
1648 [ASSEMBLY]I

Ornalaitiuc Arnwrblg
Tuesday, 2 April 198$

THE SPEAKER (Mr Harman) took the Chair
at 2. 1$ p.m., and read prayers.

ACFPS AMENDMENT (ENVIRONMENTAL
LEGISLATION) BILL

Second Reading

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Minister for the
Environment) [2.22 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill proposes amendments to the Clean Air
Act 1964, the Mines Regulations Act 1946, and
the Noise Abatement Act 1972.

These amendments are part of the Govern-
ment's announced rationalisation of
responsibilities for occupational health matters.
With the establishment of the Occupational
Health, Safety and Welfare Commission, the
functions of the Occupational Health Division of
the Health Department will no longer be part of
that department, and as a consequence the en-
vironmental components of its air and noise con-
trol responsibilities will be transferred to the Min
ister for the Environment.

With the transfer of responsibility to the Minis-
ter, it is important that there is a direct link with a
skilled and representative advisory group. It is
proposed to establish under the Clean Air Act and
the Noise Abatement Act, advisory committees to
assist the Minister in carrying out his functions
under the Acts.

The advisory committees will replace the pre-
vious Air Pollution Control Council and Scientific
Advisory Committee under the Clean Air Act and
Noise iind Vibration Control Council and Noise
Abatement Advisory Committee under the Noise
Abatement Act. The functions of the two councils
will be transferred to the Minister who will be
advised by the representative committees.

The membership of the two committees has
been broadened to include representation from the
Conservation Council of Western Australia, re-
tains the representation of the Confederation of
Western Australian Industry and the Trades and
Labor Council, and reduces the number of
Government department representatives. I am
sure the House will applaud that.

I commend this Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by M r Mensaros.

ABORIGINAL LAND BILL
Third Reading

MR WILSON (Nollamara-Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs)
[2.25 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the Op-
position) [2.26 p.m.]: The Premier made some
remarks during the second reading debate which I
do not want to allow to go uncorrected. In regard
to the first set of remarks he made, I want my
cornments on the record as a matter of accuracy.
He does these things so often, I am sorry he is not
here today to hear the reply.

The Premier, in the second reading debate, re-
ferred to my attitude to the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act, and said this-

The Leader of the Opposition did not have
the same problem when he considered the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
which has a definition of "Aboriginal" simi-
lar to that contained in this Bill. When he
supported that definition he did not insist
upon a quantum of blood approach to deter-
mine who was an Aboriginal. Why did he not
raise those objections then? He raises them
now because in the context of racism and the
general political colour of this debate it is an
appropriate and convenient thing to do. How-
ever, when the Aboriginal Affairs Planning
Authority Act was passed the Leader of the
Opposition did not stand and raise the quan-
tum of blood approach and determine that
no-one should be an Aboriginal unless that
person complied with some percentage of Ab-
original blood test that the Leader of the Op-
position would devise.

The Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
was passed by this Parliament years before I was a
member. The Bill received assent on 9 June 1972.
It has been amended three times since then-in
December 1973, in December 1982, and in
October 1984.

The Premier made two statements which were
completely wrong. Firstly, he suggested that I had
supported that Bill when he should have known
from the most elementary check that I was not
even a member of Parliament at the time the
legislation and the definition that he is talking
about were enacted.

Secondly, he says that I advocated devising a
test as to the percentage of Aboriginal blood to
determine who is an Aboriginal. I did not advocate
any such thing. I raised questions about the defi-
nition of an Aboriginal. I continue to raise those
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questions because many people in the community
are raising them. I asked if there was some deter-
mination other than the fact that, as the law
stands and as the Bill stands, an Aboriginal in-
cludes virtually anyone who simply claims to be an
Aboriginal,

The Premier went on in his speech to make his
wrong statement twice mare. He said also--

I have pointed to the illogicality of the
Leader of the Opposition in that matter by
saying that when the Aboriginal Affairs Plan-
ning Authority Bill was passed in this Parlia-
ment the Leader of the Opposition voted for
it and the definition of "Aboriginal" in that
Bill was similar, if not the same as, the defi-
nition used in this Bill. Why does the Leader
of the Opposition have difficulty with this
definition when he could so easily vote for the
same definition in another Bill?

The simple fact of the matter is that I never voted
for the Bill he is talking about. I voted for some
amendments to it as a member of this House, but I
did not vote for initiating the measure, including
the provisions he is talking about.

In the rhetoric of his answer, the Premier also
made his usual allegations about racism. He tried
to criticise the Opposition as racist because it is
consistently opposed to Aboriginal land legis-
lation.

It is important th at I should not allow that kind
of assertion by the Premier to go unanswered, even
on this one occasion, because the Premier knows
as well as anybody else who has followed this
debate that, in the two years that the issue has
been contentious, on no occasion have I allowed
anti-aboriginality to be raised as a reason for
opposing land rights.

If the Premier's advisers have kept him
informed, as they should, he knows that, even at
highly contentious meetings in the country where
some people were present who would have taken
this issue and used it as a way to attack Aboriginal
people, I refused to have any part of that publicly
and clearly at the time.

It will not, of course, give the Premier any dis-
tress nor will it upset him to know that I find his
accusation of racism personally disturbing. I have
no doubt that, if he knew that, he would be
pleased, because it is that kind of personal attack
that he was making deliberately and knowingly.

However, the Premier ought to understand that
this accusation of racism against those who oppose
Aboriginal land rights is the last resort of a weak
and ineffective argument. It represents a failure of
argument, and a failure to understand the depth of

feeling in the community and the basis upon which
the community has that feeling.

The wider community certainly includes some
elements who are prejudiced against Aboriginal
people, but, in the main, indeed in the vast ma-
jority of cases where peoplc are confronted with
Aborigines who are part of the community and
who are making a contribution to it in a positive
way, there is not a feeling of antagonism.

Feelings of antagonism towards Aboriginal
people arise when Aborigines indulge in conduct
which is regarded as being antisocial; when they
move into newly constructed, expensive State
houses in country towns and are seen
systematically to destroy them; when they move
into those houses and they are visited by numerous
relations and the occupancy of the houses rises
above the levels which could be regarded as
reasonable. Feelings of antagonism occur when
people who are moved into those situations keep
dozens of dogs in that domestic, suburban environ-
ment. All of those things raise feelings of antagon-
ism, but the antagonism is directed towards the
conduct and not the people. Those feelings are
expressed to the people, but they are directed to
the conduct.

Where Aboriginal people move into conven-
tional housing in country towns and live in a way
that is consistent with what is appropriate for a
suburban environment, they do not find those
antipathies which they find in other circum-
sta nces,

It is very poor on the part of the Premier to
accuse all the members of the Opposition and all
the hundreds of thousands of Western Australian
people who are vehemently opposed to Aboriginal
land rights of being racist simply because they
raised their voices in objection to the creation of a
situation in which one group of people is given
rights and privileges not available to others. It is
not fair or right that the Premier should do so.

The Premier of the State has a greater responsi-
bility than to simply label hundreds of thousands
of Western Australian people as being racist be-
cause he does not have any arguments which will
convince those hundreds of thousands of people
that they ought to be pleased to accept a land
rights Bill which seeks to confer on a very small
group of Western Australian people, special privi-
leges which are not available to non-Aboriginal
Western Australians who form the very great ma-
jority of people of this State.

The Premier has no right to use that kind of
argument, abuse, or approach. It indicates to me
the lack of substance in his own argument and the
fact that he should reconsider the foolishness of
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trying to bring about in Western Australia a div-
ision of this State on the basis of race. That is
what the Premier is trying to do with his legis-
lation-legi slat ion for which the Premier, and
each of the Government Ministers and each of the
Government members who voted for it are fully
responsible and accountable.

The Premier said to me-he directed these
remarks to me very particularly-that it is easy to
raise feelings of racial hatred. He talked about the
activities of some people who went down the street
when he was young and accused people of being
" wops" and "dings"-I think those were the
words he used. Never in my life have I done that.
When the Premier was asked whether he had done
it, he refused to answer, and one can only assume
that perhaps he had.

Certainly the Premier may have mended his
ways and he may have come to see that that is the
wrong way in which to treat people; but it was
never the way in which I conducted myself as a
young person. While I have no doubt that, when I
was younger, there was a different attitude
abroad, that attitude has long since gone. Why
that sort of argument should be relevant to the
issue is beyond me, unless perhaps the Premier has
a guilt complex and was trying to bolster a weak,
illogical, and unsupported argument.

Mr Davies: Children at school do the same
thing today and adults do it too.

Mr HASSELL: I guess some of them do.

Mr Davies: You said that we are in enlightened
times-

Mr HASSELL: No, I said that many attitudes
have changed.

In my electorate a couple of schools are particu-
larly subject to the intermingling of different races
of people. The Swanbourne Senior High School is
an example and many of the Vietnamese people
from the fjraylands hostel attend that school.
They have been given special recognition for their
great contribution to that school, rather than
having things said against them. That would not
have occurred when I was brought up as a child in
the 1950S.

Mr Davies: I think they were attacking
Europeans more then.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister can shift ground
as much as he likes; the fact is that attitudes have
changed. I do not know why the Premier drags up
those I hings during the land rights debate, because
attitudes to Aborigines have changed and, as I
have tried to get across time and time again both
privately and publicly, opposition to land rights
cannot accurately be interpreted by anyone who is

genuine in approaching this issue as being anti-
Aborigine.

Aboriginal people are themselves concerned in
many cases that land rights will set them back and
will lead to feelings of antipathy towards them by
non-Aboriginal people who are concerned to see
privilege being created.

I will deal now with another argument that re-
lates to this. During the course of the second read-
ing debate, two issues were raised which touched
members of Parliament personally, although they
were not directed to those members in any unkind
way.

I suggested in the course of the debate that the
member for Kimberley, by reason of his Aborigi-
nal origin, would gain rights under this Bill. He
denied it and said that as an individual he would
not gain rights. I never said that he would gain
those rights as an individual; I said that he would
gain rights because of his background.

Mr Bridge: Why you get us so angry is that you
are not fair dinkum. I said that my background
was such that I could never genuinely go to a
tribunal and expect sympathy on a land claim.

Mr HASSELL: I understand what the member
for Kimberley is saying. He is saying that he is not
likely to claim land rights because he would not
feel that he was entitled to the benefit of them.
But what I am saying to the member for
Kimberley is that he is sitting in this Parliament
debating a proposed law that would give him
rights even if he chose not to exercise them. He
cannot have it both ways. We cannot have a law
and say that it will apply as a law, but that it will
not apply to the member for Kimberley or to the
Hon. Peter Dowding's children. It will apply
universally. There are other Aboriginal people
apart from the member for Kimberley who have
been successful in terms of their economic well-
being, who have property, and who live a lifestyle
similar to that enjoyed by the member for
Kimberley.

Let us understand the law that the Government
members intend to enact. That law provides that if
one is an Aboriginal, one can make a claim; one
can make that claim as part of a group and that
claim may be granted if certain conditions can be
satisfied. Those conditions include an association
with the land. Any anthropologist will tell mem-
bers that every Aboriginal has an association with
the land. This has been the argument used for 20
years to establish the basis upon which it is said
we should be legislating for land rights. The fact is
that we are debating a law which will give to the
member for Kimberley, and to the children of
Hon. Peter Dowding, rights to land and the other
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rights contained in the Bill. Whether those rights
are exercised is not relevant to the debate. The
question is whether the law that we are enacting
for general application in the State of Western
Australia, which confers such rights, is a proper
law. The answer is that those two examples alone
indicate that it is not a proper law.

The member for Kimberley comes to this House
as a representative of the Kimberley electorate.
He owns property and has been successful in the
Kimberley, and he represents the people-Abor-
iginal and non-Aboriginal-in that
electorate. lHe makes no claim in this House for
special treatment. He has never been treated
specially, as far as I am aware. I have no doubt
that he would be rightly offended if he were to be
given special treatment. I know of no member who
considers that the member for Kimberley should
be treated specially, separately, or differently in
this House. Yet he and his colleagues seek to pass
a law which gives him rights not available to the
other members of this House. That is the essence
of why the law is wrong, and why it should be
opposed, and why we should not seek to give to
Western Australia in any form, in any shape, from
any Parliament, a law creating such inequality
and wrongdoing.

The Premier in his remarks during debate on
this Bill said-

All these arguments about making Abor-
iginal individuals wealthy overnight simply
are untrue because only a corporation
consisting of seven or more adult Aboriginal
people can lay claim to land.

Why is the argument untrue because at least seven
people have to become the claimants and owners?
It is not untrue at all. It is entirely possible that
the conferring of Aboriginal land rights will make
people wealthy overnight. 1 would love to be one of
seven people who owned the Mogumber property,
which is one of those to be handed over under the
legislation. That property at Mogumber is worth
hundreds of thousands of dollars, probably over a
million dollars. So if one could find seven
people-and it would not he hard-who were
qualified to claim that property and they claimed
it and got it, they would be made wealthy over-
night.

Mr Bryce; Like your forebears.

Mr HASSELL: The Deputy Premier wants to
talk about my forebears. He can do that for as
long as he likes, It does not make any difference to
the basis on which I put forward these arguments
in this House. It does not embarrass or concern me
in the least. My forebears were very successful
people who came here and fought and worked for

what they got. They made one terrible mistake as
far as I am concerned, and that was that they
handed none of it down to me.

I now come to the fourth point with which I
want to deal, and it is very important. Again it was
argued by the Premier-and he was grossly inac-
curate-during the second reading debate that-

Therefore, there is absolutely no difference
in the way we are treating the owners or
holders of title to Aboriginal land that is
claimed and granted, with the exception that
ministerial consent is required if Aboriginal
landowners are to be able to sell or to mort-
gage their land.

In my remaining time let me list very quickly the
differences between Aboriginal land and the rights
of Aborigines to it, and the normal freehold situ-
ation.

Firstly, no non-Aboriginal person will be able to
claim land under this Act; that is one significant
difference.

Secondly, a person lodging a claim must be able
to establish he or she is an Aboriginal; if a person
cannot jump that hurdle, all the other qualifi-
cations are irrelevant. The first requirement is to
prove some aboriginality.

Thirdly, the Premier says that the only differ-
ence is that ministerial consent must be obtained
before the land can be sold or mortgaged. That
goes to the very essence of freehold title.
"Freehold" means title to land which can be
alienated. Land which cannot be alienated is not
freehold land. It is a complete misnomer to refer
to these vast tracts of land which are proposed to
be granted to Aborigines-this 45 per cent-plus of
the area of Western Australia-as "freehold" be-
cause it bears no real resemblance to the freehold
to which we are accustomed. The Premier is
simply wrong to say that the title is the same- The
controls on mortgaging and sale distinguish it dra-
matically.

Fourthly, the exemption from execution granted
in favour of the land under this proposed law is
itself a dramatic variation of the usual situation
and distinguishes Aboriginal land from all other
land.

Fifthly, exemption from execution for the pay-
ment of rates also distinguishes the title to the
land.

Sixthly, it is distinguished by the fact that it
cannot be taken in bankruptcy, although that is of
doubtful constitutional validity, bearing in mind
that the Commonwealth Government has
constitutional power in relation to bankruptcy.
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So the Premier is wrong again-factually
wrong-in relation to his Government's legis-
lation, legislation with which he has had a great
deal of contact, and legislation for which he is
largely personally responsible. It is simply factu-
ally wrong to say that the title proposed to be
granted to Aboriginal people is the same as the
ordinary freehold title that will apply in other
places.

This whole debate must ultimately come back to
the basic principles of equality for all Australians
in terms of their rights to acquire and to hold land.
Aboriginal people have that equality now. They
have the same right as anyone else to buy land and
to hold land; the same terms and conditions apply
to them.

I do not think that the Australian people would
object were there to be a continuation of Govern-
ment assistance to needy Aboriginal people, in
some cases to buy land.

The other basic principles are that help given to
people in need should be on the basis of need and
not on the basis of race; and, Finally, that the State
should remain the sovereign of its land; that we
should not have a situation in which a separate
State develops within Western Australia, as is the
ultimate intention of supporters of land rights,
even if it is not the direct and immediate intention
of the Government.

MR BRIDGE (Kimberley) [2.55 p.m.]: During
the last 12 months I have travelled as extensively
throughout this State as has anybody, and during
that process I met as many anti-land rights people
as most other members encountered. I found that
during that time I had no real problems with
discussing and understanding why many people
have felt a genuine concern and opposition to the
land rights process.

I point out to those who have sought to oppose
the Government's views that I have not felt very
uncomfortable with that position and, in the main,
Ihave got along very well with those people, de-

spite the fact that we have held opposing views.

What has greatly concerned me over the last
three or four days in this Parliament has not been
the genuine opposition to the Bill, but the great
degree of dishonesty which has been evident
throughout this debate. As a matter of fact, I put
it as strongly as to say that the key word to the
Opposition's debate on the issue of the Bill-not
the Bill itself, because the Opposition has never
touched on the Bill-has been "dishonesty". The
Opposition has been very dishonest in the way in
which it has dealt with the legislation.

Mr Laurance: It is not dishonest to point out
some of the practical aspects of the Bill as it would

affect people. What has been said about your chil-
dren and your situation would apply to other
people. That is factual; that is what could happen.
You are saying it will not happen. We are not
saying that is what will happen under this Bill, we
are saying it can happen, and that is not dishonest.

Mr BRIDGE: Had the member for Gascoyne
addressed himself to the Bill I would have said,
"Fine, oppbse it to your heart's content"; but the
member did not address himself to the Bill.

Many speakers have stood in this Parliament
during this debate and argued everything other
than the Bill itself. They have skirted around the
substance of the Bill; they have skirted around
what "land rights" means and what its interpret-
ation should be.

As a matter of fact, I watched three members of
this Parliament with particular interest. They
were developing an argument in opposition to the
Bill-I will qualify myself throughout my contri-
bution by saying, "Not to the Bill but in respect of
the issue"-and found themselves getting a bit
close to the point of what the Bill was all about
and they had to take a 60 or 80 degree turn in
another direction to get away, because they could
see very quickly that they were coming to a
position of being in agreement with the Govern-
ment on the Bill; that is the point I make.

I do not care what anybody says; we have seen a
variety of attitudes being expressed. The Leader of
the Opposition has bad a big impact on this; he
has manipulated his colleagues. The problem of
the Leader of the Opposition has been the extreme
position that he has always adopted on this issue.
If one adopts an extreme position on any issue, one
can develop a reasonable-sounding argument in
support of that position. For the member to
suggest this Bill applies to my children is to adopt
an extreme position. The member for Gascoyne
says it is applicable, but, likewise, he is adopting
an extreme position. If he wants to develop that
argument for long enough he can do so and satisfy
his own mind and conscience that he is correct. It
can be likened to the situation where a bridge is
being built across a river and the engineers say,
"Look, we could build the protection walls 10 feet
high,' but we are not sure that that will be high
enough, because a truck might climb over a 10
foot wall, so let us go to 20 feet". In reality, of
course, that is not a possibility; it just could not
happen.

Mr Laurance: It does not make it dishonest.

Mr BRIDGE: It does make it dishonest when it
is known that the suggestion is not relevant or
practical and, as a matter of fact, impossible.
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We have the very sad situation where the Oppo-
sition has been absolutely dishonest. It is clear
that the attitudes held by members of the Oppo-
sition are to a large degree being manipulated by
the Leader of the Opposition. In arguing against
this legislation, why have not members of the Op-
position been prepared to focus on the Bill, and to
criticise it, condemn it and oppose it? While the
Bill has been before this House members of the
Opposition have had every opportunity to do that,
but they have not done so at any stage, apart from
perhaps the last 20 minutes of the Leader of the
Opposition's three-hour speech, when he got some-
where near the material part of the Bill. I do not
know for how many hours we have been debating
this Bill, but they have been many.

This is my assessment: Apart from 20 minutes
of the Leader of the Opposition's speech there was
not another time when the Opposition actually
focused on the Bill. The Leader of the Opposition
highlighted this privileged situation which the Op-
position opposes-that the Aboriginal people
should not be given privileged consideration in the
preparation of legislation. We do not argue
against that nor do the Aboriginal people.

It is interesting that on Tuesday and
Wednesday of last week the Opposition argued in
this House that a privileged position must not be
given to Aborigines in respect of land rights and
yet on Thursday we debated another Bill dealing
with amendments to the Mining Act when the
Opposition argued very strongly for the retention
of certain rights and protection for the farming
community. Opposition members had argued
vigorously one way on Tuesday and Wednesday
and then had the sheer gall to get up and put a
different point of view on Thursday.

The member for Moore is a great example of
that situation. On Wednesday he said "This
country belongs to all Australians. My piece of
land does not belong to me; it belongs to
Australia". I do not take issue with him on that; I
go along with him. He went on to say we must
never introduce a Bill which is seen to privilege
and give certain protection and rights to certain
people. Blow me down, the day after he said that
he got up in this House-a man who talks about
being a Christian-and said, "We must ensure
these special protections are retained". Again, I do
not dispute his support for that measure being
retained, but he should play the game straight. If
it is good enough for one it is good enough for the
other.

That is the sort of thing which has caused me
great concern-the way the Opposition has
manoeuvred around the issue without being pre-
pared to be honest with itself, the Aboriginal

people, or the community at large. That is a great
tragedy.

The traditional people stand alone as the ben-
eficiaries of land rights. There is no way that Hon.
Peter Dowding's children are likely to be success-
ful in any endeavours they may make in relation to
land rights.

Mr Laurance: You don't know that.

Mr BRIDGE: We know for a fact that it is not
likely to happen. How would my claim be con-
sidered if I were silly enough to put myself in a
position where I might be seen as a claimant? I
would be a laughing-stock. Members of the Oppo-
sition would get stuck into me here and ridicule
me out of the building. The system would not
accept it, and no tribunal could justifiably support
a claim by me on a traditional or needs basis.

Mr Laurance: Your children could claim on a
needs basis and on traditional association.

Mr BRIDGE: My children have made a
cision and the member knows their position.
knows the careers being pursued by my sons.

de-
He

Mr Laurance: I do.

Mr BRIDGE: Then why not be honest? The
member should keep his mouth shut. The careers
my sons are pursuing will remove them from any
possibility of making land claims.

The Opposition has talked about all the div-
isions which are likely to be created by this legis-
lation., The proper application of this Bill would go
a long way towards removing the likelihood of
greater divisions in our society. It offers so-
ciety-and I have said this before-clearer areas
of definition of ownership and entitlement than
exist at present. Surely divisions in society are
created by the unreasonable demands of extremist
elements. They live and feed on the uncertain rules
and conditions in society. If we could somehow
define those areas of entitlement, control, and pro-
tection in a way which minimisedl the efforts of
those people it would be a benefit to society. The
Bill does that. As an example I refer to the great
problem which occurred recently when Mr Bropho
erected a camp on Heirisson Island. Many people
were very upset about that and it was a source of
annoyance for many during its period of existence.
That situation could not happen under this Bill; it
is removed from being a possibility.

Mr Spriggs: It could not happen now if it were a
white person's camp.

Mr BRIDGE: It did happen.

Mr Laurance: Does Mr Bropho know that?
Will he stop doing those things if this Bill is passed
and becomes an Act?
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Mr BRIDGE: Laws will be defined and people
will be told where their rights start and finish.
That is better than the present situation in which
rights and privileges can be abused with a fair
degree of hope of being successful.

Mr Laurance: They still will.
Mr BRIDGE: They might. It is like the bridge

to which I referred; the truck may climb a 10-foot
wall and it may climb a 20-root wall but the
chances of that occurring are remote. The member
can put up extreme views in defence of his
position, but his position is dreadfully weak. I
think the Opposition had some grounds to support
its opposing the Bill. No doubt exists that many
thousands of people arc opposed to the Bill, and I
understand their position. I have not gone around
the State and said that because they do not agree
with the Bill-

Mr Blaikie: There were 8 500 people today who
do not agree with you.

Mr BRIDGE: That is not true.
Mr Blaikie: You should put it to the test.
Mr BRIDGE: Why should I? I went to the

farming areas and met these people. For the infor-
mation of the member for Vasse I had the oppor-
tunity of speaking to only a few people today be-
cause of the type of rally it was. However, one
farmer came to me and said that the Bill seemed
to be a moderate, practical Bill containing some of
the measures which had been canvassed for a long
time. He did not oppose it; that is what he said.

Mr Blaikie: He was being kind to you.
Mr BRIDGE: Why should he be? Members

opposite are very smart in this Chamber, but I
have had a gutful of this two-faced approach from
blokes over there.

Mr Blaikie: Why don't you give up and get out?
Mr BRIDGE: That is what the member would

like. I will get out on my terms and in my time and
when it suits me, not when it suits a boofhead like
the member for Vasse. The smart alecs over there
should shut their mouths. I am putting up an
argument in support of a genuine race of people
and members of the Opposition do not have the
decency to be honest. I would have applauded
them if they had been fair dinkum; I would have
taken my hat off to them. They have not been fair
dinkum and I take very great exception to their
approach. I do not care a damn whether they like
it or not. If they do not like it let them tell me; I
am here.

It is not the Bridges and the Dowdings who are
being kicked in the guts by members opposite; it is
the poor old blackfellows on reserves who want to
live quietly beside white fellows and develop the

bridges of good relations and harmony. They are
the people I think about when I consider land
rights. I do not think about the Robert Rileys or
the Dowding children. I think of the old people out
there who have no say and who expect us to be a
fraction more fair dinkum on this issue, not a
bunch of gutless wonders being two-faced about it.
That has been my concern all along.

If the member wishes to take this matter up
with me, I invite him to do so. He, should be a
man. I have always played the game. There has
not been one occasion when I have stood in this
Parliament and been dishonest. I have been totally
honest in my six years in this Parliament because I
think that is essential. I expect Opposition mem-
bers to be the same.

I have met hostile audiences who have argued
against this Bill. Let us consider the Bill that is
before us today. We have an opportunity to sen-
sibly and responsibly face up to an issue that has
to be faced up to. If it is not faced up to in 1985 it
will be in 1986. 1987, or 1988. Despite the fact
that I am angry with Opposition members at the
moment, we are capable, in a moderate and prac-
tical way, of sitting down and talking through this
issue. That may not be the case if we leave it any
longer. I see that as being the danger. My fears
have been supported by the different industries
involved. Why does the Opposition think the
mining industry supports the legislation and that a
large percentage of the pastoral and farming in-
dustry support it? The reason is they sense, as I
do, that the time is right for us to face up to this
problem. The only way we can resolve it is through
the legislative process. It is no good our going to
the people, Aboriginal -and non-Aboriginal, and
saying this is a delicate issue and that they should
try to sort it out. It is too intense an issue for that.
It is up to us, the members of this Parliament, to
face up to this difficult issue and lead the way.

We need to enact legislation that will lead the
way and set the foundation so that a farmer, for
instance, knows where he stands in relation to
Aboriginal lands and the Aborigines know where
they stand. That will make the whole process
easier. We should present an opportunity for all
members of this society to get along.

A large percentage of people are not closely
associated with this issue because it does not di-
rectly affect them, It affects the industries to
which I have referred and it affects Opposition
members and Government members in this
Chamber. We are directly involved. We have to
look at the legislation and consider the relation-
ship of the opposing forces. The mining industry
supports the legislation for the reasons 1 have
outlined. We have this opportunity in Western
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Australia to further develop our mining industry
and the mining industry does not want to be
impeded in its endeavours to succeed in its quest.
Similarly, the traditional or genuine Aboriginal,
like the miner, does not want to see disruptions of
this activity. He would like to see some clearly
defined areas established by the Government.

In between those two group is the core that I
referred to the other day, the people who are the
least interested in reaching a solution to the prob-
lem. An end to the conflict means that they would
be out of a job or that they would have nothing to
argue about tomorrow. Many skilled people make
up that core. Members can put their own in-
terpretation on the group I am referring to, but
they know to whom I am referring. We have a
capacity to do something to minimise any disrup-
tion which that group may consider. This is our
chance to do it in a sensible and practical way.

This legislation is not intended to give the
country to the blackfellow;, nor does the Aborigi-
nal want that. He knows there is no way he can
continue to survive in a meaningful way if laws are
introduced in this land that will give him special
privileges. Aboriginal people are not fools. They
are Very attuned to political realities. They have
been among the first to impress upon us, the legis-
lators, that the law must be equal and fair.

There are two central parts forming the
substance of this Bill. It will be a form of secure
title to land. That should not be difficult for any-
one to accept and should not be unpalatable for
the Opposition to live with. The second major
point is that this legislation gives the Aborigines a
greater form of protection for their sacred and
important sites. There lies the substance of this
legislation and there lies the central theme of land
rights. All the other things are totally peripheral.
They have been raised as emotive issues for the
political ends of some people. However, the legis-
lation gets back to those two basic points.

What is wrong with those two points? What is
the big deal in opposing them? In what ways do
those two points differ from the arguments raised
in this Parliament last week vigorously supporting
special -rights and special protections and -the
retention of the veto for the farming sector be-
cause of a need for the Government to acknowl-
edge those points? It is fine if the Opposition
argues that miners should have a veto. It is
entitled to argue for that veto as it is entitled to
argue for the views of the farmers. However, what
is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.
There lies an example of the terrible dishonesty of
certain members of Parliament.

Some Opposition members looked sick when
they argued against this Bill because they knew
they were wrong. I know they were dishonest be-
cause I sat through a judicial process for many
years. I was a justice of the peace and I sat on a
Royal Commission examining witnesses for many
months. It does not take me long to wake up to
whether or not a person is telling the truth. That is
a little background to the experience which I have
gained over the years.

I can give little advice to the Leader of the
Opposition except to say-this probably will not
mean much because I do not think he is interested
in listening to me-that fate plays its part in being
unkind to people who have been dishonest to sec-
tions of society who have not been able to look
after themselves adequately. It is the same with
people who mistreat animals. Fate usually plays a
hand in being very unkind to those people; the
Leader of the Opposition should remember that
when dealing with people, in the future, who have
not been capable of looking after themselves.

Every day in this Parliament, we carry out a
very important function; we say prayers. It is part
of the process which seems to symbolise the
Honesty, integrity, and Christianity that is part of
our commitment and responsibility to society. I
put it to members of the Opposition that, as they
sit there and bow their heads in prayer each day,
they should examine their consciences, because
they need to take stock of what they have done in
this debate.

MR CLARKO (Karrinyup) [3.18 p.m.]: I have
listened with interest to the member for
Kimberley. I am amazed that he has the gall to
say that he is honest and members of the Oppo-
sition are dishonest. On what basis does he make
that statement? I have never heard greater non-
sense in my life, other than the time when a couple
of members made maiden speeches in this House
and claimed that their parents were the only work-
ing class parents of members of this House. That
was another piece of platitudinous nonsense. The
member for Kimnberley has no greater entitlement
to honesty than anyone else.

Mr Pearce: He has a greater exercise of it than
anybody on your side of the House.

Mr CLARKO: The Minister should not inter-
ject. The position is quite clear.

Mr Pearce: You should see whether they all
agree with that.

Mr CLARKO: Do I have to put up with this,
Mr Speaker?

The SPEAKER: No, you do not. Order!
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Mr CLARKO: The member for Kimberley has
said that he is honest and that we are dishonest.
When I spoke to the Bill last week the member for
Kimberley interjected and I said that his children
had a greater entitlement to the land under this
Bill than did mine. He denied that. He said that he
would not exercise his rights and so on. In some
way he intends to prevent his children from mak-
ing claims in the future. He cannot do that. Under
this Bill he and his children have rights to the
land. The speech he has just given in which he
tried to exclude himself and Mr Dowding from
benefiting from this legislation will not stand up.

He has never spoken so much nonsense as when
he said that I did not understand the Bill and that
I was putting my own interpretation on it. The Bill
defines those who are entitled to claim land.
Under clause 149, the member for Kimberley
would be entitled to claim land on two counts:
Firstly, he has a traditional right to land in the
Kimberley. Secondly, and more significantly,
clause 149(3)(b) enables Aboriginal people to
have an entitlement to the land if they have
resided on or used the land for a substantial
portion of their lives. The member for Kimberley
has lived, I presume, for 40 years or so in the
Kimberley. That is a substantial period of time.
Consequently, surely the member for Kimberley
can claim a right to land under that clause.

Mr Dowding has a claim to land because he is
the spouse of somebody with a traditional
entitlement. As I understand it, every Aboriginal
person in this State, according to the people who
support the legislation, has a special affinity with
the land. Whether they are members of groups,
tribes, or factions, they settled in this State in a
particular place. Therefore, under clause 149 of
this Bill they have an entitlement to land.

I am amazed that journalists took umbrage at
the remarks I made last week. Those remarks were
not part oF my prepared speech, which I will give
to any member of the Press who wants it. In that
speech I said that nobody should have an
entitlement to land on the basis of race. When the
member for Kimberley interjected, I told him very
deliberately that his children should not have any
more right to land than mine. The member for
Kimberley has said that he has given up his rights
to the land. He cannot give up that entitlement.
The Bill states emphatically that he is entitled to a
share in 47 per cent of Western Australia. He
cannot give up that entitlement. Even if he is not a
member of an Aboriginal land corporation, he is
still entitled to the land. That provision is in the
Bill and it would stand up in a court of law. Mr
Dowding, by being married to an Aboriginal, is
entitled to the land by a clause in the Bill.

The Press, for some reason or other, thought
that I was being personal when I referred to Mr
Dowding's marriages. It was reported only on
Monday of this week that the Leader of the House
got married. I wish him and his wire all the best.
In an article it was reported that the Leader of the
House had been married three times and had three
children by his first marriage. I ask whether that
was personal in the negative sense. Was it personal
in a denigratory sense?

Mr Tonkin: I didn't say it was, but it was obvi-
ously personal.

Mr CLARKO: Yes, but it was not personal in a
denigratory sense. In the same way, what I said
was not personal in that sense. There is no argu-
ment about whether the comment was personal.
The Leader of the House was described in terms
of his marriages and his children. In this morn-
ing's paper there was a photograph of three sisters
and a description was given of the lady who came
from the United States. It was reported that she
was a war bride and went to America. The mar-
riage was dissolved, she remarried, and had chil-
dren by that marriage. That is personal reporting,
but it does not denigrate the object of the descrip-
tion. When I spoke about Mr Dowding I also did
not do so in a denigratory way. Mr Dowding rep-
resents in the upper House the same area of the
Kimberley as the member for Kimberley rep-
resents here. He has been married twice and has
some white children and some children who would
be classed as Aboriginal. I am not in any way
casting any aspersions on the children or the mar-
riages. I learned about them by reading an article
on Mr Dowding which was published in a news-
paper when he came into the Parliament and
again when he was made a Minister. The infor-
mation was printed in a newspaper. One would
have to be biased and prejudiced to think that it is
wrong to talk about a man's having been married
twice or having Aboriginal children or having chil-
dren some of whom are white and some of whom
are black. That sort of thing is written about poli-
ticians every day of the week.

Mr Gordon Hill: Get on with the Bill.

Mr CLARKO: The member for Helena gets
ahead by false pretences. The only time he needed
to be on the ball he failed. He is one of the few
Whips who failed to get a constitutional Bill
through. He should never utter a word again. He
is probably reading the comics now. He should
raise his level above them and speak to this mat-
ter, if he has the capacity to do so.

The member for Kimberley is entitled to make a
claim to land. That cannot be gainsaid in any way,
shape, or form. That right cannot be taken away
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from him. He may not exercise 'his entitlement,
but he has it. In that respect, he was very mislead-
ing in his speech.

There has been much talk about politicians
making known their pecuniary interests. I wonder
whether the Cabinet Minister will actually vote in
the Legislative Council on this legislation. Some
people might think that he has a special interest in
this matter. Yet we have to put up with the mem-
ber for Kimberley giving us some sort of sermon
about honesty. He is entitled to share with the
Aboriginal people of Western Australia in 47 per
cent of' this vast State. If' this legislation were
passed it would be merely the beginning of a series
of future land claims as it was in the Northern
Territory. It has also been the case in every
country that has introduced legislation of this
type; for example, in the United States and in
Canada.

The Government should support people on the
basis of need. If the Government were interested
in the points made by the member for Kimberley,
it would take them up. It would write into the Bill
some sort of means test provision. It should have
excluded people on a means test basis. It could
have done that, but chose not to. Thus a great deal
of humbug has come from the member for
Kimberley and the many people who support this
legislation.

Bishop Jobst has had extensive practical experi-
ence with Aboriginal people. He came out and
took up a position quite dissimilar from that taken
by the Archbishop who resides in central Perth.'
Bishop Jobs(, who has had practical, day-to-day
experience with the Aborigines, is very concerned
about this legislation. I do not for one minute buy
the argument put forward by the mining industry
or the farmers. In my opinion they are acting
entirely on the basis of self-interest. They feel that
it is better to accept this deal than to risk another
deal of which they are not sure. That is why these
groups have taken the course in favour of this
legislation. They have taken their position against
the wishes of the overwhelming majority of the
approximately 98 per cent of the people of West-
ern Australia who are to have a huge area of
land-47 per cent of Western Australia-taken
away from them in one go.

The member for Kimberley can pontificate pi-
ously and say that he will make no claim. This Bill
entitles him and his children to this land. That is
one of the things that is wrong with the Bill. I do
not think that Aboriginal people are entitled to
land rights. It is interesting that the Bill does not
have the word "rights" in its title.

Mr Bridge: Do you believe they should have
secure tenure of land?

Mr CLARKO: The member for Kimberley
used the term "land rights" in the latter part of his
speech. I will try to answer the member for
Kimberley's question. In my opinion the Aborigi-
nal people of Western Australia should not be
entitled to an option to take 47 per cent of this
State.

Mr Bridge interjected.
Mr CLARKO: This Bill entitles the Aborigines

to 47 per cent of the State. The member for
Kimberley said that under this Bill urban Aborigi-
nes would not be able to claim title to land; but he
is incorrect. For instance, the Aborigines who
come from Katanning, where I taught for some
time, and who now live in the metropolitan area
spend a great deal of time going backwards and
forwards between Katanning and the metropolican
area on a regular basis. They will be in a situation
where they can claim land because of the associ-
ation they have with Katanning. The member for
Kimberley is trying to suggest to Me that an Abor-
iginal who lives in Balga and comes from
Katanning will not claim title to land through an
Aboriginal corporation which may be set up in
Katanning even though he has lived in the metro-
politan area for some time. That person should not
be entitled to claim title to that land; however, this
Bill gives him that entitlement.

The Bill also entitles a white person, who is
married to an Aboriginal, to have claim to land.
That is what is in this Bill. The member for
Kimberley may say that urban Aborigines will not
be entitled to claim land, but under this Bill they
will.

The member for Kimberley and every Aborigi-
nal person will have an entitlement, in some form,
to join with an Aboriginal land corporation and
obtain land free of charge. That is my objection. It
is not right and there are other ways to help Abor-
igines. They do have a need for land, but everyone
has a need for land. Everyone needs a place he can
call his own and everyone has a right to some land.

In the past, 81h per cent of this State, which is a
huge area, has been given to the Aborigines. It is
an area of about the size of Victoria. The area to
which I am referring is known as Aboriginal re-
serves, and while some of them may not be in the
right place today, I see no reason that a
reallocation of the land could not be undertaken in
order that it could be better utilised by the Abor-
igines.

Mr Bridge: You do not support that part of the
Bill.

Mr CLARKO: I do.
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Mr Bridge: Why didn't you say that in the first
place?

Mr CLARKO: It is the same situation which
applied when the member for Kimberley said that
the Opposition was dishonest and that he was
honest. He is giving his own version of it. The
member should read each clause of the Bill. The
Bill has been draf(ted by specialists who have had a
lifetime career in drafting Bills in order that they
can be fully understood, but sometimes they do
make mistakes. The member is trying to impose
his opinion on the House.

Mrs Buchanan: i am entitled to my opinion in
the same way as you are entitled to yours.

Mr CLARKO: The member for Pilbara cannot
say that the member for Kimberley is entitled to
his opinion as to what the Bill means when he is
wrong. Mr Dowding is entitled to land because he
is the spouse of an Aboriginal person. On page 124
of the Bill under clause 153(l)(b), it states, "the
spouse of such an Aboriginal". That is what I
understand Mr Dowding to be. The member for
Pilbara says that I am reading it out of context,
but I suggest to her that she read this clause
because it is obvious she does not understand it.

Mrs Buchanan: You talked about giving away
47 per cent of the State, and you imply there-
fore, that that part of the land is suddenly going to
disappear from the face of the earth.

Mr CLARKO: It will Call into the hands of
several Aboriginal corporations. If a person wants
to drive to Alice Springs today he must obtain
permission from the Aboriginal Land Authority in
order to have the right to drive on a road which
was built from taxpayers' money.

Mrs Buchanan: Thai is not in this State.

Mr CLARKO: If a person wants to drive
through Giles to Alice Springs he must obtain
permission from the Aboriginal Land Authority
because he will need to drive through an Aborigi-
nal reserve on the way.

Mr Wilson: That applies under the present situ-
ation. It will not apply under this Bill.

Mr CLARKO: Because the Government will
give half of the State away. The Government will
give 47 per cent of this State to the Aboriginal
people For nothing. The Northern Territory
Government gave, in the first instance, 25 per cent
of its Territory to the Aborigines and today nearly
half of it has been taken over. I understand that
land claims which are now pending will result in
85 per cent of the Northern Territory being
granted to Aborigines, yet this Government wants
to start off by giving 47 per cent of the area of the
State to the Aborigines,

I do not want to say who is honest and who is
dishonest because I have already had that lecture
this afternoon. However, the truth is that two per
cent of the population of Western Australia is
Aboriginal and they will be entitled to 47 per cent
of Western Autralia as the First bite of the cherryi
and they will get it on the basis of race.

Under this legislation Mr Dowding, who is mar-
ried to an Aboriginal, will be able to make a claim
for title to land. The members of the Government
may not understand that, but it is written into the
Bill. I am not suggesting that Mr Dowding will
make a claim, but he will be entitled to do that
just as will the member for Kimberley. The mem-
ber for Kimberley can say that he will not make a
claim, but if he wants to exclude Aborigines from
this legislation on the grounds of wealth or edu-
cation it should be written into the Bill.

The Bill consists of a few hundred pages and it
would not have mattered if a couple of extra
clauses covering the concerns which have been
expressed by the Opposition had been included. I
am not concerned about Aborigines having an
entitlement to land, but I am opposed to the prin-
ciple of land rights.

If the Government can mount an argument that
Aborigines should be entitled to 47 per cent of
Western Australia, under the same logic it would
mean that they would be entitled to 100 per cent
of Western Australia. If this legislation is passed
now, or in the future, it will be the first step for
Aborigines to make claims which will be in ad-
dition to the initial 47 per cent. Much of the area
which will be granted to Aborigines under this
legislation is of inferior quality and, in the future,
they will look to the Government for land of
higher quality.

The Opposition was not told that buildings in
the metropolitan area worth $2 million which are
associated with Aboriginal groups and which have
been financed by taxpayers' money, would also be
subject to claim by Aborigines. I Find it amazing
that the Government can claim that that ties in
with some traditional affinity, because without
doubt Aborigines would surely have a very good
claim to Kings Park and the Swan River.

The clauses in the Bill which refer to Aborigi-
nes not being entitled to certain watercourses
which are within two kilometres of a road, are a
weak excuse to try to get rid of any potential for
criticism. Aborigines will be entitled to 47 per cent
of Western Australia without any financial re-
muneration, without any form o1 income test, and
without any concern for the fact that the person
who happens to be a wealthy Aboriginal will have
the same rights as the poor Aboriginal and, of
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course, will have rights which the poor white per-
son will not have.

Legislation to assist Aborigines should be based
on need, not on race. Many Aborigines have
spoken to members of the Opposition over the past
two Years and they have said that they did not
wish to become involved in this particular land
grab. It heartens the Opposition to learn that some
Aboriginal people realise this. The Aboriginal race
has suffered a great deal in Western
Australia-they have suffered from the scourge of
drink, the break-up of traditional units and so on.
Those of us who have been to Roebourne know
how dreadful the situation is in that town and that
many of these Aboriginal people show no respect
for themselves or for others.

This Bill, if passed, would give the Aboriginal
race 47 per cent of Western Australia;, but how
will that help the drunken Aborigines in
Roebourne or the young children being attacked
and ravaged by members of their own race? It will
do nothing for them. We should be addressing
ourselves to these sorts of problems and do so by
way of improving the level of education of Abor-
igines.

I well remember Irwin Lewis, a State footballer
who played for Claremont Football Club. I ad-
mired Irwin Lewis when I knew him during that
period. I understand that he is said to have been
the first Aboriginal student to attend the Univer-
sity of Western Australia. He stayed at one of the
residential colleges and was admired by many
people. Unfortunately he did not succeed in his
studies. However, we need more and more people
like Irwin Lewis on our post-secondary campuses.
We do not need Indians, Malaysians and other
such people in great throngs-although I am
happy for them to be there-but rather there
should be more Aborigines studying and
succeeding at our tertiary institutions. The
students need a certain type of lifestyle conducive
to study and independent application to their edu-
cation. Unfortunately many do not have that situ-
ation. This problem is facing the Aborigines now.

I went to Cosmo Newbery in 1982 and talked to
Aborigines about the problems they had with
young boys who were studying at school in
Esperance. They were a long distance from home
and were forever running away from the
Esperance school. Who could blame them? One of
the Aborigines told me how important it was for
the Government to provide facilities to enable his
people to get a better education. We should be
aiming to give Aborigines that basic training.

The arguments of integration and assimilation
still remain as great issues, although I am not sure

that they should be. The Aborigines who have
been successful are those who have assimilated.
That is not very popular today and the idea of
separate development would probably gain more
support from people involved in this field. How-
ever, if Aborigines rcenain separate and discrete
from the rest, ir they attend Aboriginal schools
which teach Aboriginal languages, I think we are
sowing a seed for future disharmony in the com-
munity. We want Australia to be a truly great
nation looking towards the future and we do not
want disharmony in our nation.

A few days ago, in answer to a dorothy dixer
from the member for Mitchell, the Minister for
Education described what the Government had
done for Aborigines. He had the cheek to make
one of his normal, wide-sweeping statements about
previous Governments. He claimed that the pre-
vious Government had made no effort to overcome
theserious disadvantages of Aboriginal children at
every level of the education system. He criticised
the previous Governments for this lack of effort. I
asked him to please enumerate and set down for
me those specific changes his Government had
made for the education of Aboriginal children in
quantitative and qualitative terms. He replied, at
length, that the Government had set up the Abor-
iginal education consultative group; and the re-
mainder of the answer was a lot of waffle. This
Government has done nothing different from those
actions taken by previous Governments in terms of
young Aborigines completing their secondary edu-
cation and going into university. The situation is
improving at a slow rate but not as a result oF any
initiatives by this Government, As is typical of the
Minister for Education, he shot his mouth off and
was not able to back up his statements with any
specific actions taken by the Government. The
Government has merely continued with the course
the previous Governments have taken in the past.

Clearly we must do much more in this area and
it is appropriate to assist Aborigines in education
rather than by the piece of gimmickry before us
which is unacceptable to the overwhelming pro-
portion of Western Australians.

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) [3.45 p.m.]:I
had not intended to speak at this stage of the
debate and I do so only because I think the mem-
ber for Kimberley has misconstrued the views of
the Opposition. I very much regret that the name
of the member for Kimberley has arisen during
the debate. The member has the respect of all who
know him-those in his electorate in the
Ki mberley and the people of Western Australia.
He certainly has the respect of every person in this
House with whom he has had contact. I hasten to
say that because I would be terribly perturbed if
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the member for Kimberley felt that there was
anything personal in the opposition to the legis-
lation. I assure him that that is not the case. I
know he has worked assiduously over the past few
months to help to formulate the legislation before
the House. He has adopted a most moderate
stance in all negotiations with the organisations
and individuals involved, which stance we have
greatly appreciated.

However, it is important to remember that
many of those who are activists in the land rights
movement are not of the mould of, or in the same
category as, the member for Kimberley. I assure
the member for Kimberley that the opposition to
the legislation would be exactly the same, irrespec-
tive of which race was involved. Other races could
possibly-if one liked to draw a long-bow-make
claim to portions of Western Australia. People
from the Baltic nations, such as Lithuanians, who
have been dispossessed of their land might come
and say that as they have been completely
dispossessed by the Soviet Union and they now
have thriving communities in Australia, they are
therefore entitled to certain sections of Australia.
Of course, that would be absolutely nonsensical to
many people but I mention it to indicate to the
member for Kinmberley that it would not maiter if
the people were Italians, British, Polish, or of any
other nationality, the Opposition would take the
same view. The salient reason is that we in
Australia are citizens of the only nation in the
world that has an entire continent to itself. That is
the situation in Australia-one nation and one
continent-and many people in this nation will
strive to ensure that it remains that way.

We have recently witnessed a situation where
the Ngaanyatjarra Aborigines in the central re-
serve have simply adopted a stance that they are
not satisfied with the legislation put forward by
the Government and as a result have decided to
deny access to water supplies in the central reserve
to miners and other persons passing through.
These people will also deny airport facilities to
visitors even though the Government supplied the
facilities in the first place. It is taking other simi-
lar actions. That sort of attitude must be only the
beginning.

As other speakers have said, 32.7 per cent of the
Northern Territory has been handed over to Abor-
igines on inalienable freehold title. irrespective of
what debts they incur or what debts their children
incur, that land will remain theirs for ever.
Another 13.2 per cent of the land is in the process
of being handed over, making over 46 per cent of
that vast land which will be handed over to 29 000
Aborigines. Only 20000 Aborigines live on the

land in question, 5 000 are urban Aborigines and
the other 4 000 live on station properties.

Signs are already up on that land, signs such as
"whites keep out", "trespassers will be
prosecuted", and so on. As I have mentioned be-
fore, people do not trespass on Aboriginal land.
On this land people with weapons drive around in
four-wheel drive vehicles. They are frequently
intoxicated, and they are most hostile to
trespassers.

This is equivalent to some of the Bantustans in
Africa, now known as black Homelands. The
whole object was to confine negroes or more
specifically Zulus to those areas, whereas here the
whole object is to keep whites out.

That is already the situation in the Northern
Territory. Here we are trying to say simply that in
Western Australia Aborigines will have 8.9 per
cent of the land freehold. It used to be estimated
as 8.7 per cent. I understand that the agricultural
parts of Western Australia amount to only 6.4 per
cent. That is a figure which was given to me;
whether it is correct or not I do not know. But here
Aborigines will have 8.9 per cent, irrespective of
whether they are Aboriginal people, or whether
they have blue eyes and fair hair and claim they
are Aborigines. They may have left the State
when they were born and returned last week, but
they will still be classified as Aborigines.

Why should we at this stage willy-nilly hand
over 8.9 per cent of Western Australia to a certain
group of people, many of whom are not Aborigines
but who claim to be? Why are we handing it over
on a freehold basis?

The other unfortunate aspect is this: The legis-
lation will render a tremendous disservice to the
Aborigines themselves, because it will ensure that
for ever they will remain in a backwater and never
emerge. If they are going to come to grips with the
challenges of the twentieth century and the
twenty-first century, it is vital to give them all
possible help to emerge and take their place in the
mainstream of the community.

Mr Bridge: Take the present situation of com-
munities on reserve land. Communities currently
reside on land set aside for the use of Aborigines.
If we change the status of that land through this
Bill to give them a form of secure title, how will
that put them in a backwater? How will it change
their status?

Mr GRAYDEN: The member will find that
control will not be in the hands of moderate Abor-
igines, I can assure him it will be in the hands of
the activists. We were dealing with Aborigines at
the Blackstone Ranges. Water points put there by
the Government will not be available to anyone
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except Aborigines. That is what they are saying
now.

These are Aboriginal reserves. Immediately this
land becomes freehold it will be a different ball
game altogether. A vast area of Western Australia
will be Aboriginal land. There will be a State
within a State. Flags will go up -they are there
already. The activists will be saying, "This is Ab-
original land, this is a sovereign State. We have
two States in Western Australia. Do not cross the
borders, Europeans are not permitted; those other
than Aborigines are not permitted on this land".

Every person on those reserves has to be a men-
dicant because there is no possibility of their be-
coming economically viable. There will be there-
fore a State within a State, and that State which
we are creating will consist of mendicants for ever.
They will be dependent for ever on social service
payments, unemployment benefits, and, where
they can get them, royalties.

The activists are in control now, and this will
strengthen their position. They will very shortly
say to the Aborigines, "Do not cross those borders,
we do not want you to be contaminated by the
outside world". This will therefore keep the Abor-
igines in those enclaves. They will remain there,
and it will affect them in precisely that way.

