers to a
structure or to a practice of
distributing Press releases.
If the member for Greenough is very
keen on having the Parliamentary Li-
brary receive Press statements that are
distributed by the Media Office, I will
take it up with the director of the
office and if, with the present re-
Sources, the director is able to arrange
for that to happen, I do not suppose he
will have any objection to arranging
for the releases to be delivered.
However, I thought when the question
was asked yesterday that the subject of
the question was the practice of
distributing releases, not of the estab-
lishment of the Media Office; and per-
haps that is why, from recollection, 1
answered the question in the way in
which it was answered.
However, as it seems that the member
for Greenough is interested in having
Press releases from the Media Office
provided to the Parliamentary Li-
brary, without any commitment I will
take that up with the director of the
office and if, with present resources,
that can be arranged, I will ask him to
do so.

TAXES AND CHARGES: SALES TAX
Earth Stations

236. Mr BRIDGE, to the Minister for
Communication:

Have the Minister's representations to
the Federal Government to waive
sales tax on earth stations acquired by
remote area residents received favour-
able consideration?

Mr BRYCE replied:
Yes. Following representations on be-
half of many remote area community
groups the Federal Government has
decided to waive the sales tax, thereby
reducing the cost of an earth station to
receive satellite communication
signals by approximately $500. The
saving will make earth stations far
more accessible for remote area resi-
dents not currently serviced by com-
munity translators.
The larger communities in remote
areas will be able to receive television
signals through a community

translator, but isolated homesteads
will have to buy their own earth
station, and this exemption is good
news for them.

Early next year, remote area residents
will have access to both the ABC,
through the homestead and com-
munity broadcasting satellite system,
and commercial television. The com-
mercial licensee is supported by the
WA Government by up to $2 million
a year to ensure that remote area resi-
dents have access to commercial tele-
vision in the same way as Perth resi-
dents.

The State Government supports this
remote commercial television service
approach because it will mnaximise re-
gional input and avoid the twa-hour
programme time difference caused by
national broadcasting on Eastern
Standard Time. The Commonwealth's
sales tax concession is most important
in reducing the cost of bringing better
communications to remote areas.

ENVIRONMENT
Whitford Nodes:- Development

237. MR RUSH-TON, to the Minister for the
Environment:

(t) Can the Minister give an assurance
that the development of access roads,
parking, marina ancillary services,
and recreational areas on the
Whitford Nodes will not have a harm-
ful effect on the ecology of the area?

(2) If so, can the Minister assure the
House that an advertisement in regard
to development at the nodes, which
was circulated in the Wanneroo area,
has no basis in fact? The advertise-
ment stated-

(3)

Authorities such as the Environ-
mental Protection Authority, the
National Parks Board and the
CSIRO strongly advise against de-
velopment because of erosion
problems and damage to the ecol-
ogy and environment.

If so, is the Minister aware that the
advertisement was placed before the
last election at the behest of the
Premier in support of the candidate
foriJoondalup?
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(4) Why is the Minister flat answering
questions on the 1-illarys boat harbour
relating to the environment?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) to (4) 1 am not quite certain what all

those questions mean. They seem
rather convoluted, but I will answer
any questions within my portfolio re-
garding the H-illarys boat harbour.
1 have pointed out to the member in
replies to questions he has previously
asked that he should understand that
the power of the department does not
lie in saying that something can or
cannot be done. The department
makes representations or gives the
best possible advice to the Minister
concerned-in this case probably the
Minister for Planning or the Minister
for Works-and that Minister makes
a decision on the advice that is given.
The member for Dale and most other
members on that side of the House do
not seem to understand the processes
of the Department of Conservation
and Land Management or the Depart-
ment of Conservation and Environ-
ment. The Department of Conser-
vation and Environment does not
have a big hammer to stop people
doing things. The department has the
responsibility to get the best possible
advice and to hand that advice on to
the appropriate authorities.
I will answer any questions which
come within my jurisdiction and will
make available to the member any in-
formation I have on the Hillarys boat
harbour, as I have done in reply to
every question he has asked on that
matter so far. There are no secrets
about it. All the information is avail-
able and has been made available to
anyone who can understand it. It is an
impertinent and a stupid question that
suggests that I do not answer ques-
tions on the matter. I do not under-
stand how the member can be so lack-
ing in understanding after being
shadow Minister for so long. Hec is one
of several that this Opposition has
had. I do not understand why he does
not appreciate how the department
works. I would be happy to take him
to the department and show him how
it works. I have previously indicated
to him that I would be happy to take

him to any of the departments in my
jurisdiction. That offer is open to any
member. There are no secrets. We
would show any member how various
departments work.

