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fegislative Assembly

Thursday, 22 October 1987

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Lawrence) took the Chair at 10.45 am, and read prayers.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Cowan (Leader of the National Party), and read a first time.

ACTS AMENDMENT (FINANCIAL PROVISIONS OF
REGULATORY BODIES) BILL

Second Reading
MR BRIAN BURKE (Baiga -- Treasurer) [10.50 am] I move --
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The need to amend the legislation of a number of minor regulatory bodies for professions and
trades is a follow-on from the financial administration and audit legislative package. When
that package was being drawn up, it was recognised that a certain group of agencies, namely
regulatory bodies, should be treated in a special manner. The bodies concerned have been
established under their own Acts, financed mainly from members’ registration fees, and do
noet draw significanily from the public purse.

The feature peculiar to these regulatory bodies is their dual accountability. They are
accountable both to the profession or trade they represent and, as entities created by
Parliament, to Parliament. Given their dual accountability, it is impractical and undesirable
for the bodies to be subject to the full weight of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.
However, a modified form of statutory accountability is considered appropriate.

A review of the enabling Acts of these regulatory bodies has revealed that financial
provisions covering accounting, reporting, and audit requirements are either non-existent or
inappropriate. For example, almost half of the enabling Acts impose no accounting,
reporting, or audit requirements on the boards of the bodies. Only seven of the 17 bodies
covered by the Bill are required (o prepare an annual report, and of the seven, only five
require the Minister to table the annual report in Parliament. The Bill now before the House
seeks to amend the enabling Act of each of the regulatory bodies by incorporating standard
financial provisions to require the board to --

keep proper accounts and prepare financial statements in accordance with the
standards issued by the professionai accounting bodies; and

produce an annual report and audited financial statements, for submission to the
Minister and tabling in Parliament.

In recognition of the dual accountability factor, the Bill also provides for the accounts to be
audited by private auditors selected by the board. In addition, the Bill contains some minor
technical amendments to the Nurses Act and the Veterinary Surgeons Act, as a consequence
of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.

As most of the regulatory bodies concemed operate on a calendar year basis it would be
desirable for the legislation to be passed in the current session and to become operative from

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motionr by Mr MacKinnon {Leader of the Opposition).

ACTS AMENDMENT (GRAIN MARKETING) BILL
Second Reading
MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas -- Minister for Agriculture) {10.35 am]: I move --
That the Bill be now read a second time.
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The current Grain Marketing Act 1975 has provisions for permit sales of prescribed grains;
currently lupins, barley, linseed and rape seed. Under the permit system growers can sell
their grain outside the Grain Pool as long as the seller has obtained a permit from the Grain
Pool. Permits are issued at the Grain Pool’s discretion. The Bill has been introduced to
amend the Grain Marketing Act 1975 as it relates to permit sales of grain by --

shifting the onus of gaining a permit from sellers to the buyer; and

making it an offence to either sell or receive a prescribed grain unless the buyer has a
permit.
It also seeks to amend the Bulk Handling Act 1967 to enable permit sales of barley to take
place.

The amendments allow for effective management of the permit system by the Grain Pool.
The amendments give the Grain Pool powers similar to those available to the Australian
Wheat Board for management of their stockfeed wheat permit system. The current legislative
arrangements preclude permit sales of barley because the Bulk Handling Act 1967 requires
that barley must be handled by the bulk handling authority. The amendment to the Bulk
Handling Act 1967 will allow permit sales of barley to bypass the bulk handling system.
Under the amendments, the Grain Pool will be able to exercise effective control over the
permit system. The amendments will enable the Grain Pool to manage the end use and
destinations of grain sold under the permit system in the overall interests of maximising
industry renurns -- in particular, partially-processed grain which may be exported in
competition with whole grain sold by the Grain Pool. The fee for a permit is to be
determined by the Grain Pool, but must be approved by the Minister. The fee should cover
the costs of administering the permit system and research and development levies.

An important provision of the amendments is that which allows for appeals to be made to the
Minister should a permit to buy grain be refused, or if a person is aggrieved by the terms or
conditions attached to a permit. Appeals can also be made if the Grain Pool refuses to sell
lupins to a local buyer who intends to process the lupins and export the kemels. An appeal
¢an also be made on the price charged by the Grain Pool for lupins to be dehulled and
exported. The appeals provision aims to ensure continuity for the considerable private
investment which has already taken place domestically in research and equipment, including
the processing or dehulling of lupins. They should provide private investors with some
confidence that supplies of lupins will be available to private operators who can demonstrate
overall net benefits to the industry generally, or the State as a whole.

It is envisaged, at this time, that sales of lupins under permit, or from the Grain Pool, will be
conducted under the following guidelines --

Private sales of lupin kemels would not be allowed to those markets with which the
Grain Pool has sales agreements which would preclude such sales. These
arrangements would be reviewed when these current agreements expire.

Permits would be granted for lupins to be processed and sold and used anywhere in
Australia for any purpose whatsoever and for use as feed for animals leaving
Australia by boat, while they are travelling on that boat and for use in making export
feedstuffs which are natrally different from straight lupin kemels, e.g. dogfeed, so
long as the real net retum to the grower would be similar to that exported to the pool.

All the by-products of lupin processing in Westem Australia -- that is, products other
than the cotyledons -- could be exported regardless of whether the lupins from which
the by-products were derived were purchased under permit or from the Grain Pool.

If local processors are exporting kernels it would be expected that the price they pay
the Grain Pool for their lupins would refiect the sum, in real terms, that the pool
would otherwise have received if the lupin seed had been sold into that market,

With due regard to the other guidelines which have been set down, the Grain Pool
would not refuse to sell [upins to a local processor if that processor requests the sale at
the time of the year that the Grain Pool is arranging sales of the local crop, or if at any
time lupins in the pool remain unsold. If very large quantities are involved, the
Minister would use his discretion as to the fate of any appeal, taking into account the
possible effect of the overall operations of the Grain Pool.



(Thursday, 22 October 1987] 4977

The Bill represents an attempt to provide a compromise for various interest groups involved
in grain marketing, in particular, lupins. It should help to ensure continuity for the private
investment which has already taken place domestically with lupins and aims to provide
industry with opportunity to use private entrepreneurship to develop markets for lupins if it is
judged to offer net benefit to the grain industry. The new arrangements will be closely
monitored and reviewed within two years to determine whether changes should be made to
the arrangements introduced by this Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.
De¢bate adjoumed, on motion by Mr Crane.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ARTS REPRESENTATION) BILL
Second Reading
MR PARKER (Fremantle -- Minister for The Arts) [11.00 am]: I move --
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to provide for the appointment of the permanent head of the
Department for the Arts, or his nominee, as an additional member to the board of the Art
Gallery of Westem Australia, the State Library Service, the Western Australian Museum, the
Perth Theatre Trust and the State Advisory Committee on Publications.

The Department for the Arts was established as a State Government department on | July
1986 to facilitate, promote and advance the arts throughout Western Australia and o advise
the Minister for The Arts in all areas of the arts in this State. The arts portfolio includes
responsibility for the administration of the Arnt Gallery, the State Library Service, the
Museum, the Perth Theatre Trust and the Censorship Office and their respective Statutes.