I have great respect for the member for
Kimberley and the arguments he puts forward. I
know he is completely sincere in what he is doing
in respect of this Bill. I regret I am not in a
position to support him on the legislation, but I am
opposing the Bill for the reasons I have mentioned.
We would be creating a State within a State, and
we would be rendering a disservice, not only to
Australia, but to the Aborigines themselves.

There is a far better way to approach this mat-
ter. in this Parliament from time to time we create
"A"-class reserves. If we think an area such as
Kings Park is worth while conserving, it is set
aside as a reserve. If we think the Shannon Basin
is of significance we set it aside. There is often
opposition, but when we are looking at the long-
term significance of those places to Australia, Par-
liament makes the decision in respect of them.

Parliament would not lightly oppose the setting
aside of a reserve of consequence. I would be hor-
rified if a- single person did not recognise that
Aborigines deserve a place and have a right to a
place in the sun. It is an absolute necessity for
everyone, and certainly for Aborigines. Tribal
Aborigines must have land which is relatively un-
disturbed in which they can carry on their tribal
way of life.

There are very few tribal communities in West-
ern Australia, but where they exist, by all means

give them the land; but let us select land where
they can live, where there are waterholes or per-
manent surface water and game, because one can-
not have game if there is no permanent surface
water. Let us not pick something for Aborigines
way out in the desert where nobody wants to live,
land which has been forsaken. Let us seek some-
where where Aborigines can live, and bring that
legislation into the Parliament.

For many years a stupid situation has existed in
Western Australia where Aborigines have been
denied land in the vicinity of mining towns, north-
west coastal towns, and the like. Absolutely no
reason can be advanced for that situation. It is
essential that Aborigines have community living
areas.

In places such as Port Hedland a huge number
of Aborigines have assimilated into the com-
munity extremely well. Indeed, many Aborigines
are pillars of the community. The member for
Kimberley was the chairman of the board of a
large local authority in Halls Creek for many
years. He performed his functions most
competently arid no-one in the Kimberley would
criticise him for the job he did there. Similarly,
Aborigines throughout the north-west have Fitted
into the community and are doing their jobs as
competently as, or, in some cases, more
competently than, Europeans.

However, other Aborigines do not fall into that
category and they need to have community living
areas. Let us give them freehold land, whether it
be pastoral properties or whatever. Let us give
them freehold community living areas. Those
areas do not have to be vast; they could be of 5 000
acres or something of that nature. However, such
areas should be within reasonable proximity to a
town or a community where Aborigines congre-
gate.

Nobody would dispute the need for maximum
protection for genuine sacred sites. There is no
dispute about the need for providing land for
Aborigines. However, in this Bill, we are not
talking about land for Aborigines; we are talking
about a competely different concept.

I say to the member for Kimberley that this
legislation will be passed in this House, but I do
not. kn ow what will h appen i n anothe r place.

Mr Bryce: I heard that a decision was made in
the party room today.

Mr GRAYDEN: Those sorts of decision are not
made i n t he pa rty roo m. I rrespec tive o f wh at ha p-
pens in the party room, if the Bill is defeated in
another place, it will be the end of this form of
land rights, because people will be hitting their
heads against a brick wall if they continue to
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produce this concept of land rights over and over
again.

I ask members: What is the concept? Firstly,
8.9 per cent of the State will be handed over to
Aborigines who will then have the right to claim
another 39 per cent of Western Australia. Why
grant the Aborigines 8.9 per cent of the State
which includes a great deal of land that the Abor-
igines do not want? Aborigines do not go near
much of the central reserve and they are never
likely to do so. Why does the Government sud-
denly seek to make that area freehold? It is
patently absurd to say, "Here, you can have this
8.9 per cent of the State and you may then claim
another 39 per cent". The matter should be dealt
with in a different way. Aborigines should delin-
eate the areas which are necessary for community
and tribal living and which will ensure the protec-
tion of sacred sites. The Government should then
draft legislation on that basis and bring it before
the Parliament in order that we may adjudicate on
it. If that occurred, we would see a completely
different response.

Members of the Opposition take exception to
the divisive nature of this legislation. It seeks to
create a State within a State, an area in which
Aborigines can never be self-supporting; in which
for ever they, their children, their children's chil-
dren, and so on will be mendicant. They will de-
pend on social service payments, unemployment
benefits, and royalties because no work will be
available.

The State which this legislation seeks to estab-
lish will be a vast though fragmented State be-
cause reserves will be established in many differ-
ent areas. Indeed, if Western Australia were a sea,
this State would be an archipelago. We have this
vast State within a State being proposed in the Bill
which, in the future, will produce a legacy of
racial trouble and will condemn Aborigines to a
backwater for ever.

I did not intend to make a long speech at this
stage of the debate. I simply spoke, because I was
concerned that the member for Kimberley might
think that, somewhere along the line, there was
something personal in this. I make it clear to him
that there is absolutely no suggestion of that. I
greatly regret that, on an issue or this kind, I could
not be 100 per cent behind the member for
Kimberley, because that would have been a
measure of the regard I have for him.

MR WIILSON (Nollamara-Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs) [4.05
p.m.]: I do not intend to speak for long. Most of
those who have spoken from the Opposition side
on the third reading debate have simply rehashed

matters which they broached during the second
reading debate.

I noted the comments of the Leader of the Op-
position. Most of what he had to say was a
statement of defence of his position in response to
the remarks made by the Premier. The Leader of
the Opposition made great play of the fact that, of
course, he was not here when the Aboriginal Af-
fairs Planning Authority Act was passed. I accept
that and know it to be a fact. Had the Premier
been present, he would have been forced to accept
also that that is the case.

However, in making that point, the Leader of
the Opposition does not overcome the fact that,
although he may not have had the opportunity to
vote on that legislation in respect of the definition
of "Aboriginal", for a number of years he was the
Minister responsible for administering the Act,
and during that time the matter was not raised in
Parliament. I assume the Leader of the Opposition
would have had adequate opportunity to do so if
he saw lit, if it were a matter of concern, if it were
a matter about which he felt deeply, or if it were a
matter on which many people made represen-
tations. However, when the Leader of the Oppo-
sition was the Minister responsible for
administering that legislation, on no occasion did
he raise that aspect.

In his comments the Leader or the Opposition
indicated that the Act was amended in 1973 and
1982. Certainly in 1982 the Leader of the Oppo-
sition was a Minister in the Government. At that
stage he did not take the opportunity to amend the
Act in that respect nor did he take the opportunity
to raise that as a matter of concern to him. It
seems this aspect has become a matter of concern
to the Leader of the Opposition recently as a result
of political expediency. The fact that the Leader
of the Opposition spent so much time seeking to
define his position in that regard does not hold up
too well.

I accept that, in saying what the Premier said in
the second reading debate about the Leader of the
Opposition's position in Parliament, there were
some errors of fact; however, that does not get
away from the point that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, as a Minister in the previous Government,
had adequate opportunity to raise this matter if it
were of real concern to him. The Leader of the
Opposition did not take the opportunity to do so,
therefore, his comments now sound a little hollow
and lack conviction as far as we are concerned.

The other members who spoke simply sought
another opportunity to rehash their points of view.
We have not moved from the position which
obtained during the second reading debate, a
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position which was that the Government was
stating its case. The case of the Government
simply is that it is seeking to introduce positive,
practical, moderate legislation to establish a form
of secure land tenure for Aboriginal people in
Western Australia. It does not seek to do so as a
panacea for the problems and concerns which af-
fect Aboriginal people in this State, but rather as
part of an overall strategy to come to terms, in a
positive and practical way, with a number of sol-
utions.

In response to that approach, the Opposition
has been totally negative. Indeed, it has been con-
fused; on the one hand it has blamed the Govern-
ment for introducing a system of land tenure
which is based on race and, on the other hand, it
has continued to uphold a system of Aboriginal
land reserves which is based on race also. I cannot
see the essential difference between those two
positions.

Opposition members are confused in that we
have had several or them put forward different
points of view. Today the member for Karrinyup
indicated that he had some sympathy for Aborigi-
nal entitlement to land. That is not the position
officially put by the Opposition.

The member for South Perth, who has a depth
of experience in these matters and who is one for
whom I have regard because of that experience
and his integrity, has indicated that he would
favour a system of land tenure specially for Abor-
igines and that he would reconsider legislation of a
different kind were it introduced into the Parlia-
ment. As far as T know that is not the official
position of the Opposition.

We seem to have within the Opposition a div-
ided house, a confused attitude of mind and, in a
third respect, a little bit of what the member for
Kimberley referred to as dishonesty, in that while
members opposite are dissociating themselves
from the Government in regard to what they say is
a form of land tenure based on race, they continue
to uphold a system of Aboriginal reserve land
which is, in their own terms, equally based on
race. In other words, they have not been able to
sustain a consistent attitude on this Bill.

I do not think I need say any more, because I
believe that if the truth were known, in the Liberal
Party room today members opposite decided that
this Bill should be rejected in the upper House.
That seems to be very much the case. Let them

deny it if they will, but if it is the case, we have
had a bit of a charade this afternoon because they
have prolonged the debate in the full knowledge
that it is their party's intention in the upper House
to reject this Bill. That is very much to be regret-
ted.

I urge all members to support the third reading
of the Bill.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
M r Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Mr Blaikie
Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
MrT Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance

Ayes
Mr I-odge
M r Brian Burke
Mr Parker
Mr Read
Mr Burkett

Ayes 26
Mr Hughes
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pea rce
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 19
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Thompson
Mr Tretliowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Watt
Mr Bradshaw

(Teller)

(Teller)

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

Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ABORICINAL LAND)

BILL

Third Reading

MR WILSON (Nollamara-Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs) [4.17
p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-
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Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Mr Blaikie
Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance

Ayes
Mr Hodge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Parker
Mr Read
Mr Burkett

Question thus passe

Ayes 26
Mr Hughes
Mr Jamnieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
M r Taylor
Mr Tonkin
M r Troy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 19
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Rushion
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
M r Tubby
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Watt
Mr Bradshaw

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

ENERGY: FUEL

Import Parity Pricing Policy: Amendments to
Motion

Debate resumed from 21 March.

MR TRETHOWAN (East Melville) [4.20
p.m.]: There appears to be some confusion about
the way in which we should proceed on this mat-
ter. My understanding is that the amendment
moved by the Minister for Minerals and Energy is
still before the Chair and that is what we are
debating. I have a few words to say on that
amendment, although at the end of the debate the
Minister indicated that there was a possibility of
coming forward with a suitable amendment that
could be agreed to by the whole House.

When the Leader of the Opposition spoke dur-
ing that debate he foreshadowed an amend-
ment-it is on the Notice Paper-indicating the
words the Opposition felt were important and
should be added to the motion. The Government
has said a number of times, as has the Minister for
Transport in answer to a question last week, that
the Government would be prepared to agree to a
suitable amendment that could be endorsed by the
whole House in order to strengthen the position of

this State in dealing with the Commonwealth in
regard to these aspects.

Mr Grill: I do have an amendment and I intend
to move it. I will send across a copy to you now. If
I had thought of it earlier I would have sent you a
copy then. You people called this matter on this
afternoon. I did not expect it to come on. I will
send you across a copy now so at least you can
speak on it.

Mr Cowan: I would like a copy of it too.

Mr TRETH-OWAN: I am glad to hear that the
Government has rethought its position. I hope it
has rethought its position in significant terms and
in line with the comments that have been made
from this side of the House because the Minister
for Minerals and Energy's proposed amendment is
that the House "notes and endorses the Govern-
ment's decision to request the Federal Govern-
ment to examine the possibility of a petrol price
reduction at the next tax summit as -a part of its
overall taxation reform". As I said previously, that
is a totally inadequate response to the urgency of
the situation that is being faced now.

During the debate on the Supply Bill in which I
raised this matter previously, I was queried on the
assertion I had made that petrol prices could reach
60c a litre by the middle of the year. My claims
have been well and truly substantiated by infor-
mation from the Commonwealth Government.
The Minister did not query it, but certainly mem-
bers on the Government side of the House did.
The member for Helena, for instance, derided my
assertion. I hope now he has thought and con-
sidered the situation and that he recognises the
assertion I made was not a purely grandstanding
statement, but was based on fact. Now that has
been confirmed, it underlines the seriousness of
the situation we will face in the immediate future.
Not only that, but if what has been said in this
House by me, by the Leader of the Opposition,
and by the member for Merredin about the serious
impact of the fuel crisis on the rural industry has
not been taken to heart, surely it was heavily
underlined today by the statements made by mem-
bers of the rural community who came to Parlia-
ment House to voice their concern about the situ-
ation they find themselves in.

Mr Gordon Hill: To be fair, you ought to indi-
cate that in fact the Government has recognised
the problems of the rural business community gen-
erally. I personally did not deride your suggestion
about the problems; I suggested your timetable for
the 60c a litre might be a little out.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I do not think that is the
situation. The information coming from the Com-
monwealth is that the price of petrol is likely to be
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increased by between 5c and 7c a litre. My as-
sertion was that by the middle of the year petrol
prices at the hawser in Perth could be 60c a litre.
That view has also been put forward by the RAC
on very good grounds. We are facing a major
escalation in fuel prices.

We are currently debating an amendment to a
motion moved by the member for Merredin. The
original motion, as the Leader of the Opposition
said, showed an understanding of the urgency of
the situation, but was phrased perhaps in such
terms that a little more research would have found
it to be a little too simplistic, so consequently the
Leader of the Opposition foreshadowed an amend-
ment which would certainly encourage a more
reasonable situation.

Mr Grill: Have you got a copy of my amend-
ment yet?

Mr TRETHOWAN: I have just received one. It
is very difficult to be given a detailed amendment
similar to the one that has just been provided to
me by the Minister for Transport and to comment
on it off the cuff. The debate was brought on
without prior notice-

Mr Grill: You brought it on, not us.

Mr TRETHOWAN: We requested it as a mat-
ter of urgency. We were told by the Minister for
Minerals and Energy that this debate would be
brought on last Tuesday. That undertaking ap-
pears in Hansard of the previous Tuesday. The
Government supported the introduction of the mo-
tion by the member for Merredin that Thursday,
but because of what was said during that debate,
the Minister for Minerals and Energy realised
that his amendment was totally inadequate for the
situation. He said that he would look to Finding a
suitable amendment to introduce the following
Tuesday or soon after. That was the reason the
Opposition last week queried when the debate
would be brought on. We asked why there had
been no action because the urgency of the situ-
ation had not diminished. That is the reason we
sought today to have this matter debated. It was at
the bottom of the Notice Paper and we believed no
action was to be taken in spite of the Govern-
ment's undertaking to again discuss the matter on
Tuesday of last week.

We gave the Government another week to bring
the matter on for debate and, as there has been no
action, and we had received no indication of a
compromise motion that would be suitable to both
sides of the House, we felt we had to try to ensure
that the debate was brought on. That is why we
took the action that we have taken today. It was
not done in haste; it was done because nothing
satisfactory was being undertaken by the Govern-
(53)

ment. It certainly concerns me that we have not
been given enough time to study this amendment
in detail.

Mr Grill: Adjourn the debate and we will take it
later, if that is what you want to do.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I will have to seek the
Speaker's indulgence while I read the amendment
in detail.

Paragraph 4 reads as follows-
That this House notes and endorses initiat-

ives carried out by the Government in the
form of the Petroleum Products Pricing Act
and the orders issued under it, which have
had the effect of reducing petrol prices in
country areas from what they otherwise

might have been.
That is a joke.

Mr Hassell: Even this Minister would not have
been game to say that to the crowd from the
farming community today because they would
have dealt with him even More effectively.

Mr Clarko: They dealt with him pretty
effectively anyway.

Mr TRETHOWAN: Yes. Paragraph 5 reads as
follows-

Notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in February and March
of this year in the form of approaches made
to the Federal Government by the Hon. Min-
ister for Consumer Affairs and the Hon.
Premier requesting a review of the Import
Parity Pricing Policy.

We have not seen the approaches. In fact, on two
occasions, the Government has sought to postpone
any action in this regard to take it to the tax
summit. What is to be believed? What is the
seriousness of the situation?

Mr MacKinnon: The farmers said today that
the time for words is past.

Mr TRETHO WAN: Yes.
Paragraph 8 states-

calls on the Federal Government to review all
other excises and duties imposed on pet-
roleum products as part of the Taxation Sum-
mit;

That is too late. It is something we have said over
and over again. We cannot afford to postpone
action in this regard for another three months
because one of the major areas being affected by
the price increase is that of fuel supplied to those
farmers who have to put in their crops this year.
That fuel has to be purchased, in most cases, by
the end of May, if not earlier. The result is that
any action has no chance of affecting the price
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that those people will have to pay. That is not
suitable. There is great hardship in this sector, as
was outlined today. The putting off of the making
of decisions will not alleviate the problems being
experienced by that section of the community.

Paragraph 9 states-

as a short term measure, urges that the
import parity price review due on I May,
1985 be deferred until all taxation and excises
on petroleum products is reviewed at the Tax-
ation Summit;

That is not suitable either. Certainly, if the ex-
treme increases that are expectant on that review
are to be postponed, that is an advantage. How-
ever, it will not get to the root of the problem.

The SPEAKER: Order! I appreciate the diffi-
culty being experienced by the member for Fast
Melville; however, I am bound by the practices of
the House. The only motion before the Chair is
the amendment moved by the Minister for Min-
erals and Energy that all words after the word
"House" be deleted. I am aware that,' after that
question has been put and it is passed,' the Minis-
ter for Minerals and Energy will move the amend-
ment which is circulating in the Chamber. How-
ever, that matter is not properly before the House
at this stage and cannot be debated in specific
terms. I suggest that the member deal with the
amendment before the House and if that is passed
and the Minister moves another amendment, he
can debate that.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I appreciate that, Mr
Speaker. I will confine myself to the amenment
before the Chair. I think the amendment refuses
to recognise the very important point made by the
member for Merredin in moving the motion. His
motion states that there is an urgency about this
matter and that urgency needs to take account of
the complex pricing structure of fuel in this
country, particularly as it relates to import parity
pricing. I believe there is no case for any
postponement of action. Immediate action needs
to be taken at the State level. This should not be a
matter of a private letter being sent to the Com-
monwealth, if such a letter has been sent, or a
private telephone call being made, if it has been
made. Public pressure needs to be placed on the
Commonwealth to act now in order that some
satisfactory solution can take place.

If the Minister for Transport wishes to obtain
the concurrence of this side of the House in any
amendments that he moves, he will need to dem-
onstrate that the amendments are based on reality
and fact and that action will be taken to redress
the problem.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [4.35 p.m.]: I op-
pose the amendment moved by the Minister. I
oppose any attempt to alter the motion moved by
the member for Merredin. We saw thousands of
farmers today indicating the seriousness of their
plight and the only answer we have been able to
come up with in this House is an exercise in sem-
antics because the amendment proposed to be
moved by the Minister is an attempt to play
around with this matter.

The member for Merredin moved a motion over
a week ago indicating the urgency of the current
situation as it relates to the high cost of fuel to the
rural community because of the Government's
import parity pricing policy. He suggested that
that policy be abandoned immediately. He also
indicated that the policy for the introduction of
lead-free petrol be deferred indefinitely because
that would also add to the cost of fuel to the
community. We are now seeing, in this House, an
exercise in political point scoring.

Last week the Leader of the Opposition
indicated his intention to amend the member for
Merredin's motion That was also an exercise in
political point scoring because it did not
substantially alter the substance of the motion.

Reference was made to the fact that it is im-
possible to abandon the policy of import parity
pricing immediately. We know that. The decision,
though, has to be made to abandon it and then
civil servants can work out the details of
implementing that decision. The same applies if I
go to my architect and ask him to include certain
things in my house. He then works out the details
for implementing my request. That is what he is
trained to do. Both Federal and State Govern-
ments engage high-priced civil servants. We
should, therefore, make our decision, and leave it
to them to work out the details.

Members of the House are being pedantic and
are doing nothing to alter the intention of the
motion moved by the member for Merredin. The
House has to get down to dealing with the requests
made by the farming community today. There
should be a little more action, a little less talk, and
a lot less political point scoring.

I wish to refer to a couple of points made so far
in this debate. I have the greatest respect for the
member for East Melville, but he, apparently, is
beginning to believe his party's propaganda be-
cause, by way of interjection, he made some point
about the National Party being socialistic. People
in glass houses should not throw stonies! I doubt
whether he was in this House when a Liberal
Cabinet directed that salmon fishermen at Albany
sell their catch to only one factory. That is social-
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ism. That was a denial of their freedom to sell
their fish to whom they want; it was socialistic. I
suggest that, before the member for East Melville
starts believing his own propaganda, he takes
cognisance of the actions of his party when in
government.

The oil parity pricing policy was implemented,
in the first instance, by the Fraser Government. It
has not really been successful in its objective
which was to increase exploration for oil in
Australia.

It has been successful, of course, in seriously
increasing the price of petroleum products, it has
helped the federal Government in its tax raising,
and it has also been a bonanza to some of the big
oil companies. I point out that under this policy
new oil would not attract the same levies as old oil
and this created a bonanza for BHP-Esso. Not
only that, the information upon which the Govern-
ment acted was technical data which was provided
from that company. I quote from The National
Timcsof 2 to 8 March 1980 as follows-

The Federal Government relied on techni-
cal data supplied by BHP-Esso when it de-
cided to give up a claim to some $2 500
million in potential tax revenue from the Bass
Strait oil producer.

Further on it states-

The consequences of the Government's
Fortescue decision are great. The field classi-
fied as "new oil," will return about $7 000
million to Esso BHP before tax when pro-
duction begins in 1983. The Government will
take about $3 100 million and the company
will net about $3 850 million.

As "old oil," the company would net about
$1 300 million, and the Government would
receive at least $5 500 million of this, $4 900
million would be gained through the c rude oil
levy that does not apply to "new oil" and
about $600 million in company tax.

It can be seen that BHP-Esso has been a great
benefactor from this policy.

I will also quote from The National Times of
the week ending 7 July 1979. 1 admit that the
figures go back to 1979, but I have not been suc-
cessful in obtaining more up-to-date data. How-
ever, 1979 was several years after the implemen-
tation of the new oil parity pricing policy and the
figures give an indication that the policy has not
been very successful. The article reads as fol-
lows-

But the most devasting comparison is with
overseas experience. In Canada 7 170 wells
were drilled in 1978, in a country where drill-

ing costs are fairly comparable with
Australia.

And in the United States no less, than
48 513 wells were drilled last year. Such fig-
ures make Fraser's boast of 52 exploration
wells look pathetic.

Mr Parker: The figures have changed.

Mr STEPHENS. I appreciate that, but the
principle is still basically along those lines. The
article continues-

The theory on which the whole of
Australia's oil pricing policy is based is that
prices must be at OPEC levels to encourage
oil exploration. In both the US and Canada
however, domestic oil is not priced at any-
where near this level, yet the US has the
highest level of oil exploration in the Western
world, and Canada's exploration dwarfs
Australia's.

One can see from those articles that the policy has
been anything but successful in encouraging
exploration in Australia. The people of Australia
would have benefited more had the Government
followed a policy of a form of subsidy to
substantially cover the costs of wells that were
actually drilled because we would have known that
the money that was being siphoned off for explo-
ration would be actually spent in Australia.

Under the present policy these multinational
companies can be using those funds to explore
anywhere in the world, not just in Australia. The
well should be actually drilled in Australia. The
policy has been a failure and the people of
Australia are paying a considerable increase in the
price of fuel. The increased exploration which was
promised has not been forthcoming.

In addition, we have seen the farming com-
munity, in particular, suffer from severe economic
hardship. The intention of the member for
Merredin in bringing this motion before the House
was for this Government to approach the Federal
Government to immediately abandon this policy.
That would result in the cost of petroleum to the
farming community being reduced before the
commencement of seeding for the forthcoming
harvest. It is essential that this action be taken
immediately and that was the idea behind the
motion.

It will not assist anyone if members in this
House play around with the words of the motion. I
call on members of the House to defeat the
amendment currently before it with a view to
wholeheartedly supporting the original motion
moved by the member for Merredin.
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Amendment put
following result-

Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
M r Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hughes

Mr Blaikie
Mr Cash
Mr Cla rko,
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance

Ayes
Mr Hodge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Read
Mr Burkett

and a division taken with the

Ayes 26
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

(Teller)
Noes 20

Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Mr Thompson
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Watt
Mr Coyne

Amendment thus passed.

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister for
Transport) [4.50 p.m.]: I move an amendment-

To substitute the following for the words
deleted-

I . recognises that recent rapid rises in pet-
rol and diesel fue! prices causes problems
for all sections of the community par-
ticularly those involved in the agricul-
tural and mining industries;

2. recognises that increasing liquid fuel
costs imposes additional costs on State
instrumentalities such as the State En-
ergy Commission, Westrail and Metro-
politan Transport Trust;

3. recognises that these costs are passed on
to small businesses, industry and the
community at large in increased costs
affecting the Consumer Price Index;

4. notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in the form of the
Petroleum Products Pricing Act and the
orders issued under it, which have had
the effect of reducing petrol prices in
country areas from what they otherwise
might have been.

5. notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in February and
March of this year in the form of
approaches made to the Federal Govern-
ment by the Hon. Minister for Consumer
Affairs and the Hon. Premier requesting
a review of the Import Parity Price Pol-
icy.

6. shares the concern of the Government at
the short term implications of the Feder-
al Government's import parity pricing
policy;

7. supports the policy on import parity
pricing and the principles behind it but
calls on the Federal Government to re-
view the components used in determining
the prices;

8. calls on the Federal Government to re-
view all other excises and duties imposed
on petroleum products as part of the
Taxation Summit;

9. as a short term measure, urges that the
import parity price review due on I May
1985 be deferred until all taxation and
excises on petroleum products is
reviewed at the Taxation Summit; and

10. calls on the Federal Government to re-
duce excises on petrol and diesel fuel
from the present levels of 9.641 cents per
litre by at least 2 cents per litre in recog-
nition of the fact that short term factors
affecting the value of the Australian dol-
lar relative to the United States dollar
have caused the cost of petrol to rise by
2.55 cents per litre since 31 December
1984 and that the Consumer Price Index
changes have caused a further rise of
0.24 cents per litre in petrol and diesel
fuel prices.

I think that is a comprehensive and moderate
amendment which could be endorsed and
embraced by all sections of this House. The Oppo-
sition might take some exception to some well-
deserved laudatory remarks within the amend-
ment in respect of actions previously taken by the
Government, but I do not expect it to be so petty
that it would not allow us to have a little glory
from past actions.

I think the amendment is one which can be
endorsed. Some concern has been expressed about
immediate action being taken. This amendment
suggests that immediate action be taken, and in
particular it suggests there should not be any
further increases in the price of fuel as a result of
the import pricing policy.
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It also suggests that the Federal Government
give immediate relief to people within this State
and thoughout the Commonwealth to the tune of
2.55c per litre as from 31 December 1984.

Paragraphs 8, 9. and 10 of the amendment go a
long way to satisfying some of the demands that
were heard on the steps of Parliament House this
afternoon. The motion moved by the member for
Merredin in our view is not appropriate and does
not go far enough. It would not give the relief that
the farmers were calling for today. I do not want
to criticise that motion-I think it is well-mean-
ing-but the amendment before us now addresses
all the problems of which those farmers were
speaking. I do not think the Opposition could take
exception to the amendment simply because it
contains some laudatory remarks about the
present Government.

I accept that the reaction from some members
of the Opposition will be horribly negative, as have
been some of the remarks they have been making
in previous debates on this and other subjects. I
expect there will be an endeavour to secure some
cheap political points. I ask members to set that
aside, have a close look at this amendment, and
decide whether it does address the problems, and
see whether we cannot agree on this amendment
so that this State can go forward to the Common-
wealth, as we have on one or two other matters
over the last year or two, with one voice to express
with some force our concern to the Federal
Government.

The facts are simply these: It is essential that we
get some immediate and short-term relief.

Mr Hassell; That is a change of tune in the
course of a week!

Mr GRILL: That is not true, and the Leader of
the Opposition should not make remarks of that
nature, because I indicated to him and to other
people that the Government was greatly concerned
about the prospects of an increase in the price of
fuel.

Mr Peter Jones: You wanted it left-

Mr GRILL: The member should read the
amendment.

Mr Peter Jones: Last week you wanted it left
until the summer.

Mr GRILL: Shortly, I will read a letter which
the Premier sent to the Prime Minister on 8
March this year indicating that he wanted
immediate action taken. A number of motions
have been put forward; none of them has been as
well-considered as the amendment before us now.
The motion foreshadowed by the Premier a week
or so ago was one of those types of motions; it did

not go far enough. I do not think the motion
moved by the member for Merredin goes far
enough because it does not grant immediate relief.
It might grant some future relief, but what we
want for the farmers and miners of this State is
immediate relief. This amendment seeks exactly
that.

Mr Stephens interjected.

Mr GRILL: The costs of unleaded petrol are
such that they do not need to be taken into ac-
count in this debate, so far as we can judge at the
moment. The extra costs in respect of unleaded
petrol appear to be something less than 0.25c per
litre. Certainly, counting everything, including the
capital costs, it will come to less than haif a cent.

If one puts that quarter cent beside the prospect
of prices of petrol in this State-somewhere be-
tween 58c and 60c per litre-it is seen to be a
meagre amount of money. As I will explain
shortly, to endeavour to reverse the decision of this
Parliament in December last year. and in fact
agreed to by the previous Court Government as
long as three years ago-

Mr Rushton interjected.

Mr GRILL: All right, there are other factors,
but I do not have much time. Please let me carry
on. What I am talking about is an endeavour now
to reverse the decision on unleaded petrol.

This Government supports the Fraser Govern-
ment legislation on import parity pricing. Let us
not forget the fact that it was introduced by a
Liberal-Country Party coalition Government, and
for good reason. It has worked very well up until
this stage and it has stabilised the price of petrol
reasonably well.

Mr Old: Do you think so?
Mr GRILL: Does the member for Kittanning-

Roe want to abandon the principle of parity
pricing? If he does, he seems to be out of step with
the rest of the Opposition.

Mr Old: Yes.

Mr Clarko: It is a rotten scheme.
Mr GRILL: The member for Karrinyup is also

out of step with his party. Members opposite can
all be a bunch of mavericks if they wish, but their
party policy still endorses the principle of import
parity pricing. I am not going to answer any
further interjections because I do not have the
time to do so.

The import parity pricing policy provides a very
real incentive for exploration to continue, and to
expand. It also provides an incentive to conserve
fuel. I am not saying that is the most important
thing, but in a country which does not have a lot of
fuel and which is not self-supporting in terms of
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fuel it is a consideration which must be taken into
account.

The import parity pricing policy means that the
price Australians are paying for their fuel really
represents the replacement costs. I am not talking
about the recent distortion of the mechanism
within that import pricing policy; I am as critical
as the next man about that particular mechanism,
which needs to be changed. If we can set our
minds to changing that mechanism in a rational
way, we will achieve something. But the facts are
that onshore oil exploration in Australia has been
very healthy in the last few years. There has been
a fall-off in exploration underwater but on land it
has been particularly healthy, and exploration
generally has been reasonably healthy over the
last decade. We do not put down as many wells as
Canada-nothing like it-but generally speaking
the import parity pricing policy has worked.

All of us know that the import parity pricing
system is based on the price of Saudi Arabian
light oil taken from the Arabian Gulf, together
with the cost of freight, the cost of insurance, and
a quality differential allowance.

In this country at present a lot of old oil Is
produced at about $3 to $4 a barrel. The overseas
benchmark price for Saudi Arabian crude is
$U528. The spot market price for it is below that,
about $US27. That represents a situation where,
taking into account the present relativiries be-
tween the US dollar and the Australian dollar, for
us to maintain the present price of fuel in this
country we would need to have a benchmark price
for Saudi Arabian crude of somewhere around
$U524 a barrel. That is unlikely, and the facts
are, as a number of speakers have mentioned pre-
viously, that if in fact the price of Saudi Arabian
crude remains stable at $US28 or $U529, and if
the Australian dollar as against the American dol-
lar is around 70c, when this price is reviewed-as
it is bi-monthly-on 1 May, the price of fuel in
this country will go up by between 4c and 5c per
litre. As I have mentioned before, there was an
increase since last December in the vicinity of
2.55c per litre. I think we should be granting relief
in terms of the probable future increase of some-
where between 4c and Sc per litre, and
retrospectively, as the amendment indicates, in re-
lation to the 2.5c by which it has already been
increased. It is an amendment that goes
immediately to the very heart of the matter, and I
would like to see it endorsed.

The facts are that it is the Commonwealth
Government which is gaining as a result of the
increases in the price of fuel in this country. The
Commonwealth Government gains at the horren-
dous rate of $350 million for each cent by which

the price of fuel rises. Some of the big companies
also gain windfalls from the increases.

Mr MacKinnon: How much does the State
Government get out of these increases?

Mr GRILL: A very small increase, and the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition should not intro-
duce red herrings, which are really irrelevant to
the present debate. If members opposite want to
keep on displaying their ignorance as they did at
the front of the building today before that crowd
of farmers, where the first point in their reform
policy represented legislation that was already in
place, they can go right ahead. The facts are that
members opposite called for this State to exempt
fuel on-farm from State taxes when in fact diesel
fuel on-farm is already exempt. Members opposite
can grandstand and be as irresponsible as they like
in Opposition, but the facts are that in terms of
rake-off from excise on import parity pricing, the
Federal Government, exercising those two particu-
lar taxes, gains about 24c per litre. The State, on
the other hand, from a litre of petrol gains just
2.17c.

Mr Clarko: It should be nothing.
Mr GRILL: The member For Karrinyup should

not be silly. The whole of that amount goes on
roads. If we did not impose that tax on fuel we
would have no money with which to repair and to
build roads. It is not a taxing measure within this
State, as members opposite well know. It is a
taxing measure on the part of the Commonwealth.
If we did not impose that charge we would not get
back the matching dollars that are so necessary
from the. Federal Government to build roads in
this State. Almost all members opposite have
come to me at one time or another asking for
special consideration in respect of improving roads
in the area they represent. They have brought
along delegations and have been very persuasive.
Most often the Government has been able to ac-
commodate them, but without that particular levy
we would not have been able to do so.

We can draw a clear distinction between what
happens in this State, where all that meagre
amount of money goes on roads, and the Com-
monwealth situation where it is simply a tax that
goes into Consolidated Revenue. If members can-
not see the difference, I am about to give up.

It was most unfortunate that the subject of
unleaded petrol was brought up in this debate. As
I have said before, the increase as a result of
unleaded petrol is meagre and does not reflect the
fact that the legislation went through this House
unopposed in December last year; the die is cast in
respect of that. We have to face up to the fact that
the large States of New South Wales and Victoria
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account for 63 per cent of the new vehicle market,
so they are the States in which the design rules are
made, not Western Australia.

If we want to be the odd man out it will be very
much to our detriment. Unleaded petrol is being
produced right now and is being delivercd this
week.

Mr Clarko: It is not needed in Western
Australia.

Mr GRILL: Members opposite agreed to the
legislation in December. Those are the facts.
Members opposite should ask the former Minister
who is sitting with them; he agreed to the policy in
the Eastern States two or three years ago. Why do
members opposite want to argue against the facts?
The facts are unassailable.

[ return now to the points of concern.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Order! It is

not satisfactory for me to have to continually call
for order. I do not want to stop members
interjecting, but they are behaving in a particu-
larly unparliamentary fashion. If members must
interject they should do so in a slightly more or-
derly way which will not cause me to rise to my
feet again.

Mr GRILL: The Government is gravely con-
cerned about the plight of miners, farmers, and
the general community. The average person
spends $900 each year on fuel for his car. If the
price of fuel goes up by 4c a litre-and it could go
up a further 4c to Sc-this would be the result:
Western Australia's fuel bill generally would go
up $180 million per annum; the cost of motori.ng
would go up in this State by $60 million per
annum; trucking costs would rise by about $15
million; Westrail's costs alone would go up $1.7
million; and the MTT's costs would go up by
nearly$ I million-about $800 000.

Our industries could not support that. We need
immediate action. This amendment suggests that
immediate action, and it should and could be
endorsed by both Government and Opposition. We
could then go united and with one voice to the
Federal Government and successfully argue that
the remedial action I have suggested in this
amendment be carried out.

Mr GORDON HILL: I second the amendment.
MR OLD (Katanning-Roe) [5.12 p.m.]: I rise

to oppose this amendment. I have some sympathy
with the Minister's dissertation on State fuel tax
and its application to roads; I agree that that is the
reason the tax was imposed, and it has been faith-
fully applied. If we took that argument to its logi-
cal conclusion we would not ask the Common-

wealth to reduce any of its taxes and surcharges
on fuel. That really is what we are talking about.
Primary industry is at a very low ebb as far as the
financial situation of individual farmers is con-
cerned. We are talking about trying to institute
some remedial action to assist those people. If we
say that these taxes and excise duties must stay
because they apply to particular programmes we.
have to attack another area of Government rev-
enue.

The cold, hard facts remain that in order to
assist farmers some other part of Government rev-
enue somewhere along the line must suffer. We
cannot get away from that, It is a simple fact that
if the Government has to raise more money to
assist the farming community, the rest of the com-
munity will suffer anyhow. If we have to delay
some of the road programmes because of the abol-
ition of some State taxes, so be it. Maybe we have
to tighten the belt for a while and do it. One way
or another we must get these charges down to give
immediate relief to the farming community.

I was interested in the Minister's attitude
towards, and explanation of, parity pricing. The
Minister is obviously au fair with that situation.
However, it is not quite as simple as the Minister
has made out because parity pricing, far from
satisfying the original requirements for its intro-
duction, is now being used as a milch cow by the
Federal Government.

Leave to Continue Speech

I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later
stage of the sitting.

Leave granted.

Debate thus adjourned.

[Questions taken.]

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.15 p.m.

BILLS (2): ASSENT

Message from the Governor received and read
notifying assent to the following Bills-

I . Local Courts Amendment Bill.

2. Justices Amendment Bill.

MISCELLANEOUS REGULATIONS
(VALIDATION) BILL

Receipt and First Reading

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

Import Parity Pricing policy: Amendment to
Motion

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the
sitting.

MR OLD (Katanning-Roe) [7.18 p.m.]: Prior
to the dinner suspension I was referring to the
havoc being wreaked by world parity pricing of
fuel. That is occurring not only in the agricultural
industry, but to everybody because all of us, in-
cluding people in the city, are being hit very hard
by this policy.

I agree with the Minister for Transport that the
initial purpose of this policy was quite commend-
able; namely, to enable the continuation of oil
exploration. Unfortunately it seems that through a
chain of events world parity pricing has now be-
come a burden on the whole community and par-
ticularly on primary producers. That includes
miners as well as farmers; people who are
producing the wealth of this country are being
severely disadvantaged.

Excise accounts today for about 24.2 per cent of
the price of gasoline. If one had a schematic dia-
gram it would show that over one-quarter of a
drum of gasoline goes to the Government. It is
almost as bad as the excise on beer, but fortu-
nately not quite as bad at this stage. It is some-
thing which every producer and virtually every
worker in Australia has to use. Instead of being
treated as an encouragement to oil exploration,
parity pricing is now regarded as purely and.
simply a measure which brings revenue for the
Government. As I said earlier, it has become
something of a milch cow.

The international price of oil is calculated in
American dollars. As far as the Australian Act is
concerned, world parity pricing relates to Saudi
Arabian crude, or what is known as "Arab light"
oil. The price is taken from that of Saudi Arabian
crude, converted into American dollars, and then
converted into Australian dollars. It is an unfortu-
nate ract that because or the slipping of the
Australian dollar vis a vis the American dollar; we
are getting a continuous rise in the price of crude
oil. This, of course, reflects very badly on the
motoring public and on the agricultural and indus-
trial sectors of our community.

It is interesting to note that, from late last year,
parity pricing has been reviewed every two months
instead of every six months. Instead of getting two
reviews, we have been getting six, and the public
has become accustomed to rises in the price of fuel
to the extent that, whereas IS or 20 years ago if
the price of fuel rose by 3 pence a gallon in the
Budget, it would be a national calamity, today, if

it rises by 2c or 3c a litre, people accept it and say,
"Oh well, there it goes again". It is a state of mind
which is no longer accepted by the rural com-
munity. It has suddenly woken up that it is being
ripped off to a degree that was never expected. It
is being ripped off because of a set of circum-
stances. It is not the fault, particularly, of this
Government or of any other; it is a change of
circumstances.

I suggest that, when we are forwarding the re-
suit of our motion to Canberra-I hope the motion
will be passed unanimously-we point out to the
Federal Government that there needs to be an
entire and complete review made of parity pricing
guidelines because, as they are formulated at the
moment, they mean more revenue for the Com-
monwealth Government. It is interesting to note
that, for every $ 1 increase in the price of a barrel
of oil, Canberra receives another $100 million, so
the Federal Government is not standing in the way
of increases in the Price of crude oil.

Mr Williams: S$150 million.

Mr OLD: $ 100 million. I do not know where the
member's information comes from, but my source
is the Australian petroleum industry. I am sure it
is aware of what is going on and is also aware of
the traps inherent in the parity pricing policy.

It is unfortunate that, while the Australian dol-
lar is slipping, more money is being poured into
the coffers of the Commonwealth Government.
While one could not accuse the Government of
wanting to devalue the Australian dollar and see it
deteriorate against the American dollar and the
English pound, every time it is devalued, it brings
more money into the country. It would therefore
be tempting to stand back and watch it fall further
and further.

When the Australian dollar was floated it was
seen as a progressive move. I think every citizen in
Australia watched with great interest to see what
effect the devaluation would have. It was lauded
as something that would assist the Australian in-
dustry, but has become quite a barrier to progress.
I think it is one of the main issues at which we
should look.

I believe that, until world parity pricing-I do
not entirely disagree with the concept-is tied to
the spot price of oil, it will be something which, at
times, will be advantageous but, more times than
enough, it will be severely disadvantageous to in-
dustry, and to primary industry in particular.

Mr Grill: Let us get it clear. You are endorsing
import parity pricing as a principle.

Mr OLD: As a principle, yes. However, I do not
endorse it in its present form.
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Mr Grill: You are agreeing with what 1 said
earlier.

Mr OLD: No, 1 am not, If the Minister said
that, I am afraid I misunderstood him. He should
wait for a few minutes; I intend to move an
amendment to the motion and, I am sure that if he
agrees with what I said, he will support the
amendment. The Leader of the House will then be
able to get on with the business at hand.

Mr Grill: You told me earlier that you did not
endorse import parity pricing.

Mr OLD: In its present form; I made that clear.
Mr Grill: And you want to change the mechan-

ism?

Mr OLD: Yes.
Mr Grill: That is exactly what I said.

Mr OLD: I know the Minister is a very intelli-
gent fellow, but he obviously cannot get his point
across. I remind members opposite of some of the
promises made by the Premier during the last
election campaign. Unfortunately, he is not with
us tonight. He said that Labor promised it would
cut country petrol prices if elected. The article
said-

The party's spokesman on community af-
fairs, Mr Arthur Tonkin, said maximum
wholesale and retail prices would be set by
the proposed Prices Commissioner. The result
would be a price difference of no more than
one cent between most country centres and
Perth.

The party's leader, Mr Burke, said the
Prices Commissioner could be asked to set the
maximum price in three ways: By request
from the public, industry or government.

Perhaps we have not been asking enough to have
the price set. Let us look at the Labor Party's
policy and consider what has happened. The policy
states-

The control of petrol prices
While the Commonwealth Government

sets the price of crude oil, no controls are
exerted over petrol prices in general.

The existing Commonwealth subsidy on
freight costs for petrol has not succeeded in
narrowing the differences between city and
country prices.

What Labor will do
(1) Labor will set the maximum wholesale

and retail prices of petrol and
automotive diesel fuel.

(2) The price difference for petrol between
most country centres and the metropoli-
tan area would be no more than one cent.

What are the prices in some areas today? As I am
a purchaser of petrol, I take a pretty fair interest
in the price of it. When I buy super-grade petrol in
Perth, the price at the service station I buy
from-it is not one of the cheap ones, it happens to
be handy-is 51 .7c a litre. The service station
from which I buy in Katanning sells it for 54c a
litre and it should be sold for 52,7c a litre under
the Government's policy. I wonder what happened
to the promises. Where did they go? The promises
were thrown away.

A further article which appeared in The West
Australian on 9 February was headed,
"Government assails Labor's rural fuel policy"
and it read as follows-

THE State Labor party's promise to keep
country fuel prices within one cent of city
prices would cost the Stale more than $30
million, the Minister for Fuel and Energy, Mr
Jones, said yesterday.

Obviously, Mr Jones was right because the State
Labor Party has not honoured its promise, and it
will cost it S30 million to do so. It argued the point
on that matter when the subject was brought up.
However, it is obvious from the price of fuel
around the countryside today that the State Labor
Government had no intention of honouring its
promise because it knew it could not be done. The
Opposition knew it could not be done and said so.
The cost of buying petroleum products today is
exorbitant. The base price for super fuel in Perth
is 48.7c and State charges are 2.17c while Com-
rnonweal th cha rges are 9.64c. Th erefore, VI c i s
taken up in charges.

Distillate is the lifeblood of the farming com-
mu nity.

Mr Grill: You have got your figures a bit
wrong.

Mr OLD: Have I?
Mr Grill: Yes.

Mr OLD: I will give the Minister the source of
my information shortly.

Mr Grill: Let me tell you that the figures are
much worse than those you are quoting. When you
quote the excise at 9.2 per cent you are not quot-
ing the import pricing parity element as well.

Mr OLD: I have already mentioned the import
pricing parity element. I suggest to the Minister
that he turns his microphone off and goes back to
sleep for another two minutes before he interjects
again.

The base price of distillate in Perth is 54.9c and
this attracts a charge of 3.9c from the State
Government for road usage and 9.64c from the
Commonwealth Government.
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Prior to the freeze on the refund of excise,
farmers were allowed to buy fuel free of excise
duty which did no' help with the parity pricing as
the Minister pointed out. However, 7.55c a litre
was paid back to the farmer if he applied for it.
Prior to this ridiculous situation the farmer was
automatically able to buy fuel, less the excise
duty. Today, the Government has thrown another
bookkeeping chore at the rural industry and quite
frankly a lot of farmers have no desire to carry it
out because they not only have to be farmers, but
also they have to be bookkeepers, managers, and
every other thing. As a result, there is another
bonanza for the Government.

Amendment on the Amendment

I move an amendment, on the amendment-
To delete all wards in the amendment after

"Consumer Price Index" in paragraph (3)
with a view to substituting the following-

4. notes and endorses initiatives car-
ried out by the Government in
February and March of this year in
the form of approaches made to the
Federal government by the Hon.
Minister for Consumer Affairs and
the Hon. Premier requesting a re-
view of the Import Parity Price Pol-
icy.

5. shares the concern of the Govern-
ment at the short term implications
of the Federal Government's import
parity pricing policy;

6. calls on the Federal Government to;

(a) urgently review its Import Par-
ity Pricing Policy and the prin-
ciples behind it, particularly in
relation to the components used
in determining the Import
Price, and

(b) immediately reintroduce full
exemption to Primary Pro-
ducers for exise on distillate
and diesel fuel.

7. calls on the Federal Government to
review all other excises and duties
imposed on petroleum products

8. as a short term measure, urges that
the import parity price review due
on I May, 1985 be deferred until all
taxation and excises on petroleum
products is reviewed

9. calls on the Federal Government to
reduce excises on petrol and diesel
fuel from the present levels of 9.641

cents per litre by at least 2 cents per
litre in recognition of the fact that
short term factors affecting the
value of the Australian dollar rela-
tive to the United States dollar have
caused the cost of petrol to rise by
2.55 cents per litre since 31
December 1984 and that the Con-
sumer Price Index changes have
caused a further rise of 0.24 cents
per litre in petrol and diesel fuel
prices.

10. calls on the State government to re-
bate the whole of the State Fuel Tax
for fuel used in primary production.

MR TREFHOWAN (East Melville) [7,35
p.m.]: The Opposition is moving this amendment
on the amendment with a view to reaching an
agreement between both sides of this House and so
produce a motion which has been agreed upon. As
the Minister will notice, for the sake of simplicity,
the words to be inserted, following the deletion of
the words to be deleted, include many of the points
included in the Minister's amendment. However,
there have been a few deletions of the words used
by the Minister, in particular, the section dealing
with the postponement of action until after the
Commonwealth Government's taxation summit. I
refer to paragraphs 8 and 9 of the Minister's
amendment which are covered in paragraphs 7
and 8 of the amendment moved by the member for
Katanning- Roe.

The Opposition also seeks to remove any
endorsement of the actions that this Government
has taken under its Petroleum Products Subsidy
Act. The Opposition considered this to be a sham
when it was introduced, and it has been ineffective
and to the detriment of this State for as long as it
has been in force. Therefore, under no circum-
stances can the Opposition endorse the operations
of this Act. It has not carried out what the
Government said it would carry out and it has
been detrimental to the operation of petrol mar-
keting in this State.

Consequently, the Opposition could not support
that part of the Minister's amendment. It also
feels that there are some considerable omissions in
the Minister's amendment. The Opposition seeks
to introduce an amendment on the amendment
which would call upon the Federal Government to
urgently review its import parity pricing policy
and the principles behind it, particularly in re-
lation to the components in determining the
import parity price, because that goes to the heart
of the problem which is facing the country and
this State. It is a matter of urgency and it cannot
be delayed. It must be acted upon now and it is
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right and proper that this House should express its
view that this review should be urgently carried
out. It is also right and proper that the review
should be carried out without a fixed determi-
nation of support for the import parity price.

As the Minister is aware, the Opposition has
indicated in general terms that the concept of par-
ity pricing is supported. However, it believes the
review should be a thorough review and it even
questions the fact that it may be that the policy
requires drastic alteration at the present time. The
whole policy should be reviewed, not just the inter-
national determinants of import parity pricing.
The Opposition also suggests that the Federal
Government should immediately reintroduce a Cull
exemption of excise duty on distillate and diesel
fuel for primary producers. It should be brought
back to the situation which previously existed
under a Federal Liberal Government; that is, the
rural industry would be granted a refund for fuel
used in primary production off-road.

That has moved away ever since the current
Labor Federal Government indexed the excise
without increasing the rebate. Only last Budget
the rebate was removed and there is already a
marked difference between the amount rebated
and the. amount paid in excise. We feel very
strongly that we should press the Federal Govern-
ment to return the fully rebated excise collected
from primary producers. The Federal Government
should rebate the whole tax for fuel used for pri-
mary production. That is an important aspect of
the current needs of the State.

Obviously any major cut in tax revenue must be
considered very carefully, and it must be con-
sidered against the advantage it will provide for an
industry which, as we have seen today, is fighting
for its very survival. The State Government should
investigate that area, and it should be included in
this amendment, as it was in the amendment
foreshadowed by the Leader of the Opposition two
weeks ago. In fact the elements that we have in-
cluded are those which were included in the
amendment foreshadowed by the Leader of the
Opposition. We feel very strongly about them be-
cause they come down to tintack matters, things
which could be acted on immediately to the direct
benefit particularly of primary industry in this
State.

I could read what the Opposition is suggesting.
The member for Katanning-Roe has moved to de-
lete all words after "Consumer price index"in the
Minister's amendment. That is because we agreed
with the first three points. The first point is-

1. recognises that recent rapid rises in pet-
rol and diesd fuel prices causes problems

for all sections of the community par-
ticularly those involved in the agricul-
tural and mining industries;

This is a point we made very strongly ten days
ago. The second part reads-

2. recognises that increasing liquid fuel
costs imposes additional costs on State
instrumentalities such as the State En-
ergy Commission, Westrail and the
Metropolitan Transport Trust;

This is something that we mention and about
which we feel strongly. We agree that it is a very
important factor to be considered. The third point
is-

3. recognises that these costs are passed on
to small businesses, industry and the
community at large in increased costs
affecting the Consumer Price Index;

This again is a very close analogy to the words
used by the Leader of the Opposition in his
proposed amendment currently on the Notice
Paper.

However, we cannot accept paragraph 4 for the
reasons outlined by the member for Katanning-
Roe. The Government has not shown that what it
promised under the petroleum products pricing
Act has been carried out. In fact it has not
equalised fuel prices throughout the State. We
said it would not and it cannot. I think there is a
difference of 4.2c per litre between the price in the
Perth metropolitan area and the official price in
Dampier. It could be a lot more than that. I under-
stand some isolated retailers in the north are cur-
rently retailing petrol at close to 60c per litre.