Mr Rushton: You have answered the last
question.

Mr DAVIES: I have answered it. I would
like the member to tell me what ques-
tions with respect to the Hillarys boat
harbour I have not answered. I do not
like the imputation in his question; it
shows that he is fairly thick. He has
been answered half a dozen times. If
he goes through the questions I have
answered, he will find that he has
asked the same question two or three
times. He either has a very short mem-
ory or he does not read the questions
that other people write for him before
submitting them. It is as simple as
that. I am quite happy to cooperate
with anybody.

Mr Clarko: You don't sound happy at all.

Mr DAVIES: The Parliament is supposed
to be the highest institution in the
State and supposedly consists of intel-
ligent people. Nevertheless, questions
have come from someone who is as
thick as two short planks. That leads
me to wonder why we are wasting our
time here. The member asked a long
question that I could not hear because,
as usual, he mumbled, something for
which he is famous. He mumbled
when he was a Minister and is no bet-
ter when in Opposition.

Mr Hassell: Come on! You had to tell your
own members to shut up so you could
hear.

Mr DAVIES: That is right. But normally it
is possible to hear over other mem-
bers' speaking. During the member's
question I caught the words "CSIRO",
"the Department of Conservation and
Environment", and something about
the Premier and an advertisement.
That is all I could hear. If the member
learns to speak up in a big voice and
not be ashamed of the questions he
asks I will do my very best to answer
him. I cannot remember the first ques-
tion. Perhaps the member will repeat
it for me.
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Mr Rushton: Can the Minister give an as-
surance that the development of ac-
cess roads, parking, marina ancillary
services, and recreational areas on the
Whitford Nodes will not have a harm-
ful effect on the ecology of the area?

Mr DAVIES: That question shows how
dense the member is, because I cannot
give those assurances. They are plan-
ning matters. As a former Minister for
Urban Development and Town Plan-
ning, the member should know how
the process works.

Mr Hassell: Aren't they environmental
matters?

Mr DAVIES: No.
Mr MacKinnon: Before the last election

you had grave concerns about the en-
vironment of the nodes.

Mr DAVIES: We spent a great deal of
money on them. People seem to have
forgotten that.

Mr Clarko: Is it finished?
Mr DAVIES: The member for Karrinyup

would need to ask the Premier about
that. I do not have the money or the
power to buy back the nodes so the
member has picked the wrong Minis-
lt again. I repeat that it is a planning
matter.
When developments are proposed
they are brought to my notice. The
EPA decides whether investigations
are necessary. The information is
passed on to the Minister for Plan-
ning. I cannot give a guarantee that
the Minister for Planning will do any-
thing, any more than I can give a
guarantee that any Minister will do
anything.

Mr Rushton: I am talking about ecol-
ogy-the environment.

Mr DAVIES: The member should appreci-
ate that I do not have control over
such developments.

Mr Hassell: You have to understand that
the Government is planning for en-
vironmental damage.

Mr DAVIES: I repeat for the benefit of the
Leader of the Opposition-who, I do
not think, has ever been shadow Min-
ister for Planning or shadow Minister
for the Environment as he is usually
made responsible for prisons or the
like-that the EPA considers the ef-

fects on the ecology. It examines all
aspects that are likely to be detrimen-
tal to the ecology. The information it
gathers is then passed to the person
who is undertaking the development.

Mr Hasselt: The member is asking you, the
Minister for the Environment, about
those issues.

Mr DAVIES: Certainly. Under, I believe,
section 51 of the Act, when a develop-
ment is going to take place I make
certain that the EPA knows about it. I
do not do anything other than pass on
the information which is brought back
to me.

Mr Hassell: Has the Minister for Planning
told you to keep out of it?

Mr DAVIES: No.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister

should start winding up his answer.
Mr Hassell: It is a legitimate environmen-

tal question which you are refusing to
answer.