The Executive Director of the Department for the Arts is responsible to the Minister for The
Arnts for the effective administration of the department and for coordinating the activities of
statutory authorities within the arts pontfolio. All directors of the authorities report to the
Minister for The Ans through the Executive Director of the Department for the Arts but this
does not affect the direct link between the Minister and the chairpersons of the boards. It is
essential that these links be maintained.

To effectively facilitate its coordinating role, it is important that the department be
represented on the boards of all the authorities in the arts portfolio. It is proposed therefore,
that the Statutes of these authorities be amended to provide for the appointment of the
permanent head, or his nominee, to the boards as an additional member. The quorum of each
board should also be increased by one member, where applicable, to maintain the balance.

In amending this legislation, the link between the Department for the Arts and the authorities
will be formalised and this will further assist in consolidating the constructive relationships
which are developing. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjoumed, on motion by Mr Williams,

ACTS AMENDMENT (LAND ADMINISTRATION) BILL
Second Reading
MR WILSON (Nollamara -- Minister for Lands) [11.03 am]: I move --
That the Bill be now read a second time.
- The Bill before the House is a major step in meeting the Government's undenaking to

completely overhaul the Land Act 1933, and to develop a new Act which more properdy ~

reflects present day community needs and modem business practices. As it now stands, the
Act does not enable the cost efficient administration of the Crown Estate and this Bill will go
part of the way towards rectifying that situation.

Members may not all be aware of the events leading to the drafting of the Bill. During 1983
the Department of Lands and Surveys -- as it was then known -- undertook at the request of
the Functional Review Committee, a detailed review of the department’s land administration
functions. The objective was for the Functional Review Committee to gain an overview of
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the activities of the department and the manner in which its functions were carried out. It
could then be resolved whether all of the functions were appropriate and whether changes in
organisation and operations could gain efficiencies and economies. Following the
department's review and after further investigations made by its own executive staff, the
Functional Review Committee presented to the Govemnment a report on the activities of the
department.

Cabinet subsequently approved the implementation of 36 recommendations made by the
committee, resulting in the renaming and total restructuring of the department to that of the
present Department of Land Administration and, among other things, also resulting in the
adoption of a programme of legislative review and amendment. Part of the legislative
programme was the review of the Land Act, which was later resolved to be hand]ed In two
stages. The Bill now before us is the result of the first stage.

The objective of this first step is to gain immediate improvements in outdated procedures
which will complement organisational changes within the department, quickly yield greater
productivity, and give better service to the community. The more substantial second stage
task of a complete review of the Act has also commenced and this is planned in due course to
result in a new Act to be known as the Land Administration Act.

I emphasise that the amendments the House is now considering do not cover every detail in
the Land Act which might appear to need modernising. Instead, they are limited to amending
those sections of the Act which are in constant, or reasonably constant, use or which may
need a consequential amendment. It is not unreasonable to predict that much of the
remainder of the Act will be scrapped in the next stage of the project, with the exception of
part VI of the Act, which is under separate review as a result of undertakings given to the
pastoral industry. The Bill also incorporates amendments to other Acts which need
consequential amendments flowing from the Land Act amendments or which are brought
about by the Functional Review Committee’s recommendations.

To assist in gaining an appreciation of the overall nature of the amendments in the Bill, they
may be conveniently grouped into five categories --

Group 1: The selective removal of the need to refer matters to the Govemor in
Executive Council.

Group 2: The removal of the stamtory office of Surveyor General and references
thereto.

Group 3: The selective removal of the requirement for gazettal of notices.
Group 4: Powers of delegation.
Group 5: Other amendments.

The latter group includes some amendments to particular Acts as recommended by the
Functional Review Committee and some relatively minor amendments to the Land Act which
have been in the pipeline and awaiting an opportunity for implementation. They generally fit
into the concept of administrative efficiency amendments, in line with the others covered by
the Bill. These groups enable a broad perspective to be taken of the framework and the
detailed amendments set out in the Bill and I will comment on each of them in mm.

The first group relates to the role of the Govemnor. In common with the view taken in other
Acts dealt with in recent years and, indeed, in common with other amendments made to the
Land Act in recent years, it has been accepted that the involvement of the Governor in many
aspects of day-to-day Land Act wransactions is outmoded. The current 1933 Land Act
substantially reflects the terms of the Land Act 1898 and was founded on the premise that the
Govemor, as the Crown’s representative, should hold the ultimate power to dispose of and
otherwise deal with the lands of the Crown. So far as the originating action in the alienation
of Crown lands is concemed, perhaps there is still some strength in that argument but in
practical terms there is relatively little difference between Crown lands under the Land Act
and lands of the Crown held in freehold.

When comparisons are drawn with the longstanding processes used by a variety of
Government agencies in dealing with frechold lands of the Crown without the involvement of
the Govemor, the argument loses much of its strength. Added to this is the fact that unless
the philosophy is reviewed and changed and there is marked reduction in the volume of
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routine matters -- with their very considerable documentation -- passing through the Minister
to the Govemor, it will not be possible to streamline procedures and gain the economies in
administration that [ know we all seek. I do not believe we can afford to maintain what
amounts to an historical nicety.

What is proposed, and is reflected in part XI of this Bill, is a clear devolution of statutory
power and responsibility from the Governor to the Minister responsible for the Land Act for a
variety of Crown land disposal actions. Similar amendments are proposed in part XIII of the
Bill, dealing with sections of the Local Government Act that relate to Minister for Lands’
responsibilities and Executive Council submissions. Part XVII likewise deals with
references in the Mining Act to Land Act processes which will in future be the responsibility
of the Minister, rather than the Govemor. At this stage of the review of the Land Act it is not
proposed to alter the role of the Govemnor in the creation, amendment or cancellation of
reserves under sections 29 and 37, although that may become a possibility in the next stage of
the review project. At this point only the procedural actions relating to the vesting of
reserves are proposed to become the responsibility of the Minister.

The second group of amendments to which I referred relates to the office of the Surveyor
General, which although still existing in a legal sense, is superseded by the appointment of a
director, mapping and survey division, in the organisation of the department. Although I
share with many a sense of history relating to the office of Surveyor General, and a regret
that it should go, the nature of the task has substantially altered over the years and a sensible
reorganisation of the department clearly called for a change. The Government accepted the
thrust of the Functional Review Committee’s report towards encouraging the self-
development of the survey profession in the private sector and reducing the Government’s
supervisory role. I saw no need to continue the department’s special responsibility towards
the profession as represented by the statutory role of the Surveyor General and by way of this
Bill it now has moved towards the elimination of that role. The Bill also deals with the
numerous references to the Surveyor General which have over a long period of time
accumulated in other Statutes.

I should mention at this point that in respect of the amendments to the Licensed Surveyors
Act 1909, under part IX of the Bill, Cabinet has approved the repeal of that Act in favour of a
new Surveyors Act. Drafting is proceeding, but as a level of consultation with the survey
profession is necessary and there is a possibility that the Bill will not complete its passage
through the Parliament during the current session, the amendments in part IX will ensure that
interim arrangements are in place. It may come to pass that those provisions will be
withdrawn if good progress on the Bill for the Surveyors Act is made.