We cannot endorse the initiatives of the
Government in relation to the petroleum products
pricing Act because they are a sham and a stunt.
They have not worked; if anything they have been
to t he detri menat of t he Sta te.

In relation to the Minister's filth point, we can
accept it and have included it as paragraph 4 in
our suggested amendment. It reads-

4. notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in February and
March of this year in the form of
approaches made to the Federal Govern-
ment by the Hon. Minister for Consumer
Affairs and the Hon. Premier requesting
a review of the Import Parity Price Pol-
icy.

We are prepared to go along with that statement,
even though we consider it a form of political
grandstanding, and even though it goes against the
fact that the Government repeatedly tried to intro-
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duce an amendment to postpone any action on this
question until the taxation summit is held.

The two things do not really go well together.
The Premier and the Minister for Consumer Af-
fairs say that action was being taken, and then the
Government moved to postpone any action until
the summit meeting. The two things do not rec-
oncile. However, in an attempt to produce a mo-
tion suitable to both sides of the House, we are
prepared to leave that statement in.

The sixth point in the Minister's amendment
was-

6, shares the concern of the Government at
the short term implications of the Feder-
al Government's import parity pricing
policy;

It has been clearly demonstrated that we can
totally agree with that. We endorse it, and say we
are prepared to include that as paragraph 5 of our
amendment. It is not only the short-term, but also
the medium and lang-term implications which
concern us as well. The short-term implications
are of the greatest interest, particularly between
now and the middle of the year when such a dra-
matic rise in the price parity is likely to take place.

However, we could not support the statement
that this House supports a policy Of import parity
prices. We support the overall concept of it. but we
believe any review undertaken by the Federal
Government should be a total review; a look at the
total impact of import parity pricing on the com-
munity.

Some members on the frontbench are
suggesting a drop in price. It may be that when all
factors are weighed up in the long term, the ad-
vantages of maintaining-

Several members interjected.

Mr TRETHOWAN: The fact is that one can-
not make a clear statement in regard to that mat-
ter without a more detailed review. It is necessary
to take a very long-term look at the implications,
so we are suggesting in our motion that the House
calls upon the Federal Government to urgently
review its import parity pricing policy and the
principles behind it. In other words, it should have
a look at the whole thing.

As I have indicated, there are many aspects to
this issue, and it is something which Federal
Governments of both persuasions have supported
up to now. However, the current situation is one of
extreme urgency in relation to the effect it is
having on our economy, particularly in regard to
the primary sectors. We need a total review of the
policy to ensure that it is the right and proper
policy to continue with.

I have incorporated in our amendment most of
the contents of the Minister's seventh point, and
we believe that an urgent review of import parity
pricing and the principles behind it, particularly in
relation to the components used in determining the
import price, is essential. That is very similar to
the wording of the Minister's amendment, but it
does not contain the absolute statement that this
House endorses that policy.

Further, we believe that the Federal Govern-
ment should immediately reintroduce full exemp-
tion for primary producers for liquid fuel. That is
absolutely essential. I am sure the member for
Merredin will agree with that necessity, because it
is something which should happen before this
year's stocks of diesel fuel are purchased for the
current seeding operations which will be
commenced in the next few months.

The eighth point of the Minister's amendment
calls on the Federal Government to review all
other excises and duties imposed on petroleum
products as part of the taxation summit. We are
not prepared to wait till the taxation summit for
that review. We believe that that review should be
undertaken now as a matter of urgency;, we do not
believe the whole investigation should be
postponed till the taxation summit; consequently
we have removed the part relating to the taxation
summit from the amendment that we are propos-
ing.

Similarly, in relation to paragraph 8 which
states, "as a short term measure, urges that the
import parity price review due on I May 1985 be
deferred until all taxation and excises on pet-
roleum products is reviewed", we do not agree that
this matter should wait until the taxation summit.
We are seeking to remove from the Minister's
amendment the words "at the taxation summit"
because we believe that review should take place
as soon as possible-immediately, if that can be
arranged-not put off until the taxation summit in
the middle of July, which is just delaying the mat-
ter. We believe that is not appropriate; however,
we would be prepared to endorse the words lead-
ing up to that.

We would be prepared to endorse paragraph 10
of the Minister's motion and it would become
paragraph 9 of our proposed motion.

Finally, we would seek to introduce a call on the
State Government to rebate the whole of State tax
on fuel used in primary production. That is also a
very important consideration and it is a proposal
which should be investigated. That rebate should
be forthcoming for the same reasons I have
outlined in relation to the Federal excise.

.Mr Taylor: How much will that cost?
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Mr TRETHOWAN: That should be looked at,
but I ask the member for Kalgoorlie how much it
will cost if the primary producers get into a situ-
ation where they cannot afford to operate. How
much will that cost the State9

We need to investigate where our priorities lie.
It is vitally important that the primary industry in
this State should be able to operate competently,
because it must sell its products principally on the
international markets. This State exports the
largest amount of wheat exported from any State
of Australia. Our wheat industry is geared to the
export market.

It is important that the costs which affect the
viability of that industry be looked at closely and
if it means that the State may have to forgo some
of its taxation revenue, that will be offset by the
advantages Western Australia will gain from the
export revenue that industry earns.

It is important also to look at the human suffer-
ing which will be caused if action is not taken to
mitigate the effects of rural hardship. That is why
we have moved this amendment and why we ask to
incorporate in the motion those important points
which the Minister's motion has avoided.

I indicate to the Minister that, if he is not pre-
pared to accept our amendment, we shall be
forced into the situation of having to vote against
his amendment, for the reasons I have outlined.
The Minister's amendment is not strong enough; it
seeks to postpone too much until the tax summit,
and it omits some important action which must be
taken in regard to Federal excise and State fuel
taxation.

I believe we can come to an agreement on a
motion in regard to fuel which can be supported
by this House. This is a critical problem which is
facing this State. It is critical for the people who
live in the metropolitan area, because they will be
racing a dramatic increase in the price of fuel they
purchase at the bowser. It is critical in relation to
the cost of the transportation of goods from the
Eastern States. We in Western Australia still rely
on the transportation of mast of our consumer
goods from the Eastern States. It will have a great
impact on the cost of goods sold outside the metro-
politant area; the further away from the metropoli-
tan area, the larger is the increase in costs. Over
30 per cent of transport costs in this State relate
directly to fuel.

It is critical that this action be taken and, even
more importantly, that action be taken to support
the primary industries, particularly those rural in-
dustries which are facing severe hardship at
present.

I urge the Minister to consider very carefully
the amendment moved by the member for
Katanning-Roc. The Opposition supports that
amendment, and it is important that, if action is to
be taken in this regard, the Premier and the Min-
ister can go to the Federal Government and say,
"The Western Australian Parliament has
endorsed this plan of action". Such a situation
would strengthen the hands of the Minister and
Premier in dealing with Canberra.

We need to have these advantages for this State
now; we cannot wait until July, nor can we wait
until people have had to pay these costs and the
effects are seen, particularly in the rural sector.
We must do something about the matter now.

I urge the Minister to accept our amendment
which has been moved in good faith and contains
many of the words the Minister used in his amend-
ment. Upon that basis we could come to an agree-
ment which could be supported by the majority of,
if not the whole House.

MR CRANE (Moore) [7.55 p.m.]: I support the
concept contained in the motion and the amend-
ment which has been moved by the Opposition. I
have been a member of this place for I I years and
two days. I was pleased to hear last Thursday
afternoon the Minister for Transport, in answer to
a question posed by the member for East Melville,
indicate that the Government was prepared to co-
operate with the Opposition in order to reach an
agreement with which to go to Canberra in an
endeavour to pursuade the authorities to ease the
position in regard to the excise on fuel and the
parity price policy. You, Mr Speaker, may recall
that I was rather disturbed by some of the Oppo-
sition members who interjected at that time, be-
cause [ believed the Minister was making a genu-
ine offer which would enable us to do something
worthwhile in this Parliament. During the time I
have been a member I have not seen a great deal
that is worthwhile done in this place. I have seen
many arguments for and against various proposals
put forward on party lines, but there has not been
a great deal of co-operation in the way of getting
together in this House to do something worthwhile
for Western Australia, in particular, for an indus-
try which is on its knees, as is the rural industry.

The motion and the amendment moved by the
Opposition, for which reasons have been given,
provide an opportunity to members of this House
to produce a resolution which can be taken to
Canberra and which will indicate that the person
who is presenting it has the authority and agree-
ment of the Parliament of Western Australia.

I preface my remarks in that way. The Minister
for Transport knows my position, because I
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indicated it to him the other day, I was extremely
concerned that perhaps an attempt might be made
to make a mockery of what the Minister was
endeavouring to do. I hope that we, as a Parlia-
ment, will put together something which is worth-
while, because we have the bones of it here, not
only in the amendment which the Minister has
moved but also in the amendment to the amend-
ment which will augment the motion.

I do not believe that the Opposition's amend-
ment will remove anything from the Government's
amendment. The amendment is couched in similar
terms to the Minister's amendment; indeed, when
we look at the Minister's amendment, we realise it
contains little with which we cannot agree.

We all recognise that recently there has been a
rapid rise in petrol and diesel fuel costs. We all
know the effect that is having on the agricultural
and mining industries, in support of which I often
speak. However, those price increases are having
an effect also on the whole population of Western
Australia. There would not be a person who has
not been affected in some way or other over the
last few years by the dramatic, cruel, and un-
necessary increases in the price of fuel. People
have been affected by these increases because they
run their own motor vehicles, use Government
transport, or pay freight charges. All of us, Rot
only those in the rural and mining industries, have
been affected by those increased prices. Members
of Parliament, particularly those who are not Min-
isters and who have to pay for the fuel which goes
into their vehicles, have been affected. We feel
these price increases as a real pain, Mr Speaker,'
and I can certainly show you the fuel bills I have
received during the years I have been a member of
this place. I am sure we all agree on that point.

We all agree that the increasing cost of liquid
fuel imposes additional costs on State
instrumentalities. Therefore, there is no need for
us to argue about that. We also recognise that
these costs are passed on to small businesses. Once
again, we allI agree on that aspect.

The amendment moved by the member for
Katanning-Roc differs from the Minister's
amendment in respect of some paragraphs. When
I received a copy of the Minister's amendment, I
looked at the headings and checked those with
which I felt I could agree.

I then put a question mark on those paragraphs
with which I felt I was at variance. I agree with
paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 but I put a question mark
on paragraph 4. This concern has already been
expressed by previous speakers. I believe in fair-
ness and it is reasonable to support the amend-
ment which has been moved which caters for our

concern in this area and which takes nothing away
from the Government.

Mr Burkett: Under which amendment?

Mr CRANE: Under paragraph 4 of the amend-
ment of the Minister for Transport, which reads as
follows-

notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in the form of the Pet-
roleum Product Pricing Act and the orders
issued under it, which have had the effect of
reducing petrol prices in country areas from
what they otherwise might have been.

My concern is, having travelled around the
country, that these reductions in price are not real.
They have not occurred because we already know
that a 4.2c difference in price exists between
Karratha or Port Hedland and the metropolitan
area. I imagine that Wyndham which usually has
a fairly high price on petrol would possibly charge
even more. The Opposition cannot agree entirely
with what has been said; but we do not wish to
argue about or condemn what the Minister is
endeavouring to do. We feel only that we as a
Parliament should be fair in our criticisms and
very s trong i n ou r arg uments.

Paragraph 5 of the Minister's amendment states
as follows-

notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in February and March
of this year in the form of approaches made
to the Federal Government by the Hon. Min-
ister for Consumer Affairs and the Hon.
Premier requesting a review of the import
Parity Price Policy.

I cannot strongly support those words because I
am not clear on what those approaches were,

Mr Burkett: Your paragraph 4 is identical to
the Minister's paragraph 5.

Mr CRANE: I am referring to the Minister's
amendment, and I am reading down the side of
the paper on which i have placed question marks
indicating my concerns. I am speaking as the
member for Moore and not as a member support-
ing the Opposition. I am only commenting on
those matters. I hope I make myself clear there. I
have put a question mark alongside the para-
graphs I am not clear about. Perhaps I could be
convinced that they are correct, but that is my
personal observation.

Mr Burkett: The amendments from both sides
of the House have identical wording. The member
for Katanning-Roe's amendment has No. 4
against it and the Minister's amendment has No.
5 against it.
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Mr CRANE: Yes, but the Opposition's amend-
ment is not totally identical. Perhaps it is correct,
but I do question it. I am not denying what Oppo-
sition members have said. I am sure the Minister
will answer my questions in his reply.

As has been previously said, we cannot wait for
the taxation summit before action is taken. Today
we witnessed one of the greatest marches that has
ever been made on Parliament House. I have been
here only 11I years, and perhaps other members
have seen larger marches. One member who has
been here for 30 years says it was the largest
march he had ever seen in his time as a member of
Parliament, and I have no reason to doubt that he
was correct. I am sorry the Minister for Education
is not here because I suggest that he support an
education course for members of the Press. It was
clearly stated that 9 000 people marched yet
tonight's Daily News stated that 4 000 people
marched. Perhaps we should set up a course to
teach members of the Press how to count. I make
that comment in passing and I am sure members
of the Press will take note of my comments, be-
cause it was not the reporters of the parliamentry
Press Gallery Who made the error but someone
within the confines of the subeditors department, I
presume.

Paragraph 7 of the Minister's amendment reads
as follows-

supports the policy on import parity pricing
and the principles behind it but calls on the
Federal Government to review the
components used in determining the prices;

I am not certain about how much the Opposition
supports the policy of import parity pricing.

Mr Burkett: Your Government brought it in.

Mr CRANE: Perhaps we can support the
principle that there may be a need for such a
policy, but I certainly do not support the policy of
total import parity pricing. This is my concern.
Such a policy would need a very proper review of
the guidelines so we could be sure of what we
supported. I mention that as a warning of my
concern for the principle. Perhaps there is a strong
case for the principle of import parity pricing;
however, the current policy works against Western
Australia, against the rural industry and against
humanity-that is a broader way of covering
this-and is not a policy to which I would sub-
scribe. It is very wrong, and it is causing a great
deal of hardship to all residents of WA, whether
they be rural producers or pensioners. This policy
will even affect people when they board a bus
because it has increased the price of fuel, which in
turn has increased the price of bus transport. I
therefore cannot subscribe to such a policy.

It has been generally conceded by members of
the Opposition that we support paragraph 10,
which calls on the Federal Government "to reduce
excises on petrol and diesel fuel from the present
level of 9.641 cents per litre by at least two cents
per litre in recognition of the fact that short term
factors affecting the value of the Australian dollar
relative to the United States dollar have caused
the cost of petrol to rise by 2.55 cents per litre
since 31 December 1984.."

I do not necessarily agree with the date of 31
December, and to support this would presume that
I was satisfied with the price of petrol before 31
December 1984, which I was not. Therefore I Find
it extremely difficult to support those words. I
hope I am making myself clear on this point be-
cause the cost of fuel before 31 December 1984
was a real cause of concern to all Western
Australians and its price would have to be reduced
by considerably more than 2c a litre as is
suggested in the amendment.

However, if I am to be overruled on this matter,
for the sake of unity and of getting this motion to
Canberra, I would concede that point, though not
happily.

Finally, paragraph 10 of the Opposition's
amendment reads as follows-

calls on the State Government to rebate the
whole of the State Fuel Tax for fuel used in
primary production.

That does not require any explanation at all.
There was a tremendous rally at Parliament
House today by responsible people, who have
provided the food for the tables of Western
Australia and who over the last three years have
been denied their rightful place at that table.

When we consider the imposts which have been
placed on the rural industry, we cannot but agree
that we must ask for the rebate of the whole of the
State fuel tax to be taken away. This is only one
problem which is affecting the industry, but it
flows on through the economy of our State. I
appeal to all members of this House to support the
amended motion so that when it is taken to
Canberra it is understood by those receiving it
that it has the wholehearted support of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia. I ask people on this
side of the House not to endeavour to score points
on this issue. It is far too important. Likewise,
there is no need for anyone on either side of the
House to grandstand about previous moves or in-
itiatives that they feel may have been of some
assistance. I appeal to us all to look upon this as a
possible start in a breakthrough. We must ensure
that this Parliament acts as parliaments were
intended to act hundreds of years ago when they
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were first formed. They must act in the interests of
the States or countries they represent.

It is a pity that party politics have destroyed this
country to the extent that there will be no chance
of return unless we put a stop to them pretty soon.'
I do not wish to score a point off anyone who sits
on the other side of this Chamber. I hope that they
will not try to score a point off me. Here is an
opportunity for us genuinely to do something for
all Western Australians. In particular, we have
the chance to save an industry which has been the
backbone of this State since the first settlement in
the early 1800s. This industry is very much on its
knees. Each political party has criticised the other
about what could or should have been done. The
fact remains that from here on we are in trouble.

M r Cowan: Everybody did nothing.

Mr CRANE: That statement is probably not
true. Many people tried to do something, but col-
lectively the result has not been very worth while.
We have a chance on this issue not to criticise
each other, but to commend each other. I com-
mend the Minister for the initiative he took and
for what he said the other day. I ask members on
this side of the House to do likewise.

I will be the first one to criticise anybody who
tries to put a spoke in this wheel because we have
an opportunity now to do something for Western
Australia, something of which we can all be a part
and of which we can all be proud. For that reason
I support the amendment on the amendment. I
hope that as a result this motion will become the
instrument which is taken by the Government to
our Federal counterparts. Consequently, there
should be considerable relief for all Western
Australians and the whole of Australia. I support
the amendment on the amendment.

MR BURKETT (Scarborough) [8.15 p.m.]: I
listened with interest to the comments made by
the member for Moore, particularly those he made
in respect of the interjection from the member for
Merredin. I was a member of the Rural Sector
Hardship Select Committee which last year
visited 20 country towns and saw the real hardship
of those who were on our doorstep today.

At lunch members of my party asked whether it
was true that some of those farmers have a cash
liquidity of only $7 500 a year as it seemed quite
light on. The member for Moore would know that
many people have a cash liquidity before debt
service of much less than $7 500 a year. Members
of the committee visited a home at which the lady
milked the goat out the back for her asthmatic
children. The cash liquidity of that- family, includ-
ing living costs, was 54 300 a year with no debt
service and no interest debt service.

On all those visits to the rural sector the mem-
ber for Moore said that he recognised that import
parity pricing was brought in by the Liberal-
Country Party Government, of which he had been
a member for some years at that time. As the
member for Merredin so rightly interjected,
nothing had been done by that Liberal-Country
Party Government during its years in office.

I am surprised that an amendment on the
amendment was moved by the member for
Katanning-Roe. I certainly support paragraph 6 of
his amendment, but I am surprised that he moved
it in such a way as to remove all the wording when
his paragraph 4 is identical with the Minister's
paragraph 5. His paragraph 5 is identical with the
Minister's paragraph 6, and his paragraph 7 is
identical with the Minister's paragraph 8, with the
exception of the words "taxation summit". His
paragraph 8, with the exception of the words
"taxation summit", is identical with the Minister's
paragraph 9, and his paragraph 9 is identical with
the Minister's paragraph 10. The main part of the
amendment on the amendment moved by the
member for Katanning-Roe is paragraph 6, which
reads-

calls on the Federal Government to;

(a) urgently review its Import Parity Pricing
Policy and the principles behind it. particu-
larly in relation to the components used in
determining the Import Price, and

(b) immediat ely reintroduce full exemption to
Primary Producers for excise on distillate and
diesel fuel.

There is already a total rebate for all diesel fuel
used in primary produce. Notwithstanding that, I
certainly support what the member for Katanning-
Roe has moved in paragraph 6, but I wish that he
had picked out only those things about which he
was really concerned and that he did not want to
remove all the initiatives of the Minister. The
paragraph in the member's amcndment on the
amendment, with the exception of two in which
the words "taxation summit" have been omitted,
are identical with the provisions outlined by the
Minister. This indicates that there is total-

Mr Old: They are not.

M r BURKETT: Paragraph 4 of the member for
Katanning-Roe's proposal is identical with the
Minister's paragraph 5. Why has the member
asked for it to be removed?

Mr Old: It is not the same.

Mr BURKETT: The member's paragraph 4 is
the same as the Minister's paragraph 5. 1 will read
it if the member for Katanning-Roe is that silly. it
states-
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notes and endorses initiatives carried out
by the Government in February and March
of this year in the form of approaches made
to the Federal Government by the Hon. Min-
ister for Consumer Affairs and Hon. Premier
requesting a review of the Import Parity Price
Policy.

That is the same, word for word. Does the member
for Katanning-Roe still say that they are not the
same? Why try to take away the initiatives that
the Minister has so correctly taken by changing
the number of the paragraph? That is all t he
member for Katanning-Roe has done, except that
in his paragraphs 8 and 9 he has removed the
words "taxation summit". It is quite wrong to
move an amendment which is not truly amending
what the Minister has put up. Paragraph 9 of the
member for Katanning-Roe's amendment on the
amendment is identical with the Minister's para-
graph 10. As a member of the Government I cer-
tainly support paragraph 6 as put forward by the
member for Katanning-Roe. I believe that if he
were dinkum about-

Mr Old: Apart from 4, the others are just being
renumbered. I admit that 4 is the same.

Mr BURKETT: Yes, paragraph 4 is the same.
Paragraph 5 of the amendment on the amendment
put forward by the member for Katanning-Roe is
identical with paragraph 6 of the Minister's
amendment, but the member would say it is differ-
ent.

M r Old: Well, it is a renumbering job.

Mr BURKETT: It is a rewording, for God's
sake. It reads-

shares the concern of the Government at
the short term implications of the Federal
government's import parity pricing policy;

It is a rewording, only because the member for
Katanning-Roe typed it on a different typewriter.

We all want to help the people who were on our
doorstep today. I share the member's concern in
this regard. The paragraph has been renumbered
but the member claimed it was an amendment. He
said that with the exception of paragraph 4, which
is now paragraph 5, everything else is different.

Mr Old: Paragraph -4 should not have been
there.

Mr BURKETT: Paragraphs 4, 5 and 9 should
not have been there.

Mr Old: That is being ridiculous, but that is
nothing new for you.

Mr BURKETT: So that the member for
Katanning-Roe understands-he is getting rather
grumpy as he gets old-I suggest that his col-

league read paragraph 9 to him and tell him that
it is identical with the Minister's paragraph 10.

Mr Old: We have, changed paragraph 10, there-
fore you can do it as you want and bring it in as an
amendment.

Mr BURKETT: How can it be an amendment
if the wording is identical, but the number has
been changed?

Mr Old: Do we have to sit through 40 more
minutes of this? We try to make people like you
understand what we are doing, but it is obviously
impossible.

Mr BURKETT: The member seems to think he
knows all the answers. The member for
Katanning-Roe said that paragraph 4 is different
from paragraph 5 and paragraph 9 is different
from paragraph 10. For once he should admit that
he is wrong.

Mr Old: I admit that the clauses have been
renumbered. Whether identical or not, if we
renumber them and put others in between, that is
the way an amendment is presented.

Mr BURKETT: The member for Katanning-
Roe is not changing the Minister's amendment to
the motion.

Mr Old: If we are not changing it, vote for it.

Mr BURKETT: The member is trying to say
that the Minister did not have the initiative and
that all the initiative is his work, yet he has copied
the Minister's wording. I am surprised that the
member for Katanning-Roe would try this on. It is
a feeble attempt.

I support paragraph 6 of the member for
Katanning-Roe's amendment, but paragraphs 4
and 5, 8 and 9, and 9 and 10 of the amendment
are identical. If the member was dinkum about
getting together with the Government he would
not have included those identical clauses. Para-
graph 8 has been slightly amended to become
paragraph 7 of the member's amendment on the
amendment.

I support the amendments to the motion put
forward by the Minister for Transport and I hope
that paragraph 6 of the amendment moved by the
member for Katanning-Roe-which is quite
valid-is included in the Minister's amendment.

MR MeNEE (Mt. Marshall) [8.23 p.m.J: I sup-
port the amendment moved by the member for
Katanning-Roe. It is fairly obvious that Govern-
ment members not only are receiving reading
lessons but also are taking ballet lessons because
the member for Scarborough skipped and paraded
his way through the amendment on the amend-
ment moved by the member for Katanning-Roe,
but in fact supported the Minister's amendment.
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Let us take a brief look at the Minister's
amendments which refer to reducing petrol prices
in country areas. It is a bit like the Irish band
which has planned to perform on Sunday provided
it does not rain; if it rains on Sunday it will play on
Saturday instead! The Minister said that in real
terms he would reduce freight costs. The farmers
at the meeting today clearly indicated that they
did not believe him.

I remind the Government of some of the prom-
ises it has made. I am not sure whether it was a
State or Federal member of the Labor Party who
said he would not allow the use of petrol bowsers
as tax collectors. I can well-remember members of
the Labor Party espousing their views on what
they would do about petrol prices. We have seen
the results of their actions. The Government
promised to reduce the prices and it has not done
so. It stands condemned for that in the eyes of the
9 000 people who met in front of Parliament
House today.

It is interesting to note that farmers have been
told that they are the people who must convince
city people when policy changes are necessary. I
hope they are convinced because they certainly
should be. The farmers turned out in droves, not
only to censure the Government, which they did,
but also to illustrate to anyone interested that
their industry had real problems.

The Minister's amendment notes and endorses
the initiatives carried out in February, and it calls
on the Federal Government to review as part of
the tax summit agenda all other excises and duties
imposed on petroleum products. By the time the
tax summit gets here it will be too late and I doubt
very much whether anyone will gain from that
exercise. Nevertheless the Government will go
through the rigmarole. I will support paragraph 6
of the member for Katanning-Roe's amendment
on the amendment, as the member for
Scarborough did; however, that member then said
he would support the Minister's amendments to
the motion. It is quite clear where he stands and
there is no sense talking about it. further. In fact,
the amendment on the amendment moved by the
member for Katanning-Roe says much more in
practical terms.

Mr Burkett: Only paragraph 6 does.
Mr McNEE: If that were the case, the member

for Scarborough should have supported it.
Mr Burkett: I do support paragraph 6 of the

member's amendment on the amendment, but
paragraphs 4, 5 and 9 are no different

Mr McNEE: The member has made his
position quite clear. He has had his whack at this
and I am having mine now. The 9000 farmers

who met at the front of Parliament House this
afternoon made their position clear with regard to
what they think of the member's Government: It is
twisting, turning, and telling lies. The amendment
to the motion moved by the Minister is nothing
more than an illustration of the Government's de-
ceit anid contempt for the electorate. The elector-
ate will Fix the Government next February; it will
be out where it should be. Those 9 000 people
today questioned the promises made by the
Government and the idle words it uses. The
Government should make no mistake about that
because if it makes a mistake this time it will be its
last. I think it is too late even now.

Mr Burkett: The difference between you and
the member for Merredin is that he is honest and
you are dishonest. You tell lies.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Scarborough.

Mr McNEE: Let us consider the amendment
moved by the member for Katanning-Roe; in
practical terms paragraph 6 calls for the Federal
Government to urgently review its import parity
pricing policy and the principles behind it, particu-
larly in relation to the components used in
determining the import price, and to immediately
reintroduce full exemption to primary producers
for excise on distillate and diesel fuel. That would
be of great assistance to the industry.

When the Hawke Government came to power it
indexed the rebate at around 7c per litre but what
has happened since? The excise is escalating at a
rapid rate. Since H-awke decided to take tax by
stealth, excise has been increased by 50 per
cent. That is an indictment of the Labor Govern-
ment because Hawke has not had the guts to say
to the people what he really wants to do. Prior to
that time when excise was increased on fuel it was
necessary to take the proposal to the Parliament
for approval. None of us liked the increases in fuel
prices but we did not have the raging bushfire that
we now have which was lit and fuelled by the
Hawke Government, and supported by the Burke
State Government.

Let us look at that aspect. Not only did the
Federal Government put that cunning, little trick
across the people, but it also interfered with the
freight differential which is diminishing. The Fed-
eral Government is taking with both hands.

If the Government were to reintroduce a fuel
exemption on distillate and diesel sold to primary
producers, a farmer would not need to be very big
to get $I 200 back into his pocket. That may not
sound a great deal to members, but it must be
looked at in the light of the extra $1 000 the
farmer will have to pay for DAP and the increased
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cost of chemicals, some of which it appears will go
up by 40 per cent. It can be seen that it would not
be very long before that farmer has made a
substantial saving.

A farmer in my electorate told me that he did
his budget in January and about a week ago he
had ro increase it by S£15 000, which represents an
increase in his costs of about 32.50 an acre.

These increases have had a great impact on
individual farmers and we must put a stop to the
raging bushfire which has been let loose in respect
of fuel costs.

The amendment on the amendment takes a
more positive approach than that adopted by the
Government. Paragraph 8 reads as follows-

..urges that the import parity price review
due on 1 May, 1985 be deferred until all
taxation and excises on petroleum products is
reviewed.

That is more positive than what is contained in the
Minister's amendment. We also call on the State
Government to rebate the whole of the State fuel
tax for fuel used in primary production.

It is important that we do something about this
vexed question of fuel prices, because it will result
in the ruination of a very strong industry. We
must take action quickly. There is little point in
talking about trying to do something at a tax
summit. I do not know what sort of relief the tax
summit will give anyone. it may not be any more
than what the Government is trying to indulge in
tonight; that is, a play on words, It is simply more
talk.

Prior to the election, Government members said
they were able to do all these things. However,
tonight I have only heard about all the good
reasons that they cannot do them. Prior to the
election, Government members told us about their
best new leader, and they made all sorts of won-
derfui promises. I cannot find one promise that
they have kept, so I put little faith in the Govern-
ment doing anything for the rural industry, re-
gardless of whether it says it understands the
problems.

Government members do not understand the
problems experienced by those involved in the ru-
ral industry. Government members are not
interested in those problems, because if they were,
I would not be standing here speaking as I am;
they would have done something about the matter.
Some people in my electorate cannot afford to sow
a crop. Members should make no mistake about
that.

Nonetheless, the other day the Premier said, "I
need a top-line con ference to tell me what is going

on". We heard that from the greatest new leader;
the man who made the promises; and the man who
would hold down fuel prices.

Mr Old: He was going to reduce them!

Mr McNEE: That is right. It is almost unbe-
lievable. The Premier is not here today; he is
away. However, that is not what we are discussing;
we are debating the lack of action by the Govern-
ment. All we get is words and the people in my
electorate need more than words; they need some
relief from these fuel bills.

I quote from an article which appeared in The
West Australian of 14 January 1983. It reads as
follows-

The ALP yesterday announced a policy
which it said could cut ..-

Can members believe it? To continue-

. . country petrol prices by more than 3c a
litre.

I would have been forgiven for thinking that I was
reading Hansel and Cretel! However, there is
worse to come. To continue-

Under a State Labor government, a prices
commissioner would set maximum wholesale
and retail prices.

I am reading Hansel and Gretel! We know what
happened, do we not? To continue-

The Leader of the Opposition, Mr Burke,
said that the price difference between most
country centres and the metropolitan area
would be no more than Ic a litre.

Does the Premier pay for his own petrol?

Mr Old: He will know next year.

Mr MeNEE: I hope he goes to Southern Cross
or Kalgoorlie, because he will find out that is
wrong. The several thousand people down there
who send in their cheques, each month for their
fuel bills know it is wrong, and fuel is a vital part
of the farm budget.

The Government is playing with the State's
most important industry. Indeed, it is playing with
the jobs of its own supporters. These are not my
supporters who live in Cockburn or Balga. They
do not support me and are not likely to. Rather,
they are the Government's supporters and the
Government is playing with their jobs.

Mr Burkett: What did the Liberal Government
give you? There were five droughts and what did
it give you?

Mr MeNEE: Never mind about that.

Mr Burkett: Never mind about that! You tell
lies!

a
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Mr McNEE: I have only a few minutes remain-
ing and it would take me longer than that to point
out to the member what the Liberal Government
did, because it had a very good record. If the
member for Scarborough had been a bit closer to
the farming industry, he would know something
about it.

The rural industry is the State's most important
industry and it needs immediate relief from these
absolutely crucifying fuel costs. Whenever I move
around my electorate, incessantly people make the
comment that they are being killed by these bi-
monthly increases in their fuel accounts. It is im-
possible to keep track of these increases and the
cost of fuel keeps on going up. Now it is made
even worse by the fact that the Hawke Govern-
ment's mismanagement has made God knows
what out of our dollar. Where was the dollar
resting today? It was 65c today.

Mr Old: It fluctuated dawn last night, but it
recovered a little.

Mr McNEE: What we do know is that the
dollar is down and we know also that that has
resulted from the mismanagement of the Hawke
Government. The Hawke Government is prepared
to take another large slug of money out of the
rural industries in order to help fund its lavish
promises. We know that -and we are saying it is
time the Government stopped doing that. it must
face up to the issues, because prior to the election
it told the people clearly that it was a good man-
ager. However, as a manager, this Government
has been a total disaster. Unless it acts quickly to
bring fuel prices under control, the position will
get progressively worse and more and more people
will come under even greater pressure.

Mr Williams: They cannot even handle their
own mates in the unions; how can they handle the
finances of the country?

Mr MeN EE: That is right.

The problem affects everyone, but no-one more
than the person who lives in the rural area. Every
rural person is affected by it. Everyone talks about
increased costs and increased charges by Govern-
ment instrumentalities. I know who cops the final
increase. If a business is on the receiving end of
that increase there is no question, but that it will
Finish up Further down the line and affect everyone
out there in my electorate.

Members opposite seem to forget that when
people in the city are looking for an extra $10 a
week, it is at a time when a lot of farmers will have
to exist on $7 000 a year. That is what the member
for Scarborough said.

Mr Burkett: And less.

Mr McNEE: Those people out there in the
country will not receive an extra $10 a week and
we know that shortly they will be asked to pay
more for various services, all this when they have
no guarantee of a reasonable income. It is as
simple as that.

The Government seems to fail to understand
that if it continues to put pressure on its main
industry, that industry will surely disappear. But
that is the Government's decision. Thank God it
has only a few months left, and I do not think it
will achieve its ambition. I urge that action be
taken promptly to help the farming community. I
support the amendment on the amendment moved
by the member for Katanning-Roe.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [8.42 p.m.]: 1 have
never seen such an exercise in semantics as the one
presently before this House in the whole time I
have been here. I have just heard the member for
Mt. Marshall make some comments to the effect
that in the last two years we have suddenly
realised that we have a real problem in the areas
east of the Darling Scarp.

That problem started 30 years ago, and it is now
beginning to manifest itself more and more be-
cause people in places like this and in Canberra
could not give a damn about what happens to the
agricultural industry and its related industries.

It is a bit too late for the member for Mt.
Marshall to start laying the blame on one side of
the House, because the blame does not lie on just
one side. The fact is that the import parity pricing
policy was introduced by the Fraser Liberal-
National Country Party coalition Government.
There has been no mention by either side of the
House about the fact that the Government is in
the process of embarking upon a policy of
introducing unleaded petrol, at a cost of 2c a litre,
despite the promise of the Minister fo r
Transport-and I might say I have some respect
for him because he has been the only Minister in
charge of that portfolio prepared to address some
of the problems relating to freight.

I n 197 8 a pol icy s t atemen t was ma de based on
the Southern Western Australia Transport Study,
which made some very clear recommendations on
transport matters. All members will recall that
with the exception of less-than-container-load
freights, the previous Government was too gutless
to implement those recommendations, one of
which was to reduce the labour force of Westrail.
At least this Minister was prepared to do some-
thing about that.

He is now prepared to continue addressing him-
self to one of the most serious aspects of agricul-
tural costs;, namely, freight. Let us not start saying
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that these problems have started manifesting
themselves in the last two years. They began 30
years ago and they are becoming more and more
critical all the ime because of the extra squeeze
being applied.

I remind the member for Dale that he got back
into Parliament by only 16 votes and he would be
a lot more likely to do better were he to start
listening to some of the people out there rather
than listening, as the member for Stirling said, to
his own propaganda. H-e might then be able to
expand his very slender majority, which demon-
strates his uselessness.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! 1 do not like to see this
sort of interjecting going on between members on
the one side.

Mr COWAN: We started this debate on the
basis of two principles: One was that we wanted to
see the abandonment of the import parity pricing
policy, which was introduced by the Fraser Lib-
eral-National Country Party coalition Govern-
ment in the late 1970s, We want that policy aban-
doned because it adds approximately 1 4c per litre
to the price of fuel. We believe that price could be
reduced.

The reason for that import parity pricing policy
was twofold:, One was to offer to companies which
were exploring or producing oil an incentive to
continue to do so, and the other was to conserve
fuel.

The Commonwealth Government is already
involved in the oil industry, and there are better
ways to encourage exploration. It did not need to
give oil companies such a vast amount of revenue
under its new oil policy. What it needed to do was
determine a wellhead price and then say to the oil
companies, "if you explore, you will receive in
return the cost of your exploration plus a bonus for
doing that". I am sure it would not have amounted
to the 14c a litre which the import parity pricing
adds to the cost of fuel.

Yet here we have three pieces of paper: One is
the original amendment moved by the Minister for
Transport; one is an amendment on the amend-
ment moved by the member for Katanning-Roe;
and one is what I believe may come forward as a
compromise between the two. They all deal with
the matter of import parity pricing.

We have a position where the National Party
has stated very clearly that it opposes parity
pricing; the Government supports parity pricing;
and, the Opposition, the Liberal Party, supports
the principle of parity pricing. I will repeat that
point time and time again to people in my elector-

ate over the next 12 months. What an exercise in
semantics it is.

Mr Trethowan: Do your Federal colleagues sup-
port the principle?

Mr COWAN: Yes, and that is why we do not
see eye to eye with them.

The policy that these people supported caused
9 000 farmers to march on Parliament House
today. The member asked me whether my col-
leagues in the Eastern States supported it. Of
course they did, and we are telling them they are
completely wrong. I am telling members of the
Opposition they are wrong and that there is no
differentia tiont between support for parity pricing
and support for the principle. I will tell everybody
that the Liberal Party, which claims to be the
farmers' friend, and which in fact is responsible
for the problems farmers are facing because it has
been in Government for 25 of the last 30 years and
the policies were introduced in that time, supports
parity pricing in principle.

It appears that all we can do is indulge in an
exercise in semantics. Somebody said to me
tonight that everything will be all right provided
we do nothing. I am afraid that that is the position
the House is in. The National Party opposes the
parity pricing policy; the Government supports" it,
and the Liberal Party supports the policy in prin-
ciple. I am going to remind the people of Western
Australia of that fact because import parity
pricing causes the price of fuel to increase by
roughly 13e to 14c a lire. Excise adds more than
9c a litre to the price, and yet here we have had a
great deal of comment about how we should do
something to reduce the State's take which is
minimal-about 2.3c a litre. The Minister might
correct me if that is not exact.

Mr Grill: It is 2.1 7e a litre.

Mr Rushton: You used to oppose that.

Mr COWAN: We did, and I will tell the mem-
ber why. When this particular fuel levy was
introduced in this State it was designed to replace
road maintenance tax. The annual revenue from
road maintenance tax was about $4.5 million. To
begin with, the Government of the day got its
sums wrong and had to be corrected by the
National Party.

This levy was introduced in 1978, and in seven
years the revenue for the State has increased from
$4.5 million to more than $40 million. That is the
extent of the increase in the State fuel levy and the
Opposition is proud of it!

Mr Rushton: You said you supported it.

Mr COWAN: I did not.
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Mr Rushton: You said you supported 2.3c a
litre.

Mr COWAN: I think I may be engaged in an
exercise in futility, but I point out to the member
for Dale that I was making a comparison between
the added costs of the parity policy which is be-
tween 13c and 14c a litre, and the added costs of
the State fuel levy which is just over 2c a litre. I
ask him: If he were given the choice of which tax
he would like to remove, what would his choice
be?

Mr Rushton: I would have the Commonwealth
face up to the fact that it is a consumer tax.

Mr COWAN: Precisely, and yet the member is
supporting it in principle. I can understand why
some lime ago the member for Dale, who was then
Minister for Transport, went to Merredin and had
the rather dubious honour of being addressed by a
member of the public who said very clearly that he
was very disappointed that there was not a compe-
tition called "side stepping" at the next Olympic
Games because if there were, Australia had the
Olympic gold medallist in the member for Dale.
The member has not learned from that.

Mr McNee interjected.

Mr COWAN: The member's party introduced
import parity pricing and he has to wear that. I
will remind the people in his electorate that he
supports the principle of import parity pricing. He
has said so.

I come back to paragraph 10 introduced by the
member for Katanning-Roc. It calls on the State
Government to rebate the whole of the State fuel
tax on fuel used in primary production. I ask the
member for Katanning-Roc to tell me by way of
interjection what fuel used in primary production
is eligible for a State fuel tax? I ask that of any-
body in the House. What fuel used in primary
production attracts a State fuel tax?

Mr Grill: Only petrol used on farms.

Mr Rushton: That was said before and you de-
nied it.

Mr COWAN: No, I did not. I can only describe
the member for Katanning-Roe's proposal as like
making loud noises against thunder. The volume
of petrol used in primary production on the farm
itself is quite minimal. Distillate is the major cost
for farmers.

I point out to the member for Dale that he has
missed the point. The import parity policy costs
14c a litre for every litre of fuel used. All the other
matters referred to in the amendment on the
amendment moved by the member for Katanning-
Roe are quite minimal. I cannot for the life of me
see why we should support this sort of rubbish any

more than we should support what has been put
forward by the Minister because they both em-
brace the one principle of support for import par-
ity pricing. The National Party originally moved
this motion with a view to having parity pricing
removed.

Mr Rushton: Which National Party?
Mr COWAN: There is only one now. I point

out to the member that the Country Party, with
the exception of one member, has joined the Lib-
eral Party. I thought the member might like to
know that.

The National Party does not see anything to
support in either the amendment on the amend-
ment moved by the member for Katanning-Roe or
the words put forward by the Minister. There is
absolutely no reference at all to unleaded petrol.
The Minister has stated there will be no increase
in fuel costs because of the introduction of
unleaded petrol.

Mr Grill: There will be some.
Mr COWAN: I would have liked to see some

demonstration which could prove that beyond
doubt, because people in the motor vehicle indus-
try believe there will be an increase in cost of
about 2c a litre.

That particular question has not been addressed
in either the Government's amendment or the
amendment on the amendment moved by the
member for Katanning-Roe. As I have stated be-
fore the National Party cannot support what has
been put forward because it is a contradiction of
the original motion. The National Party originally
called for the abandonment of the Federal
Government's world parity pricing policy for pet-
roleum. We cannot support the amendment moved
by the Government or the amendment moved by
the member for Katanning-Roc.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the Op-
position) [9.01 p.m.]: I want to place a couple of
points clearly on the record because I think the
member for Merredin is trying to put words into
the Opposition's mouth and is trying to commit it
to a situation which it does not support.

If the member for Merredin remembers the his-
tory of this matter he will know that he came into
this House with a very short motion about this
subject and everyone agreed on that day that it
was inadequate.

Mr Stephens: Everybody did not agree, but we
do not agree with you.

Mr HASSELL: The Leader of the National
Party was prepared to agree that there was a
possibility of improving his motion. It was quite a
sensible debate which involved the Minister for
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Minerals and Energy representing the Minister for
Transport, and the member for Merredin.

It is the member for Stirling who has come into
this House today and has started playing politics
and has rejected, out of hand, the attempt that the
Opposition made to produce a motion that would
be acceptable to everyone. What the Opposition
said in its amendment was that this House urges
the Federal Government to immediately review its
world import parity pricing policy.

The member for Merredin has been standing on
his high horse tying to read into what the Oppo-
sition said, a support for a continuation of the
world import parity pricing policy. However, the
amendment moved by the Opposition in response
to the member for Merredin's motion the week
before last called for an urgent review of that
policy and its impact. The amendment went on to
recommend that the review should include the
preparation, as a matter of urgency, of an econ-
omic impact statement to evaluate the impact of
the present policy on the primary industry, small
business, the manufacturing industry, and the cost
of living and production, particularly in remote
areas.

The way in which the Opposition differed from
the member for Merredin was very precise, as far
as I was concerned, when speaking on behalf of
the Opposition; that is, I said that it was not
responsible to call for the abandonment of that
policy without any consideration or any review of
the total situation.

When the member for Merredin tells everyone
in the State about how the Opposition supports
this and that, let him also tell those people about
the revenue-raising measures he wants the Com-
monwealth Government to introduce to replace
the billions of dollars that are raised through the
parity pricing system. How will he explain that?
Will he have the honesty to tell the people in the
country that he wants the Federal Government to
substantially increase income tax to cover the lost
revenue or to substantially increase sales tax, per-
haps on headers, or to increase some other Federal
tax? The member for Merredin cannot have it
both ways. If he wants to be responsible
financially he has to look at both sides of the
ledger. The ledger as it appears at the moment,
unsatisfactory as it is, involves the Commonwealth
Government relying on literally billions of dollars
from this policy. How will that amount of money
be replaced?

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: The member for Stirling and

the member for Merredin can chirp until they are
black in the face-this is a classic case of power

without responsibility. What they want to do is
stand in this Parliament and say that we should
say to the Commonwealth Government-it is not
a Commonwealth Government which I agree with
politically-that this Parliament agrees that this
policy should be abandoned, that it should be
dropped tomorrow and we should forget about the
billions of dollars of revenue. However, the mem-
bers concerned will not say what they will do with
the problems which will be created because
billions of dollars will be added to the deficit. They
will not say which taxes they want to raise.

What the Opposition has said in this debate is
that it believes this policy is in need of urgent and
substantial review, but it is not prepared as a re-
sponsible party to advocate this overnight when
there is no explanation given in regard to the total
financial situation of the Commonwealth-a situ-
ation which affects the very farmers and primary
producers that this motion purports to represent.

The National Party can be as clever as it likes
when it has no responsibility, but the fact is that if
it abandons that policy tomorrow, it has a re-
sponsibility to say what it will do to replace the
revenue. These men have no responsibility. They
are playing politics and they want to come into
this House and get something on the record to
distinguish themselves from the Liberal Party in
order that they can campaign in the country as the
great independent National Party. That is their
right and that is their job, and I expect they will
do it. However, do not let them try to do it.
dishonestly and say that the Opposition wants to
keep the policy when it has called for a review of
it. Do not let them say they will drop it knowing
that they will never have the power to drop it and
will not say what will replace the revenue. The
National Party members can tell the country
people what they like. We will tell them the truth
about the situation.

MR GRILL (Espera nce- Dundas-M inister for
Transport) [9.08 p.m.]: Up until 10 minutes ago I
thought we were moving towards some uniformity
on this subject. However, that does not appear to
be the case. It would have been beneficial to this
Parliament and to Western Australia generally if
we could have come to an agreement.

I do not think the major parties are far apart on
this subject. As I said last week, and again today,
this Government considers the possible further in-
creases in the petrol price to be of grave concern to
all Western Australians.

The situation is summed up by the figures I
quoted earlier: Western Australia's total fuel bill
will be increased by $ 180 million this coming year.
The cost of motoring will increase by $60 million;
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the cost of trucking will increase by $15 million;
Westrail's costs will increase by $I.7 million, and
the MTT's and SEC's costs will be increased dra-
matically.

It is in the interests of all members, on behalf of
all Western Australians, including miners,
farmers, and primary producers-not just the par-
ticular producers who have been mentioned and
who are important to this State, but to everyone in
this State-who will be dramatically affected if, in
fact, this further price rise takes place.

I was very hopeful that we could come to some
agreement in respect of the motion and the
amendments before the House. The National
Party, perhaps too idealistically, simply wants to
abandon import parity prices. The practicalities of
that are such that it cannot be done at this stage. I
could not agree more with what the Leader of the
Opposition said. One cannot suddenly do away
with a policy of that sort without indicating where
the finances to replace it will come from, and what
one is going to put in to replace that mechanism.

The other thing about the motion put forward
by the National Party is this: We have to go to
Canberra with something which is achievable.
What the National Party has put up is simply not
achievable. It might be ideal for some farmers and
some primary producers in the mining industry to
have 14c knocked off the price of fuel, but we all
know that is not going to happen. What might just
be achievable is that we can forestall and perhaps
put a permanent end to the price hike about to
take place on I May, and that is to be something
like 4c or 5c.

It is just conceivable that we can have a rebate
on excise-at the moment it is 2.5c-which we
have already incurred since December last year or
January this year. But simply to do away with
import parity pricing and knock 14c off a litre of
fuel is just not achievable. If we went to Canberra
with that motion we would be laughed at.

Mr Stephens: That is what they said about es-
tate duties.

Mr GRILL: That was a long campaign. I am
not saying there should not be a review of import
parity pricing. I think my words were echoed on
the other side of the Chamber. I said earlier that
we continued to support the principle or the con-
cept behind import parity pricing.

That does not mean we endorse the mechanisms
and all the components. We do not. We think
there should be an urgent review of those mechan-
isms and some of the components.

I am not sure the member for Katanning-Roc
was quite clear as to just what rake-off the Comn-

monwealth Government is getting on fuel. The
fact is that it is getting the 24c per litre-

Mr Old: That is with the cumulative import
parity.

Mr GRILL: Perhaps I misunderstood.

Mr Old: I was talking about the complete tax.

Mr GRILL: What the Commonwealth is get-
ting is about 24c per litre made up of excise, 9c,
and lBc by way of fuel tax.

Mr Old: We are very close to agreement here.
You are suggesting paragraph 6 covers the whole
thing as far as parity pricing is concerned. I do not
see any great need to reiterate in paragraph 7 you
are supporting the concept. You are asking the
Federal Government to urgently review this
import parity pricing. Surely that in itself is in-
dicative of the fact that your amendment is not
asking the Federal Government to abandon it, but
asking it to review it. We will be happy to go along
with that.

Mr GRILL: We are basically in agreement. I
shall suggest a few words which might get us over
the hump. Looking at paragraph 7, which seems to
have been the problem-

The SPEAKER: Which paragraph 7?

Mr GRILL: I am sorry, I am really talking to
the member for the benefit of the Katanning-Roc
at this stage. If we added, right at the beginning of
that paragraph 7, the words "until a better mech-
anism can be found", I think that would cover
both positions. If that could be accepted it would
fit in with what the Leader of the Opposition was
saying. Perhaps the member could consider that
while I am speaking.

I would like to foreshadow the fact that once the
amendment on the amendment before the House
is dealt with, I would like to seek leave to amend
the amendment that I have before the House. In
doing so I would like to indicate that in a spirit of
compromise we are prepared to accept a lot of
what is in the present amendment on the amend-
ment moved by the member for Katanning-Roe.
We are prepared to delete from our amendment
paragraph 4, which I think was laudatory of the
present Government. Whilst true, it is probably a
bit of window dressing. I do not think it detracts
from the proposed amended motion to delete it.

We are prepared to take on board paragraph 6
which the Opposition has moved in its amendment
on the amendment.

We are prepared to accept paragraphs 4 to
6-paragraph 6 with one or two slight alterations
which I shall indicate in a minute. Also para-
graphs 8 and 9, because basically they are very
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similiar, and in most instances almost the same
wording as we have used.

Mr Burkett: With the exception of the words
"as part of a taxation summit" and "at the tax-
ation summit". Thai is the only difference.

Mr Old: That should not be mixed up; they are
two different things.

Mr GRILL: The amended motion that we are
prepared to accept I have distributed, and I am
prepared to distribute a copy to the Speaker at this
stage so that at least he is in on the action.

Where we have some problem is in respect of
the Opposition's paragraph 10, which is paragraph
I I on the sheet you have before you, Mr Speaker.
It reads-

Calls on the State Government to rebate
the whole of the State Fuel Tax for fuel used
in primary production.

In that respect, the Government is prepared to
accept the spirit of that part of the amendment,
but we would like to add a few words, It would
read as follows-

Calls on the State Government to investi-
gate the practicability of rebating the whole
of the State fuel tax on fuel used in primary
production.

I understand that the Opposition is prepared to
accept that as a prudent statement. I have grave
doubts about the practicability of rebating the
whole of the State fuel tax. It would apply only to
on-farm petrol.

Mr Old: It is very hard to identify.

Mr GRILL: Yes, it is very hard to identify the
distillate and diesel which is used on-farm from
that which is used off-farm. So there are practical
problems in identifying what petrol is used where.
Anyway, we do not know what relief that will
provide for primary producers.

Mr Cowan: About five-eighths of nothing.

Mr GRtLL: The member may he right, but at
least on investigation we can come to some con-
clusion. I do not think it will be a lot.