Mr DAVIES: It seems that there is a lack
of understanding on the pant of the
Opposition in regard to the require-
ments or the Department of Conserva-
tive and Environment, the Environ-
mental Protection Authority, and the
powers of the Minister. I will do
everything that is necessary to ensure
that the proper inquiries are carried
out. I will make sure that the Minister
for Planning or the Minister for
Works-whichever Minister has to
make the ultimate decision-is given
the information, and I hope it will be
taken into account when decisions are
made.
I apologise to the member for Dale
that I am now answering the Leader of
the Opposition.

TAXES AND CHARGES
Fringe Benefits Tax: Company Housing

238. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:
(1) Has the Treasurer read the article in

this morning's The West
Australian-or has he had it referred
to him-in which the Federal
Treasurer was quoted as saying that
the fringe benefits tax payable by a
mining company on a house with a
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market rental of $90 a week and an
employee contribution of $20 a week
would be $19.60 a week?

(2) If so, does the Treasurer agree with the
Federal Treasurer's assessment? If he
does not agree, why does he not agree
with it?

(3) Does the Treasurer recall telling Par-
liament on 25 September 1985 that
the cost to the employer of a house
with a market rental of $50 a week
and an employee contribution of $15
a week would be $4.60 a week?

(4) Is the Treasurer aware that, using the
formula outlined by the Federal
Treasurer, the tax payable on the
example used by the Treasurer will be
$8.98 a week and not $4.60 a week as
quoted by the Treasurer in the House?

(5) If so, would the Treasurer explain the
disparity between his statement and
that of the Federal Treasurer?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (5) 1 have not read the article to
which the Leader of the Opposition
refers. At the same time, I have no
reason to doubt the accuracy of the
calculations made by the Western
Australian Treasury that indicated
that the rentals I referred to would be
payable in the example to which I re-
ferred. That is the first point.

Secondly, offsetting any cost of the
nature referred to by the Leader Of the
Opposition is the substantial assist-
ance that mining companies and other
companies, which will be liable to pay
the tax referred to, will gain from the
other pants of the package. I think it is
idle for the Leader of the Opposition
to ignore those benefits.

Mr Hassell: I am asking the Premier a
question.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am answering the
question. If the Leader of the Oppo-
sition wants to ask another question,
when I have finished he should stand
up, ask the Speaker, and if he gets the
nod he can ask the other question.

I am trying to put into perspective the
subject that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition raised in his question. For the
benefit of the Leader of the Oppo-

sition, who appears with the change in
the seasons to be getting a little tetchy,
I will repeat the points I have made.

First of all, I have not seen the article
to which the Leader of the Opposition
referred.

Mr Hassell: That is fair enough but will
you investigate?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will answer a new
question from the Leader of the Oppo-
sition when I have finished answering
this question.

I have no reason to suspect that the
calculations done by the Treasury
were incorrect. I will tell the Leader of
the Opposition why I have no reason
to suspect that that is the case in a
moment. I said previously that I am
happy to ask Treasury to recheck its
calculations. If the Leader of the Op-
position had listened to the expla-
nation I gave that evening, he would
have heard me say that if the company
retained the amount of tax due and
paid tax at the end of the year at the
rate of 49 per cent, the figure I gave
would be accurate even on the basis
used by the Leader of the Opposition;
that is, 49 per cent of the $8-plus that
he says is payable is $4-plus, to which
I referred. I will ask Treasury to check
that.

Mr Hassell: You are assuming that it is
deductable

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the company
retained the money instead of paying
the tax, it would pay tax at the 49 per
cent rate. If that figure were applied to
the example used by the Leader of the
Opposition the correct figure would be
obtained.

Not having read the article, I am not
sure of the basis used. I will ask
Treasury to recalculate even though
on the face of it the Leader of the
Opposition appears to be incorrect.

The Leader of the Opposition is mean
in not putting this into proper
perspective.

Mr Hassell: I am simply asking about the
differences between what the Federal
Treasurer has said as against what the
State Treasurer has said.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: When the Leader of
the Opposition stands up and casts as-
persions about people's characters,
everybody is supposed to sit and ac-
cept what he has to say without de-
mur. We are not supposed to interject,
become irritated, or show any signs of
disagreeing. However, when the
Leader of the Opposition is repaid in
kind he is unwilling to endure what he
is so competent and happy to hand
out.