The third group of amendments I mentioned was that relating to the selective removal of
requirements in the Act for the gazettal of notices. These gazentals are mainly linked to
Orders in Council made by the Govemnor, and as I have already mentioned, that procedure is
proposed to be substantially amended under this Bill. The requirements for gazemals are
numerous, and I am sure it will be recognised that they significantly add to the time it takes to
follow the very specific and detailed procedures laid down in the Act; and, of course, they
just as significantly add to the costs of administration. Although it is recognised that for the
purposes of legal evidence some gazettals need to continue, the decision of when to publish
in the Government Gazette -- or in any other medium -- should essentially be an
administrative one which should originate from govemnmental and departmental policy rather
than from statutory direction. At this stage it is proposed to make a limited number of
amendments that will help gain speedy administration and cost efficiencies in dealings under
the Act. I point out that the removal of statutory requirements for gazettals will not preclude
gazettals being made, but will allow room for sensible business decisions as to whether
gazental or some other form of notice is more appropriate to the case. In any event, certain
orders now proposed to be made by the Minister, in lieu of the Govemor, will be required by
the Interpretation Act to be gazetted.

The fourth category of amendments in the Bill relates to powers of delegation. It is obvious
that unless a general power of delegation is incorporated in the Land Act, there will be little
to be gained in tenns of the practical and efficient administration of the Act by simply
substituting the Minister for the Govemor. This would in fact result in the same workload of
detailed, routine procedures being addressed to the Minister instead of the Govemor. It is
surely impractical -~ and not necessary -- to burden either the Govemor or a Minister of the
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Crown with the examination and signing of the ever-increasing level of documentation
associated with land ansactions, and there are many relatively routine matters which may
quite properly be delegated. The Biill therefore proposes that a statutory power for the
Minister to delegate any of his powers and functions to any officer of the department be
included in the Act, and that this power be extended to the Minister for Land's
responsibilities under the Local Government Act. A similar power of delegation exists in
section 12 of the Mining Act and section 133 of the Conservation and Land Management
Act, where the need for administrative flexibility and efficiency has been recognised.

Also falling under the heading of delegations are the provisions contained in part VII of the
Bill, relating to land administration functions contained in the Public Works Act 1902. These
amendments stem from the decision made after the former Public Works Department was
disbanded, when it was resolved that the functions carried out by the former PWD land and
property branch should be wransferred to the Department of Land Administration and the
Office of Govemment Accommodation, respectively, with the functions being appropriately
integrated with the existing functions of those organisations. The officers of the {and and
property branch were transferred and those who went to the Department of Land
Administration participated in that depantment’s reorganisation. However, the Public Works
Act cummently remains the responsibility of the Minister for Works and Services and there is
currently no power of delegation in the Act enabling the Department of Land Administration
and the Office of Govemment Accommodation officers to work through their respective
Ministers. The short-term answer is to provide a power of delegation in the Public Works
Act which will enable appropriate Ministers to become responsible for land acquisitions,
resumptions, leasings and disposals to be carried out by departments or agencies under their
control. In the longer term, as part of the second phase of the review of the Land Act, it is
planned that the relevant land administration provisions will be removed from the Public
Works Act and be consolidated in the new Land Administrarion Act. As may be seen in
clause 39 of the Bill, there is a necessity to ensure that actions carried out with the consent of
the Minister for Works and Services since 1 January 1970 have been validly performed by
non-public works Ministers or staff. I believe this amply illustrates the point that there is a
need for a power of delegation if administration difficulties are to be avoided in the furure.

The final group of amendments includes, as I mentioned before, some matters recommended
by the Functional Review Comminee and some additional amendments which will remedy
certain procedural inefficiencies and give improved flexibility of administration. Parts X1,
XTI, XV and XV of the Bill each contain a provision for the repeal of rights to make free
searches of the records of the Department of Land Administration and other agencies. The
FRC recommendation in fact was limited to the department’s records, but the view was taken
that it would be consistent with the principles of financial management and accountability if
all such rights were withdrawn, allowing departments and agencies to show the realistic cost
and effectiveness of these activities.

If it becomes necessary, in Committee I will provide more detail of the remaining
amendments in group 5, but for the moment I confirm that they will have the following
effect -- s

section 8: To enable property valuations to be dealt with by the Valuer General,
rather than by the land purchase board;

section 15: The removal of the need to detail in Crown grants the reservation to the
Crown of specific minerals, these reservations to operate by force of the Act only;

section 18: To enable the replacement or correction of easement documents, in a
similar manner to other named documents;

section 33: To enable advertising on reserves on a lease basis, where the income is
put to the maintenance and improvement of the reserve in accordance with the reserve
purpose;

section 117AA: To provide for the issue of a Crown grant without having to first
formally surrender the lease;

section 118B: To widen the scope of the section to enable dealings in former
emu-proof fence reserves;

section 118CA: To create a new provision in part VIIA of the Act, enabling any
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portion of Crown land which is considered not suitable for retention as a separate lot
to be seld and amalgamated with a contiguous lot or lots; and

section 172: To enable any forms required for the operation of the Act to be
established only under the regulations, rather than being scheduled to the Act.

I believe that in general the amendments proposed in this Bill are quite simple and
straightforward in nature and that in summarising their effect in the way I have it becomes
clear that there is very real value in bringing the Bill into operation as an Act as quickly as
possible. The amendments will result in an early reduction in operating costs in the
Department of Land Administration and will lead to better service to the community.

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

ROTTNEST ISLAND AUTHORITY BILL
Second Reading
MRS BEGGS (Whitford -- Minister for Tourism) [11.20 am]:  move --
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill provides for the strengthening and updating of the laws for the control and
management of Rottnest Island. The Bill incorporates recommendations of the Rotmest
Island management plan completed in August 1985. As a result of considerable public
comment in 1984 due to a development strategy for Rottnest Island commissioned by the
Rottnest Island Board, the Govemment formed the Rottnest Island Management Planning
Group to develop a management plan for the island. One of its major recommendations was
that new legislation was required to reconstitute the Rotmest Island Board.

The Rottmest Island management plan of August 1985 points out that certain provisions
relating to the appointment of the Rottnest Island Board are not clearly defined under the
Parks and Reserves Act and recommends that the new legislation should --

de-limit the membership, termns and representation of the board;
ensure appropriate legislation applies; and
detail the specific functions, duties, operations and accountability of the board.

It also recommended that legislation such as the Health Act and Uniform Building By-laws
should apply. A Rottnest Island Reserve was recommended that was defined by the 15 metre
water depth contour and the Fremantle Port Authority outer harbour boundary. The plan was
accepted by Government in February this year. The Government believes that Rottnest
Island is a unique community asset that should be managed within the framework of --

its being primarily a family holiday destination;
equalising opportunities of access to accommodation and holidays;

giving greater access to a broader cross section of the community, espectally through
Kingstown Barracks -- the Environmental Education Centre; and

assessing all future developments with due emphasis on the preservation of the
environment and character of the island.

This Bill is a reflection of the Rotmest Island Management Planning Group'’s and the
Government’s views of how Rottmest [sland should be managed.

~ Part I of the Bill includes definitions of the terms used and a description of the Rotmest
Island Reserve. The reserve includes Rottnest Island, adjacent rocks and islands and
surrounding waters. The outer boundary of the reserve is based on --

the 15 metre water depth contour;

the 800 metre-wide spear gun fishing, netting, and commercial rock lobster exclusion
zone around Rottnest Island; and

the Fremantle Port Authority outer harbour boundary.
Mention of "the island" in this speech refers to the Rotmest Island Reserve. Minor areas of
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land on Rottmest Island are excluded from the reserve to allow for Commonwealth control of
the rtwo lighthouse sites.