Mr Old: Really you have amended slightly some
of the things you have put there, and we are pre-
pared to accept that. Why not wipe out paragraph
7 and then we will accept the rest as you have
enunciated them. Paragraph 6 calls on the
Government to urgently review the matter. That
should surely satisfy your desire to support the
concept. We do not have any desire to support the
concept, because we want to see it changed. We
want to see a change in the type of constraints that
are put on when using it as a taxing measure.

Mr Trethowan: In relation to paragraph 7, we
could perhaps say that the House recognises that
successive Governments have supported the con-
cept of import parity pricing, but calls on the
Federal Government to review the components
used in determining the prices.

Mr GRILL: The Government will accept that.
There seems to be some agreement, so I will sit
down and allow the member for Katanning-Roe to
withdraw his amendment.

MR OLD (Katanning-Roe) [9.23 p.m.]: In view
of the Minister's comments, I seek leave to with-
draw my amendment on the amendment.

Amendment on the amendment, by leave, with-
drawn.

Amendment go Motion
MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Mirnister for

Transport) [9.24 p.m.]: I seek leave to move an
amended form of my amendment.

Leave granted.
Mr GRILL:!I move-

To substitute the following for the words
deleted-

That this House
I. recognises that recent rapid rises in

petrol and diesel fuel prices cause
problems for all sections of the com-
munity particularly those involved
in the agricultural and mining
industries;

2. recognises that increasing liquid
fuel costs impose additional costs on
State instrumentalities such as the
State Energy Commission, Westrail
and the Metropolitan Transport
Trust;

3. recognises that these costs are
passed on to small businesses, indus-
try and the community at large in
increased costs affecting the Con-
sumer Price Index;

4. notes and endorses initiatives car-
ried out by the Government in
February and March of this year in
the form or approaches made to the
Federal Government by the Hon.
Minister for Consumer Affairs and
the Hon. Premier requesting a re-
view of the Import Parity Price Pol-
icy;

5. shares the concern of the Govern-
ment at the short term implications
of the Federal Government's import
parity pricing policy;
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6. calls on the Federal Government to:

(a) urgently review its Import Par-
ity Pricing Policy particularly
in relation to the components
used in deterfmining the Import
Price, and

(b) immediately reintroduce full
exemption for primary pro-
ducers and State Government
instrumentalities for excise on
distillate and diesel fuel;

7. recognises that successive Govern-
ments have supported the concept of
Import Parity Pricing Policy but
calls on the Federal Government to
review the components used in
determining the prices;

8. calls on the Federal Government to
review all other excises and duties
imposed on petroleum products;

9. as a short term measure, urges that
the import parity price review due
on I May 1985 be deferred until all
taxation and excises on petroleum
products is reviewed;

10. calls on the Federal Government to
reduce excises on petrol and diesel
fuel from the present levels of 9.641
cents per litre by at least 2 cents per
litre in recognition of the fact that
short term factors affecting the
value of the Australian dollar
relative to the United States dollar
have caused the cost of petrol to rise
by 2.55 cents per litre since 31
December 1984 and that the Con-
sumer Price Index changes have
caused a further rise of 0.24 cents
per litre in petrol and diesel fuel
prices;

IL. calls on the State Government to
investigate the practicability of
rebating the whole of the State Fuel
Tax for fuel used in primary pro-
duction.

MR TRETHOWAN (East Melville) [9.28
p.m.]: I second the amendment. The Opposition
believes that in the course of the very serious situ-
ation facing the State, it is important that we
substantially agree on the basis upon which the
State Government can go to the Federal Govern-
ment and argue the needs of the State and also
upon which the State Government itself can inves-
tigate those areas in which it can take action to
assist in this matter.

We are prepared to support this amendment
wholeheartedly because we believe that in
substance it goes to the core of the problem. It is
important that we, as members of a responsible
party, take an overall view of what is being done
and of the actions that are practicable to be done.

The Leader of the Opposition outlined the con-
cern we have for any unresearched request to
abandon import parity pricing and I believe the
amended motion we are prepared to support
clearly indicates our position, which is one calling
for full investigation to learn the necessary impli-
cations of any dramatic change.

Action needs to be taken, so we are very pleased
to be able to support the Government and this
latest amendment moved by the Minister, ant
amendment which has been the result of a fair
amount of discussion and work in going through
all the important points which can be agreed upon.
I hope this will allow the Government to represent
to the Federal Government the view of the Parlia-
ment of this State. I believe that will place the
State Government in a much stronger position to
manage to achieve the things requested in this
amended motion.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [9.30 p.m.j: The
National Party opposes this amendment and we
reject the inference that we are not acting respon-
sibly. It has been mentioned that the intentton
behind the policy in the first place was to conserve
fuel and encourage exploration. The way the
Labor and Liberal Parties have spoken tonight
indicates to us that they are more concerned about
the taxation benefits which flow from this policy
than the detriment to the rural community in par-
ticular and the country as a whole. Members
suggested that we are not being responsible be-
cause we have not said where the Government will
get its money from. Where did the Government
get its money before this policy was introduced?
Perhaps the Government should concentrate on
ways and means of reducing its expenditure rather
than ways and means of increasing taxation.

Many of the farmers who assembled here today
have been on nil income for years. The Govern-
ment and the Opposition are not addressing that
problem at all. They are ignoring those farmers
who paraded here; the Liberal Party is ignoring
them as it has for 25 of the last 30 years. To
accept the proposition put forward tonight is to
say that we cannot do anything about tariffs either
because we cannot say where the Government will
get the alternative revenue.

We will let the farming community know that
the Fraser Government implemented this policy to
increase its revenue and used as an excuse the
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need to conserve fuel and increase exploration.
Exploration has not increased considerably as a
result of this policy. It has also been said by people
in the oil industry that there is no way of knowing
whether the added bonuses to the people
producing new oil are being spent in Australia or
in other countries. There is no way of knowing
whether the money has been spent in Australia.

As the member for Merredin said, a more
positive approach would have been to reimburse
companies for exploration which has taken place
in Australia and give them a bonus. We should
certainly not continue this policy which allows
companies to make millions and spend them where
they will. There is no guarantee that they spend
the money in Australia; that is not my opinion, it
is the opinion of people in the oil industry.

We completely reject this proposal. We might
be in the minority, but as history has proved over
the years the minority is not always wrong. In this
case we will ind in the future that the minority
will not be wrong. We can go out and let the
farming community know that they do not get
much support from the Labor Party and reinforce
the fact that they have been deserted by the Lib-
erals. It was quite obvious today that farmers
recognised they have suffered as a consequence of
bad administration by successive Liberal-Country
Party State Governments. The members of those
parties are now all Liberals.

The SPEAKER: Order! I want to clarify a
point. I do not know whe~ther the member intends
to carry on much longer in this vein but he has
already spoken on the previous amendment moved
by the Minister for Transport. Leave was granted
to make some changes to that amendment. We are
not going to have another debate. I thought he
might speak for a few moments and I was going to
give him that indulgence, but he should recognise
the situation.

Mr STEPHENS: To put the record straight, I
point out that when 1 spoke previously it was on
the amendment moved by the member for
Katanning-Roe. We are now speaking to the Min-
ister's amendment.

The SPEAKER: That is right. I am sorry.
Mr STEPHENS: I accept your apology, Mr

Speaker.
We are acknowledging tonight that the policy

was implemented to raise revenue. If we accept
that point, how can we argue as the farmers want
us to do that we must reduce tariffs? The Govern-
ment and Opposition will come up with the same
argument that we cannot reduce tariffs because
there is *no way the Government can replace the
revenue.

Mr Grill: You would not wipe that out over-
night?

Mr STEPHENS: No. One thing the Whitlam
Government did which was correct was to reduce
tariffs. It made the mistake of reducing them by
25 per cent across the board rather than phasing
in the reduction over a period Of time So industry
could adjust. That is the policy we must fol-
low-phasing-in over a period of time.

Farmers have been living on a nil income. If
cutbacks must be made I suggest the Federal and
State Governments look at ways and means of
reducing expenditure rather than ways and means
of increasing taxation.

MR CRANE (Moore) [9.35 pm.]: I would like
to say-

The SPEAKER: Did the member speak on the
previous amendment?

Mr CRANE: No I did not.
I am very pleased that this House at last has

accepted something from both sides. Contrary to
what the previous speaker said, this will help the
rural community. Just as one does not apply arti-
ficial respiration first thing to a man who is
hanging by his neck from a rafter-the first thing
one must do is cut him down-we are giving the
farmers a breathing space. I am happy to say that
while this amendment does not do everything it
will give them a little time to breathe.

MR WILLIAMS (Clontarf) [9.36 p.m.]: I am
astounded by the attitude of the National Party
tonight in saying that we have been screwing the
farmer for the last 25 or 30 years. It is unreal to sit
here and listen to the member say that. It is the
first time I have heard it said, so what has brought
it on-parity pricing policy? The matter should be
put in perspective.

Mr Stephens interjected.
Mr WILLIAMS: Sleep be damned! At least I

am in the Chamber and not on the hustings like
the member is for much of the time. At least I
attend Parliament which is more than he does.
The National Party is losing sight of the reason
for the introduction of parity pricing 10 years ago
by the Fraser Government.

Mr Stephens interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr WILLIAMS: Do I have to put up with him,

Mr Speaker?
The SPEAKER: The member should address

the Chair and ignore interjections and he will get
my protection.

Mr WILLIAMS: The Fraser Government
introduced parity pricing and the object was to
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conserve Australian light diesel fuel. We believed
in those days that if we aligned ourselves with
parity prices and imported a certain amount of
fuel, particularly light diesel fuel, we would con-
serve our own stocks. I am sure most members on
this side would agree with that philosophy. 1t was
thought in those days we had 20 or 30 years'
supply left. The unfortunate part is that parity
pricing has gone on and hooked us into indexation.
It has gone against us inasmuch as in the last 10
years the price of petrol has risen from 15Sc a litre
to 51.7c a litre.

We can say that Fraser introduced the policy
and we went along with it, and certainly there was
criticism from the Federal Labor Party at the time
which said we were fleecing motorists, but it is
interesting to note the policy has been carried on
now that the Labor Government is in power. The
Federal Treasurer (Mr Keating) is saying that he
cannot do much about it until 1987 or 1988. That
is understandable because as our leader said
tonight it must be replaced with something else or
we have to sharpen our pencils and cut costs. We
would like to see costs cut so that we can do away
with parity pricing to a great degree and cut down
on Government expenses and put Australia on a
more Financial basis.

Whether we realise it or not, Australia is in
financial trouble. We have an overdraft of $43 000
million and the Government has to raise taxes
somewhere. This is the way it has to do it, whether
it be a Labor or Liberal Government. We must
live within our means and run the country on a
proper economic footing; we must be more
businesslike in our approach.

Consumer studies have shown us that every
time the price of petrol increases by Ic a
litre-and this is something we should take note of
and try to overcome-the rate of unemployment
increases by two per cent.

Every time the price of petrol increases by Ic a
litre, the Australian public has to pay an extra
$150 million. What will happen? Since I June
1984 there have been seven increases in the price
of fuel. It is said that there will be another 4c or 5c
increase by 3 June. I ask members to imagine
what that will do to employment, productivity,
and the economy of Australia. We should imagine
what it will do, in particular, to our domestic
product. It will reduce it immeasurably. So we
sink further and further in the mire.

1 am very pleased that this amended motion has
been agreed upon tonight because at least we are
doing something constructive, as a combined
party, to overcome these problems. At least we are
signalling to Canberra that we have had enough.

Mr Rushton: As a combined Parliament.

Mr WILLIAMS: We are doing something con-
structive as a combined Parliament; it is a
combined effort. It is a pity we do not do it more
often. However, we will do it tonight with this
amended motion. I hope that Canberra, in its good
sense, particularly after seeing the quantity and
quality of the farmers who showed their disil-
lusionment with Governments throughout
Australia at the front of Parliament House today,
will take note of this amended motion and the
protest. We must realise that we have to do some-
thing to overcome this problem, but we cannot
alter parity pricing overnight. A great deal of tax
is raised by that means. Through ingenuity, exper-
tise, anid, above all, some commonsense by both
the Federal and State Governments, we will over-
come these problems. For goodness sake, let us get
the farmers back on a sound footing. Let us get
commerce also back on a sound footing.
Unfortunately, parity prices are with us for
another year or two, but I congratulate this Parlia-
ment tonight for the action it is taking.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following results-

Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
M r Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grayderi
Mr Gril
Mr Hassell
Mrs Henderson
M r Hughes
Mr Jamnieson
M r Peter Jones

Mr Cowan

Ayes 41t
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mclver
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Pearce
Mr Rushton
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Spriggs
Mr Thompson
Mr Tonkin
Mr Trethowan
MT Troy
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 2
Mr Stephens

(Teller)

(Teller)

Amendment thus passed.

Motion, as Amended

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed.

MINING AMENDMENT BILL

Report

Report of Committee adopted.
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Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [9.50 p.m.]: J move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [9.51 p.m,]: The
National Party cannot support the amendments to
the Mining Act proposed by the Government.
During the Committee stage we voted against
those provisions which related to mining on pri-
vate land, The Government chose not to proceed
with any form of amendment to its original
amendment Bill. The National Party did not sup-
port the amendment put forward by the Oppo-
sition because it felt that in some respects it
discriminated against a certain type of farmer. We
believe that the provisions which currently prevail
on the mining of private land should continue.

We were prepared to allow the second reading
to take place in the hope that the Government
would reject that provision in relation to mining on
private land. We have no argument with those
amendments which relate to the mining industry
itself. They were put forward as recommendations
from various segments of the industry and- for the
first time consultaton took place at the level ex-
perienced through the Hunt committee. We have
no opposition to the changes brought down in this
Bill, with one exception.

Because we represent rural constituents, under
no circumstances would the National Party sup-
port any amendment to the Mining Act which
jeopardises the privilege which land-holders enjoy
in relation to mining.

Therefore, we oppose the third reading of this
Bill.

MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) [9.52 p.m.]:
The Opposition is opposed to the third reading
also for the reasons mentioned by the member for
Merredin; that is, that the private land-holder pro-
visions are not satisfactory. The Government did
not accept the amendments proposed and the
rearranged basis that was discussed. For that
reason we oppose the Bill.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

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

Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MeNee

A yes
Mr Hodge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Parker
Mr Barnett
Mrs Watkins

Ayes 24
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hughes
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 17
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Coyne
Mr Cash
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Watt
Mr Tubby
Mr Grayden

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

TRANSPORT AMENDMENT BILL

In Committee

Resumed from 28 February. The Deputy Chair-
man of Committees (Mr Burkett) in the Chair;
MrT Grill (Minister for Transport) in charge of the
Bill.

Clause 18: First schedule amended-

Progress Was reported after the clause had been
partly considered.

Mr PETER JONES: When the Minister
reported progress on this clause some discussion
had taken place regarding the drafting of the
amendment he introduced. More particularly, dis-
cussion had taken place regarding what the Minis-
ter hoped to achieve and the manner in which he
hoped to do it. The Minister referred to and de-
fined a person who was the only owner of a vehicle
compared with situations where the owner of the
goods was not the owner of the vehicle, and related
matters.

After the Minister reported progress he invited
me to join him for a briefing at a time when I
could not be present. The Minister has now
presented an amendment which tightens the pro-
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vision to try to ensure that it is capable of enforc-
ing that which the Minister wishes to enforce. The
Opposition opposes the amendment for what it
seeks to do. The Minister seeks to further enforce
a restriction on the ability of persons to cart their
produce. A great deal of comment has been made
in this Chamber today about the assistance that
could be provided to certain groups. If the Minis-
ter wants to do something about transport costs,
why is he seeking to further penalise those
operating under the existing situation rather than
trying to stamp the system out altogether? The
Minister would make a more positive contribution
if he allowed the cartage of grain and goods with
complete freedom in the transport industry.

We have heard tonight that if in fact the com-
plete deregulation of wool were introduced, ac-
cording to the Minister, that would result in the
immediate loss of 100 jobs in Albany. I do not
know whether that is the case, but l am told that is
not correct. Indeed, I have been told that is absol-
ute rubbish. Unless I misunderstood the Minister's
answer, it implies that everybody who carts to
Albany now will in fact buy a truck or enter into
some other arrangements and cart to Perth.

The Minister said that, if deregulation of wool
occurred and there was complete freedom for pro-
ducers to cart wool or if they were able to engage
people to do so, it would mean the loss of 100 jobs
in Albany, as a result of the wool handling facility
being closed there.

Mr Grill: That is right.

Mr PETER JONES: Perhaps the Minister
could enlarge on that, because I am told that is
wrong. I am told there would be some loss to
Albany, but not the complete loss as described by
the Minister.

Mr Grill: Who told you that?

Mr PETER JONES: I have talked to local
members and I also made a telephone call to the
area. I am not saying that the Minister is wrong; I
am saying that my information is that he is wrong.
If in fact the Minister can demonstrate that
deregulation will cost 100 jobs, that is fine; that is
his advice; but perhaps he could tell me that is so.

The point I am trying to make in respect of the
proposed amendment is that at a time when, as
was mentioned in the previous debate, some sym-
pathy and, more particularly, transport freedom,
ought to be extended, the Minister is trying to
close a situation which may or may not exist, but
which he says exists; he is seeking to amend the
Transport Act to assist his officers to enforce the
law.

Mr Grill: There is nothing wrong wvith that.

Mr PETER JONES: There is something wrong
with that, because the Minister ought to be taking
this opportunity to relax the law to provide free-
dom to allow the cartage of goods in a more unre-
stricted way than exists at present. Here is an
opportunity to do that, but the Minister is seeking
to close the loophole.

We canvassed this at considerable length on a
previous occasion, so I just indicate my opposition
to the proposed amendment for the reasons I have
set out; that is, the Minister has come forward
with an attempt to ensure that no loophole is left
open which will allow any freedom whatsoever in
respect of section 33 of the parent Act. In that
regard, the Opposition opposes the proposed
amendment.

Mr GRILL: I move an amendment-

Page 7, line 14 to line 15-To delete para-
graph (a) and substitute the following para-
graph-

(a) by inserting before clause I the
following-

1For the purposes of this
Schedule a vehicle shall not be
regarded as being owned by the pro-
ducer of the goods being carried un-
less-

(a) where the vehicle is owned
by a natural person, that
person is the producer of
the goods being carried on
the vehicle or is operating
the vehicle for, or on be-
half of, another person
who is the producer of the
goods being carried under
a bona fide agreement or
arrangement that relates
to the production of the
goods and not only to the
transport thereof;

(b) where the vehicle is owned
by more than I person,
those persons are bona
fide the producers of the
goods being carried;

(c) where the vehicle is owned
by a body corporate, the
membership of the body
corporate consists of natu-
ral persons who are bona
fide the producers of the
goods being carried,
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and that person or one of those per-
sons or one of the members of the
body corporate, as the case requires,
is registered as the owner of the ve-
hicle under the Road Traffic Act
'974.

When we were debating this clause previously, the
members for Narrogin and Merredin referred to a
number of examples where they thought the then
proposed amendment to the schedule would be
onerous and unj .ust and would create burdens
which would fall upon innocent people. I took all
that on board and, as I could see there was
probably some validity in what they were saying, I
took the matter to the Transport Commi ssion
which took it to the Crown Law Department.

The commission and the department got
together, spent a considerable time examining the
arguments put forward by both members, and en-
deavoured to draft a clause which covered every
possible combination of circumstances which were
alluded to in general and specifically by those two
members.

Because I had a few doubts about the advice
from the Crown Law Department, I went to the
department myself and, as a result, one or two
changes have been made to this clause, changes
which were agreed to between us.

The amendment has received a tremendous
amount of consideration. I reiterate what I said
the week before last which was that this clause
does not in any way endeavour to change the
existing law. All it seeks to do is to allow the
officers of the Transport Commission to enforce
the law. The member for Narrogin said that in so
many words a few minutes ago.

It seems to me that the member for Narrogin
has changed his tack tonight. His argument pre-
viously was that my amendment to clause 18 of
the schedule simply was not practical. Tonight he
says that we should be changing the law to grant
further transport freedoms. That is a new tack and
it is something for which the member had not
argued previously. It amounts to a philosophical
difference.

One of the problems about all that is that this
Government-and I think we have moved along
with deregulation as quickly as we can-cannot at
present proceed further with deregulation, because
the practical effects of it are such that a very large
number of people will be affected in terms of their
employment. Social and economic consequences
will result from further hurried deregulation
which will be deleterious to parts of the State.

A strange aspect of the attitude of the Oppo-
sition to this question is that from time to time it is
critical of me for not proceeding with deregulation
at the pace it thinks is appropriate, but nowhere
can I Find that the Opposition has set out its own
policy in respect of deregulation.

When he was shadow spokesman for transport,
the member for Gascoyne said it was most un-
likely in his view that, if it became Government,
the Opposition would deregulate the transport of
wheat. [ took that on face value. At other times I
have searched through the records of my depart-
ment in an endeavour to find a statement by the
Opposition in respect to the deregulation of wool. I
simply have not been able to find such a
statement, nor have my officers.

If the Opposition wants to make a definitive
statement in respect of deregulation, let it do so;
let it put it down in black and white. But if it is not
prepared to do that, I would like it to desist from
guerilla and sniping tactics, which is what is going
on at present. That is part of the process in which
the member for Narrogin has indulged tonight.
He has changed his tack. The week before last he
said that there were practical difficulties in respect
of the clause, whereas tonight it appears the prob-
lem relates more to a difference in philosophy.

The member for Narrogin referred to Albany;
my advice in respect of Albany is that wool hand-
ling in that centre is probably in a pretty shaky
position.

Mr Watt: Where do you get the 100 jobs from?
How do you explain that?

Mr GRILL: My understanding is that in excess
of 100 jobs would be involved directly and in-
directly in the wool handling business.

Mr Watt: You are assuming that the thing will
collapse completely. Is that the basis upon which
you are speaking?

Mr GRILL: Yes, my advice is that the wool
handling industry in Albany is currently on very
shaky ground. I do not want to be disparaging to
the industry. Ilam doing as much as I possibly can
to encourage it. Officers of my department and
officers of the Department of Industrial Develop-
ment spent some considerable time endeavouring
to bolster that industry. If I remember correctly, it
was on that particular subject that this Chamber
last year passed one of the rare unanimous mo-
tions supporting an application that we were then
sending to Canberra, Melbourne, and a few other
places in respect of centralisation of wool costs.
They were successful on that occasion and we
were unanimous on that evening. The fact that we
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were unanimous may not have been the point that
carried the day, but I do not think that it detracted
from it either.

Mr Watt: In fact, it was an urgency motion
which I moved. It was not carried hut the motion
had to be withdrawn.

Mr GRILL: That is probably correct. The
member argued the Bill and I think the matter
was handled by himself and the member for
Gascoyne. Anyhow, I know the member was in-
strumental in it. Nonetheless, my advice from
people in the trade-and I have spoken to them as
recently as last weekend and to my officers and
the people in the Department of Industrial Devel-
opment-is that wool handling in Albany is really
in a fairly precarious position and needs as much
support as we can possibly give it.

I made the statement previously in Albany, and
I certainly have not been contradicted, when I was
speaking to members of the trade down there, that
if either centralisation of costs or deregulation
came in immediately we could probably kiss
the industry goodbye in that area. My advice
seems to differ somewhat from the advice the
member for Narrogin has received, but quite
honestly, the people who have given me that ad-
vice-

Mr Peter Jones: I did not use the word
"advice". I said I have been told tonight that the
comment you made is doubted and there is a bit
more work being done on it because it came as a
bit of a surprise. That is why I asked where you
got it from,

Mr GRILL: I would certainly like to err on the
side of conservatism in that respect.

Mr Watt: I understand Albany Woolstores Pty.
Ltd. does not necessarily support the view that
centralisation of costs would necessarily spell the
deathknell but, that point aside, it still has to be
taken as a serious threat.

Mr GRILL; I suppose they must be optimistic
in the face of all sorts of eventualities, but our
bitter experience in Albany is that industries have
been lost and we must be careful about the re-
maining ones. My advice from a fairly sound
source is that if it were deregulated tomorrow the
wool handling industry in Albany would be in a
fairly precarious position. That does not mean we
cannot overcome that situation. As a matter of
fact, recently Westrail has lowered its handling
costs by freighting the wool from Albany to
Fremantle and in that respect Westrail is becom-
ing more competitive.

M r Watt: On the basis of full loads?

Mr GRILL: Yes. On the basis of full loads the
cost is lowered to approximately $3 plus a hand-
ling charge at this end, I think, of $ 1.28-1 could
be wrong on that as I am only going from mem-
ory-which brings it up to $4.28. The actual
freight component has been reduced to $3 which is
very competitive. They are the sorts of things we
can do within Westrail if we are given time and we
are prepared to be a bit patient with the unions.

The unions have suffered a loss of
approximately 1 400 positions during the time I
have been Minister and prior to that, of course,
they suffered the indignity of losing all sorts of
freight-tern peratu re-control led traffic, livestock,
and so forth--on the railway system and are now
at the end of their tether. It is all right to be
assailed by a group of farmers as I am Fomn time
to time, but when that happens they should ap-
preciate that Ministers for Transport are very
much the meat in the sandwich because on the
other side of the equation the unions are very
concerned about a dramatic loss of 1 400 jobs in a
short period within their industries and they make
very threatening noises at times.

The other important point is that the unions
have co-operated to a very large degree in respect
of endeavouring to make Westrail more efficient
and we should count ourselves very lucky that we
have not had the sort of industrial disputation in
Westrail that has followed attempts in the Eastern
States to bring in the sorts of economies, profit-
making, practices, and so forth, that were brought
into this State.

What we are really talking about in respect of
this clause is to give to the officers of the
Transport Department-people who simply want
to honestly go about performing their jobs and
endeavouring to implement the provisions of the
Transport Act and are not able to do so at the
present time-the tool to apprehend the unscrupu-
lous few people who are prepared to flout the laws
of this State with bogus agreements and arrange-
ments- That is all that this clause does. It tightens
up the law; it does not change it. It simply allows
these officers to do their job without these un-
scrupulous few thumbing their noses at them and
saying that they can hide behind bogus agree-
menits that they have had drawn up by solicitors
and so forth. That is the beginning and the end of
it and we should endeavour to allow those officers
to carry out their jobs, to allow them to enforce
the law in the way that the previous Government
expected them to do when it passed those laws.

We are tying up existing loopholes and not
extending the law in any way. People who have
legitimate complaints are covered by the amended
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clause which is before the Committee. I do not
think there is anything suspect in the clause. It
only allows officers to do their jobs.

Mr PETER JONES: I accept what the Minister
has said. However, it does not alter the validity of
the case. On the previous occasion I said that we
were aware of what the Minister was trying to do,
and we understood it. However, it is up to the
Minister to come along with words indicating
what he wants to do and we can then discuss them
on their merits. The amendment which he has
moved was not made clear in the speech we just
heard. He tried to make it sound simple. He said
that the law is the law and it has to be obeyed and
that this will help us to enforce the law. That is so.
The point the Opposition is making is that, in this
case and at this time, we have an opportunity
particularly with such things as grain cartage, if
we leave wool aside, for the Government to allow
some transport freedom. That should apply, par-
ticularly in the case of a group of farmers who get
together and either directly lease a truck, or more
particularly, where they use that freedom to en-
gage a professional truck operator to cart the
product even though he was not involved in the
production. That is not allowed to exist legally.

The Minister is seeking to have an amendment
implemented which will ensure that he and his
officers will be able to better enforce the pro-
visions as they now stand. The point put by the
Opposition, as I mentioned before, is that we will
discuss the proposal on its merits. The merits of
the case now are that it would have been a more
productive amendment to have allowed for a little
more tolerance and to have amended the clause to
provide for an arrangement to be entered into
where necessary be6ause then some assistance
could have been given and an option could have
been allowed for transport freedom to be avail-
able. It would have allowed also for some compe-
tition to be introduced into this area.

I am not talking about deregulation of the
whole system. I am talking about chipping away
at that system. We are proposing a measure
whereby some provisions for choice could be
introduced. We could provide options whereby in
certain circumstances, a farmer or several farmers
could enter into an arrangement for the cartage of
their grain without having to go through the
system in which the Minister is trying to close
loopholes.

There is no point in extending the debate. It is a
matter of whether the Minister wants to extend
that freedom which is not allowed under this
clause. Obviously, the Government does not want
to extend that freedom and the Opposition opposes
the amendment on that basis.

Mr COWAN: The National Party has been
involved in some consultation with the Com-
missioner for Transport. I wish to convey to the
Minister my appreciation of the fact that we were
given the opportunity to be able to speak to the
commissioner and to his officers about the merits
of clause 16 as it now stands, prior to the amend-
ment being moved, because that clause made it
very clear that there would be some problems with
bona fide producers of farm goods in the transport
of those goods in vehicles which belonged to them,
to their corporate bodies or, in the case of a farm-
ing partnership, to individual members of that
farming partnership.

If one makes a comparison between the original
clause and the amendment moved by the Minister,
there is no question that the amendment moved by
the Minister is preferable because it makes it very
clear that bona ide producers of farm goods are
now entitled to transport goods in vehicles belong-
ing to the organisation, the corporate body, the
company, the partnership, or whatever farming
structure has been set up.

We support the amendment moved by the Min-
ister. We recognise all the comments made by the
member for Narrogin inasmuch as there is a de-
mand for further deregulation of the industry.
There is no question of that. However, that re-
sponsibility should have been dealt with in 1978
with the SWAT report which recommended a
deregulation of industry. Unfortunately, the pre-
vious Government made a mistake. It deregulated
less-than-container- load traffic and continued
with regulations in relation to farm goods.

It is National Party policy to further deregulate
those commodities and that is our ambition. We
recognise the policy as very necessary in order to
allow farmers to survive. There is no question of a
contractor who has expensive machinery and gear
not being able to transport farm produce. He is
being denied that right. Yet, he can transport that
produce at a price lower than Westrail, the organ-
isation to which the Government is regulating the
majority of agricultural products. That policy was
formulated years and years ago.

There was a greater opportunity to bring about
deregulation in 1978. That opportunity was passed
up and deregulation occurred, as I said, in less-
than-container-load traffic but not in agricultural
commodities to the extent that we would have
liked. There is no doubt that there was some
deregulation in specified areas. In other words, it
was the old case of giving favours to one group of
people because of their geographic location. The
Government of the day was opposed to the across-
the-board rights that should have been exercised.

(54)
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The meaning and intent of this amendment is to
make it very clear that bona fide producers of
farm goods are entitled to transport those products
in trucks or vehicles belonging to them, the cor-
porate body, the trading partnership, or whatever
operates on that property. The amendment is far
tidier than the original clause, and we support ilt.

I noticed that the amendment that I saw does
not coincide with the amendment I have; obviously
it has been refined. I think that the further change
made by the Minister is an improvement. It makes
it clear, beyond all doubt, that a vehicle owned by
the body corporate can transport goods produced
by that body.

The National Party has no argument with the
amendment. It better suits the purposes for which
it was intended and we are prepared to support it.

We accept that in future we will work particu-
larly hard to implement National Party policy far
further deregulation in the transport of farm
goods. That will be a priority for us. In this case,
the Government has chosen not to take that
course. The people will have to live with that de-
cision. This amendment is far more explicit and
far more acceptable than the original clause. For
that reason, we support the amendment moved by
the Minister for Transport, despite the fact that
we do not accept the principle of regulation of
farm produce to rail.

Amendment put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put, and a division taken
with She following result-

Ayes 25

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

Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Crane
Mr Hassell
M r Peter Jones
Mr Laurane
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee

M r Hughes
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Melver
Mr Pearce
Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Stephens
M r Taylor
M r Tonkin
M r Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 15
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
M r Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Williams

Ayes
Mr 1-odge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Parker
Mr Barnett
Mrs Watkins

Pairs
Noes

Mr Coyne
Mr Cash
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Watt
Mr Tabby
Mr Grayden

Clause, as amended, thus passed.

Title put and passed.

Bill reported, with amendment.

COMMERCIAL TENANCY (RETAIL SHOPS)
AGREEMENTS BILL

In Committee

Resumed from 28 March. The Deputy Chair-
man of Committees (Mr Burkett) in 'the Chair;
Mr Bryce (Minister for Small Business) in charge
Of the Bill.

Clause 14: Compensation by landlord-

Progress was reported after the clause had been
partly considered.

Mr COURT: As the Committee is well aware,
we have only a limited time'to handle the Com-
mittee stage of this very important legislation.
One of the annoying things about the time limit is
that when we get to an important clause, such as
clause 14, we are very restricted in getting suitable
explanations from the Minister as to what he is
trying to achieve and what problems will arise
with this clause.

A tenant is currently protected under common
law. if the Minister wants to retain that sort of
protection and to make sure that a lease does not
have additional sections in it which prohibit some
of these rights the tenant has under common law,
he would need only a simple clause 14 along the
lines of "any provision in a retail shop lease which
excludes or limits the liability of the landlord to
the tenant either at common law or pursuant to
any Statute is void". The Minister would achieve
the type of protection which we believe is required

(Teller) by taking that course. Instead, the five paragraphs
of clause 14 include some rather interesting pro-
visions. I ask the Minister what purpose each part
of this clause serves. Is paragraph (a), for
example, intended to be a reinstatement of a land-
lord's present liability under common law or any
Statute of the State of Western Australia?

Let us take the coffee shop example. There may

(Teller) be a coffee shop in a shopping centre. The shop-
ping centre might open from 9.00 am. to -6.00
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p.m., but the coffee shop wants to open extended
hours until, say 9.00 or 10.00 p.m. Is the landlord
liable under this clause if he stops the owner of the
coffee shop opening beyond the normal hours?
This clause says that if a landlord inhibits the
access of thc tenant he is liable. If the landlord is
locking up that shopping centre, he would be
inhibiting the access of that tenant.

As the Minister knows, there are many shop-
ping centres where different shops might want to
open outside the hours of the majority of the
shops. In relation to paragraph (b), the same thing
happens. If it is not intended to be a reinstatement
of the landlord's present liability, is the landlord
liable to an existing tenant if he introduces a com-
petitor of the tenant? Paragraph (b) provides that
if he takes any action which would substantially
alter or inhibit the flow of customers to the retail
shop, he is liable. If there were one greengrocer in
the shopping centre and the landlord introduced a
second greengrocer, that would alter or inhibit the
flow of customers to that retail shop. Does the
landlord become liable under this clause if he does
that?

Another example would be the case of a land-
lord who expands a centre so that customers may
be attracted to another area. Let us say the centre
currently has an arcade running north and south
and the landlord wants to expand east and west.
This may double the size of the centre, but in the
process it might attract people away from a par-
ticular tenant's shop. Does the landlord become
liable under this clause? He will substantially
alter or inhibit the flow of customers to the retail
shop.

I know many of the problems which the Minis-
ter is trying to get around, but I believe they are
catered for under common law, or if they are not,
there must be more practical and suitable way of
doing it than that proposed here.

We can argue the same about paragraph (c). If
it is not intended to be a reinstatement of the
landlord's present liability to a tenant under com-
mon law, is the landlord liable to the tenant if a
disruption to the trade of the tenant is caused by
activities in the premises leased to another tenant?
In other words, does he become responsible for the
activities of someone over whom he does not have
control?

Paragraph (d) refers to a failure to have
rectified as soon as practicable any breakdown of
plant or equipment under the landlord's care and
maintenance where such a breakdown causes loss
of profits to the tenant. For a start the landlord
would have to be notified if there has been a
breakdown. Breakdowns could occur without his

knowledge, yet he still becomes liable for the re-
sult of that equipment having broken down. One
must provide some safeguards, or this provision
could be abused.

Under paragraph (e), a landlord becomes liable
if he fails to adequately clean, maintain, or repaint
the building or buildings of which the centre is
comprised or any common area connected with the
centre. What happens if other tenants fail to clean
their part of the shopping centre? Under this para-
graph the landlord would then become liable.

What we are trying to say is that this clause will
create many problems. It will cover some of the
areas which the Minister is trying to improve, but
in the process it will create absurd situations. It
will harm both landlords and tenants in many
cases.

In other parts of this legislation, particularly
clause 13, the Minister has tried to protect the
tenant, but he will in fact harm the tenant. Some
of the absurd things which could occur under the
five paragraphs of clause 14 really require an
answer.

I mentioned the coffee shop operating in the
shopping centre. The majority of people in the
shopping centre might want to close the place at
7.00 p.m. but the coffee shop owner might want to
keep open until 9.00 p.m. Under this clause he
does not have to worry about the other shops; he
can make the landlord liable for his being
inhibited in his access to the shopping centre.

These are the questions I would like the Minis-
ter to answer in the brief time available.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I too, because of the lim-
ited time, want quickly to place my concern about
this clause on record. I am fundamentally con-
cerned because this clause undermines the
intregity of commercial contracts.

Commencing on line 10 of page 17, the clause
reads-

then notwithstanding any provision contained
in the lease, the landlord is liable to pay to the
tenant such reasonable compensation in re-
spect thereof as is thereafter agreed in writing
between the parties or determined by the Tri-
bunal.

If that lease allows the landlord to have a variety
of shops within the shopping centre, and he seeks
to introduce another shop of the same variety as
one of the tenants, as the member for Nedlands
pointed out, it is quite clear that such an action
could substantially alter the flow of customers to
the existing retail shop. Under this clause the
landlord would be liable.
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Even more importantly, most leases contain
clauses relating to the upkeep and maintenance of
the building. If those clauses are agreed to by a
tenant coming into a lease, as a commercial con-
tract, that provision should be enforceable. This
clause presents a way for the tenant to avoid that
responsibility. If one had a dispute over that, a
landlord under common law would be able to take
action against a tenant for not complying with his
lease and the tenant would be able to take action
against the landlord for not maintaining the build-
ings. It seems ridiculous one cannot identify these
things in the lease and know where one stands.

The landlord has a commercial contract with
the tenant, and yet he cannot be sure many of
these matters will be followed. If there is dissatis-
faction, what is in the lease has no relevance to the
points in subclauses (a) to (e). The tenant can go
to the tribunal if no agreement is reached.

That is very serious. It means setting aside all
the provisions which can be expressly written into
a contract at its commencement and it will cause
an immense amount of trouble and dispute. It lays
open the possibility of continued vexatious charg-
ing of fault against the landlord, even when that
may be precluded under the current lease.

Mr COURT: The Minister has chosen not to
reply to our questions even though we have re-
ferred to some very real problems that might arise.

Mr Bryce: I explained that we could spend a
year chasing these differences.

Mr COURT: We have had just a couple of
weeks to work on this Bill and I thought we would
have received the courtesy of replies to our ques-
tions. After all, this clause could well undermine
the whole basis of commercial agreements.

Mr Bryce: I have indicated on previous oc-
casions that by virtue of its nature this is
pioneering legislation. If problems become appar-
ent I will very happily bring the legislation back to
have those problems rectified. You could spend
five years trying to overcome them, and frankly
that is the main reason you shied away from it
when you were in Government and did nothing in
this field.

Mr COURT: The debate is a farce when we
cannot get answers to serious questions. We could
not make a more serious allegation than that the
whole basis of commercial contracts will be at
stake because of some of the clauses in this Bill.
And it is not just the Opposition saying this. The
Law Society of Western Australia was apparently
involved in some of the drafting discussions on the
Bill, and its conveyancing committee indicated
that one of the major problems with the Bill was
this clause. So the problems we raise really do

have some significance. Despite all this we get no
answers to our questions. All sorts of problems will
arise.

A tenant who wants to create all sorts of prob-
lems could have a field day, but this could eventu-
ally be to the detriment, not just of the landlord
but of all the tenants in the centre. This is one of
those unnecessary regulations which will cause so
many problems to the people involved. I am absol-
utely disgusted that the Minister is not to reply to
our queries.

Clause put and a division taken with the follow-
ing result-

Ayes 23

Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
M r Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill

Mr Cla rko
Mr Court
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Old

Ayes
Mr Hodge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Parker
Mr Barnett
Mrs Watkins

Mrs Henderson
Mr Hughes
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 15

Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Coyne
Mr Cash
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Crane
Mr Hassell
Mr Grayden

(Teller)

(Teller)

Clause thus passed.

Clauses 15 and 16 put and passed.

Clause 17: Registrar to mediate-

Mr COURT: The problem with not receiving
answers to queries is that I am left with the uneasy
feeling that this clause and this Bill will not
operate in the same way as does the legislation in
Queensland. This mediation should be quick and
cheap. I hope it will operate in that way so that we
do not see a big backlog of disputes needing me-
diation.

Clause put and passed.

Clause I8 put and passed.
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Clause 19: Rererence to Registrar-
Mr COURT: I am concerned about subclause

(3) which indicates that each party to a reference
before a registrar shall have the carriage of his
own case and is not entitled to be represented by
an agent unless two criteria are met.

My only concern is that a dispute may involve,
say, a body corporate represented by a very force-
ful and fluent speaker, and a fruit and vegetable
dealer who may not have a good command of
English and would therefore be at a disadvantage
in trying to represent his case.

I realise that the purpose of the mediation pro-
cess is to keep it simple and to keep lawyers and
the like out of it. I am concerned that the shop-
keepers might be at a disadvantage because they
cannot have someone to represent them. In this
quick debate it is difficult to come up with a
system which would perhaps be more workable. I
want to make the Minister aware of this aspect
because we have seen the Small Claims Tribunal
go off the rails and run into all sorts of problems.
We do not want a situation arising where one
party is disadvantaged when he has to appear be-
fore the registrar.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 20 to 29 put and passed.

Clause 30: Regulations-
Mr COURT: There are many regulations and

prescribed forms in this legislation. The Minister
has given us an assurance that people in the indus-
try will be involved in the formation of some of
these prescribed forms, disclosure documents, and
the like. That is very important. It is a pity we do
nor have some samples while the Bill is being
debated because so much in this Bill is left to
regulation that it would be right and proper to give
ourselves and the industry, both landlords and ten-
ants, some indication of what will be involved. The
Minister has given an assurance that that will be
the case. He realises it will be difficult in the time
leading to the introduction of this legislation, so it
must be done properly; I hope it does not end up a
shambles like the debate on this legislation.

Mr BRYCE: I can only repeat that undertaking
I gave during the course of the debate and say that
I have complete confidence in the people who rep-
resent both sides of this issue in industry. I have
complete confidence in their being able to reach
agreement. In my time here I have never seen a
piece of legislation with implications which went
into the regulations to such an extent that it
required regulations to be debated, or any
prescribed form for that matter. It does not hap-
pen; it is a subsequent process. The member has
raised this point on no fewer than three or four

occasions. I have given these responses and under-
takings and it is no wonder the debate has
deteriorated in this way towards the end of the
Committee consideration.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Taylor): Or-
der! The time allowed for debate under the time
management motion has expired.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 31 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Bill reported with an amendment.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL (WATER
AUTHORITIES) HILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 14 March.
MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [11.05 p.m.]: This

legislation is tremendously involved and very com-
plicated. It is a huge piece of legislation, probably
the largest introduced in this Parliament. Yet even
according to the Minister's admission in his sec-
ond reading speech it goes only about one quarter
of the way towards the final goal of having one
piece of consolidated legislation pertaining to
water undertakings in the whole of the State.

At a guess based on my previous experience,
this piece of legislation probably has taken about
IS officers I8 months to prepare with the help of a
number of Crown Law Department officers and
draftsmen and probably a number of word
processing machines. The Opposition, however, is
expected to make intelligent and all-embracing
comments on a large Bill like this after having it
for only about two weeks, and we are expected to
deliver our speeches in the middle of the night. It
is quite obvious that it is almost impossible to do
that.

Mr Tonkin: I have given you the Committee
notes.

Mr MENSAROS: It is probably flattering that
one man should do the job on which several dozen
people have worked for months. I appreciate that
the Minister has given me the Committee notes
which in themselves would not enable one, even if
one had studied them three or four times, to
immediately grasp the whole import of the legis-
lation. In cases like this the proper thing to
do-which some Government Ministers endeavour
to do with much smaller legislation; I refer to the
Attorney General, for instance, in relation to the
Occupiers Liability Bill-would be to introduce it
before Parliament goes into recess to give mem-
bers the opportunity for serious study.

In any event, the legislation is simply going a
few steps further. Once this is done one has to wait
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again until more steps can be taken. It would have
been a much better move had the Government
brought in a piece of legislation containing only
two clauses saying that wherever an Act of Parlia-
ment pertaining to water undertakings refers to an
executing body like the Minister, the water board,
or any other authority, the new Water Authority
of Western Australia should be substituted for
that body. That would have done the trick until
three or four years' time when the total legislation
could be brought in spelling out all the provisions
and in a form capable of being used.

One automatically has to be very sorry for the
officers who are going to implement this conglom-
erate legislation. I am not saying it is necessarily
anyone's fault, but a piecemeal method has been
chosen. Some of the relevent Acts, as the existing
main Act calls them, are being amended to a
greater or lesser extent. If one looks at the in-
terpretation of certain phrases and words one is
not quite sure where they can be found.

One could anticipate damage being dne to the
Water Authority because of the insecurity of
implementing this legislation, in which case the
Minister in some cases would have to come back
to Parliament with a validating Act. One could
expect serious inconvenience and damages to indi-
viduals in which case one does not know whether
any remedy would be available.

I wonder whether even one person within the
water authority could frankly claim to be au fait
with this conglomerate of rules or could claim to
know which provision could be found where. The
very proof for this is that the legislation is not
being handled in the same way as the previous
Water Authority legislation was. During the de-
bate on the previous legislation, the Minister had
sitting with him in the Chamber advisers who
knew the details.

This legislation has been left for the middle of
the night because it will pass anyway. I emphasise
that we are not opposed to the legislation. We are
not opposed to the steps which are being taken; we
comment simply that the method adopted is not
the best one. Indeed, if I were a member of the
board of the new authority let alone the chairman
of the board, I would have to take out an in-
surance policy against doing something which
would be against this enormous conglomerate of
legal provisions. I wonder whether I could find a
single insurance company which would thus insure
me and whether it would have to employ lawyers
to examine the situation and to make reports re-
garding the odds from which premiums can be
calculated. It is bad enough if legislation can be

understood only by specialist lawyers, but it is
even worse if nobody can properly understand it.

The law pertaining to the Water Authority of
Western Australia is supposed to start to operate
on I July. I suspect that the authority, whether
strongly or mildly, will have to bully the people by
telling them what they can or must do. I do not
think any one person would be able to say that
under the existing provisions they do not have to
do as they were told by the authority. In the com-
mittee notes which the Minister has given me, and
which I appreciate, it is said that there is a need
for further consolidation and that this is piecemeal
legislation. Future consolidation should be done in
one run, once the Water Authority has started to
operate, so that at yearly or six monthly intervals
we do not have to deal with legislation in a piece-
meal manner by amending a small piece of the
score of existing Acts which are subject to the
amendments.

The Bill deals with these amendments in parts
and each part deals with one particular Act of
Parliament which is being amended. In order to
understand this, we have to spend a few minutes
on the history of the water authorities. As country
areas were inhabited and water and other supplies
were extended to those areas, it was intended to
have independent semiautonomous boards for
water, drainage supply, and irrigation. If such
boards did not exist or ceased to exist, their role
was taken over by the Minister and by the Minis-
ter's department. Subsequently, the Country
Towns Sewerage Act came into existence. Of
course, sewerage came 'somewhat later and only
affected towns in the country. The Minister was
then in charge of executing the provisions of that
Act with the aid of the engineering division of the
Public Works Department and to a great extent
local advisers. Therefore, for the country con-
sumer there were several Acts: The Land Drain-
age Act, the Country Areas Water Supply Act,
the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act, and the
Country Towns Sewerage Act.

In the metropolitan area there was virtually an
alternating situation between the Government in-
strumentality, known mainly as the board, that is,
the Water, Sewerage and Drainage Board, and the
department. At some stage the Minister took the
place of the board and used the Public Works
Department to implement the provisions of the
metropolitan related Acts. Water has always been
a contentious issue and one most likely to result in
a number of complaints. The Government wanted
to get away from being blamed for the causes of
those complaints, so it created a board to which it
could pass on the blame if something went wrong.
As we all know,, it never succeeded politically be-
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cause ultimately the Government was held respon-
sible. Most of the Acts contained a provision
which included the words "subject to the Minis-
ter", and that meant that the Minister was very
much involved anyhow.

The last of the various boards still in existence is
the Metropolitan Water Authority. That body was
set up through various legislation which had later
to be consolidated. I admit that this was possibly
the fault of the orevious Government.' It was
consolidated not i., one piece, but in a piecemeal
fashion, because it was impossible to do it through
existing forms within the Crown Law Department.'
Consequently, the consolidation was not 100 per
cent completed when we lost government.

Other less extensve ':-gislation is subject to this
review and the Acts are being amended. I refer to
legislation such as the Fluoridation of Public
Water Supplies Act, the Act which dealt with the
three per cent zvy, the Pensioner Rates Rebates
and D'-ferments Act and similar legislation. These
Acts all developed separately, to some extent were
administered separately, and were all amended
separately from time to time. There were a
number of differences in legislation which applied
to the country as opposed to that which applied to
the metropolitan area. Some differences were
quite understandable and were necessary because
of the different characteristics in the country and
metropolitan areas. Some of them existed only
because of different methods of administration. A
good example of the difference lies in the defi-
nition of artesian well. An artesian well is the
same whether it is in the metropolitan area or i .n
the country area, yet the legislation pertaining to
each of them defines them differently.

I always emphasise that the largest difference in
treatment of country and city areas is the fact that
the country water undertaking, including sewer-
age, drainage, and irrigation, has been subsidised
to the tune of roughly 50 per cent by the Govern-
ment. This is understandable because in isolated
country areas there are separate sources of water.
Also, there are fewer sources in isolated country
areas than in coastal metropolitan areas. Conse-
quently, the supply itself is very much more ex-
pensive.

On the other hand, the metropolitan area has a
far more coherent population and it is much easier
to supply water to it, it is easier to plan for the
growth of this population and, consequently, the
Metropolitan Water Authority can be self-suf-
ficient financially-which it is and which it was
meant to be. Therefore, the biggest difficulty in
the amalgamation is a solution to the continuing
country subsidy within one authority.
Unfortunately, this is not spelt out in this Bill and

it is not spelt Out in any of the Acts which are
being amended. We only have to refer to the
statements by the Minister when dealing with
similar legislation. He said that the Government's
intention is not to discontinue this subsidy. There
is however, no compulsion on the Government, or
on the new Water Authority, and there is no
provison that such a subsidy should be maintained.
If it were discontinued the country charges con-
nected with water undertakings would have to sky-
rocket or the country charges would have to be
subsidised by the metropolitan consumers and, in
that case, the metropolitan charges would be
increased.

It would be much safer if a provision were in-
cluded in this legislation, and I hope the Minister
will make reference to this in his reply, to ensure a
legally binding situation where the country areas
will continue to enjoy this subsidy and, conse-
quently, the rates and charges in the country area
will not increase much more than is normal. The
reason that assurance is not included presently in
any of the Acts pertaining to the water supply is
that until 30 June the country water undertakings
will be handled by the Minister and a Government
department.

The Government department will undertake the
necessary financing which is not akin to a profit
and loss account or a balance sheet. Expenditure
will be made from the Consolidated Revenue
Fund. There will be a need for the expenditure and
the income to be itemnised within the revenue
statement, but they do not have to balance.

Therefore, there was no necessity to say that the
country water undertakings have to be subsidised.
It is only a subsidy in a pragmatic term, but as far
as a budget is concerned it is revenue for the
Government from rates and charges and it is ex-
penditure for ongoing operations.

The same applies to capital expenditure which
is expended for new water connections or other
installations of a capital nature because they were
included in the General Loan Fund and they were
simply funded from the Budget. That is not the
case now, because as soon as the country water
undertakings come under the newly-amalgamated
Water Authority, the authority will, according to
this Bill, automatically take over. The provisions
which exist for the present Metropolitan Water
Authority provide for the authority to present a
profit and loss account and to have a capital ex-
penditure account so that immediately a
comparision is shown between the income and the
expenditure.

It will be said that the whole amalgamated
Water Authority should be self-sufficient. I think
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that is justified, and I complained about the fact
that the legislation, as it amends all the respective
Acts, does not cater for the subsidy to continue in
the country. Indeed, it will now be one large
Government instrumentality or, to use the proper
expression, a "utility" which supplies a service. It
is not the function of a utility to subsidise anything
and provide cheaper services in the country.
Usually it is the function of a utility, particularly
if not Government-owned, to be efficient and to
make a profit.

I suppose the Board of the new Western
Australian Water Authority will rightly argue
later with the Treasury or the Minister that it
should not have to supply water for a lesser rate
than its actual cost.

It should be understood that the Opposition is
justified in its concern about this Hill.