The failure of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition to put into its proper context
the tax package as it will affect those
people about whom he asks is regret-
table. I have said those employers re-
sponsible for paying the tax, specifi-
cally the one that relates to the hous-
ing fringe benefits, will, I am
informed, benefit to a much greater
degree as a result of the imputation of
company dividends and the
deductability across groups of certain
items of expenditure, than they will
suffer as a result of the tax they will
have to pay. In addressing the specific
instance to which the Leader of the
Opposition referred, I would still
much prefer not to see the Federal
Government penalise people, particu-
larly those living in remote areas, on
the basis of the housing assistance
they are given. That is something we
have said consistently and about
which we have not simply talked but
have taken action-bringing to this
State senior Taxation Office people to
explain some of the details and effects
of the package.

We have done these things, expressed
an opinion, and certainly have said
about the package that if we are going
to have reform, we cannot give anyone
everything. It is politically convenient
for the Leader of the Opposition not
to pay tribute to the changes he sup-
ports but simply to exaggerate and try
to amplify those pants of the package
that he thinks will advance his politi-
cal cause. It is dishonest and less than
straightforward to ignore the fact that
there are substantial benefits in the
package flowing to the people who in
this instance are those who will be
paying the tax about which the Leader
of the Opposition asks.

I will conclude by recapping: Firstly, I
have not seen the article. Secondly,
even on the face of the question asked
by the Leader of the Opposition he
appears to either deliberately or
unintentionally ignore the fact that I
indicated, when giving the example,
that tax would be calculated at the rate
of 49 per cent on the retained funds if
the funds were not used to pay fringe
benefits tax. On that basis the calcu-
lation that be gives the House appears
to support the facts as I outlined them.
It is less than fulsome of the Leader of
the Opposition to conveniently ignore
the specific benefits of parts of the tax
package to those people whose case he
now seeks to support as people who
are paying fringe benefits taxes. Let us
bracket them together and look at the
net figure.

TAXES AND CHARGES
Fringe Benefits Tax: Company Housing

239. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:
Is the Treasurer aware that the fringe
benefits tax payable by companies on
employee housing will, and I quote
from page 32 of the document titled,
"LReform of the Australian Taxation
System" and issued by the Federal
Treasurer-

...not be allowed as a deductable
expense to the employer?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
I am not aware of that part of the
statement to which the Leader of the
Opposition refers. 1 still do not follow
what appears to be the implication at
least of h is q uest ion.

Mr Hassell: It seems to undermine your
position.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure that it
does. It seems to me that the advice I
have received remains accurate on the
basis of the information given to us by
the Treasury and by the Taxation
Office. In any case, I am happy to ask
Treasury to look again at the calcu-
lat ion on the basis of any i nfo rmati on
the Leader of the Opposition Or any-
one else has.
The facts as I have outlined them still
remain central to the case; that is, if
th e Leade r of the Oppositi on i s talki ng
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about the impost on employers of this
particular pant of the tax package, it
would be fair and honest of him to
talk at the same time about the ben-
efits.

The Leader of the Opposition has
never done it previously when he has
had the opportunity to make speeches
about it. Now he wants to say that the
Speaker would not permit him to talk
about it. We heard the Leader of the
Opposition make a speech on the mat-
ter without referring to it then; he did
not balance off the benefit against the
cost. We think it would be fair of the
Leader of the Opposition to contrast
directly the beniefit flowing to em-
ployers responsible for paying tax on
fringe benefits, and to calculate and
publicise the net effect of the changes.
If we are to arrive at an honest assess-
ment of the position of people affected
in two ways-positively and nega-
tively-we need to assess both the
positive and the negative effects. The
Leader of the Opposition may still
contradict the proposition that those
employers will be better off, but it is
difficut to do so in the race of the
statement on the package.

I repeat that if the Leader of the Op-
position is to have credibility, he
needs to be able to demonstrate that
employers forced to pay tax on fringe
benefits are not better off as a result of
changes to the tax system, which were
long overdue and which will sub-
stantially improve their financial
standing, particularly in the matter of
the imputation of dividends and in
the matter of the deductibility of cer-
tain items that were not previously
deductable.