Part I of the Bill establishes the six-member Rotmest Island Authority as a State Government
agency. This number of people allows for a sufficiently wide range of expertise to properly
manage the island. Provision is made for members to be appointed with sound commercial
experience and particular knowledge in conservation of the environment and preservation of
historic buildings.

Part I of the Bill details the functions and powers of the authority. The authority is given
the responsibility of controlling and managing the island. It is also charged with -

providing and operating recreational and holiday facilities;
protecting flora and fauna; and
maintaining and protecting the natural environment and man-made resources.

Priority of access to the recreational and holiday facilities is provided to Westem Australian
residents and family groups. Also all or pant of Kingstown Barracks is intended for
educational purposes. This is meamt to include accommodation for those conducting
scientific research work on the island. The powers of the authority are detailed. In particular
the authority can make arrangemems with Govemment agencies or public utilities to carry
out works or services.

A sentlement area is defined that is to contain all the accommodation of the istand. No
accornmodation would be provided beyond a line defined between Geordie Bay and
Kingstown Barmracks except for Rottnest Island Authority staff where needed for work
purposes. The Bill provides for ministerial direction of the authority and delegation of
authority powers. Part IV of the Bill provides for the authority to be constrained by a
publicly reviewed management plan, approved by the Minister, that is reviewed every five
years,

Part V of the Bill deals with the staff necessary to assist the authority in its duties. It provides
for a chief executive officer to handle day-to-day activities. He may participate in all
meetings of the authority and its committees but would not have voting rights. Rangers are
provided with enforcement powers in relation to the regulations provided for in the Bill,
including the power to request people to leave the island for up to seven days.

Part VI of the Bill covers financial provisions. It provides that as far as practicable the
authority will be self-funding by the fifth financial year. The revenue derived from
administration and enforcement of the Act should then be sufficient to provide for the
authority s expenditure.
Part VII of the Bill covers a range of issues including the following --

liability of parents for damage caused by their children;

issuing of infringement notices;

entitlements of the authority to all fines and penalties for offences under the Bill;

the authority using its best endeavours to ensure all building work complies with the
State’s building laws. This approach is acceptable to the Department of Local
Government. In 1988 it is expected that a national building code will provide for
professional certification that their work complies with the relevant building laws;

provisions binding the authority by the Health Act. The Executive Director Public
Health would have the responsibility to make and police by-laws for the island.
These are currently being developed,

other laws relating to the island not being affected by this Bill and continuing to
apply. This is te ensure that laws continue to apply that control, for example, marine
safety, navigational aids, jetties, wildlife conservavion, fisheries and environmental
protection. However before any works that could affect the island environment are
carried out under these laws, the anthority should be consulted;

the use of the words "Rottest Island,” "Rotmest” and "Rotto”. Persons or bodies
would need permission from the authority to use any of those names. The words
could be used only if the people had a proper and sufficient connecnon with the istand
or the name or title was being used in good faith; and
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the power to make regulations. In particular provision is made for the authority to
prohibit, restrict or regulate access in order that the natural or man-made resources of
the island can be protected or repaired.

Part VII also provides for --
execution of documents;
review of the Act;
transitional and savings provisions; and
consequential amendments to other Acts.

When this Bill is proclaimed, Westem Australia will have legislation that ¢an accommodate
the complexities of managing the cherished institution and impoertant recreational and holiday
resort of Rottnest Island. In the drafting of this Rottmest Island Authority Bill there has been
consultation with a number of organisations and individuals, and their contribution has been
invaluable. I am certain that this Bill would not have reached this stage without the
assistance and cooperation of all those concemed.

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

BETTING CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)
Second Reading
MRS BEGGS (Whitford -- Minister for Racing and Gaming) [11.27 am]: [ move --
That the Bill be now read a second time.

Following the success of the first Bunbury Golden Classic footrace held earlier this year,
some of the original organisers have banded together to form an organisation known as the
West Coast Athletic League, which will promote and run professional footraces in Westen
Australia. As a build-up to the Bunbury Golden Classic, which will be run annually, the
jeague is planning to run similar events in Fremantle, Kalgoorlie, Geraldton and Albany --

Mr Court: What about Nedlands?

Mrs BEGGS: What a good idea. A contributing factor to the success of the first Bunbury
Golden Classic was the provision of on-course bookmaking facilities. The Betting Control
{Bunbury Golden Classic) Act 1986 provided the authority for betting by bookmakers on the
event. The Bunbury Golden Classic legislation was introduced as a separate piece of
legislation to allow an initial trial for one year only.

The success of that trial has led to this proposed amendment to the Betting Control Act to
allow the fielding of bookmakers on the Bunbury Golden Classic and lead-up events on an
ongoing basis. The purpose of this Bill, therefore, is to allow bookmakers to field on future
footraces, subject to the approval of the Minister. The legislation provides for an
organisation seeking to conduct a professional footrace to make application to the Minister
providing such information as will be prescribed by regulation. The Minister may, on the
grant of a permit, impose such conditions as are considered necessary for the efficient
conduct of the footrace. The Minister may also cancel or suspend the permit if the conditions
imposed are not complied with. Further, a penalty of up to $500 may be imposed for the
contravention of any condition of the permit. All other conditions and requirernents under
the Betting Control Act 1954 will apply, including the keeping of records, the production of
financial returns and the payment of tax on bets taken.

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

MINES REGULATION AMENDMENT BILL
In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Thomas) in the Chair, Mr Parker (Minister for
Minerals and Energy) in charge of the Bill.
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Clauses 1 to 10 put and passed.
Clause 11: Sections 23G to 23N inserted --

Mr COURT: Has the Govemnment selecied people to fill the positions on the Mines
Radiation Safety Board and, particularly, has the Government decided who will be its
chairman?

Mr PARKER: The Govemment expects that those persons who have over the last two or
three years been members of the interim Mines Radiation Safety Board will follow over and
become members of the full board. At the time we set up the interim board we consulted
widely about who the chairperson should be and it was decided and announced at the time
that we would appoint Associate Professor Phillip Jennings from the Murdoch University and
this was accepted by the industry. A number of the other positions are to be filled by persons
nominated by different organisations so it will be up to those organisations whom they
choose 10 nominate, but I do not expect any change.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 12 to 22 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Report
" Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.
Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Parker (Minister for Minerals and Energy), and
transmitted to the Council.

[Quorum formed.}
SOIL FERTILITY RESEARCH AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading
Debate resumed from 17 September.

MR TUBBY (Greenough) [11.39 am]: The Opposition supports the Bill, which provides for
the appropriate administration of the Soil Fertility Research Fund, which was established by
the Soil Fertility Research Act of 1954 1o provide funds for agricultural research. The base
for the original fund was created by a levy to be paid on each bushel of wheat produced for
market.