I now refer to some details of the legislation. I
refer to the part that deals with the Water Auth-
ority Act. This Act was passed by this Parliament
with a view to amalgamating the metropolitan and
country operations. My first comment is one
which, as it turned out from my question to the
Attorney General, is not without precedent. In-
deed, a precedent occurred in one of the Acts of
Parliament for which I was responsible when it
was introduced. However, I was critical about it
and it should not have been incorporated in the
Act.

I refer to clause 6 which is to amend section
6(4) of the Water Authority Act. It simply allows
for the Governor, by Order-in-Council-in other
words, the executive branch of Government-to
bring down provisions which have the same power
and effect as an Act of Parliament. In other
words, it excludes Parliament from the law-mak-
ing process. Clause 6(4) reads as follows-

(4) Where any provision of a relevant Act
or subsidiary legislation made under a rel-
evant Act is inconsistent with the operation of
this Act the Governor may, by Order in
Council published in the Government Ga-
zette, make-

(a) such modification to that provision as
appears to him necessary for preventing
anomalies arising by the operation of this
Act; or

(b) such consequential or supplementary
provision as appears to him necessary or
expedient for the purpose of giving full
effect to this Act,

and any such modification or provision has
the same force and effect as if it were enacted
by way of amendment and the relevant Act or

subsidiary legislation affected is, on publi-
cation of the Order, thereby amended.

That is not the first precedent for this provision,
because, when the Mining Act was introduced, of
necessity, it contained a transitional period, be-
cause the old Act was not set aside immediately as
certain applications for tenements had to be dealt
with. It was rather complicated to legislate for
that situation. However, clause 15 of the schedule
to the Mining Act contained a very similar pro-
vision to that with which we are dealing here, but
that provision had a short life; that is, the period
during which the transitional provision lasted. So,
although I am critical of the inclusion of this pro-
vision here, when in fact I was responsible for the
Mining Act when that similar provision was
inserted, I make that qualification in respect of the
short life of that provision.

In this case, however, were the Government to
take my advice and choose not to legislate piece-
meal in this respect, but rather wait until a new,
consolidated Act can be introduced, the period
during which the provision about which I am
complaining could take effect will be quite long.
That simply means that the executivi arm of the
Government is doing the job of the legislative arm.

Again, not only is this matter of theoretical
importance, but also it could have a great deal of
practical consequence, because certain people
involved in the activities of the Water Authority of
Western Australia might have interpreted the pro-
visions quite correctly and might have arranged
their affairs accordingly. Then, because it does not
suit the authority, the Minister may simply
recommend to the Premier and the Governor-in-
Executive-Council to bring down an order from
which no recourse will be available. If my under-
standing is correct, such an order is not subject to
disallowance in Parliament.

Despite the fact that one cannot perhaps accept
this provision totally, it would have been proper to
say that, if such action is absolutely necessary, and
if Parliament is not sitting at the relevant time, a
provision should be inserted which indicates that,
as soon as Parliament reassembles, the Minister is
obliged to introduce legislation to that effect,
which would then confirm the Order-in-Council
relating to these so-called anomalies.

My other query relates to clause 7, the amend-
ment to section 7, in relation to proposed new
subsection (8)(b). On my reading of the provision,
it seeks to give power to the authority to deal with
areas of resumption of land.

During the life of the last Parliament I remem-
ber that, although Ministers were often keen to
take over the role of the Public Works Department
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in respect of resumptions, the Government was
equally keen not to allow that, because it was
necessary to have uniformity in respect of resump-
tions. Whether the resumption was in the interests
of thc Main Roads Department, the MWA, the
State Energy Commission, the Department of
Lands and Surveys, or any other department, it
would not be proper that all these arms of Govern-
ment should deal with resumptions separately. If
that were permitted, a large number of divergent
decisions could be made and nobody would know
what to expect if the resumption of a property
were sought.

The Minister may correct me if I am wrong, but
on my reading of this provision, it appears that it
seeks to directly invest in the Water Authority the
power which the Public Works Act vests in the
Public Works Department.

I asked the Minister for Works a general ques-
tion about this matter which was that, after the
PWD ceases to exist, when the Water Authority
comes into operation on I July 1985, which arm of
the Government will execute the provisions in re-
spect of land and property resumptions under the
Public Works Act, and which Minister will be
responsible for resumptions?

The Minister replied that land and property
resumptions under the provisions of the Public
Works Act after l July 1985 would be controlled
by the Department of Lands and Surveys and
would be the responsibility of the Minister for
Works, who is also the Minister for Lands and
Surveys.

Under the circumstances, I think that is correct,
but in the case of a property the subject of re-
sumption in connection with the Water Authority,
the matter will not be dealt with by the Minister
for Works and the Department of Lands and Sur-
veys, but rather will be dealt with by the authority
itself. If a case goes to appeal, which Minister will
be responsible? I suppose it will be the Minister
for Water Resources who will liaise with the Min-
ister for Works.

A number of complications arise in this respect
and I do not think the matter was considered
properly. 1 can understand that-happening, be-
cause a Minister does not always have the time to
deal with every provision found in legislation.
When the Act in relation to the Metropolitan
Water Authority was drafted, I was consulted on
every clause. We were criticised for appointing a
consultant to deal with this matter, but I think it
was quite proper to obtain advice from a consult-
ant with a great deal of expertise in this matter,
because he virtually had the whole concept in his

mind. Of course, the department did not like it,
because it wanted to be its own master.

However, I was consulted on almost every sec-
lion in the Act which dealt with the MWA and the
same situation applied to the Mining Act and the
SEC legislation.

I say that only by way of explanation. I note the
Minister's comment in his second reading speech
regarding the merits of the MWA legislation. He
might have felt that comment was merely a for-
mality, but, to some extent, it was connected with
the work I did,

My next comment relates to the part of the Bill
dealing with the Water Authority and the pro-
visions covering that body, The new definition of
"water services" correctly includes irrigation. Up
until the present time, as the MWA legislation
dealt with the metropolitan area, there has been
no need for provisions for irrigation, so there has
been no mention of it. Now that it is intended to
deal with the whole State, the clauses which deal
with the powers relating to works omit irrigation.
Once again, that demonstrates laxity in drafting
and overseeing. Work pertaining to irrigation will
be carried out within the State, but it is omitted
also under the regulatory powers. Therefore,
strictly speaking, under the new Act establishing
the Water Authority, regulations would not be
able to be brought down in respect of irrigation. I
would be quite happy if the Minister explained
that I was wrong in that respect. During the short
time available I have studied this legislation
closely and I did not find any regulatory power
regarding irrigation. I do not know whether the
omission is deliberate, but it appears to me that it
has occurred.

The definition of "works" has been amended
from what it was in the Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority Act to make it simpler to proceed with what
seems to be considered unnecessary formalities,
according to the Committee notes. I can almost
visualise some of the Government's so-called ad-
visers working on the legislation and deciding on
this. Only an experienced public servant would
know the difference between having something ap-
proved by the Governor- in-Executive-Cauncil and
approved by the Minister. The Government's ad-
visers probably thought that this was just an un-
necessary complication and formality.

Mr Tonkin: Your imagination is your problem.
No adviser had anything to do with the drafting of
the Bill.

Mr MENSAROS: Then it is even worse, be-
cause an experienced public servant should know
the difference between a decision by the Governor-
in-Executive-Council and a decision by the Minis-
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ter. This is not just one step in the hierarchy which
some people might think can be removed to make
things easier. There is a reason for the reference to
the Governor-in-Executive-Council. This can pre-
vent the Government from being embarrassed. It
means that the Premier is compelled to sign the
Executive Council minute and more Cabinet Min-
isters know about the decision.

Mr Tonkin: How can you assume that those
truisms you are stating are not as well-known by
US as by you?

Mr MENSAROS: I do not necessarily assume
that, but something almost to the contrary. The
Minister has had two years' experience in Govern-
ment and he should know there is some reason
behind these steps.

Mr Tonkin: We are well aware of them.
Mr MENSAROS: Then more so I do not agree

that these words should be approved by someone
one step lower in the hierarchy. There is every
reason for keeping certain works, particularly
major works, for the approval of the Governor-in-
Executive-Council.

I refer now to infringement notices. I am
pleased the Government heeded the advice I had
that the same person who issues an infringement
notice-this is particularly pertinent with clearing
bans, which are provided for in the Country Areas
Water Supply Act-should not be the same per-
son who issues the withdrawal of an infringement
notice. I will not go into the arguments or reasons
involved except to say that it is obvious this would
otherwise provide an incentive, not so much for
corruption but for a lack of objectivity.

I emphasise something the Attorney General
has conceded, which is that there is a necessity for
a piece of legislation to cover infringement notices.
More and more infringement notices are provided
for in entirely different Acts of Parliament, and
rightly so, because they represent an easier way of
dealing with law enforcement-at least at the be-
ginning. These provisions for infringement notices
vary according to the draftsman who has drawn
up the various Acts and therefore there is a need
for a separate Act to cover infringement notices
and all the various Acts which include provisions
for infringement notices.

My next point relates to the amendment to the
Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage, and
Drainage Act. Generally speaking these amend-
ments are quite in order, although I have had only
a brief time to study them. They cull some dead-
wood which inevitably remains in any old legis-
lation and they insert some safety provisions so
that previous actions should not be invalid, even
though the reference in such actions were wrongly

directed to the Minister, a certain body corporate,
or a department at various times. There are still
existing to a large extent, in conjunction with the
Metropolitan Water Authority Act, provisions in
the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage, and
Drainage Act. The existing provisions have not yet
all been transferred to the Metropolitan Water
Authority Act let alone to the Water Authority
Act.

The reference, as it is amended, changes the
reference to the Water Board, to the Metropolitan
Water Authority and now to the Water Authority
of Western Australia. This is of course the correct
thing to do although it makes everything more
complicated.

The administration of the Country Areas Water
Supply Act will not rest with the Minister, the
department, or the under secretary. It has been
transferred to the new authority. Of course, the
Minister can still instruct the new authority 100
per cent in whatever manner he so chooses, so the
question automatically is raised: Who is going to
be responsible for the Act?

Ultimately I know in a parliamentary sense it
will be the Minister, but one wonders when it
comes to tricky situations whether we will see a
passing of the buck. One is tempted to say that
there ought to be a provision to allow the authority
to demand the Minister's instruction in certain
cases where it is not quite sure what should be
done and where political decisions are involved.

The Country Areas Water Supply Act deals
with the contentious issue of clearing bans. The
explanation provided in the Committee notes indi-
cates in various parts-and this is repeated at the
beginning of many parts-that the changes are
twofold: They are necessary because of Govern-
ment policy that there should be an authority, and
because it is in the interests of individual rights.I
will be grateful if the Minister could explain what
amendments have been made to the Act which
would assist the individual rights of country water
consumers.

One interesting provision here appears to be
simple, but in fact is significant, and involves the
creation of water boards. This provision is to be
repealed because we are told that no water boards
have been created, and that is perfectly true.
Nonetheless I would be cautious about removing
something which is a very democratic provision
and which might still be able to be used in future.

A lot of comments are made, quite rightly.
about the proposed Agaton scheme. If that were
the first contributory scheme it would provide a
very justified opportunity for a water board to
organise that scheme because the ratepayers, as
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opposed to any other normal water supply users,
would be contributing to some extent to the
scheme.

Some further provisions pertaining to the
Country Areas Water Supply Act deal with con-
tracts to supply water and to acquire waterworks
which presently meet the Government's approval
and which will again be handed over to the Minis-
ter. My previous comments on this matter are
pertinent; it is necessary, often with good reason in
major works that the decision should be made by
the Governor. Potentially, one of the most
interesting, almost revolutionary provisions, is to
allow different scales of rates and charges for dif-
ferent classes and kinds of land to be set. I do not
know whether that was done deliberately because
we are talking about amendments to the Country
Areas Water Supply Act.

It is quite all right, of course-and this is only a
debate on the provisions-for different classes and
kinds of land to be assessed in the country. That
has always been so. There is a different assessment
for urban and rural areas, but the question is how
will it be implemented in the metropolitan area
because now that the provision comes in via
amendment my understanding is that it will be
applicable to the whole of the State. I would be
very interested indeed, if I am right, to know how
this will be implemented in the metropolitan area
and to know what sort of different classes and
kinds of land will be created and how different
ratings will apply because if drastic changes are
not implemented in the metropolitan area the pro-
vision becomes superfluous. if, on the other hand,
the measures are introduced, one surely would be
entitled to know the details.

We turn to the Country Towns Sewerage Act
and the amendments to that Act. It is interesting
to note that in order to achieve uniformity "drain"
will become "property sewer". "Drain pipe" will
become "property sewer pipe". I can imagine the
confusion in a country town. Hardware shops will
have to label some drain pipes "property sewer
pipe". I do not know how many people will under-
stand it, but [he interesting thing is that only the
noun has changed; the verb has not changed. We
can still use the words "to drain" and one does not
have to say "to property sewer" but the pipes
change their name. The main sewer remains a
sewer, so we could drain waste water through a
property sewer pipe into the sewer. It is all very
interesting and perhaps a little confusing. I con-
tend that this legislation should have waited until
a new and complete Act covering everything is
ready to be introduced.

The amendment to the Country Towns Sewer-
age Act which allows for the rates to be made up

for the financial year is quite commendable be-
cause it is much easier to make up the rates in
advance and it is also much clearer from the point
of view of the ratepayers.

Another provision which slipped into the
Country Towns Sewerage Act in 1984 with an
amending Bill which became part of the Act is the
provision covering the past losses when striking
rates. Up until this amendment, rates could only
be struck in a way which took into consideration
the current expected expenditure, but since then
one can go back and strike rates in a way which
should wholly or partly recoup the losses pre-
viously incurred. This will not only apply to losses
which accrued in relation to the General Revenue
Fund, but will also apply to losses which will ac-
crue under the new water authority's account.
Once more one finds that this provision, whether it
is intended or not, clearly causes concern to the
Opposition as being a potential cause for lighter
rates as it did throughout the Bill.

The next part deals with the Land Drainage Act
and amendments thereto. It abolishes drainage
boards because they are contrary to the concept of
Government of one single water authority-this is
a true statement I suppose-yet one can question
again whether it is a wise move, even though only
one board remained. Even this board has by now
been abolished although it served the interests of
the country people.

If the Minister were to stop, say, 50 people
walking down St. George's Terrace and ask them
if they had any idea what the legislation meant in
regard to drainage regulations in the country, I
am pretty sure that not one of them would be able
to give a proper reply, yet some of these people
will now be charged in their capacity as employees
of the authority with the responsibility of country
drainage. Now the possibility of decentralising
administration disappears.

The next Act which is mentioned is the Rights
in Water and Irrigation Act. Again the Irrigation
Board is discontinued and the same comment
probably applies to that which I made in connec-
tion with drainage boards. I do not know whether
the definition which the new amendment now
brings in is a satisfactory substitution for
"irrigation" because the original definition dealt
only with irrigation and consequently was much
more detailed.

That would be best answered by experts who are
engineers and there was no time, if one wanted to
study the whole piece of legislation, to seek that
detailed advice.

The rating system is being changed and that is
welcome because it contained the same principle
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as applies now to the Country Areas Water
Supply Act, allowing the rates to be struck before
the financial year starts. Perhaps the most signifi-
cant part of the Bill is towards the end in part X
which is to amend the Water Boards Act. One has
to realise the history of this matter and it can be
generally stated that the Labor Government's pol-
icy is usually one of centralisation. The Minister
endeavoured to amalgamate these three remaining
water boards in Bunbury, Harvey, and Busselton
into the new authority and found to his dismay, I
suppose, that political pressures did not allow him
to do so. He found that the members for Bunbury
and Mitchell, who are on his side of the House,
advised against it because they knew the feeling of
people in those areas.

Of course the Minister did not give up and he
amended the water board legislation in a way
which really compels those water boards in due
Course to come to the Government cap in hand and
say "Here we are; please take us over", otherwise
they will go bankrupt. The provisions in this part
of the Bill are quite horrendous. The water boards
are expected to give a gold plated service to their
ratepayers which, in most cases, the ratepayers do
not want. Most country people enjoy cheaper rates
and they are quite satisfied with the service. The
amendments compel these boards to provide first-
class, highest quality services obviously so they
will cost more and they will have to raise their
charges.

The interesting thing is that no Act affecting
the Metropolitan Water Authority, to the best of
my knowledge, contains any provision like this. It
was understood it should give, not the best quality
water, because the policy has always been to
supply a quality of water for which the general
consuming public is prepared to pay. That has
been expressed in the five-year plans. The auth-
ority could supply water, the quality of which is
twice as good, for a higher price, if not twice the
price. The authority is charged with assessing how
far people are prepared to go.

We know how dedicated the Minister is once he
sets a course in one direction, and we know it is his
endeavour to discontinue these water boards.
Hence he has included provisions in the Bill which
do not exist anywhere in the whole of the State.
There is no provision as to what the colour, tur-
bidity, or salinity should be in the water provided
by the MWA or the other country water undertak-
ings. That is, however, laid down for these three
water boards. It is not the only provision that is
made for them. Even the level of fluoride is set
down in this amending Bill. I wonder whether the
Minister consulted his namesake, Hon. John
Trezise Tonkin, to see what he would say about

the fluoride level in these country water board
supplies because some of us can remember the
view taken towards fluoridation by the then
Leader of the Opposition.

The provisions of this Bill go much further and
lay down that these country water boards should
have installations and works of a certain quality
which the Minister is entitled to examine, and if
he does not like them he can interfere. The boards
must submit their proposed charges to the Minis-
ter and they have to give all sorts of reasons why
and how they have been set. The Minister, without
giving an explanation, can either accept or reject
them.

I refer to other provisions affecting these
boards. They will not enjoy the courtesy which the
Public Works Department has always extended to
them by way of help in certain testing and other
operations. Now if they want anything they can-
not do themselves they will be charged. If they do
not do as the Minister tells them, the WAWA can
go in and do the work and charge them. The
Treasurer is being given entirely discretionary
power regarding the creation of reserves. He does
not have to give a reason; he simply can say such a
reserve has to be created to such an extent and
that is the end of it.

I am pretty sure, although he is not present and
I do not blame him for that, the member for
Mitchell with his legal background has examined
these provisions and is satisfied that his constitu-
ents are quite happy. What it means is that the
Minister is saying he will take over the Bunbury
Water Board. The member for Bunbury advised
him not to do it, but the Minister said "There are
many ways to skin a cat; we will do it another way.
We will tell them they must maintain this level of
quality and have reserves which will cost more
money". H-e has further decided they ought to pay
a three per cent levy which previously they did not
pay and it will cost moure money. He has decided
they will not get any more service from the Public
Works Department or its successor and that will
cost money, causing rates and charges to go up.

Furthermore, the water boards in Bunbury,
Busselton, and Harvey will also be a dispensary of
social benefits. If a pensioner wants a rebate, the
water board has to cop it. If a pensioner asks to
defer his or her rates the water board has to cop it.
That is all in the Bill and the member for Bunbury
can look it up in part X.

It is quite obvious that with all those provisions
the three water boards will be in a position in due
course where their charges will be much higher
than those of the surrounding water authority and
they will have to disappear.
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Virtually all this legislation does not compel the
water boards to do is to have a man in morning
coat behind the counter as they do at Harrods in
London. This is not yet provided, but it would be
logical to do so- It does not provide for a compul-
sory 50 per cent discount, should consumers ask
for that.

Those are only illustrations of how this legis-
lation deals with water boards and makes their
further existence impossible even though they
have served the people of Bunbury, Harvey and
Busselton for many years and have supplied them
in a cheaper and simpler way than the Public
Works Department could have,

The Bill further amends the Western Australian
Water Resources Council Act and the Fluori-
dation of Public Water Supplies Act. Those are
understandable provisions because the Public
Works Department disappears and the ex officio
members of the respective boards of those
authorities have to be changed because they are
simply non-existent after 1 July. They are
substituted by respective officers from the new
Water Authority and that is in order.

The Public Works Act is altered as it relates to
interest due to some claimants. That interest will
not be calculated according to the Commonwealth
Trading Bank's overdraft rates but will be
calculated according to the judgment debts, that
rate being more favourable to the Water Auth-
ority and less favourable to the consumer or the
client who is dealing with the Water Authority,

A general problem with the Bill is that it does
not amend the relevant Acts everywhere because,
in many cases, it simply says, where the word
"Minister" appears, one should substitute that
word with "Water Authority". There are many of
those types of amendments. That would create
great difficulty in trying to read this Dill because
one would have to write down the words to be
substituted in order to be able to properly read the
Bill.

The Opposition's concern extends to the three
per cent levy which will now be payable by the
new Water Authority and will be payable after the
total turnover of the country water undertakings
as well. There is very grave concern because no
assurances have been given that the country sub--
sidy will remain and that country consumers will
not be disadvantaged.

Once the decision has been made to introduce
this Bill, the opportunity should have been used to
also look at various provisions which are new and
which are, perhaps, desired. The Government, for
a long time, said that it is in favour of self-
financing and in favour of larger depreciation

rates particularly in inflationary times because, in
the long run, they are more economical than
borrowing and servicing the loans. This Bill should
have provided for that in sbme way or made some
provision that this self-Financing principle should
not be forgotten. The Government says fairly
often that it is in favour of the pay-for-service pay-
for-use policy or the user-pays principle in relation
to charges. There has been no argument about
that, but to implement it is 10 times more compli-
cated than simply to adopt the policy. Neverthe-
less, many studies have been carried out and this
would have been a good opportunity for some pro-
vision to be made towards implementing this pol-
icy,

Provisions could have been made for borrowings
by the authority. This authority will be the third
largest instrumentality in the State after the State
Energy Commission and Westrail. I think it would
have been proper to remove it from the central
borrowing authority although that might be
against the principle of the Labor Party's policy. I
am fully aware that we instituted the central
borrowing authority but I was never in favour of
it, It would have been also desirable to have made
provision to prevent a lesser responsible Govern-
ment now, or in the future, from "milking" public
utilities. We have seen that happen in Victoria
where they have been used as niich cows. They
have used their assets to realise more money to
substitute revenues that otherwise come from tax-
payers' funds.

In summary the Opposition supports this
measure with a great deal of disappointment and
reluctance. It is disappointed because it is too
small a step towards a Final goal of having one
piece of legislation governing the State Water
Authority; because it results in a very compli-
cated, conglomerate of rules and it is almost im-
possible to ind anything. It is disappointing be-
cause the country areas are in great danger of
having higher charges imposed on them for less
efficient services and because, generally, there is
no improvement in the view of the Opposition, in
the set-up as it exists today. An effort will have to
be made, in the future, that will result in one all-
embracing clear-cut piece of legislation which
would still allow for the necessary differences be-
tween the city and the country areas.

Legislation which, without looking up dozens of
Acts, general rules, and Orders- in-Council, cannot
be read by the public, the consumers, the pro-
fessional people, tradesmen, those in
administration, miners, farmers and local govern-
ment which are all connected with these water
undertakings is bad legislation. Even the officers
of the proposed Water Authority of Western
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Australia who will have to implement the rules in
the most equitable and objective way will have the
greatest difficulty in reading the legislation
coherently. The Opposition hopes that it will not
have to go through further steps of consolidation
but only through one final and conclusive exercise.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Minister for
Water Resources) (12.20 a.m.J: The member for
Floreat has correctly pointed out that no country
subsidy has been spelt out as far as this Bill is
concerned and that there is nio compulsion on the
Government to continue the subsidy. Nothing has
changed. With the previous Government there was
never any compulsion or Act to carry on a Govern-
ment subsidy and it is quite true that every
Government frames its Budget without that kind
of compulsion.

I have, as the member for Floreat has admitted,
given an assurance time and time again and I will
give it again this morning, by saying that the
Government is committed to continuing a subsidy.
I would expect it to be of the same order of magni-
tude as the subsidy over the past few years, but of
course I cannot be sure that it will be. It might be
more generous or it might be less depending on the
decision of the entire Cabinet at the particular
time. I will make inquiries as to why irrigation has
been omitted from the powers referred to by the
member for Floreat. The member for Floreat re-
ferred to the question of forcing higher standards
on water boards. It is not a question of forcing
higher standards. At least one of the boards would
have collapsed if it had been allowed to continue
as it is operating at the present time.

The previous conservative Government must
take a lot of the blame for that because it did not
allow the board to make provisions for de-
preciation, and that is sound business practice. It
did not allow the board, or any of the boards, to
build up financial resources, and that is sound
business practice.

The Liberal Party, which in a congratulatory
way claims to understand business and wants to
put government on a businesslike luotirig, in fact,
did not permit the three south-west boards to build
up a financial reserve and the result is that the
system in Bunbury, at least, is very badly run
down and it would collapse in a few years' time if
action were not taken. The kind of action that has
been taken, and the direction I have given the
board have been described in a report, com-
missioned by the board itself, to be eminently
reasonable.

The member for Floreat referred to the question
of fluoride. This is a matter for the Minister for
Health. The member for Floreat will not be sur-

prised that he is correct in surmising that I did not
consult with John Tresize Tonkin on the matter of
fluoride, nor did [ see the necessity to do so.

The member for Floreat referred to the style of
amendment in this very large Bill which, he says,
is not necessarily the best way to do it. All I can
say is that there are different styles of government
in regard to drafting as in other things. This style
has largely been determined not by the Govern-
ment, not by the advisers to the Government-if
the member means by that political appoint-
ments-not by the Minister, but largely by the
team I established within weeks of becoming the
Minister, a team headed by the former Director of
Engineering of the Public Works Department who
is one of Australia's most eminent engineers-Mr
Bob Hillman. That team decided on this method
and 1, as an amateur as Ministers are, would not
have the temerity to direct that there should be an
alteration in that kind of detail.

It is the Minister's job to formulate policy and
to see to it that there is equity, and that the politi-
cal process is translated into action at the Execu-
tive level. It is not the job of the Minister to
pretend to be an engineer or a parliamentary
draftsman. Indeed, some of the criticism I have
heard of my immediate predecessor, the member
for Floreat, was that he attempted to be an expert
and to understand the detail. The danger is that if
a Minister attempts to became an independent
expert and wants to swap places with experts, he
may be aware of some of the detail, but misses the
overall picture which is what Ministers should be
looking at and which is the special charge of
governments.

Mr Rushton: Your predecessor understood it
very well.

Mr TONKIN: I mentioned my immediate
predecessor. I have had lots of predecessors.

Mr Rushton: I mean your immediate
predecessor.

Mr TONKIN: That is the member for Dale's
judgment and I do not cavil with it.

I thank the Opposition for its support of the
Bill. This has been a mammoth task and it is
something which has been tackled by this Govern-
ment to establish a State-wide water authority. It
is remarkable that in a State as vast as this which
has a State-wide instrumentality in every other
area of Government activity, that in this area of
water, which is so essential to the good governance
of Western Australia, we should ncver have had a
single water authority.

Mr Mensaros: The UK has about eight and it is
a small country.
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Mr TONKIN: That is true, but 1 am talking
about the Australian experience and the Western
Australian experience. While, for example, we
have one Police Force, the UK has lots of police
forces and it is a very different country. Certainly
water is about the only important Government
activity that has not had a State-wide authority.
For good or for evil we will have one shortly. I
have every confidence that it will work very well
because the team that has been working on it and
has put this package together has been extremely
diligent and has shown a great grasp for detail. It
has the ability to organise, which is remarkable,
and it has shown a balance which is of great im-
portance. Perhaps that is sometimes the last thing
that people who have diligence and expertise
achieve.

I would like to place on record my gratitude and
the Government's gratitude to Mr Bob Hillman
who headed the team and who is now the Chair-
man of the Board of the Water Authority. [ thank
also Mr Bill Wilkin who took over as head of the
project team when Mr Bob H-illman retired and
the other officers who have done a sterling job of
work in seeing to it that we are moving smoothly, I
believe, in this transition period.

1 pay tribute also to Jim Glover who will be the
Managing Director of the Water Authority of
Western Australia and other officers from that
authority, together with the Acting Director of
Engineering of the Public Works Department, Mr
Steve Shelton, and the Acting Under Secretary of
Works, Mr Ernie Barker, and also the Deputy
Director of Engineering Works, Mr John Abbott.
Although those bodies will be subsumed under one
authority, these officers have shown a great deal
of co-operation and during this period there has
also been a great deal of co-operation between the
Metropolitan Water Authority and the Public
Works Department. The people of Western
Australia and the Government owe a great deal to
the work that has gone on in these past two years
or so.

I thank the Opposition for its support. I am sure
that this support will not be found to be wanting in
judgment.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr

Burkett) in the Chair; Mr Tonkin (Minister for
Water Resources) in charge of the Bill.

Clause I and 2 put and passed.

Clause 3: Principal Act-

Mr MENSAROS: As clause 3 refers to the
Water Authority Act which is now or at some
stage will be the only Act governing the Western
Australian water undertakings, I take this oppor-
tunity to ask the Minister whether he is prepared
to give an undertaking that, in view of the fact
that the State will have one water authority by
way of an instrumentality and not a department,
Parliament will still have an opportunity to discuss
the financial methods in the same way as it has
thus far been able to. We dealt with this question
in connection with the State Energy Commission.

Large Government instrumentalities or utilities
expend a tremendous amount of money, more
money than is spent by many of the departments.
They are subject to a very large capital budget and
have to plan ahead for the future. Furthermore,
they affect constituents of members of Parliament
more than many others. This is particularly so in
the case of country members. It would be strange
if country members were not able to continue to
monitor the needs of their constituents and to con-
tribute to the Budget debate of the new authority.
By so doing they bring to the Minister's attention
the needs of their constituents with respect to
possible future installations in the electorate, in-
cluding water reticulation services, sewerage,
drainage, and irrigation services. They also bring
to the Minister's attention the anomalies
associated with these services.

It is increasingly becoming the practice that
more and more loan moneys are being borrowed
from various sources other than the General Loan
Fund. It is possible that the Water Authority of
Western Australia need not appear in either the
Revenue Budget or the Loan Budget. That would
take away from members the opportunity to talk
about the authority.

At one stage I wanted to amend a Public Works
Act-giving the Minister the authority as a cor-
porate body to borrow moneys-in such a way as
to ensure that the Treasury or the Government of
the day at least had to incorporate in the Revenue
Budget to the tune of $1 expenditure of that body
thus enabling us to talk about it. There could be
other ways to effect this result. In any event, I
would like to hear from the Minister whether he is
able to give an undertaking that in future, as in
the past, members of Parliament will have the
opportunity to discuss matters pertaining to the
water undertakings.

Mr TONKIN: Yes, unlike the previous Govern-
ment of which the member for Floreat was a
member, I give that undertaking. I am concerned
that when I came to this Parliament there was the
capacity to debate Government instrumentalities
such as the State Housing Commission because a
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sum of money was deliberately placed in the Esti-
mates which enabled that procedure to take place,
and the conservative Government, of which the
member for Floreat was a member, removed that
capacity. It seems to me that the member for
Floreat has some kind of impudence to say that he
believes in that system, having removed the possi-
bility from the Parliament. However, as members
would be aware, this Government does not play tit
for tat. We pursue the principal object, it being
that the Parliament must be able to debate an
instrumentality of this importance to the State.
Therefore, I give the undertaking that the Parlia-
ment will be able to debate the finances of the
Water Authority of Western Australia.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 3 amended-

Mr MENSA&OS: I have one question on this
clause which the Minister may or may not be able
to answer at this stage. I could not find a defi-
nition in the Bill regarding artesian bores or wells.
The Minister has said that I want to be an expert
on the subject and it is true I was always a
perfectionist and wanted to know everything about
the subject with which I was dealing. I can re-
member an engineer telling me that for some odd
reason there was a different definition for artesian
wells in the country and artesian wells in the
metropolitan area. I wanted to establish this fact
but could not find the definition either in the Bill
or in the parts of the Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority Act which are not yet deleted.

I wonder whether the Minister is aware that
these different definitions exist and whether some
endeavour has been made to remedy the situation
and to have a joint definition.

Mr TONKCIN: I am not sure whether this has
been omitted; this is an enormous Bill and it may
be contained in it somewhere. However, I will
make inquiries and if it needs to be remedied, I
will see that it is done.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 5 to 20 put and passed.

Clause 21: Principal Act-

Mr MENSAROS: The explanatory notes on
this clause state that only a few residual provisions
are being retained to cover any possible unknown
situations which may arise under the original
Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act. I was
unable to detect to what this comment referred
and I wonder whether the Minister can give any
further information about it.

Mr TONKIN: This comment applies to the
whole Bill and it would be an enormous task of
cross-refcrencing to draw the evidence from all

parts of the Bill. It is a generalisation that applies
and is one of the reasons for the enabling amend-
ment. I will check to see whether we can adduce
greater detail for the member for Floreat.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 22 to 93 put and passed.
Clause 94: Section 12ZE amended-

Mr MENSAROS: This clause refers to the
Country Areas Water Supply Act. In cases of
compensation it sets out to limit the time involved
to 60 days. I wonder why this provision has been
made. I could not find any good reason for the
Provision Other than perhaps for the convenience
of the department or the authority. That would
appear to be contrary to the recurring remarks
that have been made that any amendments to
these Acts were made in the interests of the rights
of the individual.

Mr TONKIN: This is largely an arbitrary fig-
ure and it has been found to be a good period
during which to allow the claim to be made. How-
ever, I will check if there is any particular argu-
ment for extending or reducing that figure.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 95 to 369 put and passed.

Clause 370: Section 10 amended-

Mr MENSAROS: I have skipped a great num-
ber of items because I do not think it is appropri-
ate for this large Bill to be discussed in the middle
of the night. it should be discussed during normal
hours. Also, I do not think the replies to my
queries would meet the merit of my comments.

With regard to this clause, I refer to a problem
which has occurred on several occasions with
many Government instrumentalities. The decision
of a Government relating to the burden of social
services has been transferred on occasions to a
Government instrumentality, particularly a
Government utility giving service to the people. In
this case it goes even further; it is transferred niot
to a Government utility but to an independent
private utility, the Water Board. To my mind it is
absolutely unfair for the Government of the day to
pass its social service burden, incurred as a result
of a decision made by the Government, over to the
public utility. The consumer, therefore, pays for
the social service provided as a result of the
Government decision, rather than the taxpayer.
This has been happening on the basis that the
Metropolitan Water Authority carried this burden
and why should not any water board do so? I
know, and I said in my second reading speech, that
this is another way of skinning the cat because it
makes the situation of the Water Board imposs-
ible.
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That does not, however, detract from the bad
principle. How does the consumer come to pay for
the decision of the Government, whether ibis
Government, the previous Government, or the
Government before that, pertaining to social ser-
vices? Where will we finish? The next thing will
be that the pubs selling beer will be taking aver
social service benefit handouts.

What this clause provides for is that pensioners
who choose to have a rebate and are entitled to
pay only 50 per cent of their water account are
paying 50 per cent and the Water Board is saddled
with the difference. It has to transfer this debt to
the other ratepayers, the other consumers, and
those consumers have to pay more to sustain this
benefit to the pensioners.

I am not arguing whether the benefit is right or
wrong. It is a social benefit which is decided by
the Government, or a majority in this Parliament
agrees to it when the legislation is brought for-
ward, therefore it is a debt which should be borne
by the Government, or by the taxpayer for whom
the Government is responsible.

We made these complaints previously, and they
apply also to the Metropolitan Transport Trust.
Why should it bear the losses incurred by con-
cession tickets for schoolchildren? The Govern-
ment should do this and repay it to the utility in
question.

I make this point fairly strongly. Whatever the
Government does in this respect it results in
inequalities. Here the inequality is increased, and
it is much more pointed because the purpose is to
hit the independent water boards so that sooner or
later-rather sooner than later-they would go to
the Government and ask to be abolished.

Mr TONKIN: The member for Floreat asks
why we are debating this Bill in the middle of the
night. Of course we are following the hallowed
traditions of this Parliament. This has been the
normal way to get legislation through. We have
attempted to deal with this by the concept of time
management motions. The Opposition does not
like that, and it does not like it when we follow the
examples it has set.

With respect to why the ratepayers should pro-
vide social services, once again we are following in
the Opposition's footsteps.

Mr Mensaros: I mentioned that it is not right
whoever does it.

Mr TONKIN: Why did the member not resign
from the previous Government when his Govern-
ment did it?

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 371 to 375 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-

port adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.

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

SUPPLY DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 21 March.

MR McNEE (Mt. Marshall) 112.58 a.m.]: I
realise the hour is late, but there are some old
lessons which we still need to learn. It was
interesting today, with the stories appearing in, the
Press, that the Government should begin to learn
the lesson we have been trying to teach for some
time. I would not have thought we would have to
repeat that lesson so frequently and make so little
progress on it. Notwithstanding all that, we will
hammer on and keep hammering on at the
Government until such time as we make it under-
stand and listen. If the Government is smart
enough it will change its policy.

Of course the farming industry is in peril. It was
interesting to note the comments made by Sir
Donald Eckersley as the farmers walked up St.
George's Terrace.

Sir Donald Eckersley made some rather
interesting comments. He said-

The Australian wheat industry pays out $6
a tonne to ships calling at Australian ports as
an insurance against delays. This costs the
industry $90 million a year.

That industry pays out $90 million a year against
delays of which, I take it, the Government ap-
proves. Obviously the Government approves of de-
lays, because it supports the people who cause
them. Obviously the Government supports those
people and it continues to support them, but I
shall say more about that later.

There is much that I can say about the Govern-
ment's attitude to this matter. We are seeking to
change farm budgets from deficit to credit
positions. A figure of $90 million represents
approximately $6 a tonne. If a farmer is producing
a moderate 700 tonnecs, he would get an extra
$4 200, and he would be very happy to have that,
particularly in view of the member for
Scarborough's comments earlier this evening that
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some farmers were receiving $7 000 or less per
annum. I am sure they would find that sum of
money a welcome contribution.

One would not want to argue with Sir Donald
Eckersley, although the Deputy Premier seems to
think he would want to. Sir Donald went on to
say-

When fuel goes up one cent a litre, it costs
farmers $38 million, l0oper cent rise in wages
costs $78 million and every one per cent rise
in inflation costs $39 million.

Another initeresting aspect of Sir Donald's com-
ments is that he claims it costs $278 to export a
container of produce from Australia as opposed to
a sum of $58 to export the same container of
produce from a United States port. That is rather
interesting because the Government would say
that my industry should become more efficient.
However, how could we possibly compete with a
cost structure like that?

Members should not forget that much of the
difference between $58 and $278 is caused by the
same thugs, the same union musclemen, that this
Government supports. Members should make no
mistake about the fact that those thugs cost
farmers $6 a tonne for wheat. However, no
Government member has the courage to do any-
thing about it.

Nonetheless, I want you, Sir , to understand
clearly that it is the same thugs and industrial
musclemen that this Government supports.

Several members interjected.
Mr MvcNEE: I do not have enough time to

argue with Government members, but, if they
wish, I shall do so at some other time. This
Government will continue on its crazy way.

I am pointing out how we can save the people
some money if the Government has a reasonable
industrial policy or is prepared to do something
about the situation. Obviously it is not. When it
came into power this Government maintained it
would mend all sorts of things. Perhaps I should
remind the Government of some of its promises,
because they are important. It has forgotten its
promises but I have not, and I do not think I
should.

Prior to the last election the Government said it
would freeze taxes and charges. Those are nice
words. It promised that there would be no in-
creases in water rates, electricity charges, third
party motor vehicle insurance, land tax, bus and
train fares, rail freight rates, irrigation charges,
State petrol tax, and so it goes on and on. There is
almost no end to it; but we all know what
happened in all those areas.

What the Government did not promise was that
it would have two laws; but it has. The Govern-
ment has now created a situation in which it has
two laws-one, for the thugs and the other for the
rest.

Is it not strange that while Government mem-
bers here support, aid, and abet a thug, at the
same time in my electorate they have pursued with
vigour farmers who were endeavouring to bring
into the bins the first good crop they have had for
many years? The Government sent out a heap of
troops to harass farmers for a simple thing such as
overloading. The Government dragged those
farmers through the courts if they did not pay
their infringement notices, and they showed these
people where they stood. But what did the Govern-
ment do with the union thug? I will tell members
what it did with him. The Government sent him
home.

Several members interjected.

Mr McNEE: Government members might not
like it, but that is correct; that is what they did, If
I sat opposite, I would not have the temerity to
speak about the law; but that is what Government
members did.

The Government sent out officers to hound
farmers. Those men sat outside the bins day after
day waiting for the farmers to drive in and then
they said, "The law is the law". The Government
dragged those farmers through the courts, and,
not satisfied with that, it actually threw people
into prison for trying to make a living in
Esperance. However, the Government did not do
that to its union thug mate.

The Government said to its union mate, "Off
you go. You are not guilty. On your way. You are
pure as the driven snow". However, many people
do not think that is right and the Government will
learn and suffer the penalty for that, but that is
the Government's doing. I am merely telling
Government members what they have done. The
Government has made its position very clear. It
comes down very heavily on the side of thugs.

Further to illustrate Government members' mis-
understanding of the situation, the Premier said
that he needed a top level conference of industry
leaders to tell him what was wrong. I find that
inconceivable.

Government members interjected.

Mr McNEE: Government members know they
are guilty. What about their Chinese laundry or
fish shop-whatever it is? There is another
example of "how we belt them around".

Nonetheless, it seems a top level conference is
needed so that the Premier can establish what is
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wrong. The Premier said that he would involve in
the conference representatives of the Department
of Agriculture and the Rural Adjustment Auth-
ority to tell him what was wrong. It was unfortu-
nate that he was away today when 9 000 farmers
came to Parliament House to tell him exactly
what was wrong. But he was not here to hear
them. Still, we can tell him when he gets back. Did
someone say, "if he gets back"? Is there a chance
he will not come back? One thing the Premier
could do is to get rid of that extensive team of
advisers. That could be for starters.

I cannot really say that 1 was impressed today
when I stood out there at the demonstration by
farmers and saw this Clayton's Minister, the Min-
ister for Agriculture, who did not say even one
word. He stood there and held the microphone.
That was a big assistance to agriculture.

Mr Bryce: He was not invited to speak.
Mr MeN EE: He did not speak despite the fact

that people called for him.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Scarborough will remain silent.
Mr McN FE: The member for Scarborough can

say that I tell lies if that is what he wants to do. I
will leave it up to the people in my electorate to
decide whether that is true. If it gives him pleasure
to say that, let him continue; it does not bother
me.

I am not telling lies when 1 say that the Minister
for Agriculture stood there appallingly helplessly
and said nothing to help the State's main industry.
Not a word did he say. In the same way, he did not
attend the dairy industry meeting, when he sent
the dairy industry of Western Australia down the
gurgier at a rate I have never seen before. And
what did his Federal counterpart do as a result?
He set producer against producer and State
against State in another attempt to divide' and
rule, just as the Minister for Local Government
did last year, just as the Government is trying to
do with land rights, and just as it consistently does
in so many areas. That is the way this mob runs
the show. Yet they put themselves up as credible
managers. As I have said so frequently, they could
not run a paddy's market.

Let me turn now to the more serious issues I
want to raise. I will point now to some of the really
serious things causing problems to the Govern-
ment 's main industry, the industry that could help
pull this State out of the problems it is in. I refer
now to problems such as interest rates, fuel costs,
fertiliser costs, chemical costs, and freight costs.
There they are. The Government does not need a
top level conference to learn about them.

Let us consider what is happening in the indus-
try. The Deputy Premier, who is the Government's
Minister for Technology, this Minister for "toys",
should just for a minute forget about his Tech-
nology Park and listen to how the State's main
industry could help him. He said in answer to a
question from me recently that the mining and
farming industries have been the State's main in-
dustries but that "toys" would create a new
Australia. I do not think they will. If he does chink
that, he is in more strife than Speed Gordon was
ever in.

I want to make a point if only members opposite
would settle down for a minute. I know the truth
hurts, but they need to be reminded of it.

I refer now to an analysis done in the central
and eastern wheatbelt of I5 above-average farms
operated by above-average farmers who run an
above-average mix of enterprises. The farms vary
from 1 500 hectares to 13 000 hectares. The mix
of enterprises was as follows: Wheat and livestock,
which ranged from 15 per cent livestock-generated
income to 44 per cent Ilivestock -generated income.
Not one of the farms relied on a total grain in-
come.

The survey was conducted by a well-known firm
of management consultants and it illustrated that
of the 15 farmers, on a per hectare basis, only one
showed a cash surplus, which was of $7.48 a hec-
tare. The remainder showed cash deficits ranging
from £5.64 a hectare to 546 a hectare. The cash
deficits were a result of a number of factors, one
being loans they may have had to pay for the
purchase of land and whatever equipment they
may have had on lease or hire purchase, and im-
provements they have made. Improvements in-
clude such things as the installation of water pipes
for the Provision of water, and fencing and pasture
improvements, among other things. It relates to all
those things necessary to run a viable farm and to
maintain it. This is so for the running of any viable
business. To run a viable business it is necessary to
spend money in these areas. If a person does not
maintain and update his equipment, that person's
business will go to the wall just as surely as a
business where money is wasted will go to the wall.

Over the last few years, one of the problems
farmers have faced has been the maintenance of
that mix of enterprises. They have been under a
great deal of stress from the want of water and
feed in many areas.

It is also necessary that we consider what has
happened in the area of equity, because people
talk a lot about this today. The other day I met a
chap who wanted to sell his farm because his
equity had gone-or so he had been told. Let me

1715



1716 [ASS EMBLY]

relate the history of this man's involvement with
the property. In 1960 his family had an equity of
32 per cent in the property. This drop in equity
was the result of a number of factors, including
deaths.

At that stage they were advised that they should
quit, but they did not quit. These people are of the
same calibre as those 9 000 people who marched
outside Parliament House today. By the 1970s
they had raised their equity to 70 per cent, which
was not bad. In 10 years they had raised their
equity. In the 1980s their equity is back to 50 per
cent because of bad seasons and nothing else. I
make the point that they did all the right things.
In the 1960s the property was growing about
1 500 acres of wheat and was running a peak of
about 2 500 sheep. By the early 1970s it was grow-
ing about 1 800 acres of crop and was running
about 2 000 sheep and still had a good mix of
enterprises. By the 1 980s they were advised by
their farm consultant to go to total crop, which
they did. They ran pigs range-style and that gave
them an added cash flow. When a farmer goes to
100 per cent cropping the sheep have to go. The
profitability went out of the range-run pigs be-
cause the pig industry had become a specialised
industry and they were advised not to put in an
intensive piggery and they made a decision to go
out of pigs. Of course, it would now seem to be one
of the mistakes they made, but the point simply is
that those people, given an opportunity and given
some protection from the thugs that I mentioned
earlier, have every chance of winning that equity
back again, because farming simply has a history
of winding down and building up equity. I point
out that I cannot think of any other industry that
needs an equity of over 80 per cent in order to
carry on; perhaps the Government can think of
one. That is why people become angry when they
find that other people are taking their living away
from them and they are not being given a fair go.
There is no shadow of doubt about their not
having been given a fair go.

I mentioned earlier that interest rates were a
great problem. We simply cannot tell people not to
borrow money or to improve property or whatever
else they might want to do because if we did that
we might as well close the industry down; but if we
examine the interest rates around the world we
find that we simply cannot compete. The UK is
about the same as WA. The figures may have
altered because I have not examined them for over
a month. Look at our competitors such as the US,
and Canada at 10 per cent and Japan at five per
cent or nearly six per cent now; it is absolutely
inconceivable that the Australian farmer could
operate in that scene, particularly when he is faced

with the costs I outlined earlier, the $278 for that
container from the Australian port as against 558
from the port in America. It is important that we
see what is happening to our dollar and the effect
it is having on the Australian farmer.

In the Grain Farmer of 27 February Allis
Chalmers, Australian manager, Geoff Howell
said-

..the cost of a big US header had gone up
on paper by more than $17,000 in the past
month.

"A month ago, the Australian dollar was
worth $USO.84, now its only worth $USO.74.

"This means a header costing
SAUSI 19,000 a month ago would now cost at
least $AU51 35,000 to import.'

The value of the Australian dollar dropped by 4c
today. I would not be very proud about that if I
was a part of the Government responsible. I can-
not imagine what Bob Hawke is saying about it
because if we do not discipline ourselves the rest of
the world will, and I can only presume it is doing
that. Perhaps the Deputy Premier should pay at-
tention because he is the man who is going to turn
our economy into a manufacturing one; look at the
trouble he has in front of him! The article con-
tinu es-

J. Shearer still faces tough time.

They produce machines. The article continues-

More trouble lies ahead for SA-based farm
machinery group John Shearer, which has
reported a 33pc slide in earnings for the six
months to December 3 1.

Reluctance by Australian cereal growers to
buy equipment ahead of opening rains be-
cause of the cost/price squeeze, and poor con-
ditions in South Africa that had cut maize
output by 4-5 million tonnes, were the main
causes of the decline.

Chairman R. R. Johnson said Australian
farm costs had risen substantially in recent
years, while commodity prices had remained
static-and they were not expected to im-
prove in the next 12 months.

He is really talking about those people living in
suburbia who depend on the rural industry for
employment. The Deputy Premier should clearly
understand that, but he fails to do so. As long as
he continues to support all the thugs around the
place he makes a display every day of his lack of
understanding.

Mr Bryce: You would be the only thug I have
ever supported in my life, when the Labor Party
gave you our preferences. The biggest mistake I
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ever made was in agreeing that Labor Party
preferences should go to you.

Several members interjected.
Mr McNEE: The Deputy Premier will never get

it right. Perhaps we can talk about what is
happening to chemicals. It is an interesting sub-
ject. We could save farmers $6 a tonne on their
wheat and we could save them a fortune on their
containers because $90 million alone is spent in
this area and $38 million is spent on fuel. Let us
pause and discuss the interesting subject of chemi-
cals. It is pretty important that we talk about this
subject.

Mr Bryce: What about the thugs in the banks?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McNEE: There is another classic example

of mismanagement by the Hawke Government be-
cause it cannot get the situation under control and
the cost of chemicals is increasing in an almost
indescribable manner. We know that the price of
some is increasing by as much as 40 per cent. I
will give the Government a lesson on chemicals. I
have brought in a chemical to show members, It is
quite harmless and it will not hurt members. It is a
product called Glean which is a very well known
and widely used chemical.

Mr Bryce: What about the banks? Tell us about
the banks.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McNEE: The Deputy Premier would be

better off if he paid attention and listened and
learned something, because one of the reasons that
the Government is a failure is that Government
members do not understand what they are doing.
Most Government members should have stuck
with their blackboards and dusters. Never mind
about coming here and trying to run the country.
They could have done more good if they had stuck
to their blackboards and dusters. Government
members will not do any good if they do not listen.
They really ought to listen to me.

Let us look at this bottle of Glean. When it is
purchased the container is filled to the level I am
indicating. The container holds 500 grams of the
product. Last year if one purchased that chemical
it would have cost $330.

There were so few Government members here a
while ago I wondered what we should do with
them. I wondered whether we might have to bring
a few ferrets down to chase them out.

The lesson I want to get across to members
opposite is that they must understand what people
are talking about. Last year this bottle of chemical
I am holding cost $330 and this year it is $390. It
holds 500 grams, and in the right conditions one

would probaby use about 10 grams of it per hec-
tare. One usually uses about I5 grams per hectare.
This chemical is used for the control of weeds.

Mr Bryce: You are knocking private enterprise.

Mr McNEE: I am not knocking private
enterprise.' I am saying that under the Hawke
Administration this chemical has risen in price
from $330 to $390 a bottle. Make no mistake
about that! Members of the Government call
themselves managers; they could not manage a
Paddy's market! I have told members opposite
that so many times I am sick of telling them. I
have never seen such an appalling performance by
a Government.

It is little wonder that the Minister for
Agriculture said nothing today. At least he was
honest enough to be ashamed and not say any-
thing about the Government's performance be-
cause it is abysmal. Not one of the people out
there today wanted a handout. All they want is a
fair go. How often have we heard the Premier talk
about a fair go? The Minister for Health talks
about a fair go for kids.

Mr MacKinnon: The Deputy Premier thinks it
is a joke.

Mr McNEE: I know. He treats this matter in
the same way that the Government treated the
Agaton water scheme which was promised to the
people of my electorate. We have not heard a
thing about it since the Minister for Minerals and
Energy made the promise. He shot out of
Mukinbudin like a rocket and we have not seen
him since. The Deputy Premier will live to rue the
day he thought this was a joke.

If farmers in Australia were enjoying the same
interest rates and fuel prices as their competitors,
we could lift their cash flow by about $15S 000 to
$20 000.

Mr Bryce: Why not tell us about the banks?