ECONOMY
Western Australian

240. Mrs BEGGS, to the Premier:

Does he have any good news for mem-
bers on both sides of the House fol-
lowing the release of the latest stat-
istics comparing the economic per-
formances Of Western Australia and
Queensland?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The latest statistics released by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics and
used as the basis to compare the per-
formance of Queensland and Western
Australia-remembering that in the
words of the Leader of the Opposition
and in the view of the Opposition,
Western Australia is governed by a
rabid socialist Government and
Queensland is governed by that para-
gon of the free enterprise system, Sir
Johannes fijelke-Petersen-show that
WA continues to surge further ahead
of Queensland and that the economy
in this State is rapidly outpacing the
economy over which Sir Johannes pre-
sides.
Figures that have been made available
by the bureau show that WA is
outperforming Queensland on all 12
indicators-not just one or two. And
remember, we had to get this State
back off its knees.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The conservative

panies, with this divine born-
to-manage syndrome, had managed
record unemployment, record in-
flation, record business
bankruptcies-

Mr McNee: You have managed record
interest rates.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: And we have
managed record assistance to home
owners to protect them.

An Opposition member: Don't forget fuel
prices.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will talk about fuel
prices. The policy of the Fraser Feder-
al Government, the policy which it
thought was so good for the country-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I could barely hear

what the Premier was saying a while
ago. The House will come to order.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Fraser Govern-
ment, with an unparalleled record of
economic virtuosity, introduced par-
ity pricing, so members opposite
should blame that Government.
The previous Liberal Government in
this State had also managed a record
decline in the building industry and a
record low in apprentices. The only
thing in which it set some sort of
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positive record was the growth in the
State Housing Commission's waiting
list!

Mr McNee: What about your record num-
ber of mortgagee sales.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Mt Marshall will come to order.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is bad enough for
members opposite to have been re-
sponsible for doing those things, but
to boast of it as the member for Mt
Marshall boasts is absolutely incomp-
rehensible. Unemployment was so bad
that half of the colleagues of those op-
posite lost their jobs at the last elec-
tion! The record of members opposi te
is one of unparalleled misery and non-
performance, yet it is one from which
they derive some source of joy, it
would seem.
In a self-effacing and quiet way, this
Government would prefer to refer to
the figures of the Australian Bureau of
Statistics and to say simply that in all
12 indicators-the whole 12; not one
and not two, I am sure the architects
of gloom and depression will be
pleased to know-understanding that
those indicators include such items as
employment, housing activity, retail
sales and private investment, we find
that Western Australia is leading
Queensland.
Let me refer to industrial disputes. We
see an Opposition in this State which
now stands alone and which says that
despite the fact that the Federal Oppo-
sition is retreating from the policy of
the abolition of the arbitration system,
it still clings to the policy of the abol-
ition of the arbitration system in this
State.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I do not intend to

rise to my feet again. I will call the
Leader of the House to carry on with
the business of the House if I have to
put up with this any longer.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Opposition in
this State is prepared to distance itself
to the right of the Federal Opposition
by undertaking the abolition of the ar-
bitration system; it is prepared to dis-
tance itself in that way and refer in
terms of reverence to the situation in
Queensland.

But on the question of industrial dis-
putes we find that in Western
Australia they were down by 40.1 per
cent and that business bankruptcies
were down I15.3 per cent. In
Queensland, working days lost as a re-
sult of industrial disputes because of
those policies to which members op-
posite cling so fervently, were down by
2.1I per cent. So we were 20 times as
good in that area.
The other statistics show that
Queensland is flagging under the poli-
cies of a tired Government, while WA
is now the nation's leading performer.
I have the statistics here, but I guess
most members opposite would prefer
me not to read them all out, so I will
refer to just one or two.
Let us consider the value of building
approvals, and we cannot oppose the
investment of funds that sees build-
ings constructed. In Western Australia
we experienced a 59.1 per cent in-
crease in the three months to July
1985 compared with the three months
to July 1984. That figure compares
with the Queensland figure of 23.6 per
cent. By comparison, the national av-
erage is something like 33.7 per cent,
which is well below the WA figure but,
naturally, above the Queensland fig-
u re.
I refer now to new fixed capital expen-
diture by private enterprise in the
mining industry, and the Opposition
claims to have special responsibility
for and a special rapport with the
mining industry. In Queensland, new
fixed capital expenditure has fallen in
the period I have mentioned by 46 per
cent. It has not increased by less than
the increase in this State, but has actu-
ally fallen. The increase in WA in new
fixed capital expenditure by private
enterprise in the mining industry was
I17.2 per cent.
I will lay those statistics on the Table
of the House for the benefit of mem-
bers of the Opposition. After 212 years
the record speaks for itself. We had
nine years of deterioration and decay
under a Liberal Government which
had grown tired and old; 21/z years
under national and State Labor
Governments committed to policies
that benefit all the community, not
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only sectional interests, and the
turnaround in the statistics is quite
startling.