The original request for the establishment of the fund came from the Morawa branch of the
Farmers’ Union in the early 1950s because its members realised then that although we were
seeing high wool prices and a great future for grain, a lot of our lighter soils had considerable
mineral deficiencies. While the Department of Agricalture was doing a great job, its funds
were restricted and the need for research into the deficiencies in our soils was considered
urgent. A great achievement in our area at that time was the establishment of Wimmera grass
as an established pasture. It was considered also to be an achievernent at that time that we
were able to grow some introduced pasture species. However, it was realised that Wimmera
grass on its own was not a suitable pasture and it was necessary to introduce clovers to
balance the pastures which had been established at that time.

The levy began in 1954. T do not remember exactly what it was, but 1 think it was about a
penny a bushel of wheat produced for market. I know it produced quite a considerable fund.
In 1957 the Federal Government introduced legislation, the Rural Industries Research Fund
Act, which actually took the place of the Western Australian research soil levy.
Consequently, the levy was collected for a number of years and then it was allowed to lapse.
There has been a build-up in the amount of the funds over the years. The fund has been
administered by the Soil Fertility Research Fund Trustees which also has a secretariat. The
Government now considers it is unnecessarily cumbersome to administer the fund. The
proceeds of the earnings from the fund have provided for a postgraduate course annually for
two soil research scientists. Therefore, this fund is providing a useful support for the rural
industry. A short time ago I asked the Minister whether he had any idea of the amount of
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money in the fund. He told me he would inquire and respond accordingly. Ihope he will be
able to give me that information today. The results of the research carried out during those
early years has been responsible for identifying the deficiencies largely of copper, zinc, and
molybdenum in light soil types to enable the land to be cleared and farmed profitably and for
much of the light land considered infertile to be farmed. Those areas are now producing
wonderful crops of white lupins which is a profitable grain at the present time. It is providing
nitrogen for nitrogen deficient soils and also very valuable feed for stock.

The Opposition believes the Government’s moves to lessen the costs involved in the
administration of the fund and the awarding of scholarships which could be handled by the
wheat research committee as commendable, and it supports the Bill.

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas -- Minister for Agriculture) [11.45 am]: [ thank the
Opposition for its support of this legislation. I also thank the member for Greenough for his
comments on the history of the legislation. He asked me a question concemning the amount of
funds presently held in the trust account. As at 1 June this year, the fund totalled $354 055.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.
In Comminee, etc

Bill passed through Committee without debate, reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Grill (Minister for Agriculture), and transmitted to the
Council.

MAIN ROADS AMENDMENT BILL
Council' s Amendments.: Ministerial Statement

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas -- Minister for Agriculture) [11.50 am] -- by leave: I intend
to move that the Main Roads Amendment Bill be laid aside. In other words, the Government
does not intend to proceed any further with this piece of legislation. However, before I move
in that way I would like to say that the action taken by the upper House in respect of this
piece of legislation is obstructionist and bloody-minded. It is an interference by an
undemocratically elected upper House in the administration of the affairs of this State. If the
upper House were endeavouring to impose its will upon the people of Western Australia and
the Legislative Assembly in relation to a mauer of principle or in relation to a matter of
policy, I could understand its actions. However, what it is endeavouring to do, and what it
‘has done in this case, is to interfere with the proper running of the administration of this State
and the way in which this Govermnment wants to administer this State. Each Govermment,
elected democratically by the people of Western Australia, should have this opportunity. In
this case, that opportunity has been denied by an upper House which is showing itself 10 be
simply bloody-minded in an endeavour to impose its will on the people of Western Australia.

Mr Cowan: This is one of the most childish contributions you have made in this Parliament.
Mr GRILL: I stand by every word I have said.

I could understand the actions of the upper House if thers were, in fact, some principle or
policy at stake. In this case there is no principle and there is no particular policy at stake.
The upper House is trying to bludgeon through, by the use of undemocratic numbers, its will

- -in respect of an administrative matter. It is inappropriate and wreng that the upper House ... . ..

should act in this way. It is interfering with the administration of this Act and it is
endeavouring to foist upon the Government of Westem Australia an unwieldy committee
which will be quite ineffective.

The Government put forward a proposal to give the people of Western Australia a greater say
in the administration of funds for roadworks. It wanted to set up a board of 11 members
which would advise not only the Government, but also the Main Roads Department as to how
funds should be spent. The upper House, in its bloody-mindedness and in its perversion
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of the demccratically elected system, is endeavouring to foist upon the Govemment an
unwi¢ldy committee which will not work. The Legislative Council has endeavoured to
scutte this proposal. The Legislative Council has never been friends of democracy and it has
always been elected undemocratically. When the Government tries to introduce a democratic
matter -- & board set up to represent a wide range of the community --

Mr MacKinnon: What is undemocratic about asking it to repon?

Mr GRILL: There is nothing wrong with asking it to report, but the Opposition is
endeavouring to foist upon the Govermment a commitiee that is unwicldy and will not work.
In matters of administration the Govemment should be given the ability to govern this State.
That ability has been taken away, in this case by the upper House.

Bill Laid Aside
Somewhat reluctantly, I move --
That the Bill be laid aside.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [11.54 am]: Members in this House have just witnessed one of the
most childish acts of this session. It really was a case of the Minister --

Mr Carr: Rubbish!

Mr CASH: I do not think the Minister for Local Government was in the Chamber to hear the
comments of the Minister. He has only just walked in to the Chamber.

Mr Carr; I sat here during the course of the contribution.

Mr CASH: I am sorry, but if that is the case I am surprised that the Minister for Local
Government did not hear the words that I heard and which quite clearly indicated an attimade
of the Minister for Agriculture which was along the lines that the Government does not like
what the Opposition is doing so it is going to take its bat and ball and go home.

When this Bill was introduced into this House more than 12 months ago, the Opposition
stated that it was prepared, somewhat reluctantly, to accept two of the three proposals. The
Opposition was quite happy with the proposal that the commissicner be granted authority to
delegate certain duties and authorities to others. The Opposition raised certain objections in
respect of the matter of funding. However, the Opposition disagreed with the creation of an
11-member board, believing it to be unwieldy in the extreme. More than that, the Opposition
also said that the creation of such a board was in itself a vote of no confidence in the
administration of the Main Roads Department. The Opposition said, at that time, that it
believed it was a disgraceful act by this Government.

1 am sure that most members of this House -- I would have hoped all members of this
House -- would recognise the tremendous administrative skills of the current commissioner,
Mr Don Aitken, who has been the Commissioner of Main Roads in this State for more than
20 years. Don Aitken, who retires this Friday, would have been very disappointed when this
board was proposed. He, along with the assistant commissioners --

A Govemment member: How do you know?

Mr CASH: The member asks, "How do you know?" 1 have had occasions to speak to
officers of the Main Roads Department and I have had occasions to speak to representatives
from the transport industry in this State. Having listened to their views and waited 12 months
for the Government to bring this matter back into this House, I have some knowledge of what
the industry believes. I certainly have some knowledge of what the senior officers of the
Main Roads Department think about this legislation and the way in which the Govemment
has handled the matter. It has been an absolute disgrace and I am not surprised that the
Minister should seek leave of the House today to have this Bill set aside. When this Bill was
debated in the other place it was pointed out very clearly that the board which the
Government proposed was, in fact, not representative of the various associations and groups
that make up the transport industry in this State.