Mr McNEE: If the Deputy Premier spent more
time listening instead of interjecting he would
learn something, but he does not want to learn.

Mr Bryce interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MeNEE: The Deputy Premier seems to
think that by interjecting he will get me to do
something I do not want to do. He can give that
up!

The Government must realise we have the most
efficient industry in the world, but the Govern-
ment is doing its best to cripple it. Is it not strange
that every time we have a demonstration like the
one today a Labor Government is in power?
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Mr Bryce: Very strange indeed! You have
noticed the coincidence.

Mr McNEE: Labor demonstrates its absolute
contempt for rural Australia. It illustrates that as
frequently as it can. Who was that Prime Minister
who came over here when the rally was held at
Subiaco? It was Whitlam, was it not? Today we
have "honest Bob" or "back-off Bob" as Prime
Minister. What happened? We had another dem-
onstration.

To get any sense out of Labor Governments,
farmers have to go out onto the streets and demon-
strate in order to get what they think is a fair go.
The only ones receiving a fair go from this
Government are the union thugs and muscle men.
This Government is not interested i n private
enterprise. Today one of its Federal Labor col-
leagues criticised McDonalds for making a profit.
He has not learned the lesson that jobs are related
to profit. I can remember the Labor Party criticis-
ing General Motors-Holdens and Ford Motor Co.
for making a profit.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Premier
and the Minister for Local Government should
behave much better than that.

Mr McNEE: They still have not got the mess-
age. This bottle of chemical increased in price
because of the Government's mismanagement. It
went from $330 to $390 because of the Hawke
Government's mismanagement. Every time the
Government kills profit it kills another job. That
was clearly illustrated by the man from Shearer's
who said his profits had dropped by 33 per cent
and the outlook was pretty bleak. He was talking
about the people for whom this Government said it
would provide jobs. How many young people are
unemployed-is it one in three? I know the figure
is going up and not down; it will continue to go up.

Mr Burkett: Lies! You are wrong again.

Mr McNEE: The Government spent a fortune
last year trying to create jobs out of froth and
bubble. What a grotty little Government it is.
How tattered and torn its members look. Do they
not look as though they are on the downhill track,
Mr Speaker?

Mr Laurance: Do you want more time? They
will get the message.

Mr McNEE: I do not think they will. If I
thought they would give me more time I would ask
for it. I would stay until 5.00 a.m. if I thought they
would get the message. They will not because the
rural industry does not have the ability to use that
industrial muscle which the Government's mates
use. Was it not interesting that the day after the

Government's thug mate was let off there was a
demarcation dispute at Perth Airport. There has
been dispute after dispute in that industry and yet
the Government talks about industrial peace.
What arrant nonsense! The Government needs to
grapple with the problems which are so serious
and which I outlined in relation to interest rates,
fuel prices, and fertiliser costs.

As long as the Labor Party borrows the value of
the next three crops and has this massive deficit,
there is no way that it will get interest rates down.
The Labor Party believes that it can borrow the
nation's way out of trouble. It cannot. It has to get
back to using this nation's resources. If it begins to
do that it will see the economy improving. How-
ever, it will not learn that lesson because now it
has taken on the bikes at Rottnest. First it was
going to grow flowers, then pork, and now it is
taking on the bikes at Rottnest.

It is on the issue of costs that this Government
needs to approach the Federal Government for
support. However, it will not do that. Until it does
that, industry in this State will decline.

I have absolute faith in the rural industries be-
cause, regardless of what this rotten little Govern-
ment does, those industries will survive. This
Government will do nothing to help them. The
rural industries will survive the penalties being
placed on them by this Government. They will
continue to grow and will maintain their position
as leading industries in this country regardless of
the penalties. They have been and will continue to
be the main supporters of this nation's economy.
However, they need some assistance by way of
careful management programmes from the
Government. The Federal and State Governments
are lunatic in the way they are handling the
financial affairs of this nation. I have not seen
more lunatic decisions made by any Government
than have been made by this Government in re-
cent times in trying to find ways of helping this
State out of the problems that confront it. The
service industries and other industries across the
State are experiencing the same problem. They
are all suffering from a lack of profitability and
the Government needs to take total and swift ac-
tion to resolve those problems.

MR CLARKO (Karrinyup) [1.43 a.m.]: I wish
to talk about the proposed Sorrento marina. I have
lived within view of the Sorrento beach for 27
years.

Mr Bryce: A house with ocean views?

Mr CLARKO: Yes. I do not live as the Minis-
ter does in Fauntleroy Avenue overlooking the
beautiful river; however, I do have attractive
views.
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Mr Bryce: I did not say there was anything
wrong with it.

Mr CLARKO: And I did not say that there is
anything wrong with the Minister's living in
Fauntleroy Avenue. I have known this area for 30
years and I have visited the beach on many oc-
casions. It is a beautiful sandy beach. Regrettably,
it is not so beautiful at the moment because man
has built a number of groynes at the main
Sorrento beach which have taken away much of
the sand. It is now more narrow than I can recall
its being in about 30 years. The beach was not
greatly used in the past; however, there has been
an increasing interest in it in recent times, es-
pecially since Hepburn Avenue was extended to
the coast.

This area was in my electorate for quite a num-
ber of years, but is now just outside it. I have
represented the coastal area for 16 years. I have
represented it in State Parliament for I I years and
for six I was a councillor on the Stirling City
Council. Like other people who have lived in that
area for a long time, we went there specifically to
be by the sea and our attachment to that area has
grown over that time. We are very jealous of the
developments to that beautiful section of the coast.

It was with keen interest that I read my copy of
the Wanneroc Times the other day and, in a letter
to the editor, saw something that interested me. It
is a short letter and I will read it. It says quite a
deal about representatives and the views of people
in that area. It is headed "Public challenge". It
states-

Sir-I would like to publicly challenge op-
position MP's Jim Clarlco and Peter Wells to
declare publicly and unequivocally where
they stand on the Sorrento marina proposal.

Messrs Clarko and Wells have been mak-
ing a lot of incoherent noise from the sidelines
during the discussions about this pro-
posal-but neither has said whether he
favours or opposes it.

I have been absolutely frank with the elec-
torate-I have said publicly many times that
I believe the proposals should go ahead as
long as the Environmental Protection Auth-
ority approves.

It's about time these two summoned up the
gumption to say publicly what they be-
lieve. Their performance so far shows that
they have little interest in the issue beyond
seeking to stir confusion and doubt. They
have contributed nothing but hearsay and
scare-mnongering to an otherwise rational de-
bate in our community.

By not coming clean on where they stand
they are treating the electorate with con-
tempt-and the electorate knows it and will
judge them accordingly.

The Government has been honest and
forthright with people concerned about the
marina proposal and has made public factual
information as it became available.

I am sure the residents of the northern
suburbs will be interested to Aind out whether
these two Opposition members will declare
their opinions on the marina-before the re-
sults of the public opinion survey are
published.

Pam Beggs,
MLA Whitfords

It is a tremendously intelligent letter for a person
who has represented that area for two years,
having won an election-a circumstance which
was not foreseen by the Labor Party. That is why
it did not have many candidates stand for party
preselection for the northern suburbs seats.

Directly opposite the story the newspaper has an
article which quotes the stance of various people in
relation to the marina issues. In regard to that
brilliant and erudite mover of the pen, Mrs Beggs,
it says that she is in favour of the Sorrento marina
if the Environmental Planning Authority approves
it. That is like the story of your uncle not being
your aunty. That is not a view at all. It is like
saying that I am in favour of lower taxes as long as
I win the lottery. It is a Clayton's view; it is no
view at all. She is running for cover and hiding
behind the EPA.

Directly opposite that ignorant letter, it states
my position. It says-

Opposition MLA for Karrinyup Jim
Clarke says he is against the marina being
built at Sorrento.

"I am in favour of the government building
a marina half the size of the planned Sorrento
marina at Ocean Reef," Mr Clarko said.

l am the only member of Parliament in my district
to have said anything unequivocal; yet, the mem-
ber for Whitford has written this lamentable
charade and has said that I have not made an
unequivocal statement about this matter. I go
further and say that I support the marina at
Ocean Reef of a 500-boat size because that would
roughly involve the same amount of money being
made available by this Government.

No other member comes out and says
unequivocally where they stand, but 1, and this
image of a member of Parliament says, "Come out
and make an unequivocal statement". I thought I
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might write back to the newspaper and say that I
have won four elections and that this lady has won
only one election.

The following week when the newspaper was
issued the first letter I read was headed, "Support
for Clarko" and it reads as follows-

Sir-May I comment on the letter from
MLA Pam Beggs (Wanneroo Times
26/3/85).

While I have no interest in defending any
political party or its members, I must say that
I have several times heard Mr Clarko, pub-
licly state his opposition to the proposed
Sorrento marina.

Once was in early December at the opening
of the Sorrento Beach "Embassy."

The member for Whitford chose to write the letter
and she has as much judgment as a batsman who.
gets six ducks in a row.

I refer now to Des Guilfoyle's radio talk-back
show in which this very lady who has heard me
twice publicly-

Several members interjected.

Mr CLARKO: The member opposite has been
carrying on like a buffoon. I ask the Speaker
whether I have to put up with him carrying on like
that. I ask him to be quiet.

I am refuting, in unequivocal terms, the claims
made by this lady, the member for Whitford, that
I did not make a public statement regarding where
I stood. The lady has said she will support the
Sorrento marina if the EPA report says that the
proposal is okay. Where the people of her elector-
ate will damn her is that she has not the courage
to see, or the wit to know, what is wrong with
this-the matter will not be addressed by the
EPA. The EPA will not address the question that
this beautiful sandy beach will be lost to the
people of Western Australia for all time.

Mr Gordon Hill: Don't be personal.

Mr CLARKO: The member for Helena has
robbed this State of $88000 per year in failing as a
Whip!

The situation is that we have this lady, the
member for Whitford, who has written a letter
which proves, without question, that she is a per-
son who is still learning the art of politics and she
is wanting me to make an unequivocal statement. I
do not write to the newspaper and ask Labor Party
members where they stand.

The member has made repeated statements to
the media, but what intrigues me is the answer
which appeared in the same paper from the mem-
ber for Joondalup. It reads as follows-

The State Government's member for
Joondalup, MLA Jackie Watkins said she did
not have a copy of the Environmental Review
and Management Programme report on the
proposal and had no comment to make.

The member for Joondalup will not make a public
statement on where she stands. I take it that if the
member for Whitford is consistent she will write a
letter to the Wanneroc Times next week and ask
Jackie Watkins to make an unequivocal statement
on the marina. I have been told by the journalists
that they asked every local politician where they
would stand if the EPA report agreed to the proj-
ect.

These two members have lived in the northern
suburbs for only five minutes and they do not
know the position. They just happened to be in
those electorates when there was a mammoth
swing to the Labor Party, but it will swing back
and that will be the end of these two ladies. That is
the position. I am holding my breath and waiting
for the member for Whitford to write to the
Warneroc Times and to ask the member for
Joondalup what is her unequivocal public position
on the Sorrento marina.

Mr Graham Edwards is another politician who
strongly favours the Sorrento marina; that is, as
long as the EPA report agrees to it. He does not
care about the loss of a beautiful beach, or he has
not even thought about it. That is the position we
have in regard to Government members who will
sink or swim on this issue depending on what is
recommended in the EPA report.

A Government member: Mention Mr Wells'
position.

Mr CLARKO: I will not answer that. Members
opposite say that the member for Joondalup said
something other than that which was in the com-
ment. She made some ridiculous comment about
not reading the EPA report. I could speak to the
member myself. However, the member for
Whitford will speak to her first; she will send a
letter to the Press if she is to be consistent and is
not scoring political points. She is a foolish woman
for having written the letter.

I have been associated with the area longer than
any other politician and I know what the people
think. The survey which cost $1 1 000 of the tax-
payers' money gave the answer the Government
was looking for. The survey was conducted over an
area which was some distance from the marina
and the Government had no problem about people
having the marina in their backyard. Instead of
going to Scarborough, I am surprised that the
Government did not conduct the survey as far as
Fremantle!
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1 am against the marina being established at
Sorrento, but 1 am strongly in favour or a marina
being established in the northern suburbs.

I was the person who was responsible for
obtaining $I million from Sir Charles Court's
Government in 1980 which provided the basis for
the Ocean Reef boat ramp facility. I am happy to
stand on record for my effort in that issue. We
know that at Ocean Reef we could have a 500-
berth marina.

The Government, with its magnificent piggy
bank, has made the people of Western Australia
equally highly taxed as the people of Victoria,
under Premier Cain. However, this Government
with its new FID tells falsehoods about payroll
tax. We have a certain person in this House who
tries to tell the Opposition that payroll tax is
down. It is up-it may be down for some people,
but overall, payroll tax is up.

Several members interjected.
Mr CLARKO: I will have a wager with the

member for Mt. Hawthorn that payroll tax this
year will be higher than last year.

This Government has found $7.5 million out of
its golden handbag, and together with an ad-
ditional $4 million the marina will be established.
It believes it will get the $4 million back over 21
years from lease repayments. It will be an expens-
ive project at Sorrento. It is not being put there for
the America's Cup because Mr Bans has said on
two or three occasions that the Sorrento marina is
not essential for the America's Cup.

The main reason I am against the marina at
Sorrento is that it will eliminate a beautiful natu-
ral sandy beach. The EPA report will take no
notice of that argument and the only way in which
it will assist is in regard to the effect on the en-
viron ment.

While we are talking about women who are
members of Parliament in the northern suburbs on
a temporary basis due to a surprising aberration of
politics, I refer to a letter from the Women
Against Marina Organisation. Part of the letter
states-

We are imploring you to intervene to pre-
vent a beautiful beach, rated as the best fam-
ily beach in Perth, being turned-into a ma-
rina-supposedly for spectator craft,
expected for the America's Cup defence.

It is more than just a beautiful, wide,
unpolluted sandy beach. The reefs just out
from Sorrento make it a wonderful lagoon, a
natural swimming pool that thousands of
families living in the fast growing northern
suburbs use and love.

I could read more from this very well constructed
letter. It points out the problems caused by people
who use the lagoon. Boats would pass up and down
from the Sorrento location and travel down to the
area of Centaur Reef where the boat of the grand-
father of the present Chief Justice sank one day.
Those boats will move down that passage causing
problems of pollution, noise and the like in my
electorate.

A sham of a meeting was held on 30 January.. It
was held supposedly to honour the promise of the
member for Whitford. On that afternoon the
ERMP, a major report of two very large volumes,
was provided to the media. On 30 January local
people attended that meeting in the northern sub-
urbs. I arrived on time; I did not arrive late as did
the Minister. The Minister for Planning could not
even plan his way to the meeting. The Premier,
with his skills, filled in for the Minister and
covered up his act of disrespect. There was some
confusion about whether the meeting was to start
at 7.30 p.m. or 8.00 p.m., but I think most of the
confusion was that usually associated with the
Minister for Planning. When the Minister arrived,
he treated the people in a very rude way. Mrs
Henderson, a 70 year old, stood up to him and
gained great applause from the audience because
she would not be bullied by the Minister for Plan-
ning.

The report was made available to the people in
that room in an abbreviated form. The summary
was given out at the start of the meeting. As I
said, we waited a while for the Minister for Plan-
nling who had lost his way. During that time, be-
fore the Premier took over, the people in the audi-
ence spent their time reading this report in an
effort to find out what was happening. I do not
know why the Government decided to hold the
meeting on that night. Either it was another
bungle, Or the Government was trying to prevent
the people of the district from having an oppor-
tunity to read and digest the report. Had they had
the opportunity to study the report, they could
have asked relevant questions of members of the
panel. That the Government did not follow the
proper course of making available the report was a
major bungle.

It is appropriate that I put on record some of
the amazing findings within the environmental re-
view and management programme report. Section
7.4.2 states-

With the projection of some 600m offshore
and up to 5m above low water the break-
waters will dominate ocean views from the
West Coast Highway from Trigg (to the
south) arid Mullaloo point to the
north . .. The view of the coast from Trigg
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travelling north will terminate with the har-
bour rather than the beaches approaching
Mullaloo Point and the horizon. .. There is
no doubt that the reduction of views from the
beach and the breakwater rejection will in-
clude a "closed in" sensation for users of the
beach to the south ...

Mr Bryce: Will it upset your view?

Mr CLARKO: No, it will not upset my view.
The point is that that quote was taken from the
ER MP itself. At one of the meetings I attended, it
was said that the height of the 600 metre long
walls would have the effect of closing in some
people and shutting out others. It will destroy the
natural beauty of the section that runs from Trigg
to what I have always called Pinnaroo Point but
which now seems to be called Mullaloo Point.
Another document on this matter was produced by
the Public Works Department and was called
"Notice of Intent". It states-

Deep waler access to the open ocean is
gained southwards to the south of Centaur
Reef (apposite North Beach).

A local writer commenting on this said-

I consider this will spoil the peaceful nature
of the many family beaches between Sorrento
and Trigg because of the noise from boat
motors. I am also concerned that the beaches
could be polluted by petrol and oil leakage
and rubbish thrown overboard, and that di-
vers, swimmers and surfers could be
endangered by the passage of boats.

These statements come from official reports relat-
ing to this matter. The experts in safety, those who
operate the safety group located at Ocean
ReeF-the Whitfords Sea Sports Rescue
Club-say that the area is "reef-strewn" and that
these pose a real danger to boats. The club also
says-

Access from either north or south will be
dangerous by day and well nigh impossible at
night.

It pointed out that this particular beach would
become very dangerous if the proposal were
adopted. I am not a sailor, but when I look at that
particular section on a map it looks pretty hazard-
ous. We have also to address the fundamental
point that this marina would be created specifi-
cally to work against people who trail their boats.
A newspaper article dated I September 1984 re-
ports on a Public Works Department document
that was written at the time. The PWD document
recommends the need to restrict the boat
launching facility. According to a representative
of the boating industry authority, 92 per cent of

the boats in Perth are trailed. The PWD is
reported in the article as having said-

,It is intended to restrict the facility for
trailer boats to two ramps only...

It was also reported as having stated-

Launching fee scales may also be set so as
to limit the level of trailer boat use.

Thus this particular boating facility is aimed at
eight per cent of boats. In effect, it would largely
leave 92 per cent of boats high and dry. It would
not fulfil that need in our area. We need much
better boat launching facilities, but this proposed
boat harbour would not provide them. 1 speak as
one who has lived in the area for 27 years. If I
were a boat owner with a big boat and a storm
blew up, I would want to get the boat quickly out
of that marina because it would be smashed about.
My experience of 27 years of winters in the area
makes me believe that that would occur. I would
be very wary if I were one of those with a big boat
and intended to berth it at the marina.

Mrs Beggs: Would they be smashed at Ocean
Reef?

Mr CLARKO: It would depend on how the
pens were set out. It may be that they would be
smashed there as well. The response of the mem-
ber for Whitford is a good one. Unless these boats
are properly penned, we will have a serious prob-
lem with them. I have not seen a plan for Ocean
Reef, but the plan I have seen for the proposed
marina at Sorrento makes me believe that some
boats could be at risk from heavy storms. I know
that the member for Whitford has lived in the
area for some years.

Mrs Beggs: But you told me I had lived there
for only five minutes.

Mr CLARKO: The member for Whitford has
lived there for only a few years. It is perhaps seven
years or more. I live on the first sand dune and
have experienced these storms at the water's edge.
I suspect that those who live a little bit inland do
not have the same experience. The member for
Whitford can tell me whether she has had the
same experience. If she- has, she would agree with
me that we get very strong *storms indeed.
Although Perth has very few windy days, it is the
windiest city in Australia -and one of the windiest
cities in the world. It is because of the high wind-
speeds reached, and the low number of days on
which they occur. That is geography lesson No. 3.

If time permitted I could go through the report
prepared for the Shire of Wanneroo, dated 8
December and addressed to the Shire Clerk from
the director of planning services, placed before the
town planning committee meeting on 13 October
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1982. This report sets out aspects of major
Government reports which are strongly opposed to
a marina in this position. We also have the usual
games being played by the Labor Government
spending money in areas where it thinks it can
reap the greatest benefit. Nowadays, as Govern-
ment members know, a clerk goes through the
petitions and a smart letter is sent to anyone who
signed that petition.

I will mention in passing the petition relating to
the Sorrento site. It is another way the Govern-
ment tries to maximise its propaganda position.

Mrs Beggs: Do you think that petitions should
be ignored?

Mr CLARKO: The member is not doing this in
any way to benefit the people who signed the pet-
ition. The Government is using taxpayers' funds to
press its own point of view. It is not doing anything
for the benefit of the petitioners.

The summary, and this is also included in the
main report, of the ERMP states that the Sorrento
marina will "affect local water quality dur ing con-
struction and also perhaps during operation". I
have never read a more unscientific statement in
my life. Some alleged experts, supposedly pro-
fessional people, are saying that the local water
quality will "perhaps" be affected during con-
struction. Father Christmas could tell us things
like that. The report discusses how the physical
environment offshore will be altered. It uses the
"have a guess" approach and states that during.
operation it is impossible to predict local water
quality because no data is available. They admit
that no data is available. With regard to the flush-
ing characteristics of the marina, the experts say
that the matter has not been investigated. It is also
said that it -is "likely" that contaminants will be
quickly dispersed. They refer to the beach nourish-
ment operation aimed at reducing the potential for
erosion of beaches.

Because of the lateral drifts and movement of
sand at the Sorrento beach sand has already been
robbed from this area and put in front of the surf
club by the three groynes. The marina will appar-
ently have the effect-and I think most of us will
have observed this ourselves-of creating a large
build-up of sand on the southern side and a denu-
dation on the northern side. The experts say that
accumulated sand will be transferred from the
southern side to the northern side by carting. That
surprises me because a similar operation at the
mouth of the Peel inlet near Mandurab will in-
volve the use otf a pipe under the mouth with the
sand being sucked through.

It appears that we cannot ascertain the costs
involved. It will certainly dramatically change the

shoreline and there will be a huge build-up of sand
on one side with a shortage on the other. A major
change will take place, yet these people have not
properly quantified it, costed it, or even talked
about the costing. In time they may not bother to
take the sand from the southern side to the north-
ern side. It would probably be cheaper to get the
sand from somewhere else than to cart it from one
area to the other. The beach now has dirty sand
and limestone rocks associated with the construc-
tion of the groyne. Instead of the pleasant sandy
beach on which people could walk barefooted we
now have something resembling a Mediterranean
beach with rocks for people to stumble on.

One of the most serious aspects is that the visual
landscape will be changed. In some cases the
height of the wall will be higher than the height of
a house and, therefore, the views will be cut out.
Indeed the clubhouse could be built on part of the
wall which is looking out over the sea. I have
talked to the people who wrote the report and
asked if it was possible to build on the southern
Section Of the wall. One of the writers of the report
said that it would be a suitable place on which to
build a clubhouse. The Deputy Leader of the Op-
position was at the meeting when I asked that
question. The person to whom I spoke also said
that cars could be parked on that section.

Mrs Beggs: Which plan did you see it on?

Mr CLARKO: I was face to face with the per-
son who wrote the report. I showed him the lo-
cation and asked him the question.

Mrs B~eggs: I have not seen it on an actual plan
and I thought you might be able to help me in that
regard. I take it it is not on a plan.

Mr CLARKO: It is simply that I asked if the
building could go up there and he said it was an
ideal place to build the clubhouse. As I understand
it the argument went further in that the reason a
person who was part of the arrangement would
build the clubhouse in that position is that it has
the best view. It can be compared with the mag-
nificent sea views from the Marmion Angling
Club. Other views could be blocked out by the car
park. In addition the extra height gives the lo-
cation excellent views.

The offshore visual landscape will be changed
significantly by the breakwaters, craft in the har-
bour, land-backed areas and associated buildings
around the site, some onshore and some on top of
the walls. This will lead to a dramatic change in
the coastline.

On I May 1984 the following appeared in the
Wanneroa Times-
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It's delicate, it's fragile. We have an obli-
gation to protect the rights of people to use
beaches.

Those words were attributed to the Premier of
Western Australia, Mr Brian Burke. He said that
before this project came in sight. This project will
now do exactly the opposite of what the Premier
supported at that time. Mr Des Dans was reported
to me as having said at a meeting in Fremantle in
December 1984 that it is not necessary for a ma-
rina to be built at Sorrento for the America's Cup.

There is every likelihood that once the marina is
developed people will very quickly want to blast
the reef to remove some of the rock because the
boating people to whom I have spoken have said
that it is dangerous at that position. I am con-
cerned also about another aspect. I asked whether
commercial boats such as crayboats, could be
penned in the marina. The person told me that it
was quite possible and that he did not think it was
unreasonable to have crayboats in the Sorrento
marina. Crayboats have the noisiest engines one
can imagine and when travelling up and down the
coast they wake up every person living on the
coastal strip. lfcrayboats are allowed in this area
it will be interesting to see if they create an ad-
ditional problem as part or the Sorrento marina.

Another interesting question arose at the meet-
ing held on 30 January 1985. Why was the Minis-
ter for the Environment not present at the meet-
ing? Mr Pearce was accompanied by a number of
people, but he did not appear to know who they
were. One of them, Dr Andrew, was sitting half-
an-inch away from Mr Pearce and everyone in the
audience was aware of who he was. It appeared
that Mr Pearce did not know who he was, even
though he was the Government expert in this area.
The Minister had a similar problem when he
asked ror the financial expert. But, where was the
Minister for the Environment? I am sure he would
have loved to attend and would agree that develop-
ment of the Sorrento marina now rests entirely on
environmental matters. The EPA report will he
the basis of the decision by the Government on
whether or not to move in this area. Yet the appro-
priate Minister was not available at this public
meeting. The Premier, the most important poli-
tician in the State, was present. I do not know
whether the Minister for the Environment was not
present because he had another appointment. That
is possible, but if it was the case I would have
thought that it would have been said that that was
why he was not present.

If the Minister was at home watching TV [ am
sure that he would have loved to be out there
giving the people of the northern shores expla-
nations relevant to this issue. Problems will come

forward because of the mealy-mouthed way this
report says it is "likely" that certain things will
happen and "likely" that there will be pollution.

There will be a pollution problem within the
marina, on the adjacent beaches, including sound
pollution problems, as these boats chug their way
up and down the coast.

I am not certain that the Ocean Reef project
has been sufficiently assessed. I have here com-
ments made by Dr Wood about this site. In a
report prepared in July 1984 he says that Ocean
Reef appears to be the better alternative. I do not
think he is really comparing it to Sorrento, I think
he is considering suitable sites in the Shire of
Wanneroo. The report states-

Here the coast is stable; there is good, high,
back-up land; there are few community
expectations; the coast is little used and the
marina would complement the existing boat
launching facility.

It is a great pity that this study by an environmen-
tal expert, Dr P. J1. Wood, was not taken more
note or. Until recently the Shire of Wannerno
chose Ocean Reef as its prererred site for a ma-
rina. The shire's support, which it was thrust into,
arose in this way: The countcillors were at a meet-
ing on Tuesday. At the end of the meeting they
were told representatives of Government depart-
ments wanted to speak to the councillors the next
day. They were told, "Do not worry, it is not an
official meeting". The meeting was called within
24 hours and that is where the councillors made
the decision with 12 qualifications that they would
give limited support to Sorrento as a site.

Another important issue should be addressed,
and that is the System 6 programme. Section M 10
Of the report talks about the desirability Of cre-
ating a marine national park off Pinnaroo Point,
going down to Trigg, and preserving it.

I think the end of this report really damns
everything that has been done by the Government
advisers on their behalf because the last paragraph
in the summary booklet says this-

The consultants favour the proposed
studies of the M 10 proposal being undertaken
prior to the harbour construction. However,
this option is not available in the context of
the current proposal and its timing for the
America's Cup.

Here are the environmental experts saying the
MIO0 study should be carried out before the con-
struction of the harbour, but the America's Cup
timetable will not allow them to do it so they will
not do it.
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That destroys the whole report. There are so
many reasons that we should not go ahead with
this proposal that I will be interested to see how
the EPA comes to grips with this problem.* I will
be very concerned and disturbed if it writes a
mealy-mouthed report in the same style as this
one. I am sure that the environmentalists will not
find that acceptable.

In addition much has been said about the fact
that in the Government survey 53 per cent of the
people support a marina and 33 per cent are
opposed to it. My understanding is that when one
gets close 10 the site-I cannot give the specific
distance-the figure changes dramatically. In
today's paper a figure of 65 per cent against the
proposal is given.

There are other possibilities, such as high-rise
buildings. This proposal will clash with the natural
environment. Then there are the monstrous build-
ings at the Scarborough beachfront. There are
people for and against those buildings.
Scarborough at least had a special beach develop-
ment zoning involving these major buildings, but
that has never been expected in this area. I do not
support it, but I can understand somebody sayi ng,
"You have all these petrol bowsers and industrial
stuff backing the marina, why should we not have
high-rise buildings?" If one does that it will upset
the people of this area even further.

I repeat: l am against the marina at Sorrento.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [2.28 am.]: I do
not think it is necessary, after the demonstration
we saw here today, to cast any doubt on the
seriousness of the agricultural situation. The
farmers made their point very effectively.

An Opposition member: Yesterday.

Mr STEPHENS: It is yesterday now; I thank
the member for his correction. I do not think it is
really necessary to dwell on it to any great extent,
but I would like to refer to an article on page 9 of
the National Farmer of 20 March. An invoice or a
statement is directed to the Federal Government
and the people of Australia to pay to the individ-
ual farmer for services rendered in the form of
massive subsidies to secondary and tertiary sec-
tors, Government social services, national debt re-
payments, and the like.

The first sum referred to in the article is
$19 692 per annum which is quoted as "Being
equal to the cost to the average farmer of tariff
protection, excess wage demands and costs by
world standards and inefficiency in those sectors".

A sum of $3 320 per annumn has been added
which is quoted as "Being the cost of
uncompetitive and overpriced Australian utilities

and services including fuel, electricity, rail and
shipping, water, handling, interest rates etc."

A credit has been allowed of $5 935 per annum
which is quoted as "Being the equivalent of total
government assistance for rural research, ad-
justment, marketing, subsidies and tax con-
cessions,'.

It still leaves a net balance of $17 702 per an-
num by which, on average, the farming com-
munity is virtually subsidising the Australian
economy. Of course, that sum of money would
provide a very ample living for the majority of
farmers and it is far in excess of what the majority
of them are receiving for their efforts
today-efforts which do not take into account the
capital value of the assets involved in their oper-
ations.

The problems being experienced by the farming
community today did not occur overnight. They
represent an accumulation of years of mismanage-
ment which has come to a head and the farming
community has served notice that the situation
cannot be allowed to continue any longer.

Yesterday we heard some fine words from the
political leaders about what was going to happen,
but virtually within hours of that meeting, on the
first occasion available to the Government and
this House, we learnt that those fine words meant
nothing. This occurred in respect of parity pricing
which will cost the farming community an extra
l4c a litre for fuel, but this House did virtually
nothing about it. A motion was carried, but I
would venture to suggest that, in the immediate
future, nothing will happen and the farming com-
munity will still be faced with these savage costs
for fuel required to sow a crop. The whole intent
of the motion moved by the member for Merredin
was to try to do something to alleviate those cost
problems in connection with the current crop.

The problems experienced by farmers will con-
tinue unless this Government and the Federal
Government are prepared to face up to them. It is
of no use to say, "if we were to make these alter-
ations to policy, there is no way to supplement the
funds which will be necessary to run the country".
I know that the same argument was used years
ago when we tackled the problem of probate tax.
When it was first suggested as a condition of co-
alition the then Premier, Sir Charles Court, said,
"They must be mad. They must be going for a
coalition with the Labor Party". However, when
the problem was tackled, something was done
about it. The problem of the additional costs
facing the farming community will have to be
tackled, because they are costs over which farmers
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have no Control, but the Government can take
action to reduce them.

I shall refer briefly to the Minister's announce-
ment with regard to making it compulsory to wear
helmets when riding bicycles. The National Party
has pursued this matter and has requested the
Minister to take appropriate action for some time.
I welcome the fact that at last the Minister has
accepted the necessity to do something about the
matter, but I do not support the concept that it
will take four or five years to implement the pro-
posal. The problem is very serious and the lack of
a helmet can have a greaL effect if a young child
has an accident. Numbers of young people are in
our hospitals seriously injured as a result of
bicycle accidents. Therefore, it is essential that
urgent action be taken and the wearing of helmets
should be made compulsory much sooner than in
four or five years' time.

I have been told that an education programme
to encourage children to wear helmets when cyc-
ling will be unsuccessful, mainly because if com-
pulsion is not involved children will work on the
premise that it is sissy to wear a helmet. If the
wearing of helmets is compulsory, children will
not have an alternative, and that type of talk
among the young will not have any effect.

I congratulate the Government, because at least
it has accepted the need for this provision, but I
urge it to implement its policy much more quickly
than planned.

Some time ago I indicated in this House that I
felt a need existed for the establishment of a
standing committee on local government in order
that people who were aggrieved could have their
cases investigated. I repeat that request now.
Rather than pcople who feel they are aggrieved
having to make independent approaches and per-
haps seek a Select Committee-

Mr Bertram: They can go to the Ombudsman.
Mr STEPHENS: I do not know that the

Ombudsman will always be able to correct the
situation. I shall return to that aspect in a minute
and I will indicate the reasons I believe that to be
the case' based on my information.

I believe a Mr Forgione in Albany has been
victimised. Members might ask why I should bring
the matter to this House, because the man lives in
Albany. Mr Forgione came to me and asked me to
do something about the matter and, irrespective of
the electorate a member represents, if a citizen
seeks a member's assistance, it should be given.
That is why I have taken an interest in the subject.

Recently I wrote to the Mayor of Albany in
relation to Mr Forgione's problems. I sought per-
mission to ascertain what information and/or re-

ports had been placed before council, before coun-
cil made its decision.

I was not given the opportunity to see those
reports. Inr the reply f rom the council I was told-

...Council resolved that it was not prepared
to continue with providing information and
answers in respect of matters already
deliberated and decided upon by Council and
the Courts in relation to Mr Forgione 's
properties in Middleton Road.

However, council provided me with copies of the
relevant sections of the minutes on the basis that
that was public information already.

The first problem relates to an order that was
placed on Mr Forgione's building requiring him to
carry oat certain work. That order was served on
him on 31 August 1983. It required that the build-
ing he constructed be altered to bring it into line
with approved plans. If my understanding is cor-
rect, the building surveyor made a report on this
subject and I have been told that that report was
never put before council. That is one of the
reasons I say that, if my information is correct, it
would be very difficult for the Ombudsman to
investigate the matter. He could go through the
files, but these reports would not be on the files.
That is the reason why, in a situation like this, an
Ombudsman would not be able to help.

In that report, the building surveyor said, inter
abas, that the record of site visits up to 12
November 1975 indicated that the only mention of
roof overhang occurred in a brief note of 6 March
1979 which stated that the roof appeared to
overhang the boundary on the east side and that it
would appear that the first mention of the over-
hang to Mr Forgione occurred in a letter to him
dated 15 April 1980. He went on to say that the
correct procedure to deal with defects or non-comn-
pliance or unauthorised variations was for the
building surveyor to issue a written directive,
usually in the form of a numbered day order,
giving the required instruction. He said that if the
builder failed to comply with this directive, coun-
cil issued a notice under the provisions of the rel-
evant section of the Local Government Act. Then,
if the requirements of the notice were ignored
again, council could make application to the Sec-
retary for Local Government to place a stop-work
order orn the building and/or take legal proceed-
ings in accordance with the section of the Local
Government Act that was breached.

He went on to say that that action should have
commenced on the day the varation was noticed,
which was 6 March 1979, but that it appeared no
mention of it was made to Mr Forgione until IS
April 1980, approximately 14 months later. He
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went on to say that there appeared to be two
major factors on which council erred in the hand-
ling of the situation: One was that council inadver-
tently approved the construction of the overhang
and the other was that the council failed to carry
out correct and proper procedures in dealing with
the situation when it occurred. He went on to say
that he must strongly recommend that the council
not proceed with any further action in the instance
as it was feasible that council could be proved
negligent and thus be compromised in other ac-
tions which were pending.

My information is that the report was not made
known to the council when it was deliberating on
the need to place a work order on Mr Forgione.

In addition to the work order, Mr Forgione was
told that if he did not carry out the work, the
council would have the work carried out, and
subsequently, through its solicitors, take action to
recover the costs of the work.

I understand that, subsequently, some council-
lors became aware of this report and that council
rescinded the part which referred to having the
work carried out and instituting legal action to
recover the costs, but did not remove and has not
removed the work order, which makes it rather
difficult for Mr Forgione to let his property.

Here we have a situation where it appears-if
my information is correct, and I tried to ascertain
the correctness of it but ailed-that through
virtually no fault of his own and through mistakes
made by the council, Mr Forgione has had a work
order put on his building and it is staying there,
denying him the opportunity to properly rent the
premises.

The work order pointed out that he had to com-
ply with a certain set of plans which were ap-
proved. The plan number was A472-11I. Mr
Forgione wrote to the council asking for a copy of
the approved plan. I do not think there can be any
doubt about his intention. I shall read his letter
dated I August 1984 and directed to the assistant
town clerk as follows-

Replying to your letter dated 17 of July
1984. Could you please advise me the reason
why council change their mind in removi ng
the over hang as per resolution the 26/3/84,
and which officers made the initial error. I
am enclosing a cheque for SI15 as you
requested in your letter of 19th of June 1984,
for the approved plan you referring in your
letter 19 June 1984. The $15 is for the plan
council refers to in their notice of the 31st of
August 1983 (only for the plan and no other
plan).

Mr Forgione was subsequently sent a plan which
did not have the "approved" stamp on it, and it
was claimed by the council to be the approved
plan. Members would agree that the plan should
have had the council's stamp of approval on it. Mr
Forgione had been asked to carry out an order in
accordance with the approved plan. However, he
cannot get a copy of that plan. He has been sent a
copy of a plan which has no approved stamp on it
although it is said to be the approved plan-but
there is no proof of that.

When he requested that his money be returned,
council minutes had the following noted-

In the course of several items of correspon-
dence, Mr Forgione sought a copy of plan
A472-1 1, paid the requisite fee and was
subsequently provided with the copy. While it
is beli eved to have been made clear that he
would receive a copy of the plan which was
approved, Mr Forgione-by letter of 14
January (which has been marked as copy
provided to all Councillors)-claims that he
required the approved plan bearing the
stamps showed the plan as officially ap-
proved.

Mr Forgione is quite right, and I have read out to
members the letter he sent. He has been asked to
carry out work in accordance with the approved
plan but he cannot get a copy of the approved
plan.

Although in my request to the council I asked
why it was not prepared to provide him with a
copy of the approved plan, a reply was not forth-
coming. I perused a file on Mr Forgione available
to the public at the council offices and I found
reference to the fact that the approved plan was
missing. The council does not have it. This is the
problem he faces. The council has taken a very
unreasonable stand, and something must be done
about it.

How can Mr Forgione carry out work as per the
approved plan if the council cannot send him a
copy of the plan? The plan is missing. This would
be bad enough by itself, but in fact another order
has been served on one of' Mr Forgione's tenants.

In council minutes of a special meeting of the
council on 15 September 1982, reference is made
to a public building and restaurant, Pillars of
Taminga , lot 17, Middleton Road. I quote as fol-
lows-

Resolved: That subject to prior consul-
tation with Council's Solicitors and com-
pliance with such recommendations as they
may advise, the following actions be taken-

(a) in accordance with the provisions of the
Health Model By-laws Series "A" Pt.
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VI( Food, By-law 17, Council issue a
notice requiring the owner and occupier
of the premises to cease to use the res-
taurant premises;

(b) the Commissioner of Public Health be
requested to act under Section 176 or
other appropriate provisions of the
Health Act;

(c) the owner be advised that to re-open this
portion of the building as a restaurant
and public building he will be required to
satisfy the Department of Public Health
and Medical Services, and Council, the
premises can be brought into compliance
with the statutory provisions; and in con-
nection with the ingress of moisture into
the premises, would be required to pro-
vide a professional engineer's certifi-
cation that measures had been taken to
prevent a recurrence.

Thai was the resolution and the important Part is
that it is subject to prior consultation with coun-
cil's solicitors, compliance with such
recommendations as they may advise. I under-
stand-and once again this is the proof I was
seeking-that there is a letter to the council from
their solicitor in which they confirm the telephone
advice that they did not believe that the council
had the authority to stipulate, firstly, that the
certificate from the engineer must be submitted
and, secondly, the work on the premises must be
performed to the satisfaction of the Commissioner
of Health, bearing in mind that he is not yet
involved in this issue. Included with that letter was
a pro forma notice which was recommended by
the solicitor to be issued under the Health Act.
The solicitor made the following
recommendations-

1. The ingress of moisture into the premises
is rectified; and

2. The mould and yeast present in the
premises is destroyed.

Bear in mind that the resolution of council was
that it was to be in compliance with such
recommendations as may be advised. The notice
actually served under the Health Act 191 t-1979
as amended, model by-laws series A, 1963, as
amended, reads as follows-

I . The ingress of moisture into the premises
is prevented to the satisfaction of the
Town of Albany;

2. A certificate of a duly qualified engineer
is submitted to the Town of Albany
witnessing that the said ingress of moist-
ure has been prevented.

That is the very thing that the solicitor said the
Council did not have the power to request. The
next point contained in the pro forma notice
accompanying the solicitor's letter reads as fol-
tows-

3. The moulds and yeast present in the
premises is destroyed to the satisfaction
of the Town of Albany.

The three issues which I have mentioned indicate
a degree of victimisation. The matter should be
thoroughly investigated. I further believe that it
would not have been necessary to bring this matter
before Parliament if we had a standing committee
on local government with the power to investigate
the matter and obtain all the necessary facts. Cer-
tainly if my information is correct there are two
instances which require an explanation. There was
a report which was not brought to the notice of
council, and secondly an order was not served in
accordance with a council resolution. Something
should be done about this.

Mr Bertram: You might have to bring in a
private member's Bill to get it corrected.

Mr STEPHENS: I do not know, but I would
suggest that perhaps the Minister reconsiders the
matter of not having a standing committee on
local government so that these matters can be
aired without the necessity of Parliament having
to be involved on every occasion. If it happened
only once we could say it was a mistake, but the
fact that it has happened twice with the same man
makes it rather hard to believe it was just a mis-
take.

I ask the Minister and the Government to have
another look at this matter. I have always been
brought up to believe, under the British system of
Government that it is better that a guilty man go
free rather than that one innocent man be
convicted. The Government is standing by doing
nothing while there is a possibility that a man is
being victimised. Common justice demands that
something be done about this matter.

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) (2.54 a.m.]: I
want to take the opportunity during the Supply
debate to make a few comments on the economic
situation and also youth unemployment which I
also regard as a major issue.

On all generally accepted measures of economic
health in our community the Government can gain
much satisfaction. Indicators that are commonly
used show progress toward sound economic recov-
ery and a sound economic base from which to
move forward. I am sure we are all aware of the
importance of the drop from 10.2 per cent in-
flation in WA in 1982-83 down to 6.9 per cent in
1983-84, currently running at an annual rate of 5
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per cent. That is approximately hair the level in-
flation was at when Labor came to office both
State and federally and I consider it to be a
substantial achievement of Governments working
together.

One thing which I believe has been at the heart
of our economic recovery is the accord between
the union movement and the Government. The
capacity of our Labor Governments to work with
the union movement towards restoring the health
of the economy and the nation is nowhere better
demonstrated than in the fall in time lost through
industrial disputes from 1982 to 1984. There has
been a fall of 44 100 in the number of working
days lost through industrial disputes. The 1984
figures of days lost are the lowest in Australia
since 1975 and they reflect the Government's pol-
icy or consultation and co-operation which stands
in stark contrast to the Liberals' policy of the
promotion of confrontation. Nowhere is the policy
of two Governments more vividly contrasted than
in this area. The Government sees the promotion
of harmony and goodwill in the workplace as an
essential facet of economic recovery and sees no
benefits in the hardline approach of the former
Government to industrial relations.

Positions that were often adopted by the former
Government for political reasons cost the economy
of this State dearly. Growth in the housing sector
is often taken as a good indication of the state of
the economy. No matter which figures we look at,
whether it be the total number of houses and units
approved to be built, or the total value of private
or Government buildings approved for construc-
tion, they show a remarkable upward trend. The
number of houses approved for commencement in
March 1983 was 703 and this occurred just after
we came to Government, and it has increased to
1 017 the number of houses approved for construc-
tion in March 1984; in 12 months an increase of
44 per cent. This shows the extent to which the
Government's support for the housing industry
and the Federal Government's support for the
same industry has been highly successful.

The Federal Government's introduction of the
first home owners' assistance scheme and the gen-
eral rise in confidence in the economy has paid off.
No-one could argue with the success of the
Government's policies in providing major stimu-
lation to the economy and the housing industry in
particular and at the same time reining back in-
flation and interest rates. Most recent figures
show a continuing sustained growth in the housing
industry. The benefits of an economic upturn and
a continued economic growth are obvious to every-
one, of course. The benefits flow through to the
rest of the economy and provide more jobs.

Employment in WA has grown since we
attained Government and the 5 per cent increase
in the number of jobs created compares with a
decline in the year immediately preceding our
coming to office of 0.4 per cent. This compares
with an increase in the number of jobs created of
5.7 per cent in the year ending January 1984. The
WA growth in employment was higher last year
than was the national average. At the same time,
contrary to what was said earlier in this debate,
unemployment in WA fell from a high of 10.5 per
cent in January 2983, shortly before we came to
office, to 9.2 per cent in February 1985, which is a
decrease of 9 800 people seeking work. This rep-
resents a 13.8 per cent decrease in the number of
people actively seeking employment since we came
to office. However, the Government is still
concerned about unemployment, particularly the
unacceptably high levels of youth unemployment.
The unemployment rate in the 15 to 19 year old
group is now 25.7 per cent compared with 28 per
cent a year ago. This is in fact a marginal decline.
There has also been a reduction in the total num-
ber of teenage job-seekers over the same 12
months period and this modest decline points to
some strengthening in the youth labour market.

However, I am not suggesting it is time for pats
on the back in the area of youth unemployment. A
great deal of hard work still needs to be done. The
Government has not shied away from the problem
of youth unemployment, nor has it sought
simplistic solutions that bear more resemblance to
political point-scoring than a genuine search for
solutions.

As long ago as December 1983 there was a
report of the Bureau of Market Research entitled
"Youth wages-employmnent and the labour
force". This report concluded that the full-time
employment of teenagers had been falling since
the mid-1960s and part-time employment had
been rising. The report noted that the downward
trend of youth unemployment had been masked
and offset by a rising retention rate of young
people at school. However, once that rising
retention rate fell off the falling youth employ-
ment and participation in the labour force became
clear for everyone to see, and by then we could see
that over 1S years the youth share of the labour
market had fallen substantially.

That fall commenced in the 1960s and was
masked by greater numbers of people staying on
at school. The question arises as to why young
people have lost a significant share of the labour
market, commencing in the 1960s. That report of
December 1983 noted that the impact of the level
of youth wages had never before been analysed.

(55)
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Since then, of course, this analysis has been done,
and I will come back to that.

In March 1983, after the advent of the Federal
Labor Government, the Government invited an
independent team from the OECD to come to
Australia and advise on youth unemployment. It
was hoped that this team would bring a new and
fresh perspective to the situation and could exam-
ine with a degree of objectivity the situation in
Australia. The team spent several weeks here, held
nearly 60 meetings, interviewed over 400 people
including young people, local government rep-
resentatives, State and Federal people, employees,
union members, parents, youth workers, and edu-
cationalists. The report of the study team is very
detailed and wide-ranging, but it singled out two
problems which exist side by side in Australia.
These are the high rate of youth unemployment
and underemployment, and at the same time very
low levels of educational attainment and
occupational skills in young people.

The report noted that while the high levels of
unemployment posed economic hardships across
the board it fell most heavily on young women and
girls. The team identified a decade of high in-
flation and slow economic growth as the key con-
tributing factors to the high levels of youth unem-
ployment and indicated there was a great deal
more to the problem than just increasing economic
growth, because not only had growth in the econ-
omy been too slow in the 10 years to 1983 to
absorb all the young people entering the labour
force, but also the structure of that growth had
changed.

The service sector is growing at an unpre-
cedented rate, and there has been a proportion-
ately greater increase in the number of part-time
workers. Growth in high technology occupations
and jobs which are dependent on computer tech-
nology is evident, and Australia,' like other
countries has witnessed a decline in its manufac-
turing industry which traditionally relied heavily
on large numbers of unskilled and semi-skilled
workers.

The result of this shift is a decrease in demand
for unskilled labour and for young people with low
levels of education and no specific occupational
skills. This trend contrasts with a traditional fea-
ture of the Australian work force which is the
large numbers of young people leaving school at a
relatively early age with relatively few skills. This
group of people is now emerging as most likely to
have difficulty in finding and sustaining work.

The Western Australian Government has con-
ducted its own full-scale inquiry into the education
system and is seeking to implement the

recommendations of the Beazley and McGaw re-
ports. These reports back up the point I just
mentioned which was noticed by the OECD study
team-the domination of years I I and 12 in high
school by the entrance requirements of tertiary
institutions. No doubt exists that large numbers of
school children in Western Australia see years I I
and 12 as irrelevant to them if they are not con-
sidering going into tertiary education. So we have
developed a tradition of large numbers of young
people leaving school at IS and seeking to go into
the work force permanently with very few skills.

That is an unusual situation by comparison with
overseas countries. In 1981 Australia retained 78
per cent of its 16-year-olds at school. Denmark by
comparison had 86 per cent of its I 6-year-olds at
school; France had 83 per cent, Germany 92 per
cent, Sweden 77 per cent, and the United States
94 per cent. On that sort of scale Australia has
had a tradition of youngsters leaving school at a
relatively early age.

Between now and the end of the century, if
Australia shares the expected experience of other
OECD countries, our economy will require an
increasingly better educated and trained work
force. There will be few opportunities for would-be
workers with low skills of education and no
occupational skills or skills that are out of date.
One large group where this is evident is young
girls leaving school.

Female youth unemployment has been higher
than male youth unemployment for many years
and young women continue to be worst affected by
unemployment. However, large numbers of young
women continue to leave school with few
occupational skills and they seek unskilled work.
Our Government has made positive attempts to
correct this by allocating specific number of places
in pre-apprenticeship courses for females and has
also sought in its administration of the CEP
scheme to allocate half the number of jobs created
to women.

Mr Laurance: Most of those are short-term.

Mrs HENDERSON: Certainly the CEP
scheme is short-term, and I will come back to that.

The initiatives in the area of pre-apprenticeship
are longer-term and are aimed at the problem of
the disproportionate number of young women
leaving school with virtually no skills at all.

Australia has one of the highest levels of
occupational segregation of women of any West-
ern industrialised country. This situation is
exacerbated by the lack of skills of young women
leaving school. For example, in 1981, 71 per cent
of females in the work force had no qualifications
at all compared with 57 per cent of males-a
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significant difference. Disturbingly, the number of
females with no qualifications is growing. It grew
byll per cent between 1971 and 198 1.

Women remain concentrated in those vocational
training structures which are traditionally female.
The number of women holding trade qualifi-
cations is tiny-l.8 per cent in 1981 compared
with 18 per cent of males. In October 1984, fe-
males represented 10.6 per cent of registered ap-
prentices; there were I 109 womnie apprentices in
Western Australia and 93 per cent of them were in
hairdressing or the food trades.

Similarly, an analysis of TAPE enrolments
inds a gross imbalance between courses in which

the male students are enrolled and those in which
the female students are enrolled. The largest pro-
portion of female students are enrolled in non-
vocational courses. Most of the female students
enrolled in vocational courses are enrolled in com-
merce, an area of declining employment
opportunities reflecting new technology.

Both the OECD report which I mentioned and
the more recent Kirby report point to the need to
address the problem of large numbers of unskilled
young persons, particularly young women,
entering the labour market with poor prospects in
the long-term. The OECD report emphasises the
link between the low socioeconomic status of
youngsters leaving school, poor levels of skill, and
lack of stable and long-term employment.

There is no doubt that chronic and high levels of
youth joblessness are exacting high social costs in
wasted productive resources and a high human
cost to individuals in lost confidence and lost self-
esteem, as well as lost income and delayed careers.

The costs to the community are recognised by
the current Government. The first problem for
young people is to find a job. However, a less
widely recognised difficulty is for a young person
to find full-time employment that is stable, secure
and likely to lead somewhere.