Government members: Hear, hear!

PLANNING: CANAL DEVELOPMENT
Dawvesville: Property Development

241. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for the
Environment:
(1) Is the Minister aware that the Water

Authority has given approval to a four
hectare property development in the
path of the Dawesville cut?

(2) Does this mean that the Government
does not intend to proceed with the
Dawesville cut?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(I) No.
(2) The decision on the Dawesville cut

will not be made until the ERMP is
completed.

LEGISLATION
Opposition Preparation

242. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Leader of
the House:
(1) Is there any foundation to the Oppo-

sition claims that the Government has
not cooperated with members of the
Opposition and given them time to
study Government legislation?

(2) How does this compare with the years
1980, 198 1, and 1982 when the Oppo-
sition was in Government.

Mr Old: Tell the truth and you will be
embarrassed!

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) and (2) All right, I will tell the truth. I

can name the Bills for the member.
They are a matter of record. They
have been provided to me by the
Clerk.

Mr Old: Tell the truth.
Mr TONKIN: That is who I am quoting. I

am sure if the member wants to check
the figures he can do so.
In 1982, the last year of the conserva-
tive Government, at least 19 Bills
were debated with less than seven
days' notice given to the then Oppo-
sition.

Mr Old: Was any arrangement made be-
tween the Government and the Oppo-
sition?

Mr TONKIN: Arrangement? An arrange-
ment like a bullet in the back of the
neck!

Mr Old: Like hell.
Mr TONKIN: That was the kind of ar-

rangement the previous Government
made.

Mr Old: You are telling fibs again; telling
lies.

Several members interjected.
Mr TONKIN: There was not one single

Bill dealt with this week and about
which the Opposition has complained
about lack of time, that the Oppo-
sition has not had more than seven
days since the Minister explained the
detail of Bills. In fact in relation to
most of the Bills far more than seven
days was given.

Mr Hassell: Were those Bills dealt with
right at the end of the session?

Mr TONKIN: No, they were not. The
member should do his research and he
will see. They were not dealt with right
at the end of a session.

Mr Hassell: What dates were they? Can
you tell us?

Mr TONKIN: In 1981 there were eight
such Bills, and in 1980 there were
seven. The dates for 1982 are in the
months of August-I do not know
whether the member thinks that is
right at the end of a session-several
are in August, some in November, and
some in May. However, it does not
matter whether they were dealt with at
the end of a session or not. It does not
help an Opposition to study those
Bills by being given only one day in
which to do so. That is how much
time we were given when in Oppo-
sition-one day-and the present Op-
position is complaining about lack of
time to study Bills. I suggest that if the
Opposition wants to call off pairs it
should tell us the real reason for its
wanting to do so. I do not know what
it is.

Several members interjected.
Mr TONKIN: It is certainly not because

the Opposition has not had sufficient
time in which to study Bills because
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we have given the Opposition more
lime to study Bills than we ever were
given by the previous Government.
That is one factor of the matter.

Mr Old: You are the problem.
Mr TON KIN: If(I am the problem-
Mr Old: Get rid of you and we will be

right.
Mr TONKIN: If I am the problem, explain

why I am the problem when in fact the
Opposition has been given seven or
more days in which to study Bills.

Mr Old: Jack boots!
Mr TONKIN: The member talks about

jack boots. Every request by the Oppo-
sition for an adjournment this week
has been granted. I cannot remember
that happening under the previous
Government.

Mr Thompson: That is right, but we had to
use the only weapon we had available
to us to bring that about.

Mr TONKCIN- That is not so. That is not
true. On the Monday the Deputy
L.eader of the Opposition-

Mr Hassell: Come on, you know you wrote
a threatening letter.

Mr TONKIN: I agreed to the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition's request to
postpone the Bill. I do not think there
is a single Bill that has been dealt with
this year in relation to which the Op-
position has asked for more time and
it has not been granted.

Mr Old: You are so genuine.

MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY
Baby Capsules

243. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:
(1) As baby capsules are now recognised

as giving substantial protection to
children under 12 months of age, has
the Minister given any consideration
to making them the compulsory form
Of restraint for babies when travelling
in motor cars?