The Minister for Transport, giving a clear indication of how the Gevernment has been hoist
with its own petard, made the following statement in his second reading speech --

The second purpose of the Bill is to set up a Main Roads Board. It has been felt for
some time that there is a need, in conformity with overall Government policy, to
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provide for the greater participation of interested groups, including the motoring
public, in the development of policies relating to roads and the functioning of the
Main Roads Department. To this end, the Bill proposes the creation of an advisory
board, whose purpose would be to advise the Minister and the Commissioner of Main
Roads on any marter that may be referred to it.

Is it not interesting that the Minister, when introducing the Bill to the House, used the words
that he wanted to establish a board that was representative of the community and was to
include representation from associations connected with transport? It so happened that the
other House of Parliament tock up the Minister’s expressed wish and it moved a number of
amendments that would have included representatives from other groups on that board. Let
us not forget that the Government eriginally intended that the board should comprise 11
members. At the time the Opposition said that it believed that that, in itself, was an unwieldy
situation, but if it was the express desire of this Government to create the board, the least it
could do was to at least make it representative.

Mr Grill: You are just hoist with your own petard.

Mr CASH: Obviously the Minister is very upset today. He has had to declare his Bill was a
failure; it was not accepted by the community, especially by the transport industry. I accept
that is disappointing as far as the Minister is concerned, but I am afraid he has to face facts,
and those are the facts as represented in the indusiry.

The other place decided to move some amendments to make the board representative, as the
Minister for Transport had said in his second reading speech that he wanted the board to be.
The amendments were that there should be an additional three members of the board to take it
from 11 to 14. Those three persons comprised one from the Western Australian Chamber of
Commerce, another from the Westem Australian Farmers Federation and one from the
Pastoralists and Graziers Association.

Mr Trenorden: That made it representative.

Mr CASH: That point made by the member is quite right. The other place proposed these
amendments so that niral Western Australia would have some representation on the board.

Mr Grill: You say 11 is unwieldy and you add three to it.

Mr CASH: I said earlier that we believed that a board of 11 persons was unwieldy.
However, the Minister used his numbers in the House and the Bill was passed.

Mr Grill: You ignore the situation --
Several members interjected.

- Mr CASH: They are not here to listen, they are probably ashamed that the Minister is here to
have the Bill set aside. We made it clear that 11 is an unwieldy number to have on the board,
but the Minister, in his second reading speech, expressed the desire to have a board which
was representative of the community and the transport industry in general, and the members
in the other place decided to move some amendments to increase the number of members
from 11, which was proposed by the Govemment, to 14. I agree that the board would still be
unwieldy, but at least it would be more representative if the Govemnment determined to go
ahead with the creation of this body.

I have already said that the mere fact the Bill was brought in was a clear expression by the
Government of no confidence in the Main Roads Department. That is an absolute disgrace in
itself. The Main Roads Depanment is one of the finest departments in this State, yet the
Government has decided to create a board to tell the Commissioner of Main Roads how to do
his business. The Legislative Council decided to move these amendments which were -
designed to get representation for rural Westem Australia so that the board would be more
representative.

And what do we have? The Minister says, "I know you are right, but I am not prepared to
cop any amendment which has been moved by a member other than a Govemment member".

Mr Carr: This Government has accepted more amendments than any other Govermment in
this State.

Mr CASH: The Minister for Local Government tells me that this Government has accepted



4988 [ASSEMBLY)

more amendments than any other Government in this State. Here is an opportunity for him to
improve on those staristics.

Mr Carr: If they are any good we will have a look at them.

Mr CASH: The Minister for Transpornt brought in a ridiculons Bill. The House of Review
was not prepared to accept it and made amendments which the Minister is not prepared to
cop. Worse than that, we have had an exhibition this morning which can be described only as
the act of a five-year-old. The Minister comes in here spitting out his dummy, and he takes
his bat and ball home and says, "I am not prepared to accept your amendment.” Rather than
accept any of the constructive things suggested by the Opposition, he says he will withdraw
the Bill. What a negative way to do business! I believe he is one of the four touted as being
the next Premier. Now I hear the Minister for Racing and Gaming is also touting for that
position. '

Mrs Beggs: You do not even know how to read. Did you not read the article?
Mr CASH: I read it with interest. It said there were now five in the running.
Several members interjected.

Mr CASH: I would back the member for Warren, because I reckon he would be the most
responsible of all those who have just been nominated as candidates for the position. The
Government's attitude this moming is a disgrace; the amendments were reasonable and
realistic. The Government should have listened when this Bill was first debated more than 12
months ago.

MR COWAN (Memedin -- Leader of the Nartional Party) [12.07 pm]: The National Panty
takes a slightly different view from that of the Opposition inasmuch as we have always
opposed the establishment of the board. Under no circumstances would we contemplate the
establishment of a board over the Main Roads Department. We have always feit that the
Commissioner of Main Roads has performed an excellent job and there is no need to
establish an advisory board te advise him or the Minister.

One of the reasons for the need to establish the board was some disagreement between local
govermnment bodies which were unable to reach a decision as to how funds set aside for
roadmaking and construction were to be distributed around the State. But I do not see that as
a necessary reason for establishing an advisory board, which is purely and simply to give
Govemment the numbers to be able to direct where road funding will be spent. It may not be
able to obtain approval from the commissioner as to exactly how the Government wants the
roadmaking dollars to be expended. The position was very clear to the National Party in that
we opposed the establishrment of a board. Then it became clear that we were alone in that
point of view.

Dr Gallop: More double-speaking.

Mr COWAN: I will repeat that, for the benefit of the member for Victoria Park whose
academic intellect I would have thought would allow him to grasp the fundamentals of what I
am saying.

Several members interjected.

Mr COWAN: I am very disappointed about that. It appears to me that the member for
Victoria Park is one of the people who tends to have a lot to say without any great substance
to it. Most of it is said when he is in his seat, which is again disappointing. For the benefit of
the member for Victoria Park, the National Party has always been opposed to the
establishment of an advisory board to the Main Roads Department. That is not a matter of
double-speak; it is a fact. But having expressed our opposition to it, we discovered that we
were alone in that point of view. A couple of divisions were called in the other place where
we showed that we were opposed to the establishment of this board. We felt that if the
Opposition wanted to expand the board, it could be expanded, and it may well be that with
those additional members on the board it might not be so easily manipulated.

Mr Grill: They argued that the board was too big and unwieldy. With the extra three
members it will be even more unwieldy.

Mr COWAN: We do not argue with what the Minister says, but having discovered that we
were alone in our opposition to the board we said to the Opposition, "If that is what you
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want, you can have it." But we are absolutely delighted with this motion to sert aside this Bill.
I am delighted that this motion has been moved because that restores the status quo and that
is the policy position of the National Party. We are supporting the Goverment in ensuring
that the advisory board is not established because we do not see a need for one. Therefore we
are happy to see the motion to set it aside.

One thing that does concem me a great deal about the Main Roads Department relates to the
expenditure of funds which are used for roadmaking purposes. That has always been the
prerogative of the Commissioner of Main Roads. I do not think there are very many other
areas where funds are expended in which we set up these advisory boards to sit over the top
of the permanent head of the department. The level of respect that this Government has for
the position of Cormnmissioner of Main Roads is indicated by the fact that it had to make two
atternpts at the advertisement calling for applications for the position of commissioner before
it got it right. If members read the Act they will find that the commissioner is required to be
a qualified engineer.