Youth unemployment in Australia has come as
a shock because of the scale of it and the speed
with which it deteriorated. Between 1971 and
1983 youth unemployment jumped by nearly two-
thirds from 10.8 per cent to 17.9 per cent and
climbed upwards to 22.6 per cent in August 1983.
During that time youth employment dropped by 8
per cent and full-time employment for teenagers
plummeted by 20 per cent. This is a national
tragedy.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development study team identified a number
of factors which contribute to high youth unem-
ployment in Australia. It singled oat- the post-oil
price increase and shock recession as the most

important factor which hit Australia in mid- 1982.
This resulted in a surge of inflation, high interest
rates, decreased competitiveness on international
markets combined with high demand for imports,
upward pressure on wage costs, and weakened
profitablity resulting in widescale unemployment.
Adult unemployment rose by a quarter to 6.9 per
cent from 1981 to 1982. The burden of unemploy-
ment has fallen most heavily on young people. One
calculation is that 140 000 jobs are needed to get
teenage unemployment back down to the level it
was before 1981. If young people are to keep their
share of the labour force, it will require more than
1.3 million additional jobs to be created in
Australia.

There is no doubt that economic recovery is the
key to this problem. I have already detailed the
Government's successful track record in this area.
However, in terms of a long-term solution to the
problem, there is no quick and simple solution.
Instead it will require a whole new look at the
structure of our economy and a traditional method
of training and preparing young people for entry
to the work force.

Jobs that young people do find are more likely
to be marginal. More and more young people are
going into part-time work rather than full-time
work. They are working in sections of the economy
that are declining or which offer little long-term
opportunity for career development. The change
from full-time to part-time employment has been
the most significant change in youth employment.

Between 1970 and 1983 when total youth em-
ployment grew by only 2.5 per cent, part-time
employment of young people grew by more than
25 per cent, a rate three times as fast as the
increase in part-time employment in adults. For
teenage girls, the part-time employment rate grew
from 7 per cent to 26 per cent in that time which is
nearly a four-fold increase, and for teenage boys it
grew from 8 per cent to 18 per cent. The pro-
portion of teenage girls in full-time employment
has dropped twice as quickly as the male pro-
portion has dropped. At the same time the pro-
portion in part-time employment has grown twice
as quickly as the male rate.

Much of the increase in part-time employment
among young people is because of the number of
full-time students still at school. Only 5 per cent of
full-time students were working part-time in 197 1.
That figure increased to 27 per cent in 1981. In
198 1, three quarters of the part-time labour force
of teenagers were full-time students and a quarter
of part-time young adult workers were full-time
students.
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It is not clear whether this part-time work is
enabling a greater number of young people to stay
on at school or whether the number of people
working part-time among students are those who
are most disadvantaged.

The shift towards greater part-time employ-
ment and less full-time employment is very
disturbing because of its impact on the quality of
work and earnings for young people. It undoubt-
edly reflects a shift of young people into lower-
paying, lower-status, less-stable jobs. Part of this
has been due to the decline in industries with full-
time opportunities for young people as well as the
growth in those industries which offer part-time
employment such as the fast-food industries. It is
also, in part, due to technological change which is
diminishing the need for low-skilled workers. The
result is that early work experience of large num-
bers of young people is increasingly found in jobs
that provide few skills that could be used in sub-
sequent jobs. Also the young persons first work
experience is often in an area that offers little
opportunity for lateral or upward mobility. Those
jobs usually do not lead to anything that is more
stable, more high paying or of higher status.

In the short-term, the increased incidence of
part-time employment is contributing to
underemployment of young people and lower
earnings for them. In 1980 the average wage for
teenage part-time workers was $3.25 an hour and
their average work time was just over I I hours a
week. At that level, the average weekly earnings
for teengers working part-time were about equal
to the junior unemployment benefit.

For those young people not in education or
training full-time, there is no way to replace the
earnings that are lost by the decline in full-time
jobs.

While part-time employment has little to offer,
the diminishing full-time employment
opportunities are even more disturbing. Not only
are full-time opportunities for young people de-
clining but a young person's share of the full-time
work has also declined significantly. It is changing
in such a way that more young people are being
isolated into areas of the economy from which
they cannot get out into the mainstream of jobs.
Some of the industries where young people have
been most heavily concentrated are declining.

Between 1970 and 1983, while the youth's share
of employment declined by 20 per cent, the
teenage share of full-time employment dropped by
34 per cent. In 1981, the two industries that
employed the most young males on a full-time
basis-the wholesale/retail trade and manufac-
turing-were the industries that sustained the

greatest drop in employment in the preceding 10
years. Though adult males are also traditionally
heavily represented in both those areas, they are
more evenly represented in other industries-that
cushions the drops in these industries.

The pattern for young women is quite different.
They are also heavily represented in declining in-
dustries but are also heavily involved in finance,
real estate and business services as well as com-
munity services. These are some of the fastest
growing sectors of the Australian economy. Evi-
dence indicates, however, that these sections of the
economy require lower skills and pay less. They
are also oriented towards employing many part-
time employees.

Shifts in the Public Service work force have hit
young workers severely. Public sector employment
of teenageers has declined by approximately a
third. The evidence is that young people are not
gaining ground in areas with- the highest
occupational growth.

Between 1971 and 1976, the fastest growing
areas of employment were the professional, techni-
cal and other related areas. The share for
teenagers and young adults fell during this time of
rapid growth.

Similarly in clerical occupations, the third
fastest growing area and second largest occupation
area, young people lost ground. One area where
teenagers and young adults have gained ground is
in the area of service, sport and recreation. That is
the classification used by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics. However, this is somewhat offset by the
low-paying and part-time jobs in this area.

Right now Australia does not have enough jobs
for young people and increasingly the jobs avail-
able are part-time and marginal employment,
much of it in declining industries and shrinking
occupational areas.

The OECD team that visited Australia
recommended that economic conditions should be
improved and we have seen remarkable progress
on that front. Secondly, it recommended that edu-
cation and training opportunities which were
designed to lift the qualifications and skills of
young would-be workers are adapted to changes in
the economy and thirdly, selective employment in-
itiatives and interventions should be made by the
Government to increase the youth share of overall
employment growth.

The study team laid great stress on the health of
the economy and selective intervention to direct
growth in a way that would benefit young people.

Education and training policies represent one
strategy of ensuring that as the nature of the econ-
omy changes the qualifications of young people
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also change. In addition, the study team
recommended that high priority should be given to
young people in the allocation of existing jobs and
that structural changes should be introduced to
increase overall employment. It also suggested
new employment should be created specifically for
young people.

It also recommended that Australian authorities
should undertake further research of the labour
market level to determine which sections of the
economy and which occupational areas showed the
greatest promise for growth in the future. It
suggested that the CES should concentrate on
placing young people in those areas where
opportunities were growing and refer them to de-
clining areas only as a last resort.

It said that the CES should aim to not refer
young people to marginl part-time jobs unless the
young people were also engaged in full-time edu-
cation and that if this did not happen young people
in Australia were in danger of becoming trapped
in marginal jobs.

It also suggested that young people should not
be referred by the CES to part-time jobs unless
those jobs had protection comparable with full-
time work in terms of safety on the job, injury
compensation and so on.

Young people are undoubtedly those who are
least able to avoid jobs that lead to nowhere. They
are least likely to have the occupational skills,
work experience, and knowledge of informal net-
works to enable them to change jobs.

The study team pointed to the need to take
positive measures to increase the placement of
young females in traditionally male jobs. They did
not suggest that young workers should be favoured
at the expense of others. It said that positive dis-
crimination is favoured for young people meel to
ensure that they maintained their share of the
labour market. In this area the study suggested
that there should be positive discrimination in
favour of young people in entry to the Public Ser-
vice in order to halt the decline in the share that
young people have of Public Service jobs.

The study recommended careful examination of
options, such as positive incentives to early retire-
ment, as a way of freeing-up jobs for young
people. The WA Government has, of course,
already moved on this and has made considerable
progress with its voluntary early retirement
scheme for State public servants and the Western
Australian Police Force.

Another option explored by the study team was
the use of reduced working hours as a means of
providing more jobs. Progress in this area has been
made over the last two years and there is a move-

ment towards a 38-hour week and the creation of
a significant number of jobs in various new areas.
This has involved a very delicate balancing act of
trading-off reduced working hours for increased
productivity and other cost reduction while, at the
same time, seeking to increase the number of jobs
created.

Mr Laurance: The net fact is that costs go up
and jobs go down.

Mrs HENDERSON: I think the member will
find that if he examines the case where a 38-hour
week has been brought in there have been very
careful trade-offs which have required increases in
productivity before workers have been able to gain
a 38-hour week and, in some cases, there has been
well-documented evidence of the number of jobs
Created.

Mr Watt: Usually they are short-lived.
Mrs HENDERSON: We will have to see be-

cause most of them have not been around long
enough for us to be able to tell whether they are
short-lived or not.

In the longer term shorter working hours may
be the only way to ensure a job for everyone who
wants to work, even in the healthiest economy. If
high technology does indeed reduce the
requirement for labour as much as many people
expect, a shorter working week may be the only
way to avoid a dual society where there are those
who work and those who do not. Without shorter
working hours over the longer term there is a risk
that the unemployed young people of the 1980s
will be the first permanent members of an
enforced leisure class.

Australia should monitor the effects of overseas
reductions in working hours and consider further
reduced working time if the experience in other
countries warrants it and if it is seen as a way of
increasing employment opportunities for young
people.

It is interesting to contrast the Government's
approach to youth unemployment with the contri-
bution of the Opposition to this debate. Following
on the comments of the former Federal Secretary
of the Treasury, (John Stone) about the role of
youth wages contributing to unemployment, the
Opposition jumped on to the bandwagon of
simplistic solutions to complex problems and
supported the notion of a reduction in youth wages
as the saviour of young unemployed people. This is
despite the fact that youth wages, relative to adult
wages, were significantly lower in the 1980s than
they were in the 1960s and early 1970s when full
employment prevailed. If Stone was right, one
would have expected that over the last 15 years
youth unemployment should have declined be-
cause youth wages, relative to adult wages, have
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significantly declined. The fact is that exactly the
opposite has happened. As youth wages, relative to
adult wages, have declined, youth unemployment
has exploded. While unemployment rates for
young males and young females have continued to
climb these youth wage relativities have shown a
steady decline since 1977 and a sharp contraction
since 3980.

Average hourly earnings for mrale j .unors in
1977 was 55 per cent of the adult rate. By 1982
this had gone down to 51 per cent . Youth unem-
ployment clearly does not derive from youth wages
being too high in relation to adults' wages. Over-
seas experience also supports this. For example.
the United States has a very high rate of youth
unemployment, yet there has been a significant
fall in the level of youth wages over the last I5
years in that country. In France, where youth
wages have been very low by comparison to adults,
youth unemployment is very high.

Youth unemployment has been a phenomenon
of all Western industrial countries since 1974. It
appears to have derived mainly from natural dis-
advantages in the labour market and lack of ex-
perience and skill in times of recession.

In the past decade where growth has slowed and
profits have fallen employers have sought to re-
duce labour costs and in most cases it was done by
failing to recruit. Such a policy obviously affects
young people first. Most employers have now
abandoned their former practice of training young
people on the job. They find it cheaper and more
convenient to allow young people to be trained at
technical colleges, colleges of advanced education,
and universities, and employers take them on
when they are more skilled. In fact, this provides a
more expensive form of labour for the employer,
but a more profitable one.

Both the OECD study team's report and the
recently released Kirby report on labour, reject
the reduction of youth wages as a solution to youth
unemployment. In fact, the OECD report said
that Australian authorities should not reduce
youth award wages as a way of increasing youth
employment. It also said that Australia already
has in place a wage structure that sets lower wages
for youth, presumably to reflect their lower pro-
ductivity. According to the OECID report, the jus-
tification for further adjusting wages downwards,
in order to increase youth employment, is not per-
suasive.

Such a move risks trading youth unemployment
for adult unemployment. The more appropriate
response to raise skill levels of young people is
with more education and training rather than to
increase their wages.

Similarly, the report of the Kirby inquiry re-
leased in January this year rejected a reduction in
youth wages as a solution to youth unemployment.
It said the Kirby committee opposed solutions,
such as purchasing jobs and cutting wages to ad-
dress the problems associated with youth unem-
ployment. Instead, it suggested an innovative
system of training to prepare our young people for
participation in the work force.

I believe that the Federal and State Labor
Governments have made significant progress in
improving the health of the economy and that this
is reflected in the labour market in improved un-
employment figures for adults, and more recently
for young people.

However, we continue to have very strong con-
cerns about youth unemployment, but as I have
outlined tonight, it is a complex problem that can-
not be solved by simplistic solutions, particularly
one that flies in the face of all the evidence such as
a wholesale reduction of youth wages.

MR RUSHTON (Dale) [3.30 am.]: We have
had an unusual evening. In recent days we have
congratulated the Leader of the House on his re-
cent marriage. We did not expect that he would
take him with us on his honeymoon! We thought
that we would have the usual agreement whereby
the House adjourned at 1I .00 p.m. or a bit earlier.
But strange things happen in this world.

Mr Watt: Perhaps there has been a tiff.
Mr RUSHTON: No, I would not think so. The

Leader enjoys our company, I am sure.
Mr Bryce: I have come straight back in to listen

to you.
Mr RUSHTON: I was not speaking of the

Deputy Premier. The member for Gosnells
mentioned the state of the economy and a few
other things that go with it. The farmers who in
great numbers today fronted up to this building
gave the message loud and clear; that is, Govern-
ments need to cut their expenditure and reduce
costs.

Anyone who takes a serious look at employment
realises that the days of the Australian Concili-
ation and Arbitration Commission are numbered.
Under the commission there is no ability to deliver
the goods because there has been no ability to
apply a penalty since the former President of the
Australian Council of Trades Unions, the present
Prime Minister, fronted up to the arbitration com-
mission and won the battle whereby the ability to
enforce decisions was lost. Those are just the
simple facts of life. If the Arbitration Commission
continues to grant more and more conditions with
the resultant loss of productivity, we can go only
one way. Sadly enough for Australia, we have

1734



[Tuesday, 2 Apr1 1985] 73

gone from a country high on the list of living
standards to one well down the list today.

The other indicator is the reduction in the over-
seas' balance of payments. An appreciation of this
was all important in my basic training. It does not
seem to be recognised today. I do not want to talk
at great length about these aspects. We are debat-
ing the Supply Bill, but we will have the oppor-
tunity to give more attention to these aspects when
we debate the Budget.

I wanted to touch on only a couple of points
tonight. I make some observation of what we
might hear from the Government in the next few
months. I make the prediction that before too long
there will be a dispensing of goodies to electors to
encourage them to vote for the Government. I
predict that a secret fund of something in excess of
$60 million has been stored up and will be
dispensed. One has to realise that the unfortunate
factor is that all costs have been lifted to create
the funds for this purpose. It is not hard to see that
this Government has been the highest taxing
Government of any State Government in Western
Australia. Members need only look at a graph
prepared some time ago to realise that State tax-
ation per capita is the highest ever. This Govern-
ment has not been a low taxing Government; it has
been a high taxing Government. We will have to
wait for the next Budget to see how that will flow
on in the short-term.

Mr Bryce: Last year was fantastic, below the
rate of inflation.

Mr RUSH-TON: I am merely saying that the
average taxation increase of this Government over
two Budgets is 9.6 per cent per capita and that of
the conservative Government over nine years was
one per cent.

Mr Watt: In real terms.
Mr RUSHTON: That is so in real and constant

terms. The previous Tonkin Government was an
extravagantly taxing Government, but we have to
wait for the Budget to assess this Government. We
would then be able to see the figures for a three-
year cycle, which would enable us to make a fairer
observation. If the Government has raised taxes to
such an extent that the plateau has been raised, it
has inflicted a cost across the board. I suggest that
no-one can accurately predict what the Govern-
ment will do, given a set of normal circumstances.

The Government's decision will depend on two
things: What its opinion monitoring section tells it
the people want and what the Trades and Labor
Council and the unions want. We will observe this
phenomenon in the next few months.

We have already witnessed a typical reaction of
the Government. Recently, the monitoring section

told the Government that the public was shifting
from concern about unemployment to concern
about law and order, vandalism, and personal se-
curity. The next day or so this public opinion was
reported in the Daily News. The Premier
immediately floated the national service proposal.
Everyone, including the journalists, would know
that the Premier does not have the ability to de-
liver a national service training programme. That
option is not available to him because the unions
would not let him do it, nor would the Labor
Party. That made the Premier's proposition all the
more newsworthy.

Another example has been the recent beginning
of some confrontation with the Federal Govern-
ment. In the next little while we will see, after an
arrangement between the two leaders, that there
will be some public confrontation. This type of
thing will happen if the monitoring section says
that it would bring favour to the Premier and the
Labor Party Government. Members opposite
smile-

Mr Bryce: You have not wasted your time in
Opposition, have you?

Mr RUSHTON: I am just making an observa-
tion. In the months ahead, if the monitoring sec-
tion believes that is the thing to do it will be
trotted out in all sorts of ways. By contrast, in
recent times the Minister for Planning, rather
hypocritically, indicated that there will be a series
of consultations with the public at Mandurah over
some planning schemes and proposals down there.
We would think that was very good indeed if we
did not remember that just a short while ago we
waived planning and environmental requirements
for the Burswood Island project. That is a very
hollow contrast to the great concern trotted out for
environment and planning proposals at Sorrento.
That concern should have been expressed over
Burswood Island. There was time for such con-
sideration and it should have been given. People
have become more and more critical. The matter
will reflect badly upon the Government as we get
closer to an election. I think this factor would have
influenced people in the recent Morgan Gallup
poll to cast a vote against the present Government.
That is just another one of the many factors.

The same situation exists in relation to the an-
tics over Rottniest Island. The Premier judged that
a stand on Rottnest would give him very great
favour. He hoped to gain a high profile by taking
on portfolios that were unrealistic for him to take
on as the manager of a Government. Others
immediately reflected that this would be so, but
the Premier, being a journalist, saw that this was a
great way to attract to himself a high profile. He
was new to the game and did not realise that some
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of the things for which he had great hopes, such as
Rottniesr Island, would go bad on him.

Once again, the Premier had no regard for pub-
lic opinion over Rottniest. Eventually he had to
drop that portfolio because it was provi ng counter
productive in the popularity polls. The same thing
happened with respect to the Tourism portfolio.
He got out of it just in time. In fact, once we sort
out all the background on that we may find that
he is not yet out of it. The Forests portfolio also
went bad on him. The Premier has withdrawn
from areas which he saw formerly as being advan-
tageous to him in that they promoted him and his
leadership. Those areas all went bad and the
Premier has now withdrawn. Others have taken on
those loads. I suggest that the public is unable to
predict what the Government will do next, as it
seems to work on knee-jerk reactions.

It will be interesting to observe what happens
during the next few months when Parliament is in
recess and during the lead-up to the election. We
can be sure that the Government will be reacting
immediately with regard to its monitoring division
and it will be spending money very freely. One of
the most serious matters to which I refer is the
duplicity of this Government in the standards it
applies.

In the last day or two legislation has been
introduced in this House which directs attention to
the pecuniary interests aspect of local government.
That is all very well-we shall debate that legis-
lation at a later stage and I do not intend to touch
on it now. The Minister for Local Government
during his term in office has put the local govern-
ment councils in turmoil with his administration of
this interest. It has been very sad to visit council-
lors and to realise that they are on tenterhooks
because they do not know what will happen in this
regard.

I return to the question of how this relates to
pecuniary interests and the double standards
adopted by the Government. The Government has
a personal interest in the development of a prop-
erty on Wanneroo Road. A pecuniary benefit can
be gained by the establishment of a Chinese res-
taurant in the Labor Party's development on
Wanneroo Road. An amazing set of circumstances
has developed. As an ex-Minister for Urban De-
velopment and Town Planning my observation is
that the Government was totally out of order;
legally on a planning basis, morally, and totally
against the interests of the residents of that area.

I will summarise the events which have taken
place in more recent times. On 3 July 1984 Mr
Brian Burke, by letter, claimed that it was always
intended to use the land for a public restaurant

and dining area and there had been an unfortu-
nate misunderstanding. On 17 July 1984 council
resolved to adopt a rezoning amendment to its
town planning scheme for the purposes of the use
of public restaurant and for the rezoning to be
advertised. This was done. There was overwhelm-
ing ratepayer objection. The Government raised
the question that the City of Stirling acted im-
properly in advertising the rezoning. I believe it
would have been out of order, and acting im-
properly and contrary to its obligations if it had
not advertised the rezoning. Under the Act it is
required to comply with that obligation. After the
rezoning was advertised, an overwhelming number
of objections was received. That is part of the
normal procedure which I fully support, and I
think that it is to the great credit of the councillors
of the City of Stirling that they met their obli-
gation and obtained the information.

On 16 October 1984 council resolved that in
view of the objections from the ratepayers the
rezoning should not proceed. At that time the city
had a new district planning scheme No. 2 before
the Minister for Planning. The City of Stirling has
been our largest municipality for some time, it has
a large number of ratepayers, a large budget, it is
carrying out important works every day, and it is
very much involved in the America's Cup pro-
gramme. Yet it was blackmailed by being told
that if it did not approve the rezoning and allow
the Chinese restaurant to operate in the Labor
Party building, its district planning scheme No. 2
would not be approved. I do not think that fact is
sufficiently understood by members of the Labor
Party. It is a very crude approach to this problem;
it is totally immoral blackmail, and I believe that
it is one of the issues that will influence the elec-
tors at the next election.

It should be remembered that we have had three
Ministers for Planning in just over two years. That
is not a healthy situation and I was surprised to
hear the present Minister, the member for
Armadale, imply that he would not hold that port-
folio for long. I tried to interject and to ask
whether he was going to move from the planning
portfolio again-and I could think of nothing that
would condemn the Government more than its
constant movement in this serious and important
area of responsibility. In November 1984 the then
Minister (Mr Dowding) wrote to the City of
Stirling saying that he had decided that the
Australian Labor Party building should be
rezoned to permit its use as a public Chinese res-
taurant by modification to the district planning
scheme No. 2. On 17 December 1984 the Minister
said that he required the site to be rezoned without
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the usual advertisements. On 19 February 3985
council resolved to reject the proposed zoning.

On 21 February 1985 the Ministr-by now the
member for Armadale-requested council to re-
consider its decision. At the time he was somewhat
abusive of the conduct of the council and implied
that political intrigue was involved. On 22
February council affirmed its decision to reject the
proposed rezoning. By letter dated 25 February
the Minister issued an order under section 18 of
the Town Planning and Development Act
instructing council to consent to modification of
the district planning scheme to allow the building
to be used as a public restaurant.

I am dealing with this issue on the basis of
pecuniary interest. The Labor Party is feathering
its nest by developing an income-generating prop-
erty, which no-one else can do, and for which it
got special consideration to achieve its ends. The
Labor Party should have accepted what it had in
good grace, and honoured its obligation to the
State Housing Commission by not seeking a
rezoning of the land. At that stage it would have
been well and truly advantaged.

This is consistent with the Curtin House devel-
opment, when the Labor Government guaranteed
a loan to the Labor Party. It installed the Health
Department to make sure the income was there.
There was a great gain in income from that devel-
opment.

This one is consistent. It might appear to be less
of a gain in capital, but it is the same immoral act
involving the same pecuniary interest. The
Government sees this as something totally differ-
ent not to be governed by the rules which govern
councillors and others The Government applies
one rule for itself and another for other people.

I will just touch on an issue relating to the
pecuniary interest of the Government where it sees
itself above the law, in a sense, or above the moral
responsibilities applicable to other people.' That is
the case of J. J. O'Connor. The Government acted
to its own advantage, its own pecuniary interest.
As far as I am concerned it acted to ensure that
this gentleman did not receive a record which
would prevent him from becoming a candidate for
the Labor Party. He was close to being a candi-
date.

Mr Gordon Hill: Where is the pecuniary
interest?

Mr RUSHTON: It is self-interest.
The other point I raised was the fact that the

Government judged that if this gentleman had
been acted against in a court of law, taking its
normal course, if he found himself behind bars,
there would have been industrial strife. This is the

Government's self-interest and pecuniary interest,
because it has a value. There would have been
industrial strife running through to the election
and the Government acted to see that this did not
take place.

The next point is a very tender one. I believe the
development of the Curtin Foundation is another
very serious matter in which this Government has
involved itself. It is one thing to be involved with
the moneymakers. Governments have every right
to encourage entrepreneurs to carry on with what
they are best at; that is, developing projects and
bringing employment and money to the State.

The next thing is to become personally involved
as a Government in the moneymakers making
money for it. I would not have raised this issue,
but a couple of weeks ago I attended a function.
There were several strangers in the group to whom
I was talking. One was grizzling about the fact
that he had not obtained a contract he normally
received from the Government. He complained to
somebody below the Minister and he was told that
if he kicked the can he would have a greater op-
portunity of obtaining the contract. He asked
what "kicking the can" meant. He was told, "if
you put something into the Curtin Foundation the
contract is likely to come along quite quickly".

The fact is that some tremendous people, most
of them well-known to me, have been involved in
the Curtin Foundation. The names were published
in The Western Mail on 27 October. Apart from
the odd person who was an old stalwart of the
Labor Party, all the others were entrepreneurs and
businessmen. The names included some of the
most successful people in our community.

The wrong part of it is that there should be a
declaration of their pecuniary interest in this by
the Government. I sought to obtain information on
how these people could be involved in Government
contracts and guarantees. I asked a question on 22
November 1984. It appears on page 4643 of
Hansard.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Order! I have to request the Minister for
Transport not to eat an apple in the Chamber.

Mr RUSHTON: I hoped it might be an apple
for my own electorate because it would be good.

I asked the Premier question 1898 as follows-

(I) Referring to my question 1596 of 1984,
relating to the John Curtin Foundation,
will he advise the value of the guarantees
and contracts given by the Government
to the reported major contributors and
their companies to the foundation?
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(2) Is there public concern over the impli-
cations of influence through donations or
investment earnings to the Labor Party?

(3) If he still refuses to answer the question
on the grounds that it would require a
considerable amount of research, why?

This was the second question I asked on this mat-
ter. The answer was-

(I) to (3) Support for any political party has
never and will never be a consideration
in decisions made by this Government. if
the member has any specific concern and
is prepared to provide details, the matter
will be investigated.

I suggest to members that it is not my obligation
to provide details of the guarantees. These are not
known to me. I am asking because it is public
knowledge that these gentlemen are involved in
raising funds for the Curtin Foundation. It reflects
very badly on the pecuniary interests of the
Government. The Government is seeking to gain
money for political purposes. I want to know, and
I am sure the public want to know, in what way
these people of high repute in our community,
people involved in development activities in this
State, come to be involved in contracts or guaran-
tees relating to the Government, and what those
contracts are.

Mr Gordon Hill: Are you suggesting that those
people you refer to are involved in something
crooked?

Mr RUSHTON: The Government is involved in
something corrupt. Those people are entitled to go
on with their developments. They are successful
moneymakers in this State. In being involved in
raising money for its political purpose, the
Government is involved in a doubtful practice.

It has been said in these articles that it is hard
to find out what the Curtin Foundation is to do,
but my understanding is that this money will be
involved in having people stationed throughout the
country. It will be involved in direct election pur-
poses of the Labor Party, or of this Government.
Here it is involving people. It is a disgrace, be-
cause these people should not have this slur upon
them.

Mr Gordon Hill: Are they setting up another
foundation?

Mr RUJSHTON: I would not know about that. I
am dead againt a Government-

Mr Gordon Hill: Are you dead againt. people
donating to a political party?

Mr RUSHTON: If there is a disclosure of in-
volvement between the Government and not only
these people listed in these articles but others

involved with the Curtin Foundation then one can
make a deliberation about whether that is fair and
aboveboard. As far as I am concerned there is no
declaration as to their involvement with the
Government on guarantees and contracts. There is
the implication that pressure is put upon these
people to be involved.

This Government stands condemned for the ac-
tion it has taken in involving these honourable
people in this matter. I am aware that they are
successful people and it is a disgrace for the
Government to involve them in an issue such as
this.

Just as I encountered the situation where an
unknown person in a group of people stated, "if
you don't kick the can you will not get the con-
tract," I suggest that that attitude taken to the nth
degree-

Several members interjected.

Mr RUSHTON: I asked for the contracts,
guarantees, and other evidence of that involve-
ment, but the Government has denied me access to
that material. It is totally unacceptable to the
citizens of this country that the Government
should act in that way. It is not setting an
example; indeed, it is doing the opposite.

That is why the Morgan Gallup poll taken re-
cently indicated that votes are moving away from
the Government. It is clear that people are
reflecting on these sorts of issues. The opinions of
the journalists involved imply that something is
not good enough. Every fair-minded member of
this House would have the same opinion. It is up
to the Government to reconsider its decision and
give me the answer for which I asked. Given
another chance, I shall be asking for that infor-
mation in the next session of Parliament. I shall
give the Government the opportunity to come
clean in respect of this matter. The public, by
means of the journalists in the gallery, will be able
to witness whether this Government is prepared to
come clean.

At this stage the Government needs to answer
the questions I have raised in order that it put
itself at arm's length from the inferences which
have been drawn by people outside the House to
the effect that things are not what they should be.
No pressure should be exerted on anyone, either
big or small, as a result of the Government's in-
volvement in the money business.

This Government is getting very involved in
making "payments" to people by means of provid-
ing employment. That can be seen in some strange
places. I will not develop that theme tonight, but
all sorts of decisions are being made and reports
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are being written and one finds later that those
involved are in the employ of the Government.

I shall touch briefly on two other matters which
relate to transport. I was very pleased to receive a
letter from the Minister for Transport, dated 25
March, and addressed to "The Editor, The West-
ern Mail, St. George's Terrace, Perth." It sought
to rebut the claim which had been made that the
Fremantle-Perth railway was costing $5 million a
year. The Minister stated that that railway cost
only $1.6 million in the First year after it was re-
opened and $0.8 million in the second year.

I refute that statement and refer the Minister to
an answer he gave to a question I asked on
Wednesday, 24 October 1984. It is question 1297
at page 2923 of Hansard. The answer takes a
simplistic approach to the cost of operating pass-
enger trains and buses. The answer shows that the
annual cost of operating the Fremantle-Perth
trains as opposed to buses is approximately $2.8
million, and to be added to that is the cost
associated with the capital involved. The reports
show a cost is involved in retaining the broken-
down vehicles on that line long after the date on
which they should have been replaced. The cost of
maintenance has been greater than it should have
been and I 'suggest that, were one able to get to the
grass-roots of the issue-as an Opposition member
one does not have that opportunity-the figure of
$5 million as the extra cost of operating the
Fremantle-Perth railway line would be rather ac-
curate.

In the longer term, if the old trains are not
replaced by lighter rail vehicles in the near future,
those costs will escalate and the Government will
be condemned for not acting promptly to bring
onto this service a rapid transit vehicle in one form
or another. Had the previous Government
remained in power, such a service would have been
introduced already. Obviously the reason that this
has not been able to pr-oceed is attributable to
union pressures.

One can compare the figure of $5 million a year
which is lost on the Fremantle-Perth railway ser-
vice with the great claim that we shall earn $8
million a year from the casino. One can then see
the artificiality of the Government's actions in this
area.

I shall touch on one or two points relating to
transport rates and a comment made by the mem-
ber for Central Province (Mr Charlton). In the
Avon Express of 20 March he indicated that he
would light for a better deal. He referred to the
cost of transporting asbestos sheets to Rencubbin
and stated that those costs were extreme. On ap-
proaching the company which carried the ma-

terial, he indicated that a rebate was received.
Under normal circumstances a person is entitled
to receive that rebate. However, he has not
indicated that an alternative form of transport to
that town is available, something we set out to
provide when we were in Government. We wanted
to give people alternative options and they have
been provided in this case.

The member for Central Province suggested
also a radical review of country transport costs be
undertaken with a view to perhaps allowing Total
West to handle the work or calling for tenders in
difficult areas. That was all part of our policy and,
indeed, right from the beginning of its operation,
if people found a service was not good or cheap
enough, they could ask the Transport Commission
to consider providing a franchise service.

In reply to the last question I asked about fran-
chise services, I was told that, under the new
deregulation policy, no new franchise service had
been asked for and created, the reason being that
people were obtaining a service and they liked the
freedom they had. They did not want the restric-
tions of a franchise service, although such a ser-
vice is available if one desires to use it.

If the member to whom I have just referred
studied the monitoring report of the Transport
Commission, he might learn something about the
cost savings involved. The Minister has been
gracious enough to list the benefits and to circu-
late in documents and statements from time to
time the benefits which have occurred in that re-
gard. It is up to the member for Central Province
to update his knowledge and become aware of the
facts and benefits in relation to deregulated
transport.

I appreciate that the hour is late. I hope that
members can recognise the existence of a conflict
of interest between the attitude of the Government
and the gains it seeks to obtain from certain ac-
tions it takes, and it will be judged on those ac-
tions. Indeed, that is already occurring.

It is the responsibility of Government to set an
example and only by doing so can it expect the
standards of our community to be maintained.
That is vital to our community and surely our
young people need to be able to respect the
Government and to know that the ethics of their
elected representatives are beyond reproach. In
this case they cannot have that confidence, be-
cause of the three examples I have given.

The Government has presented these people
with the Chinese restaurant affair, the i. i.
O'Connor case and this Curtain Foundation ar-
rangement. These matters cause great disquiet to
them. I therefore have the great expectation that
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the Opposition today will be the Government after
the election is held.

MR WATT (Albany) [4.11 a.rn): This is the
second time in the last couple of weeks that 1 have
been required to make my speech at well after
midnight.

The first matter I wish to address relates to
information I obtained by way of a question I
asked of the Minister for Education today on the
subject of subsidies paid in the tertiary education
sector to residential colleges. This is a Common-
wealth subsidy, and while it is not directly a re-sponsibility of the State, I hope the Minister for
Education will take up the matter with the Com-
monwealth, because it is not one that is as equi-
table as it ought to be.

My principal concern is that country students
who study in the metropolitan area at the various
tertiary education institutions are disadvantaged
by the revised method of payment of assistance for
accommodation. In the past the Commonwealth
has paid subsidies to the various residential col-
leges, and the Minister advised me today that in
1984 a total of $352 600 was paid to the various
residential colleges. If members would like a
breakdown of the figure they can refer to Hansard
if they wish.

The method of payment has been changed so
that the subsidies will now be paid to the various
tertiary institutions themselves; that is, the
universities, WAIT and the colleges of advanced
education. Those funds are to be distributed by the
institutions to individual students on a needs basis.

The amount of money to be allocated this year
is 5347 000. If we take into account an inflation
rate of approximately 5 per cent, that figure rep-
resents a reduction in real terms of around
$17 000.

Country students are particularly
disadvantaged in two ways. Firstly, they comprise
a large proportion of boarders attending these in-
stitutions, because they must board; they have no
choice. There are virtually no tertiary institutions
in the country. One or two, such as Muresk, are
attached to WAIT, but essentially the majority of
country students who require a tertiary education
must come to Perth to obtain it.

Secondly, because the subsidies are means
tested, many people near the income limit are
disadvantaged. I had a lady come to see me just
recently complaining that her family was not eli-
gible for the tertiary education assistance scheme
allowance. Her husband is a public servant. They
have three children, one of whom is attending first
year of teacher training at a college in Perth.
Their total income, including family allowance, is

just over $25 600. They listed for me all their fixed
annual commitments, and when the $60-a-week
board for their daughter living in Perth is taken
into account, their commitment totals almost
$19 000 a year. This leaves them $131 a week for
all their food, clothing, medical and dental, vehicle
maintenance and holiday expenses-if they have a
holiday. I am sure we are all aware that that is not
enough money for a family to live on, yet this
family is ineligible for the TEAS allowance. The
alternatives are for the mother to go out and find a
job to supplement her husband's income, or to try
to scrape through the best they can.

Because their income is just enough for them to
miss out on the TEAS subsidy, they would be
further disadvantaged if their daughter attended
one of the colleges, because the particular pay-
ment is proportionately higher because the Com-
monwealth funds are no longer paid to the col-
leges.

If the new arrangement for the subsidies is ap-
plied on the same criteria, those people now receiv-
ing TEAS funds will get more because they are
subject to the same means test, and those middle
income families will be further disadvantaged.

I see this as part of the socialists' determination,
their stated intention, to redistribute wealth. It
reflects the attitude that the Labor Party seems to
dislike success and prosperity.

I welcome the fact that some students forced
out of colleges because of increased costs just may
be eligible for some assistance. If the subsidies are
paid to the colleges, there is a strong possibility
that fewer students of modest means will be able
to stay at those colleges because their fees will
increase.

The Minister said in his answer to my question
that guidelines for 1985 were to be revised in
1986. 1 suggest that the review should consider,
firstly, that students receiving a TEAS allowance
should not be eligible for a second subsidy. If they
get one, that is enough.

Secondly, I suggest that preference be given to
country students or to metropolitan students who
have a genuine need to live away from home, and
there are some of themn in that situation.

Thirdly, I suggest that a revised means test be
used to take in those who miss out on TEAS, and
essentially what I am looking for is another
bracket of income above which the means test for
TEAS cuts out to take in the group who currently
just miss out.

Fourthly, I suggest that a balance be worked
out to provide a proportion of the funds to col-
leges, and a proportion for other needy students in
private accommodation to be distributed by the
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tertiary institutions. I think that could be worked
out.

Finally, I suggest that the Commonwealth
should be pressed to restore Western Australia's
allocation at least to the 1984 level in real terms.

I will now canvass another subject, although I
was hoping that the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services would be in the Chamber,
because it affects his portfolio. I am concerned by
some recent complaints I have received relating to
third party insurance for motor vehicles. I am not
talking about the compulsory third party in-
surance a person pays when he licenses his vehicle,
which is issued through the Motor Vehicle In-
surance Trust and which covers death and bodily
injury.

When a person insures his motor vehicle
comprehensively it includes a section which covers
third party damage to other property, and that
includes other vehicles; but it is not restricted just
to other vehicles. A person can purchase a form of
cover which includes third party only; in other
words it does not cover damage to the person's
own vehicle.

[ inquired with the State Government Insurance
Office to obtain an idea of the cost of that third
party cover only. I was told that for a passenger
sedan or a station sedan, the annual cost is $45.65;
for a panel van it is $57.07; for trucks it goes up in
three stages to $91.30 for a truck over 10 tonnes;
and for motor cycles it is $31.96. The problem
arises when a car owner opts not to insure.

Let us create a hypothetical situation where a
person is involved in an accident and is at fault.
Let us say someone hits a stationary car and in
that event he is completely at fault and clearly in
the wrong. The owner of the damaged car can
claim on the driver of the offending vehicle if he is
insured. tf he is not insured he can claim on his
own insurance company, but he may wish to avoid
that course of action so as to protect his no claim
bonus.

Mr Bertram: He can claim on the other bloke
even if he is not insured, can't he?

Mr WATT: That is the next option Iwas about
to give members. He can claim on the other fello
even when he is not insured.

Mr Bertram: But it is not very fruitful.

Mr WATT: That is correct, and that has been
the experience of people who have complained to
me. Many drivers under the age of 25 years are
forced to carry, in most cases, a $250 excess and
they have no redress at all except where both cars
are insured and the other driver is at fault. It
seems to be rather unfair on those people, many of

whom are students or young people with commit-
ments-perhaps they are married-and who live
from week to week and have very little spare cash
with which to repair a motor vehicle and upon
whom a claim would hit particularly hard.

Mr Bertram: Have you found the solution to
that problem yet?

Mr WATT: That is the very point I am
canvassing right now. I understand that both in
Britain and in the USA it is compulsory to insure
for third party property damage.

I simply suggest that I would like to see the
Government use its resources to explore, firstly,
the extent of the problem and, secondly, the feasi-
bility of introducing a scheme so that compulsory
third party property damage insurance cover is
compulsory with owning a motor vehicle. The
awful truth is that people are trading on the fact
that they have nothing, as the member for
Balcatta has said, and therefore most people who
are involved in accidents with these people are left
wanting.

Mr Bertram: How accurate is your belief about
the fact that there is an insurance requirement in
the UK and the USA?

Mr WATT: I base my comments on infor-
mation given to me, although I have not checked it
out. I was told that situation applies in both the
UK and the USA. Obviously, if we were to do
some research into this question I would suggest
those countries are the places in which to begin. I
conclude on this subject by asking the question:
Should people be allowed to use the roads, putting
others at risk with no intention of accepting any
responsibilitj' towards other road users?

I want to bring in another subject which relates
to what used to be the Albany Technical College
of TAFE. As far back as February last year I
asked questions in this House about the various
country post-secondary educational colleges, the
means by which they were administered and, more
precisely, the Act under which each was
administered.

I have been a proponent for quite a long time of
increased autonomy for the various colleges and I
am pleased that the Government has established a
measure of autonomy for at least some of those
colleges. Some colleges, of course, had autonomy
previously.

I was disappointed, however, when I wrote to
the Minister for Education. Incidentally, I
mentioned my question of last March to show that
this matter is one in which I am interested and
which I have been pursuing for some time. I wrote
to the Minister for Education on 5 November
1984 recommending much greater autonomy for
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country technical colleges and suggesting a num-
ber of course areas in which autonomy was
needed. This would provide a greater degree of
flexibility in courses where local college boards
could respond to local needs and introduce courses
on either a particular course basis, diploma course,
or whatever the local need dictated. I am pleased
the Minister has now made a decision on this
matter. I was rather disappointed when the Minis-
ter came out publicly in the local newspapers and
suggested that this was one of his intentions, and
obviously I had picked it up somewhere and
jumped in quickly and wrote a letter to try to gain
some kudos or publicity out of it. That was clearly
untrue and I was very annoyed with the Minister's
attitude in suggesting that.

Further, the Minister proceeded to implement
this autonomy by appointing the five community
members to the new council which was to adminis-
ter the local college. I was pleased at his selection
of a chairman, Mr Arthur Richards, a former
principal of the Albany Senior High School, a
former secondary school superintendent in the re-
gion, and now retired. He is a man whom I respect
and who has great administrative ability. I am
sure that he will do an excellent job.

I have no real quarrel with the three other ap-
pointees. I will not discuss them now. I wrote to
the Minister telling him that I was particularly
critical of one appointment. My grapevine has told
me that this appointee was in fact responsible for
suggesting the names of the five people who would
be represented on the council. I refer to the ap-
pointment of Mrs Jo Lynch who, as most members
will know, is the endorsed ALP candidate for
Albany. She is the Principal of the Albany Senior
High School and I gave my reasons for criticism of
her appointment to the Minister for Education.
Firstly, I said that her experience as a deputy
principal of the high school-she has really had no
experience as a principal yet-gives her limited
knowledge in that area and, in any case, all she
can do is to duplicate the expertise that the chair-
man, Mr Richards, already possesses. She has
been newly appointed to the position of Principal
of the Albany Senior High School and surely her
time must be fully occupied in doing that job
properly without assuming other responsibilities.

Mr Gordon Hill: She is a very competent
woman.

Mr WATT: I am not making any criticism of
her competence as, if the member were being fair,
he would acknowledge. Secondly, as the Principal
of the Albany Senior High School and as a mem-
ber of the college, it is likely that on occasions she
will experience some conflict of interest. There is

an old saying that no person can serve two mas-
ters, putting it into noni-sexist language.

Mr Bryce: It is the word "masters" that trips
you up. You have to be a bit careful about that
one.

Mr WATT: I am not sure how to overcome that
problem. I believe it would be better if she were
available to liaise on behalf of the high school with
the college rather than to be a part of the college.
My main point to the Minister was that her ap-
pointment is a bad one because in duplicating the
experience that Mr Richards brings to the council,
there is a denial of representation with experience
from the community in trade or commerce, per-
haps nominated by the chamber of commerce, per-
haps someone Involved in the employment of ap-
prentices and their training, especially those who
use the college, representative members of the
various hospitality trades and tourism industry, or
someone from the very important area of the agri-
cultural or rural industries.

I was very disappointed that a former member
of the college advisory committee, Mr John
Do neon, a local farmer, was not invited to join the
council because he made an outstanding contri-
bution to that committee. My fourth point was
that her appointment is, and will be seen by most
people as, a most blatant political appointment
because of her ALP endorsement for the seat of
Albany.

Mr Bryce: Do you know how many former Lib-
eral candidates throughout the State were
appointed by previous Liberal Governments to key
agencies? Did you forget the list?

Mr WATT: No, but I think the Deputy Premier
must take the points I am making in context. That
was one of four points and if he puts them together
as a package, in particular with the third point
relating to the trade, industry, and commerce
areas being excluded-

Mr Bryce: We have done a little more work on
that list and it is time we produced the second
version.

Mr WATT: The Deputy Premier can produce
whatever he likes. The fact remains that it is
London to a brick on that she will obviously use
her membership of the college board as publicity
at election time to enhance her candidature. We
can be sure of that.

Mr Bryce: You are suggesting that people
seeking political office should go into limbo.

Mr WATT: No I am not. I am suggesting that
that sort of person should not have been appointed
to the college council for the reasons I have
explained.
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The Minister wrote back a strange letter which
said in part-

In appointing the members of the Council,
every consideration has been given to provid-
ing a core of people who are sensitive to the
needs of the Albany community for edu-
cational and training opportunities. 1 have
received a number of complimentary letters
concerning the choice of initial members of
this Council.

That letter seems to assume I was writing him a
complimentary letter. I was not aware until a few
days later that the chamber of commerce had also
written a letter expressing similar sentiments to
mine. It was good to know that other responsible
people in the community shared the same view.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-
der! There is a fair bit of chatter on the backbench
and laughter which is no better than chatter. If
members wish to chatter or laugh they should
leave the Chamber. There are plenty of halls,
seats, and tables.

Mr WATT: The last point I want to discuss
relates to the use of question time in this place. I
want to Comment On what I see as the refusal of
the Government to answer questions adequately.
The Government will obviously protest that it
answers them adequately.

The first example I would like to give to demon-
strate my point arose early in the life of this
Government when it was busy appointing minis-
terial advisers. Many questions were asked on that
subject and the Government was quite evasivt, to
put it very mildly, with the information it was
prepared to give in answer to those questions.
There have been a number of questions on that
topic since. Recently J asked a question of the
Premier concerning the functions of the Govern-
ment media service. Part (2) of the question asked
how many people were employed in the service
and the answer referred me to the answer to ques-
tion 2502. That question had been asked the pre-
vious day by the Leader of the Opposition, and
obviously I would not have known it was being
asked. It related to the same department but it
was of a different nature. Part of the question
coincided with mine. The only part of the question
which was similar asked how many people were
employed in the service. I went on to ask whether
the service was available to any of the following-

(a) public servants;

(b) Ministers;

(c) Ministerial advisers;

(d) Government Members of Parliament;

(e) Opposition Members of Parliament, or

(f) the public?
The answer to that said that it was answered by
part (1), which it was not. On 13 March I asked
follow-up question 2636. I asked similar questions
particularly those parts which had not been
answered in the previous week. The question was
in five parts. The answer to parts (2) to (5) re-
ferred me to the answer to question 2502 of 6
March which was the Leader of the Opposition's
question. That had nothing to do with my ques-
tion. The answer also referred me to question 2538
of?7 March which was my previous question which
had been inadequately answered, hence my follow-
up question.

This is how the Government has been treating
Opposition members' questions: it simply refers all
the time to question number so-and-so. When one
looks up that question one finds the answer has no
relevance. Nine times out of 10 the subsequent
questions are being asked because an inadequate
answer was given in the first place.

I appeal to the Government to be fair in dealing
with Opposition members' questions and to have
its officers examine the questions more carefully
to ensure that the questions to which they refer
members answer the points they are raising. Ques-
tion time in the Parliament is about the only
means Opposition members have of getting any
sort of accurate information.

Obviously I hope Ministers would not
deliberately mislead the House. I can only con-
clude that by being deliberately evasive in some
answers they dodge having to reveal information
to Opposition members. I hope they will take this
as a genuine request for a better deal for Oppo-
sition members because it is our only link with the
Government and it is one we feel is not being
adequately addressed.

MR WILLIAMS (Clontarf) [4.37 a.m.]: At this
time of the morning I will endeavour to be brief.
In 1986 and 1987 we will be holding the
America's Cup in this State. Apart from needing
competitors to make that a success we will want
the co-operation of all yacht clubs, members, and
their craft. I am concerned at the moment as are
some of the yacht clubs aon the river that they seem
to be singled out for revenue raising of an excess-
ive amount. If they are to contribute as they
should in 1986 or 1987, the Government or
Government department should reassess what is
happening.

I want to point out the plight of the South Perth
Yacht Club. It must be remembered that this
yacht club was transferred in its entirety when the
freeway was built. The only thing the Government
of the day did to assist the club was to reclaim
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some land which it gave to the club on a freehold
basis. That has been an ideal situation as far as
the club is concerned. All improvements from that
day 10 this have been carried out at the expense of
the yacht club and its members-the club house,
the jetties, pens, and moorings, etc. Because of the
enthusiasm and situation of the club and the popu-
larity of the sport, the club membership has
swelled beyond its capacity.

In 1976 a water lease agreement was entered
into with the then Government and the Minister
responsible for administering the Marine Act
1948. It was agreed that an annual rental of $150
would allow the yacht club to extend its water
area further towards Canning Bridge.

That is necessary because of the number of
boats using the club. The yacht club put down the
necessary moorings and the members, of course,
paid for those moorings.

Now the Minister for Transport has decided
that, as from I July this year, a new contract will
be entered into. The rental at the moment is $150
per annum. The Minister is prepared to enter into
a contract for two years with an option of renewal
for a further 21 years subject to the club
complying with the terms and conditions. The
Valuer General's Office was approached to give a
fair valuation of the property. We received a shock
at that valuation because the rent rose from $150
a year to $4 200 a year. However, the Minister
has, in his wisdom, said he will allow the club to
pay 10 per cent of that valuation or $500 which-
ever is the greater for the next three years and
then there will be a further reassessment. In other
words, the club has been let off the hook to some
degree, but it will now have to pay a rental of
$4 200 a year. I do not think that relates to any
CPI increase.

What will happen? In three years' time that
rental will be increased again. The unfortunate
part about it is that the yacht club, through a
deputation to the Minister's department, asked
how the Valuer General's Office had arrived at
that valuation. The yacht club has not been given
an answer. All the Valuer General's Office will
say is that if the yacht club does not agree with the
valuation, it should tell the Valuer General what it
would value the land at. One cannot arrive at a
value for a waterbed unless one has some system
of valuing. The Valuer General's Office will not
disclose the system it uses so how can the yacht
club put up an argument?

However, the rent has risen From 3150 a yea[ to
$4 200 a year and in three years' time it will
increase even further.

Mr Grill: You are not telling the whole story
because there is a maximum escalation amount.

Mr WILLIAMS: In three years?
Mr Grill: No, in 10 or 20 years.

Mr WILLIAMS: For the first three years the
rent will remain at $4 200 and then a figure will
be agreed upon.

Mr Grill: I think you are wrong.

Mr WILLIAMS: The yacht club is wrong! The
commodore has received the wrong impression
from your department as have, it would appear,
some of the other yacht clubs on the river because
they are all saying that the rental will be for a
three-year period.

Mr Grill: The maximum escalation rate has
been agreed. I think it is two per cent.

Mr WILLIAMS: Let me read the letter from
the commodore. It states-

Requests to the Department of Marine and
Harbours for details of the method used to
calculate the rental have met with a negative
response. We are, however, advised that the
formula used by the Valuer General's office
was related in the main to the income earning
capacity of the jetty and pen structures how-
ever, this is too inconcise for our purposes, for
if we knew the basis of the formula, it could
possibly be beneficial to us to consider
relinquishing part of our existing water lease.

It is generally felt that our club, and indeed
all the other river clubs, are about to be
unfairly taxed on improvements which have
been paid for by the members at no expense
to the government.

The proposed increase from $150-$4 200
p.a. is hardly in keeping with the prices and
incomes accord and furthermore we feel the
yachting/power yachting Fraternity generally
is the target for a revenue raising exercise.

There is no suggestion there of what the Minister
has said.

Mr Grill: The facts are that the commodore has
only given you part of the story.

Mr WILLIAMS: The letter continues-
Rental will be reviewed on a three yearly

basis. However, any increase in the percent-
age of the Valuer General's valuation will be
limited to a maximum of 2% at each three
yearly valuation.

That also means that the valuation can double at
the end of three years.

Mr Grill: No, it limits the increase in valuation
to two per cent.

Mr WILLIAMS: It says, "Rental will be
reviewed on a three-yearly basis. However, any
increase in the percentage of the Valuer General's
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valuation will be limited to a maximum of two per
cent". The valuation can be increased every three
years.