(2) if not, why not?
Mr CARR replied:
(1) and (2) Recently a Wggestion was

made to the Government that this
would be an appropriate course of ac-
tion to follow. in fact, the suggestion

of making compulsory restraints for
children under the age of one year is
currently being considered by the
Government. I understand that a
major reason that this was not made
compulsory when the original legis-
lation was put in place with regard to
restraints was because of the lack of
suitable restraints available at the
time; in fact, they simply were not
available. However, they have in more
recent times become available. The
particular capsules to which the mem-
ber refers appear to be much more sat-
isfactory.
A second factor would need to be con-
sidered, and that is the question of
cost because these are fairly expensive
items, particularly when considered in
the context of their only being used for
a relatively short time for each child.

Mr Stephens: I understand there are hiring
systems ifi operation, even now, for
them.

Mr CARR: The Victorian Government has
in fact introduced a hiring system for
these capsules and there is at least one
private Organisation in Western
Australia which does undertake such a
private hiring service. The Govern-
ment is presently monitoring the ex-
perience of Victoria where the scheme
to which I referred has been intro-
duced; and obviously Victoria's ex-
periences will form part of our con-
siderations.

HEALTH

Community Heidi/ and Development Centre:
Bunbury

244. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Minister for
Health:

Can the Minister advise when tenders
for the South Bunbury community
health and development centre are to
be called?

Mr HODGE replied:

I am pleased to advise the member
that contract documentation has now
been completed for the construction
of a new community health and devel-
opment centre in the location of With-
ers some four kilomnetres south of the
Bunbury town centre.

2043



2044 (ASSEMBLY)

The establishment of this centre will
provide the area with readily access-
ible community based services as fol-
lows-

Community health nursing
Speech therapy
Podiatry
Physiotherapy
Occupational therapy
Social work
Dietician
Visiting consultants
Day centre

Tenders were called on 5 October, to
close on 25 October. It is anticipated
that building will commence ap-
proximately six weeks after close of
tenders and that building will be
completed some 25 weeks later. On
this schedule it could be anticipated
that the centre will be ready for oper-
ation in mid-1 986.

PARLIAMENT WEEK

Documentaries
245. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for

Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) Is the Minister aware that two

documentaries were prepared by the
Parliament Week Committee for con-
sideration for public screening during
Parliament Week?

(2) Did the Minister take pant in any on-
camera interviews for either of the
documentaries?

(3) If he did, is the Minister aware that
his interview does not appear in the
documentary that has apparently been
selected for use during Parliament
Week?

(4) What will happen to the documentary
containing an interview with the Min-
ister, which has apparently been
rejected for public screening?

(5) Can the Minister indicate the approxi-
mate cost of producing the
documentaries as surely, as a respon-
sible Minister, he would have
enquired about the approximate cost?

Mr TONKIN replied:

(1) to (5) If the member for Floreat wants
to exercise his imagination he should
put the questions on notice so that
proper research can be done.

GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING

Technology

246. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:

Now that the Minister has revealed in
answer to question 929 that the TV
advertisements for the Industrial De-
velopment Department, the Techno-
logical Development Authority, and
the Small Business Development Cor-
poration will cost $485 272, does he
not think that those funds would be
better spent in providing industry
with the technology necessary for
preparing future Government adver-
tisements of this type in Western
Australia?

The SPEAKER: Order! That question calls
for an expression of opinion.

Mr Bryce: I had one to give him, Mr
Speaker!

GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES:
ACCOMMODATION

Northam

247. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:

(1) Can the Premier assure the House that
Northam Government offices which
will be opened by the Premier on I
November 1985 will not be named
after a serving member of Parliament?

(2) If the Premier cannot give that assur-
ance, will he inform the House of the
name of the serving member of Parlia-
ment after whom the building will be
named?

Mr BRIAN BURK-E replied:

(1) and (2) The Cabinet considered this
matter about three or four weeks ago,
and I am very proud to be able to
announce that the new Government
building in Northam will be named
"Mclver House".

Government members: Hear, hear!
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me simply add
that the decision has been very
warmly received in Northam and all
of the people with whom I have dis-
cussed it have expressed a great deal
of admiration for the member for

Avon. It is their view that the building
is appropriately named Mclver
House, and their firmly stated
position is that they will leave
no stone unturned-Liberal or
Labor-to ensure the member is
returned at the next election.
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