Mr Grill: Hang on! That is a very petty criticism, to begin with, but secondly, you are really
only criticising some poor clerk within the Main Roads Department, a department which you
are apparently defending.

Mr COWAN: I am not criticising the clerk at all. Someone must take responsibility and
surely the Minister is responsible for what happens in his department.

Mr Grill: You cannot have it both ways.

Mr COWAN: The Minister must accept responsibility for what comes out of his department
and his office.

Mr Grill: If a mistake is made by a clerk, would you say that is a reflection of the
Government’s attitude? That is what you are trying to say, but that is logically inconsistent.

Mr COWAN: I am suggesting that it is.
Mr Grill: It is not. You know that is untrue.

Mr COWAN: I must confess I am very pleased the advertisement has been corrected and that
now there is an advertisement calling for a commissioner with the proper qualifications.

Mr Grill: That really was a very petty and cheap criticism.
Dr Gallop interjected.

Mr COWAN: So do I. Unfortunately he has to be because he must be an engineer and
therefore he must get that from an academic institution. I would hope that he also has a vast
amount of practical knowledge and experience, because unless the two are applied together
one ends up like the member for Victoria Park, and that would be disastrous.

I am very pleased to say that the National Party supponts this motion to set aside this Bill
because it is in accordance with our policy and we will always vote for our policy in this
place.

Question put and passed.
Bill thus laid aside, and a message accordingly retumed to the Council.

SMALL BUSINESS GUARANTEES AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading
_ Debate resumed from 10 September. S

MR LEW]IS (East Melville) (12.14 pm]): In talkmg to thxs B|]] I would hke my comments to
be considered as constructive rather than destructive.

Mr Grill: If you do that I will be very pleasantly surprised. It sound very good -- it is a good
start.

Mr LEWIS: I thank the Minister for that. I only hope I can please him and get rid of some of
the obvious animus and aggro with which he came into the House this morning.

The Opposition supports the legislation because it provides more opportunity for the public
and for small businesses in general to take advantage of the provisions in the principal Act.
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The Opposition recognises the inadequacies and the fact that it is only right and proper that
the Small Business Development Corporation be identified categorically as being the
responsible body to administer the guarantees under the Act. There is also a need for the
principal sum as stated in the Bill to be clarified; that is, whether the interest and costs of
raising those moneys form part of the guarantee.

Clause 6 of the Bill gives the ability to the lender, rather than to take absolute measures, to
recaover the debt before calling on the guarantee. It softens it up a bit and the lender is
allowed to take all reasonable steps, which I think is quite reasonable. The principal Act
allows the Government, or the Small Business Development Corporation as it would be, to
guarantee loans to small businesses principally on the basis that the only reason the lender
would not provide the loan is that there was not enough equity and on the basis that alf other
parts of the application to the lender were acceptable. Of course, the other criterion is that
loans advanced, or the guarantee of the loans, were for capital expenditure, or otherwise
working capital as provided.

It is interesting to note the take-up rate under the Act, which has been running for probably
two-and-a-half years, bearing in mind that it was proclaimed in November 1984. We have
been advised by answers to questions addressed to the Minister for Small Business that as at
June 1987 only 47 loans had been approved in 1986-87, for a total expenditure of around
$2 million. That represents a figure in the region of $54 000 for the average loan. The
interesting thing about it is that only 68 applications were made in 1985-86, and only 47 in
1986-87. To my mind that reflects the need to amend the Act to allow more people to have
guarantees. It also identifies to me that there is a need for the SBDC and the Govemment to
inform the public, and certainly the people within the small business community, that such a
guarantee system exists. That is necessary because, if we consider the fact that there are
more than 70 000 small businesses in Western Australia and that it is said that of that number
only two or three per cent exist after 10 years, that implies a take-up rate in small business of
about 7 000 per year. If we take into account the number of applications to the SBDC in the
last two financial years —~ 68 in 1985-86 and 47 in 1986-87 -- the number of people who
apparently know about this guarantee facility pales into insignificance. I believe the
Govermnment should endeavour to let the business community know that this facility exists.

The other thing that is reflected in the very low take-up rate of the guarantees is the delay
associated in obtaining a guarantee. I have had two specific complaints about the time
invelved in organising a guarantee from the SBDC, which can take up to six weeks. When
we consider that an applicant for a loan may have been negotiating with a commercial lender
for a month, which would be quite normal, and is then told he does not have sufficient equity
but everything else is okay and that it would be worthwhile talking to the SBDC, which the
person does only to find it taking up to six weeks while the officers of the SBDC scratch their
heads before making a decision, he could be 12 weeks down the track before a decision is
made. This is cornmercial nonsense and the delay is just too long. The SBDC deals only
with loans of up to a maximum of $150 000 which these days is not a lot of money when one
is associated with small business. Legitimate criticism can be levelled at the SBDC if it is
taking six weeks to make a decision to put guarantees in place. I have spoken to the board of
the SBDC about this matter and it has agreed that six weeks is probably too long to wait for a
guarantee to be provided and it has said it would put in place procedures to speed up the
process.

Clause 5 amends section 4 of the Act and provides that the amount of the guarantee shall
exclude interest charges and the costs of raising the loan. I have no argument with that.
However, section 5(1)(a) and (b} of the Act says something else. Paragraph (a) reads --

be subject to such terms and conditions as the Minister thinks fit;

That indicates to me that the Minister could at any time include in the guarantee, the interest
rates and also provision for the costs of raising the moncy, whereas the amending clause
categorically stares that that will not be the case. Section 5(1)(b) causes me further confusion
in that it states --

include any interest charges and expenses chargeable by the lender against the
borrower and the expenses of enforcing or obtaining, or endeavouring to enforce or
obtain, payment of the debt guaranteed and those interest charges and expenses;
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In other words, subject to the guarantee being executed the interest charge may be included,
although the amending Bill says the interest charges will not be included. It seems that the
Bil! and the Act contradict themselves.

I tum now 10 comment briefly on the operations of the SBDC. 1 have had three meetings
with the chairman and board members of the SBDC in my capacity as Opposition spokesman
on small business, bearing in mind that I like to brief myself on areas for which I have
responsibility. I indicated to the SBDC that I have had a great deal of trouble quantifying its
performance. I must congratulate the SBDC, though, because yesterday we saw tabled one of
the first reponts for 1986-87; most repons tabled over recent weeks have been for 1985-86.
The SBDC is to be congratulated for completing its annual report before the end of 1987,
bearing in mind it is a report to the end of June 1987. The annual report gives a summary of
key objectives and performance indicators on the second-last page. These read all very well,
but if one tries to quantify just how the SBDC is performing in trying to meet its corporate
objectives, one has difficulty rationalising its results, bearing in mind that the SBDC will cost
the State in a straight allocation from Treasury this year, nearly 32 million. It should be
easier to see how it is performing.

I say that because in the last day or so we have seen several reports indicating thar in Western
Australia, and indeed in Australia generally, bankruptcies are on the up; they are burgeoning,
A recent Press report indicated that there were about 600 bankrupicies in 1985 but these have
increased this year to about 1 000, representing a substantial increase of 60 per cent. There
are many commercial reasons for bankruptcies, but if the SBDC were doing its job maybe the
number of bankrptcies would have stabilised or plateaued rather than having increased.
This should be one of its briefs -- 1o look at bankruptcies and try to analyse why they are on
the up in Westem Australia and then to report to the Govemment with proposals to abate the
problem.

Water rates is another problem facing small business, something that has been said in this
House before. I understand that recently a hitherto defunct committee of inquiry into
commercial water rates has been re-formed. This has to do with a pay-as-you-use proposal
that was put in place some years ago for water used by business and commercial concems.
One of the biggest cost impacts on small business is water rates, and I know this from
experience because before I entered Parliament I was a proprietor of a small business in
Claremont. We had a permanent office staff of four; we had 17 or 18 other staff members,
but only four were in the Claremont office. Qur water rate used to run at about $1 000 a
year -- and we had only six or seven cups of tea a day and used the conveniences only as any
other people would do. Those sorts of costs are exorbitant when rationalised to the amount of
water used. If 1 could give another brief to the SBDC it would be appropriate for it to look at
this situation in regard to water rates and liaise with the Minister and the re-formed
committee to endeavour to get these costs down.

I am a linle concerned after looking through the annuat report to find a summary of reasons
or an explanatory statement of significant variations in the corporation’s budget. One of the
glaring examples was in 1985-86 when nothing was budgeted for ministerial expenses. In the
1586-87 budget the SBDC in its wisdom budgeted a figure of $10 000 for ministerial
expenses. The actual ministerial expenses were $39 060, 400 per cent more than the
corporation had budgeted. Frankly I think that is absolutely exorbitant. I cannot see any
reason why SBDC which is alleged to be a completely autonomous Government agency and
one which prides itself on operating as a private sector business or corporation should spend
that much. 1 have heard it said in this House many times that the fundamental structure of
SBDC is to get people from the private sector who are removed from any influence of

Government and let them operate as a corporation to serve the Government. That is alt very

well, but suddenly they have said, "I suppose we might have to spend some money on the
ministerial side”, and allocated $10 000. However, the Minister has spent nearly $40 000.

Point of Order

Mr GRILL: It is a fundamental rle of debate that it must be relevant to the Bill being
discussed. I understand that the member is trying to be constructive but he is wandering well
away from the subject under discussion and getting into the area of total budget management.
Even if these martters are properly brought as an Acting Minister at this particular time I
would not have the ability to reply to them in any way, and they are irrelevant to the Bill
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under discussion. 1 would request that the member be asked to confine himself to the Bill
and the matters pertinent thereto.

The SPEAKER: I have a fairly intimate understanding of this piece of legislation and I ask
the member to coafine himself to matters relevant to the Bill.

Debate Resumed

Mr LEWIS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. T accept that this Minister is acting in this position and
may not be fully conversant with the matter, but the Minister in his second reading speech
referred to the operations of the Small Business Development Corporation, and I believe [
have the ability to refer to its operations. However, I have made the point and I will not
labour it. I invite the Minister to take that point back to the Minister in charge of the Bill and
to the board.

Again trying to be constructive, and this touches on the Acting Minister’s principal portfolio,
I understand the SBDC has made two detailed reports to the Government on rural hardship.
Those reports made recommendations as to how the problems could be solved and how small
businesses in rural areas could possibly be helped and made more viable. Unfortunately the
recommendations in those two reports seem to have fallen on deaf ears and no initiatives
have been taken by the Government to support or help small businessmen in rural areas. If
can be constructively critical again, I think the Government has failed in this area. It has not
taken advice from its own SBDC, one of whose charters is to identify problems in small
business and report to the Government. I challenge the Minister to look at these reports and
do something about the problems in commerce and small business in rural areas.

MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [12.37 pm]: The Small Business Development Corporation is
an organisation which the National Party takes very much to heart. We would like to see the
profile of small business in this State lifted well above its inconspicuous level at the moment
and take a much higher place in the Government.

The Bill clarifies the terrn "amount of the guarantee” as being relevant to the principal loan
and not to charges and expenses. It also deals with a couple of other minor details. This is a
very important matter. Very few loans have been made under this piece of legislation, and
we would like to see that changed dramatically. We have given the lead to this House as to
how it can be done and what needs to be done.

In talking about what can be done by way of loans to business without putting the taxpayer’s
money at risk I point out that in England a scheme operates under which people can apply for
this type of guaranteed loan with the English equivalent of our Small Business Development
Corporation. It will lend 70 per cent of the capital required at a premivm on the interest rate
of 2.5 per cent. That means if a person is successful in getting a guaranteed loan he can
obtain 70 per cent of the capital required, so long as he has the backing, and can borrow the
money over 20 years.

The best one can do with our corporation is 10 years. The fact that a penalty rate is charged
by the English organisation becomes a minor problem for the small businessman because
even though he is paying a higher commitment to the loan he has a further 10 years in which
to pay it back. That loan is provided through the normal banking and lending institutions in
that country. That 2.5 per cent penalty used to be three per cent, but the system is working so
well that 2.5 per cent is more than covering the cost of administering these loans. In other
words, it is working perfectly well in that country.

Mr Grill: That is a charge raised --
Mr TRENORDEN: To guarantee the loan.
Mr Grill: And for the administration.

Mr TRENQRDEN: Yes, that is right. It is doing more than that, it is putting dollars back in
the corporation’s funds. There are good reasons for that and I am glad that the Minister for
Agriculture is taking note of what I am saying. I am not talking about a pie in the sky
scheme — it actually works and employment opportunities are being created at an impressive
rate in England, France, and Belgium. The only area in which there has been an increase in
employment in those countries has been in the area of small businesses which employs less
than 20 employees. Those countries, particularly England, have achieved that record by
upgrading their small business schemes. We have the ingredients in this country for a similar
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scheme; all we need do is to apply ourselves and give it a higher profile. As a result, this
country’s employment problems could be alleviated and there would be a creation of wealth
through small business.

One of the reasons the scheme is working so well in the countries I have mentioned is that
their equivalent to our Small Business Development Corporation does not require a person
wishing to set up a small business to submit his loan application to the bank manager or the
corporation. It is submitted to the local enterprise group in the area in which the person
wants to set up business. For example, if a similar scheme were to operate in Westemn
Australia a person who wanted a loan for a small business would approach the local
enterprise group in the area, be it metropolitan or country and it would vet the chances of
success of that business which would determine the granting of the loan.

One of the problems associated with a loan application for a small business being submitted
to a bank is that the bankers examine it in terms of collateral. They do not look at the market
and the possibility of the applicant’s proposed business being viable. The banking
community in England have found that they are far better off having the local enterprise
groups, rather than their officers, decide who will receive loans. The system under which
they operate is working beautifully and employment opportunities are increasing dramatically
in England, France, the Netherlands, and the United States. Without question, we should be
looking at a similar system. It would not cost the taxpayers anything -- it is of low cost
generally. Our need for such a scheme is greater than the need in the countries I have
mentioned. About 60 per cent of employment in this State revolves around small business
and if such a scheme were implemented there would be greater employment opportunities.

Mr Grill: These groups have, and are being set up arcund Westem Australia and there have
been tremendous successes.

Mr TRENORDEN: Is the Minister referring to the one in his electorate?
Mr Grill: Yes.

Mr 