Mr Grill: Only by two per cent.

Mr WILLIAMS: Yes, but the fact is that the
rent has risen from $150 to $4 200.

Mr Grill: You have misconstrued the whole
situation.

Mr WILLIAMS: We have not.

Mr Grill: What you are comparing at $150 is a
jetty licence. What you are now getting is an ex-
clusive seabed licence of that area for one-tenth of
what the Valuer General has assessed its commer-
cial rent at. If you compare that with what you
would have to pay anywhere in the Eastern States,
for example, or for what you might have to pay for
any commercial marina, it is a pittance.

Mr WILLIAMS: How did the Minister arrive
at this valuation?

Mr Grill: It is a complicated formula. The
member should ask the Valuer General.

Mr WILLIAMS: The Valuer General has done
that to most of the clubs on the river.

Mr Grill: But you are getting it at a tenth of the
value.

Mr WILLIAMS: But they had it for $150. All
the Minister is doing is raising revenue.

Mr Grill: We are giving an exclusive seabed
operation to the club.

Mr WILLIAMS: The club has already had it.
The Minister is not giving it something new. He is
changing his formula and increasing the rentals.
That is a heavy impost on the club and will reflect
back on the members and their boats. Somehow I
get the feeling that this Government thinks that
yacht clubs are millionaires' playgrounds.' Many
working-class people own boats and sacrifice other
things to own boats and to enjoy the river. For
every boat owner there are four or rive fellows who
sail with them. There are a great number of people
involved in this sport.

I now move on to Rottnest Island and the moor-
ings there. I want to know what is going on with
the Rottnest Island Board. To have a mooring at
Rottniest in 1982 had to be agreed to by the
Rottniest Island Board. It was put down by the
boat owner and cost about $1 000 in those days to
put that mooring down. The boat owner had to
maintain it by paying the board $10 a year plus $5
landing fee. I have been told the Rottnest Island
Board had no legal right to charge those fees. On
9 December 1983, we passed legislation giving it
the power to charge mooring fees.

In 1982 the mooring fee was $10 a boat and in
1983 the board sent out accounts for $10 a metre.
In other words, where a person was paying $10 for
a 30-foot boat in 1982 he was paying $30 for his
boat in 1983. Therefore, the cost of the mooring
went up 300 per cent in one year. This is a
Government which was going to keep prices down.
The cost of the mooring also included a $1I regis-
tration fee and a $10 landing fee, the latter being
increased by 100 percent.

What happened this year, of course, is that boat
owners received accounts for $16 a metre. There-
fore , the price of the mooring was drastically
increased from 1982 to this year.

Mr Grill: What would you pay for a commercial
mooring-you are a private enterprise man?

Mr WILLIAMS: I do not know.

Mr Grill: This would be far less.

Mr WILLIAMS: For a start, the Minister is
talking about a commercial mooring and I do not
know anything about that. However, if he is
talking about a yacht moored at the South Perth
Yacht Club, the cost is $ 180 per pen and the boat
owner has everything laid on for that price. At
Rottnest the cost of the mooring is $10 per metre
and the boat owner has to provide his own moor-
ing and he must maintain it. If he has the wrong
fellow maintaining it he is in trouble because the
buoy will float away.

Several members interjected.
Mr WILLIAMS: I am referring to what hap-

pens today and to the rip-off that is occurring to
the poor old boat owner.

Prior to 1983 apparently the harbour and lights
division officially advised many boat owners not to
pay their mooring account at Rottnest because the
board had no legal right to charge for moorings.
In 1983 those people who had not paid for moor-
ings at Rottnest up until that time sent in their
cheques. I understand that 12 months later those
people were told that they did not have a mooring
at Rottnest and that they had to get out. I believe
also that their cheques were returned to them. It is
not fair. I ask the Minister, the Premier, if he is
chairman of the board, or a Government represen-
tative on the board to investigate these matters
because it is creating a bad taste for many of the
boat owners-it is not right and it is not fair.

Mr Evans: What reason was given when they
were asked to leave?

Mr WILLIAMS: The reason was they had not
paid their mooring fee prior to 1983, but it has
taken the board till now to send back their cheques
which were, in some cases, 12 months old. It was a
decision of the mooring committee.
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While on the subject of moorings, it has been
recommended by the inquiry that all moorings
should be now placed in the hands of the board of
control. 1 would like to see the Government try to
Lake away the moorings from the boat owners who
have maintained their moorings for 30 or 40 years!
They have done everything right and have
provided a great service to the island. However,
the report is rather critical of them because in
most instances if a fellow sees a superior mooring
he will hook on to it.

All of a sudden the Island Board will take con-
trol of the moorings. It will cost a lot of money if
boat owners are to be compensated for the loss of
their moorings. However, on reading the report, it
is obvious that the Government will not compen-
sate those people concerned. I suggest to the
Government that they do not take away the moor-
ings from the people concerned because it will just
not be on. The report states that all moorings
should be removed apart from those at Thompson
Bay which can be added to. If a natural jetty is
available more moorings can be supplied. How-
ever, the rhompson Bay area is overrun with
moorings.

The poor old boat owner is getting a kick in the
teeth because he does not do enough for Rottniest,
according to this report. The moorings are bring-
ing in on average $140000 overall and the
boat owners are still considered to be of not much
value to Rottriest Island! I would like to see how
the storekeepers in Rottnest would react if boat
owners decided to blackball Rottnest for a while.
Their turnover would decrease dramatically be-
cause the boat owners do support Rottnest.

While on the subject of Rottnest it is interesting
to note that a tender is before the board from the
Superannuation Board for a $20 million hote
complex. If I were working in the Public Service I
would be very concerned that the Superannuation
Board was considering investing $20 million in a
hotel at Rottnest. I would also be concerned at the
proposed siting of the hotel which is near the old
Barracks. Furthermore, I would be concerned
about the viability of the hotel because I do not
think it has a hope in hell of making a profit.

It has been stated that the hotel's tariff will be
reasonable and will be between $40 and $60 a
night. A hotel cannot make a profit from that sort
of tariff. In addition, the Superannuation Board
will be responsible for establishing a marina and
for the provision of staff quarters which will cost
$500 000. Also, the Superannuation Board will be
responsible for the sand dunes and will spend up to
$100000 per annum reafforesting the whole of
Rotinest Island, not just the area around the hotel.

I cannot see that there will be a return for the
capital investment and I suggest to the people in
the Public Service that they take the time to look
at the proposal of the Superannuation Board be-
cause it will not be a viable proposition.

Why in heaven's name does the Rottnest Island
Board want to take over the bike hire business?
The current operator has been at Rottniest for a
number of years and he will now lose the lease
because the board is not prepared to renew it. He
has said that he wanted his son to tender for the
business.

Currently the leaseholder is paying $200 000
per annumn for the lease of the bike hire business,
yet the board says that that business is undergoing
certain problems. The problems the business are
experiencing are infinitesimal. However, the cur-
rent lessee has to get out and I believe that a
valuation of the business has been carried out over
the last few weeks. As a result, the current lessee
will lose a lot of money. He has valued each bike
at $90 and the valuation which has been carried
out has shown that the bikes are valued at $60.
Members can imagine how much money he will
lose.

For the life of me, I cannot see how the board
can make up that $200 000. In no way can it do
that because it would have to allocate money for
employment expenses, it would have to buy bikes
and it would have to take all the risks. At the
moment there is just a neat return of $200 000. It
is another example of a semi-Government body
trying to interfere in a private enterprise situation.
My advice to the Government is to keep right out
of it because it does not know how to run a
Government, let alone a business.

I am also worried that so many people are leav-
ing Rottniest Island. What has gone wrong? The
bike shop owner is leaving, as is the baker who has
been there for 19 years. The storekeeper and the
chemist are also leaving.

Mr Court: Do you think this new shop lease
situation will help them?

Mr WILLIAMS: It will not help them in the
slightest. I put it to the Government that it is time
that an investigation was undertaken. I make no
rcflcction on the new manager of Rottncst Island.
I think he is an excellent fellow and will certainly
do the right thing. However, these things are
happening and many people want answers as to
the reasons for them. At the moment, no answers
have been forthcoming. Thus it is Over to this
Government and to this Parliament to answer
those questions. It is too much of a coincidence
that so many people who have been in business on
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Rottoest for a number of years are moving away
from the island.

I wanted to talk about other Matters, but the
time is late. The hotel is not a going proposition.
The Government should leave Rotinest as it is. I
would like to know why people are moving from
Rottniest, but above all-

Mr Thompson: What about the bikes?
Mr WILLIAMS: They tell me that the

Japanese have already arranged to bring in a
special type of bike to make it easier for them.
However, that will cost money. It is ridiculous for
semi-Government organisations to get into private
enterprise set-ups because they cannot make
money in the same way as private enterprise.

Mr Evans: What about the quokkas?

Mr WILLIAMS: That is another question we
can well ask. The environmentalists say that we
should find a way to poison the quokkas. What we
aught to do at Rottnest is get rid of the dugites.
There are snakes galore over there. If the Govern-
ment were fair dinkum it would get rid of the
snakes. We should leave the quokkas alone. The
environmentalists want to stop the people from
feeding the seagulls. What sort of report is this?

However, I assure members that many new ques-
tions about Rottnest need to be answered.

Mr Clarko: They have never been properly
answered.

Mr WILLIAMS: What about the question of
bringing down the price of fuel. The Minister for
Transport should have another look at the valu-
ations and the imposts he wants to put on the
yacht clubs. He should be a little fair about it. At
the same time, the Rottnest Island Board ought to
do something about moorings. Those moorings
have not cost it a cracker, yet it is forever putting
up the annual rentals. It is just another way of
raising revenue unfairly and I am opposed to it.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

OFFENDERS PROBATION AND PAROLE
AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Council; and, on motion

by Mr Grill (Minister for Transport), read a first
time.

House adjourned at 5.07 a.m. (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TOURISM COMMISSION

Chairman: Appointment

2889. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

(1) When the Western Australian Tourism
Commission was appointing its
inaugural chairman, was the position
advertised nationally and
internationally?

(2) How many applicants were there for this
position?

(3) How many of these applicants were
interviewed?

(4) Was Mr Hitchens interviewed before be-
ing appointed to the position?

(5) What was the term of Mr Hitchen's ap-
poin tment?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Nationally.

(2) 24.

(3) One.
(4) Y es.

(5) Five years.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Chairman: Appointment

2890. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Was Mr Warren Pateman an applicant

for the position of Chairman of the
Western Australian Tourism Com-
mission when the position was first
advertised?7

(2) Was Mr Pateman interviewed for this
position?

(3) If "No"to (2), why not?
(4) What position with the commission was

Mr Pateman subsequently appointed to?
(5) When was he appointed and what is his

salary'?

(6) Was the position Mr Pateman now
occupies advertised and if so, how many
applicants wiere there?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Due to the standard practice of
maintaining the confidentiality of appli-

cations for the position, I am unable to
respond to the member's question.

(2) and (3) Not applicable.
(4) General Manager, America's Cup Unit.

(5) 1 February, 1985: $50 000 per annum.

(6) Yes: 31.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Mfanaging Director: Appointment

2891. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister far Tourism:
(I) On what date was Mr Brett Goodridge

appointed Managing Director of the
Western Australian Tourism Com-
mission?

(2) Was the position advertised?

(3) If not, why not?
(4) Did the commission or any of its agents

or officers seek a legal opinion as to the
legality of an appointment to the position
of Managing Director under the terms of
the Tourism Commission Act?

(5) If "Yes" to (4), where was this opinion
sought and what advice was received?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) I January, 1985.
(2) No.
(3) It was not considered necessary to adver-

tise the position.
(4) Yes.
(5) An opinion was sought from the legal

firm, Parker and Parker. The advice
received confirmed the legality of the ap-
pointment.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Price Waterhouse Report: Cost

2892. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) What was the final cost of the Price

Waterhouse Report into the Western
Australian Tourism Commission?

(2) What was the original estimate of cast
for the report by Price Waterhouse?

(3) Did the commission call tenders for this
work?

(4) If not, why not?
(5) Is it a fact that another accounting firm,

Coopers and Lybrand, offered to provide
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a report for the commission at a cost of
$80 000?

(6) Is the author of the report, Mr R. P.
Webb, still employed by Price
Waterhouse in Western Australia or has
he been transferred?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I) $100000.
(2) $100 000.
(3) No.
(4) It was considered more appropriate to

invite submissions.
(5) No.
(6) The member should approach Price

Waterhouse if he is interested in that
firm's personnel movements.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Administration Costs: Savings

2893. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Why has the Government been unable to

answer Opposition questions regarding
the saving of $600 000 per annum in
administration costs that the Western
Australian Tourism Commission
indicated would be saved when the com-
mission was established?

(2) When is the Government likely to be
able to detail whether these savings have
in fact been made?

(3) If the Government is unable to identify
that these savings have been made, will
the Minister indicate the areas where the
commission hoped to make these savings
when the claim was first made and detail
the reasons why savings have not been
possible in those areas as predicted?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (3) Refer to answer to question 2368
of Thursday, 28 February 1985.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Commissioners: Appointment

2894. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

Did Mr Brett Goodridge recommend the
appointment of all or any of the follow-
ing persons to the position of Com-
missioner of the Western Australian
Tourism Commission-

(a) Mr Stephen Hales;
(b) Mr Bill Gill;
(c) Mr Basil Atkinson;

()Mr Warren Tucker;
(c) Miss Cheri Gardiner?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

All members of the commission were
appointed on recommendation to the
Governor by the Minister for Tourism.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Payments: Basil Atkinson and Associates Pty. Ltd.

2895. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

Why was no mention made of
substantial payments to Basil Atkinson
and Associates Pty Ltd, in answer to
question 2745 of 1985, which requested
information regarding payments by the
Western Australian Toursim Com-
mission to commissioners?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Question 2745 referred to members of
the commission, not consultancy firms.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Commissioner: Mr Basil Atkinson

2896. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) When was Mr Basil Atkinson appointed

as a Commissioner of the Western
Australian Tourism Commission?

(2) When was his
Atkinson and
appointed as a
mission?

family company Basil
Associates Pty Ltd

consultant to the com-

(3) Is the figure of $2 500 per month for Mr
Atkinson's consultancy, as outlined in
the ministerial statement to the Legislat-
ive Council, a base figure?

(4) Has Mr Atkinson's company actually
been paid more than $2 500 in any
month?

(5) Will the Minister provide a month-by-
month record of payments made to Basil
Atkinson and Associates Pty Ltd since
the firm was appointed?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) I January 1984.
(2) January 1985.
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(3) Yes.
(4) Yes.

(5) An amount of $5 357.70 was paid to
Basil Atkinson & Associates Ply Ltd on
12 March, 1985, being the base fee for
the period January/ February and
February/March 1985, plus recoup of
travelling expenses $357.70.

LEGISLATION: SUBORDINATE
Government Policy

2907. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister
representing the Attorney General:

Is it the Government's policy to bypass
Parliament and bring down subordinate
legislation with provisions which have
the same power as Statutes and thus
substituting Acts of Parliament with
regulations or Orders in Council?

Mr GRI LL replied:

No. If the Honorable Member has any
particular subordinate legislation in
mind, the question can be further con-
sidered on his provision of detail.

LEGISLATION: SUBORDINATE
Powers

2908. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister
representing the Attorney General:

(1) Is there a precedent in the State legis-
lation where a Statute's regulatory or
other powers would empower and enable
the Government or the Governor to pub-
lish subordinate legislation with the
same power as duly proclaimed and
operational Statutes of Parliament?

(2) If there is, what is this (or are these)
precedent(s)?

Mr G R ILL repl ied:

(1) and (2) I assume the Member's question
is directed to identifying instances in
which law may be made by Executive
action, without the involvement of Par-
liament, and without Parliament having
the option to disallow the law so made.

The best example of this law-making
process at present is the making of town
planning schemes pursuant to the terms
of the Town Planning and Development
Act. When a local authority makes a
scheme, has it approved by the Minister
and published in the Gazette, then pur-

suant to section 7(3) of that Act, the
scheme has "Full force and effect as if it
were enacted by this Act".

Another quite different example is found
in clause 15 of the Second Schedule to
the Mining Act 1978, which permits
amendment to that Schedule by Order in
Council for the purpose of preventing
anomalies during the transition from the
provisions of the repealed Act, and for
providing supplementary provisions to
assist in that transition. Such amend-
ments are said to take effect "as though
they were enacted in this Act".
There are a number of other cases where
provision has been made for schedules to
Acts to be amended by Order in Council.
There is one such provision in section 21
of the Poisons Act. Amendments
effected by such orders are said to "have
the same force and effect . . . as if ..
enacted in this Act".

Apart from the exceptional case of the
making of town planning schemes, it can
be said that the provisions for extra-par-
liamentary law-making are confined to
the adjustment of technical details, or
providing for incidental matters. Such
devices are intended to save the time of
the Parliament by avoiding the frequent
technical amendments which would
otherwise be necessary.
It is important, of course, to note that all
such procedures for extra-parliamentary
legislation previously have been provided
for in Acts of Parliament. Such powers
can come into existence only by Act of
Parliament.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Commissioners: Contracts

2918. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(I) Do any of the current commissioners

serving on the Western Australian Tour-
ism Commission or companies, partner-
ships or trusts with whom they are
associated have contracts with the Tour-
ism Commission?

(2) If so, will the Minister list for me the full
details of those contracts including-
(a) for what services the conitracts have

been taken out;

(b) the remuneration payable under
those contracts; and
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(c) with whom the contract has in fact
been taken out?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) (a) Consultancy services in relation to
special tourism projects and activi-
ties being undertaken by the Com-
mission.

(b) $2 500 per month.
(c) Basil Atkinson & Associates Pty

Ltd.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Promotions: Expenditure

2920. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

To which agencies or companies have or
will the media advertising and pro-
duction costs totalling $300 000 be spent
by the Tourism Commission in 1984-85?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Production costs of $300 000 paid to
Ogilvy and Mather, who in turn utilize
various companies throughout Perth for
numerous services, e.g. printers, graphic
art firms, film production houses, etc..

TOURISM COMMISSION

Promotions: Radio Stations

2921. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

Will the Minister provide me with a
breakdown on which radio stations the
$100 000 intrastate expenditure will be
spent by the Tourism Commission in
1984-8 5?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The $100 000 intrastate radio advertis-
ing was a total contract with 6PR for the
"Holiday W.A." campaign from
January 1984 to November 1984.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Promotions: Television Stations

2922. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

Will the Minister provide me with a
breakdown on which television stations
the $241 000 intrastate expenditure will

be spent by the Tourism Commission in
1984-8 5?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The breakdown of the $241
state television advertising
lows-

STW-9
TVW-7
Golden West Network
GTW- I I Geraldton
yEW-S Kalgoorlie
Mining Television

Total

000 intra-
is as fol-

113 766
45 504
32 373
13654
14 312
21 391

$241 000

TOURISM COMMISSION
Promotions: Publications

2923. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

Will the Minister provide me with a
breakdown on which publications the
$170 000 intrastate expenditure will be
spent by the Tourism Commission in
1984-85?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The $170 000 intrastate expenditure is
for press advertising. This is allocated on
"Holiday W.A." Awareness and Product
Campaigns, using The West Australian,
Sunday Times, Western Mail, Sunday
Independent and selected trade maga-
zines.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Commissioners: Interstate Visits

2927. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Have any of the Commissioners of the

Western Australian Tourism Com-
mission visited any of the interstate com-
mission holiday centres?

(2) If so, will the Minister detail for me the
names of the commissioners and the hol-
iday centres that they have visited?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) Mr B. Atkinson-Melbourne; Sydney.

Mr W. Tucker-Melbourne; Sydney;
Brisbane.
Mr S. Hales-Melbourne; Sydney.
Mr T. Archer-Sydney; Adelaide.
Mr W. Gill-Melbourne; Sydney.
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TOURISM COMMISSION

Financial Self-sufficiency
2928. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Tourism:
Could the Minister say when the West-
ern Australian Tourism Commission will
achieve Financial self-sufficiency?

Mr BRI[AN BURKE replied:

No.

TOURISM COMMISSION

Price Waterhouse Report: Staff Mem bers

2929. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Have members of the staff of the Tour-

ism Commission been provided with cop-
ies of the Price Waterhouse report?

(2) If not, is it planned for copies to be made
available to the staff?

(3) Is the commission planning a conference
to enable staff to discuss the com-
mission's recommendations now that
they have access to it?

Mr BRIAN B3URKE replied:

(1) No.
(2) Yes.

(3) The recommendations of the manage-
ment study were discussed with all staff
at a special conference held in December
1984.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Sta flY Consultations

2930. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(I) Does the Western Australian Tourism

Commission have any formal procedures
whereby the staff are consulted on the
work of the commission?

(2) If so, will the Minister detail for me
those procedures?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) A sub-committee structure has been es-

tablished providing a close interface be-
tween members of the commission and
executive staff. The managing director
and general manager participate in these
sub-committee meetings and also,
through scheduled weekly meetings with

staff, provide ongoing communication
between all organisational levels.

TOURISM COMMISSION

Promotions: Western Australia

2932. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Is the Western Australian Tourism

Commission planning to conduct a
promotional campaign to educate West-
ern Australians regarding the import-
ance of tourism?

(2) If so, will the Minister provide me with
full details of that campaign?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Full details will be made available at a
special launch to take place next month.

FIRE: FITZGERALD RIVER NATIONAL
PARK

Control: Responsibility

2936. Dr DADOUR, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:

(1) With respect to the fire at Fitzgerald
River National Park in early February
this year, why did the chief fire control
officer for Ravensihorpe Shire, rather
than the National Parks Authority's
senior ranger at Fitzgerald River
National Park, take control of the fight-
ing of the fire?

(2) Was the senior ranger requested to leave
the scene of the fire?

(3) Why were bulldozers used to carve at
least 50 to 60 kilometres of firebreaks
through the Fitzgerald River National
Park, despite the fact that the Director
of National Parks had previously
ordered that no bulldozers be used in
fighting the fire?

(4) Why was control over the use of bull-
dozers in the National Park so loose that
at one point an aircraft had to be used to
locate two bulldozers?

(5) Can he assure this House that all
"Firelines" constructed were for the sole
purpose of Fire control, and that none of
the "firelines" were constructed primar-
ily to provide vehicular access to
favoured recreational sites?
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(6) Why was the advice of the professional
management body, the National Parks
Authority, ignored in favour of the ad-
vice of an organisation with neither
training nor experience in conservation
land management?

(7) What changes to administrative and/or
legal procedures are planned to ensure
that this debacle is not repeated?

(8) Can he assure this House that under the
new Department of Conservation and
Land Managemenc the professional
officers responsible for the management
of national parks will at all times have
greater control over the activities of
other Government bodies than has been
demonstrated in this instance?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(1) The Shire is responsible for fire control
under the provisions of the Bush Fires
Act (section 39A [ 1]).
The chief fire control officer for the
Ravensthorpe Shire was informed of his
responsibility under those provisions by
the Bush Fires Board, and he was
requested to take charge of the fire fight-
ing operations.
The ranger in charge of the park had
commenced duty only on the previous
day and was unfamiliar with the area.

(2) There is no evidence to suggest that the
ranger was requested to stay out of the
fire fighting proceedings.

(3) The decision to use bulldozers to contain
the fire was made by the chief fire con-
trol officer in consultation with the Bush
Fires Board in order to comply with sec-
tion 39.1 (d) of the Bush Fires Act.
On the evening of I February, the
Director of National Parks confirmed
that if heavy machinery were to be used,
funds could be found.

(4) It is normal to use aircraft for intelli-
gence information on the progress of the
fire. On one occasion an aircraft was
used to confirm the precise location of
two bulldozers.

(5) Yes. No Firebreaks were constructed to
provide access to favoured recreational
sites.

(6) The chief fire control officer was in con-
stant liaison with the local national park
ranger and the Bush Fires Board
maintained contact with the senior staff

of the authority twice daily throughout
the duration of the Fire.

(7) This was a proper fire fighting operation.
No procedural changes are proposed.

(8) No. The actions of the Bush Fires Board
and thc CECO were in accordance with
the requirements of the Bush Fires Act
and with the 1982 Fire Management
Plan for the Fitzgerald River National
Park devised by the National Parks
Authority.

2937. Postponed.

ENV IRON MENT: K EEP OU R COAST OPEN
GROUP

Flight: Forests Department Aircraft

2938. Dr DADOUR, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) Adverting to a report in the Warren

Blackwood Times of 27 February 1985,
did he approve of the flight by members
of Keep Our Coast Open group in Forest
Department aircraft?

(2) Why was such approval given?
(3) How many flights did members of Keep

Our Coast Open participate in?
(4) Would he provide manifests of passen-

gers on these flights?
(5) Would he approve of other groups such

as conservationists being given Forests
Department aircraft in order to assist
them in making submissions on the
Shannon Forest D'Entrecasteaux
National Park strategy plan?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) Not specifically. However, the resources

of the Forests Department were offered
to interested groups to assist them to
make submissions in regard to the
proposed management of the
D'Entrecasteaux National Park by the
Minister Assisting the Minister for For-
ests at a public meeting at Manjimup on
29 November, 1984.

(2) Answ
(3) One.
(4) J. Mtu

'ered by (1).

if

B. Rhinds
S. Grabaul.

(5) Yes. I have already approved of a flight
requested by the Conservation Council
of W.A. which took place on 23rd
March, 1985.
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EDUCATION: TERTIARY
Residential Calleses: Subsidies

2939. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Can he provide details of subsidies paid
to tertiary education residential colleges
in Western Australia during 1984?

(2) Can he also provide details of payments
made or committed to tertiary edu-
cational institutions in 1985 for disburse-
ment to needy students?

(3) Have any criteria been laid down as to
eligibility for financial assistance?

(4) How much of the funds received by the
institutions have been distributed?

(5) Will the institutions be required to re-
fund to the Commonwealth any funds
not disbursed?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(t) The Commonwealth paid the following
re-current subsidies for Collegiate resi-
dential accommodation in Western
Australia in respect of 1984.
Western Australian Institute of Technology:
Muresk 146 200
Agricola 126400

172600
University Of Western Australia:
St George's
St Catherine's
St Thomas Moore
Kingswood
St Columeba
Currie H-all

146 600
$42 600
145 300
$47 900
146 20u
151 400

$280 000

Total $352 600

(2) The maximum amounts provided in the
Commonwealth legislation for the four
higher education institutions in Western
Australia in respect of 1985 are:-
Murdoch S33 500
University of Western

Australia $106 000
Western Australian College of

Advanced Education $87 000
Western Australian Institute

of Technology $120000

$347 000

(3) Yes. The guidelines for 1985 which are
to be revised for 1986 specify that assist-
ance is to be available on a needs basis to
students, whether residing in halls of
residence and affiliated colleges, or rent-
ing private accommodation. Loans for
grants should be made available to

students who demonstrate a genuine
need, particularly those who require as-
sistance for accommodation or for other
circumstances where a student's
continued study is in jeopardy. In provid-
ing assistance, institutions should pay
particular attention to the requirements
of students from country or isolated
areas, or who are required to live away
from home to pursue their studies, and
students from disadvantaged groups such
as Aborigines and low income groups.
Institutions should also take account of
the applicant's academic record when
considering any application for assist-
ance.

(4) Service information is not readily avail-
able, but it appears that the institutions
have already largely committed their al-
locations.

(5) Yes.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING:
APPRENTICES

Royal Perth Hospitak North Block

2947. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Works:

(1) Does the Government's Apprenticeship
Preference Scheme apply to the follow-
ing contracts which relate to the Royal
Perth Hospital north block project-

(a) Fire Sprinklers Levels 5 and 6 Con-
tract No. 2 1.]1;

(b) Fire Sprinklers Level 4 Contract
No. 21.2;

(c) Fire Sprinklers Balance Contract
No. 21.3;

(d) Mechanical Services Levels 5 and 6
Contract No. 23.1;

(e) Mechanical Services Level 4 Con-
tract No. 23.2;

(F) Mechanical Services Balance Con-
tract No. 23.3;

(g) Hydraulic Services Contract No.
31.3?

(2) If the scheme does not apply to these
contracts, why not?

(3) Will he confirm that the Apprenticeship
Preference Scheme will be applied to all
future contracts let in conjunction with
the Royal Perth Hospital north block
project?
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Mr MOlVER replied:

(1) to (3) The Royal Perth Hospital North
Block project is being directly
administered by C. M. Campbell and
Associates in the capacity of Project Di-
rector, and as such is responsible for the
calling and letting of all contracts.
Apparently a number of contracts for
North Block have been called without
inclusion of the apprentice preference re-
quirements.
As the Executive Director of the Build-
ing Management Authority and myself
were unaware of this fact, an instruction
has now been issued stipulating that all
tenders called must be in accord with the
Authority's preliminaries and appropri-
ate preference schemes-as is the case
with all contracts that are administered
by the Building Management Authority.
Where possible, an addendum will be
issued to those tenders that are currently
being called.
I thank the Hon. Member for bringing
this matter to my attention as it is the
Government's intention to ensure that
the Apprentice Preference Scheme is ap-
plied to all government projects.

OVERSEAS PROJECTS AUTHORITY

Review
2948. Mr MacKINNON, to the Deputy

Premier:
(1) Who is carrying out the review of the

Western Australian Overseas Project
Authority as referred to by the Deputy
Premier in question 23 t8 of 27 February
1985?

(2) Who are the current directors of the
authority?

(3) When do the appointments of each of
those directors come up for review?

(4) Who appoints the directors to the auth-
ority?

(5) What were the total assets of the auth-
ority as at 3 t December 1984?

(6) What are the current projects that the
authority is actively involved in at the
current time?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) Following consultation between the
Premier and Deputy Premier a decision

has been made to transfer WAOPA to
the Premier's portfolio.

(2) (1) E. R. Gorham-Chairman
(ii) G. Rolfe-Director

(Director- Man agemen t Services,
Treasury Department.)

(iii) R. Fisher-Director
(Co-ordinator, Department Indus-
trial Development)

(iv) W. Clough-Director
(Managing Director, Clough Engin-
eering Group)

(v) N. Halse-Director
(Director, Department of
Agriculture

(3) (i) 16/2/86
(ii) Indefinite
(iii) Indefinite
(iv) 28/9/85
(v) Indefinite

(4) Please refer to Section 13 of our Act,
attached-three Government Depart-
ment heads appointed by the Act and
four Directors appointed by the
Governor.

(5) $2 042 037-Please see attached Interim
Balance Sheet as at 31/12/84.

(6) China-
Town Planning project for the
Qinghai town of Goalmud.
Qinghai town planners expected to
visit W.A. May/June 1985 at their
own cost.
Agricultural course for 6 students
from Qinghai is being arranged by
WAOPA through WAIT-Aid at
Qinghai cost.

ASEA N-
On going business with the ASEAN
Food Handling Bureau in the devel-
opment of a mango grader.

Thailand-
ACNARP project with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for the organis-
ing, and development of the Thai
Department of Agriculture.
Australian Centre for International
Agricultural Research-accounting
services concerning several projects
in Thailand.

Saudi Arabia-
Interest maintained in an irrigated
wheat farm near Riyadh and
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associated with Xenel Industries.
Services invoiced on an ongoing
basis.

General-
Current marketing activity in Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait is anticipated to
result in business for WA in the
area of landscaping-a plant in-
quiry has already been received and
passed to a private nursery.
Marketing efforts are also concen-
trating on South East Asia where
the Thai Government Railway has
agreed in principal to a WAOPA/
Westrail feasibility study for sleeper
replacement.
We anticipate a contract for
carrying out an economic/ envi ron-
mental study of Christmas Island
through the Department of
Territories.

WAOPA
BALANCE SHEET
AS AT 3I DECEMBER, 1984

GENtRAL RESERVE

Ernploymrni ofiFnds
FIXED ASSETS (Less dep'nj)
INVESTMENTS
CURRENT ASSETS
Cash at ofs bank accounts
Cash on Hand W.A.
Debtors
Deposits-Saudi Arabia

TOTAL ASSETS
Deduci:
CURRENT LIABILITIES-
Provisions
Creditors
Overdrawn Bank Accounts
Leave Provisions

PROJECT LIABILITIES

CURRENT

1553440

32832
1750000

139600
1 160

54389
34056

229 205
2 042 037

51831
30818
12 127
50720

145496
313 101

458 597

1563440

TECHNOLOGY PARK
Tenancy: Conditions

2961. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Technology:
(1) Why is he having a function at the

Sheraton this Friday, 29 March 1985, to
announce the terms and conditions under
which industry can enter Technology
Park?

(2) Did he consider holding this function at
a tertiary technology institution?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) The Seminar which was held on 29

March, 1985 is in line with the Govern-
ment's strong commitment to keep the
electronics industry fully informed of its
programmes. The announcement of the
terms and conditions relating to Tech-
nology Park was only one aspect of the
function.

(2) Yes.

TECHNOLOGY: FORMULA B
TECHNOLOGY AUSTRALIA PTY. LTD.

Equity Investment: Dividends
2962. Mr COURT, to the Minister for

Technology:
(1) Does the Government expect to receive

any dividends from its equity investment
in Formulab this financial year?

(2) Has any additional capital or loan funds
beeni given to Formulab by the Govern-
ment?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(I) No. The Government's investment in

Formulab was to assist in the develop-
ment of the company's long term future.
High technology investment of this type
is intended to assist the
commercialisation of a new business and
income is not expected until this occurs.

(2) No.

TECHNOLOGY PARK
Tenancy: Conditions

2963. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Technology:

Why has it taken more than a year from
the time the building plans for Tech-
nology Park were approved by the
Government for the terms and conditions
of tenancy to be announced by the
Government?

Mr BRYCE replied:
It was not considered necessary to decide
terms and conditions of tenancy until a
suitable time prior to the park being
ready for occupancy. Terms and con-
ditions have now been decided and
completion of the buildings is expected
in late May or early June, 1985. The
Technology Development Authority has
been conducting preliminary nego-
tiations with a number of parties over the
sa le of comnme rcial lIots.

1984

1620334

17250
1050000

157 997
1 102

998 088
34 057

1 221 244
2 268524

362 151
126369
39380

527930
140260

668 190

1 620 334
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ROAD: RAN FORD ROAD

Extension: Completion
2964. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) When will the dual carriageway exten-

sion from South Street to the Nicholson/
Ranford Roads junction be open to ve-
hicles?

(2) What is the anticipated road programme
to upgrade Ranford Road from the
Nicholson Road junction to Armadale
Road?

(3) What is the present daily vehicle usage
of Ranford Road?

(4) What increase in traffic is expected on
this road when the upgrading has taken
place?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) 1 understand I8 April. It should be
noted, however, that it is not a dual
carriageway that has been constructed.

(2) Ranford Road is a local authority road
under the control of the Gosnells City
Council and the Armadale Town Coun-
cil. Any new programme for upgrading
is the responsibility of these local
authorities.

(3) The latest count is 2 380 vehicles per day
at a point just east of Nicholson Road.

(4) It is anticipated that this figure could
increase to about 8000 to 10000 ve-
hicles per day shortly after the new sec-
tion is opened. A further small increase
could be expected if the existing road is
upgraded.

CRIME: KALAMUNDA
Statistics

2965. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:

Can he advise the crime statistics for the
Kalamunda Subdivision under the fol-
lowing titles for the years-1982-83;
1983-84; 1984-(currently)-
(a) the total offences reported;
(b) adult and juvenile figures;

for-
(i) the number of arrests made;
(ii) the number of charges made,

under the-
(A) Criminal Code;

(B) Police Act;
(C) Traffic Act;
(D) Licensing Act and other

minor offences?
Mr CARR replied:

The question asked by the member is
unable to be answered in the manner
suggested.
Although the figures could be supplied
for the Kalamunda subdivision, such
would not include figures from the
Criminal Investigation Branch, Liquor
and Gaming Branch, Traffic Branch and
other units of the Police Force that
operate independent of the Kalamunda
Police Station.
If the Figures sought relate only to
Kalamunda Police Station, then such
could be provided.
Collectively, statistics do not exist for
particular areas.

TOURISM COMMISSION
Joint Venture: Details

2966. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Tourism:

Will the Minister please provide full de-
tails, including moneys involved, guaran-
tee and other liabilities, extent by pro-
portion of participation, and details of
the corporate or other vehicle being used
for any tourist venture into which the
Western Australian Tourism Com-
mission has entered, or proposes to en-
ter?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Government guarantees, with the ap-
proval of the Treasurer, have been issued
to Cap Cinq Pty Ltd ($30 000) and
McCubbin Investments Pty Ltd
($30 000) to enable the establishment of
camping holidays in ready-erected fully
furnished and equipped tents on sites
throughout the State.
A Government guarantee of $ 1.5 million
was made available to Anniversary
Nominees Pty Ltd. The facility was not
utilised and the guarantee was
subsequently withdrawn.
A request for a guarantee of £300 000 is
at present before the Treasurer. Details
are confidential until approval has been
received.
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Approvals for equity participation in two
projects are in the process of being
requested from the Treasurer. Details
are confidential until approval has been
received.
I would be pleased to arrange a confiden-
tial briefing for the Leader of the Oppo-
sition with the Managing Director of the
Tourism Commission on any of the
above projects.

ARGENTINE ANTS
Eradication Programmes

2967. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) What Argentine ant eradication pro-

gramme was carried out in 1984?
(2) What areas are programmed for eradi-

cation treatment in 1985?
(3) What affected areas now remain to be

treated?
Mr EVANS replied:

(1) For the calendar year 1984, infestations
totalling 434 hectares were treated in
metropolitan and country areas.

(2) For 1985, 206 hectares of country and
metropolitan infestations have been
treated to date. Burswood Island and a
number of minor metropolitan infes-
tations will be treated during the remain-
der of the year.

(3) Known infestations are:
(a) Metropolitan Area-680 hectares

comprising Lake Carabooda,
Herdsman Lake, Burswood Island
and some minor infestations.

(b) Country Areas-85 hectares, com-
prising I2 ha at Nannup and 73 ha
at Albany.

HORTICULTURE: CHERRIES
Imports: South A ustra lia

2968. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Are South Australian cherries allowed to

be imported into Western Australia?
(2) If "No", for what reason are such

imports banned?
Mr EVANS replied:

(1) No.
(2) To prevent the risk of introducing the

disease known as Brown Rot. caused by

the organisms Sclerotinia Jaxa and
Sderoiria fructicola.

HORTICULTURE: AVOCADOS
Imports: Queensland

2969. M r OLD, to the Minister for AgricuILure:
Have there been reports of Queensland
fruit fly outbreaks in New South Wales
and Victoria since those States allowed
the importation of avocados from
Queensland?

Mr EVANS replied:

Yes. New South Wales and Victoria
have had outbreaks of Queensland fruit
fly over many years, before and after the
relevant legislation was amended to al-
low importation of post-harvest inseti-
cide-treated avocados.

TAXES AND CHARGES: STAMP DUTY
Concessional Rate: Sporting Clubs

2970. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Budget
Management:
(1) In view of the fact that sporting clubs are

again paying $5 stamp duty when their
lease comes up for renewal, will the Min-
ister agree to a refund to the Nedlands
Tennis Club, Allen Park Tennis Club
and the Nedlands-Swanbourne Surf Life
Saving Club who were charged full
stamp duty?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) 1 am advised by the Com-
missioner of State Taxation, in whom the
administration of the Stamp Act is
vested, that the practice of exercising his
discretionary power to assess certain
municipal leases at a nominal duty of $5
was adopted recently. This followed legal
advice that such a discretion was able to
be exercised.
I understand that in earlier assessments
of this type of lease, the Commissioner
did not exercise such a discretion and
consequently they were assessed on the
basis of true rental value.
The Commissioner is of the view that, as
the assessments were properly made in
accordance with the Act, there is no
ground for authorising. a refund.
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ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: RESERVES

Corporations: Rating

2971. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Since Ministerial control over reserves

will be relinquished under the Aboriginal
Land Bill 1985 and the reserves will be
vested in the local corporations, how
would the land be rated for rating pur-
poses?

(2) Could he advise what will happen if the
rates are not paid?

(3) Could the land be sold by the local auth-
ority to pay the outstanding rates?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) To be determined.

(2) Shires will be able to seek recourse pur-
suant to powers vested in them under the
Local Government Act.

(3) Refer to section 55 Aboriginal Land Bill
on this matter.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: EDUCATION

Advances: Government

2972. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Education:

In the light of his answer to Question
Without Notice 915 of 1985, to the
member for Mitchell, in which he
claimed that the previous Government
had made "no effort-to overcome the
serious disadvantages of Aboriginal chil-
dren at every level of the education
system", would he enumerate the
specific changes his Government has
made which improve the lot of Aborigi-
nal students at each level of education in
quantitative and qualitative terms?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The Government has set in place
machinery which will ensure that the
educational services for Aboriginal
students are both practically relevant
and academically or a high standard. I
am referring to the Western Australian
Aboriginal Education Consultative
Group which was established last year
and to the appointment of Aboriginal
people to senior administrative positions
within the Aboriginal Education branch.
We are already bearing the fruit of these

recent initiatives which have given Abor-
iginal people significant control over the
design and delivery of educational ser-
vices. New curriculum materials are be-
ing written to suit the needs and experi-
ence of Aboriginal children. More Ab-
original students arc continuing in sec-
ondary education. Aboriginal people are
participating in the selection of staff for
schools, We have facilitated the employ-
ment of Aboriginal aides by regularising
employment conditions. These develop-
ments have generated a mood of con-
siderable optimism that the long-running
and complex problems that have
confronted the Aboriginal people are be-
ing seriously addressed by the Govern-
ment.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: WANNEROO
SHIRE COUNCIL

Allegations: Tabling

2973. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Local Government:

(1) Adverting to question 2877 of 26 March
1985, will he release or table the sub-
mission with the allegations against the
Wannerno Shire Council presented to
him?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) Did he write to the Police Department
regarding the complaints against the
Wanneroo Shire Council?

(4) If not, why not?

(5) What are the allegations the police are
investigating?

M r CA RR repl ied:

(1) No.

(2) 1 received the submission in confidence
to enable me to consider whether there
was a basis to warrant a royal com-
mission, as requested.

On balance I consider it is not in the
public interest or the furtherance of good
rule and government in the Shire of
Wanneroo and the State in general to
release the submission.

(3) Yes.

(4) See (3).

(5) See (2).
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DAIRYING INDUSTRY

Minister's Proposals

2974. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

In view of his statement in Elders
Weekly of 28 March, respecting "my
lack of understanding" of the dairy in-
dustry, will he detail the proposals he has
put forward, as stated in the article?

Mr EVANS replied:

I put forward proposals as follows:

(1) Agreement with an all milk levy
conditional on the following points:

(i) There should be nio interstate
trade (outside mutually agreed
rational sourcing arrange-
ments) which erodes the mar-
ket milk premiums set by State
Dairy Industry Authorities.

(ii) An entitlement scheme for
5.3 billion litres is put in place
based on three years' pro-
duction to June 30, 1984.
Entitlements to be
administered within States by
States.

(iii) There must be an immediate
rise in domestic product price.

(iv) Agricultural Council to ratify
existing arrangements on
cream and UHT miilk.

(2) Under these conditions WA would
agree to an all milk levy to an
overriding maximum of two cents
per litre. This should be tied to a
percentage of export price and given
current exchange rates, could be
higher than 25 per cent but in no
circumstances can exceed two Cents.

(3) Existing wholesale stabilisation
levies should continue in tandem
with the all milk levy.

(4) There should be no additional mar-
ket milk levy.

These proposals were developed in close
consultation with the Primary Industry
Association.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL
Site: Wanneroo

2975. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Works:
(1) At what stage are the negotiations to

purchase the land at Waroona to build a
primary school?

(2) Does he expect the land to be purchased
this financial year?

Mr McIVER replied:

(1) and (2) The information requested has
recently been supplied in writing to the
member.

MEMBERS FOR BUN BURY AND
MITCHELL

Press Releases: Mr Baden Pratt
2976. Mr BRADSH-AW, to the Premier:

(1) Is Mr Baden Pratt preparing press re-
leases for the members for Mitchell and
Bunbury?

(2) Who is paying Mr Baden Pratt's rent or
accommodation costs while he is in
Bunbury?

(3) How long will Mr Baden Pratt be work-
ing for the South West Development
Authority?

(4) Have Mr Baden Pratt's financial ar-
rangements with the Government varied
since taking up his position with the
South West Development Authority?

(5) Will he table Mr Baden Pratt's terms of
contract to the Government?

(6) If not, why not?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Mr Pratt is working for the South West
Development Authority and his duties
for the Authority do not include the
preparation of press releases for local
members of Parliament.

(2) Mr Pratt is paying his rent.

(3) No decision has been made.

(4) to (6) Mr Pratt's contract with the
Government was signed two years ago
and remains unaltered. His appointment
as a Ministerial Officer (Special Ser-
vices) is under the usual contractual ar-
rangements. However, appropriate
relocation expenses have been taken into
consideration.
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ALUMINIUM SMELTER: BUFFER ZONE

Pine Species
2977. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for

Conservation and Land Management:

(1) With regard to question 2801 of 20
March 1985, and the answer that Pinus
Radiata will be planted in the buffer
zone of the aluminium smelter at
Parkfield, is he aware that in the Alcoa
Portland Aluminiumn Study 11.2 Effect
of Fluoride Emissions on vegetation
"Radiata Pine, Pinus Radiata, a species
of intermediate fluoride sensitivity
planted on the fairways of the golf
course could be affected by ermi.ssions
from the smelter operating at full devel-
opment"?

(2) As Pinus Pinaster is not mentioned but is
similar to Pinus Radiata would this
species also be sensitive to fluoride
emissions?

Mr DAVIES replied:

(1) Yes. The Portland situation and other
similar smelters where problems have
been experienced with fluoride are being
looked at in relation to Kemerton.

(2) We believe Pinus pinaster has a similar
degree of sensitivity as Pinus radiata. It
is planned to test this experimentally.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL

Warcona: Construction
2978. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for

Education:

(1) When does he expect the new Waroona
primary school to be built?

(2) In view of his statement in the Murray
Telegraph 20 March 1985, regarding the
delay in the building of the primary
school at Waroona is he going to penal-
ise the students attending the Waroona
primary school?

(3) Is he prepared to apologise to the
Waroona Shire Council after consider-
ing the views he has expressed in the
Murray Telegraph 20 March 1985?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) The project will be listed for consider-
ation when the matter of site acquisition
has been resolved.

(2) and (3) No.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Pinjarra: Upgra ding

2979. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Education:

What action has, or what action does, he
intend to take since visiting the Pinjarra
High School to have the school
upgraded?

Mr PEARCE replied:

The school will be listed for consider-
ation on a future Capital Works Pro-
gramme.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS

Promotions: Beazicy Report
2980. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister

Education:
for

(1) Is it a fact that recommendation 130 of
the Beazley report states that "the
hierarchic -progression of promotion
through different levels (e.g. senior mas-
ter/mistress-deputy principal-principal)
categories of schools be retained as the
normal path for promotion"?

(2) Is it also a fact that the preamble to
recommendation 130 says that "the cur-
rent promotional progressions require a
person seeking promotion to a position to
have experience in the immediately
lower promotional position"?

(3) Is it a further fact that the same pre-
amble goes on to say that "no compelling
evidence has been presented to suggest
that this situation should be
discontinued"?

(4) If the answers to the above are in the
affirmative, will he please explain why
this recommendation of the Beazley
report is not being implemented in re-
lation to the promotional system planned
for primary schools in Western
Australia?

(5) Will he also explain his reply to a pre-
vious question that the promotional
system proposed did conform with
recommendations of the Heazley in-
quiry?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Yes.

(3) Yes.

(56)
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(4) Hierarchic progression has been retained
as the normal path for promotion. The
one exception has been the decision to
enable well qualified, experienced female
deputy principals to apply for special
promotion to positions as Class I
principals. Most of those wade eligible
through this decision are already eligible
to apply for Class If principal pbsitions.
It should be noted that like all other ap-
plicants for special promotion such
teachers must be prepared to serve
wherever req u ired. They will be
appointed on merit using the same cri-
teria as those used for male applicants.

(5) There are potential inconsistencies
between the many Beazley
recommendations concerning promotion
e.g. Recommendation 130 to which at-
tention has been drawn is potentially in
conflict with Recommendation 137, The
procedures which have been developed
have attempted to give effect to the prin-
ciple of promotion by merit together
with some attempt to provide increased
access to Promotion for women which is
the intention of Recommendation 137. A
number of other recommendations, as
for example Recommendation 134(i)
and 134(ii) have not been implemented
and on others such as 135(iii), 135(iv)
and 1 36(i) no decisions have yet been
made.

298t and 2982. Postponed.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TAXES AND CHARGES: TAX HOT LINE

Results

939. Mr HASSELL, to the Deputy Premier:

Is the Deputy Premier yet in a position
to table the results of the tax hot line and
make them available for the taxpayers
who contributed significantly to
obtaining the results?

Mr BRYCE replied:

I urge the Leader of the Opposition not
to be quite so impatient. It is only a
matter of a Few days since I told him
quite unequivocally that the matter was
still under consideration by me. I have a
small mountain of paper to get through
in my office and I assure him-

Mr MacKinnon: Sure sign of an inefficient
Minister!

Mr BRYCE: I am waiting for all the genius
to come out of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition and for him to tell me how to
do my job better. The Leader of the Op-
position will not set the priorities in my
office; I will.

TECHNOLOGY PARK

Tenants: Accommodation
940. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Minister for

Technology:

(1) Have the details of accommodation
provided at the Technology Park been
announced?

(2) What pricing structure will be applied
for various types of accommodation?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) and (2) 1 am pleased to be able to make
the information available to members. It
is my intention to forward a copy of the
documents which were made available to
representatives of industry on Friday
-afternoon to all members during the
course of this week. As the matter has
been raised by several members opposite
I am happy to provide the basic infor-
mation they have sought.

The -accommodation at the Technology
Park has been specially structured to
provide four types of facilities.
These are a facilitators wing, incubation
units, enterprise units, and commercial
lots. Details of these and the pricing
structure are as follows-

Facilitators wing: Facilitators are indi-
viduals or agencies that can provide ser-
vices or expertise to other residents at
the park. These services can be financial,
technical, legal, clerical, etc. Over 500
square metres of the facilities building
will be available for these services and
the cost will be $120 per annum per
square metre for commercial entrants,
$85 per annum per square metre for non-
profit organisations, plus outgoings.

Incubator units: Incubator units are for
individuals or organisations wth a very
low capital base that are carrying out R
& D and are working on production
schemes for a commercial enterprise.
These businesses have good technical
management but few marketing or busi-
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ness skills, so are not yet able to stand
the rigors of the marketplace. Nor can
they afford a commercial rent. However,
they are keen to keep control of their
product or idea when it reaches the pro-
duction stage.

Incubator units are located in the I 500
square metre R & D building and
partitioned areas are available down to
50 square metres in size. Cost will be $50
per annum per square metre, subject to
subsidy on a case by case basis, plus out-
goings.

The enterprise units are for businesses
that have sound products and research
and development prospects for other
products, but have limited experience in
the marketplace. They may lack the
financial resources to buy freehold land
and also lack the facilities and services
required for their commercial develop-
ment.

Enterprise units will be occupied by i ndi-
vidual organisations or companies which
are in the "start-up" phase of operations.
The incentives for businesses in this
category are the reasonable rents at the
park and the reasonable charges for all
the services available. I repeat, the cost
of these units is $50 to $65 per annum
per square metre depending on extent of
customising of units, plus outgoings.

The park occupies 32 hectares of land
and much of this has been set aside for
organisations that want to erect their
own buildings.

Three types of organisations may apply
to build: Commercial occupiers who
already have a profitable existing busi-
ness with substantial research and devel-
opment; enterprise units described
earlier with a clear potential for strong
growth in the future; public sector
agencies already heavily involved in re-
search and development in a high-tech-
nology field. Costs are in line with
Belmont and Kewdale industrial areas at
$290 000 per hectare. Terms are avail-
able to appropriate applicants on 20 per
cent deposit, 20 per cent per annum for
four years. Interest will be charged on
the outstanding balance at a rate of 14
per cent.

In conclusion, I would appreciate it if the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition would
mention to the member for Nedlands
that that information was provided to the
Parliament, as he is not in the Chamber
at this time.

TAXES AND CHARGES: SALES TAX

Wine: Sales

941. Mr MacKINNON, to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Is the Deputy Premier aware that his
Federal colleague, Senator Walsh, was
reported last week as having said that
the imposition of the wine tax had not
affected the sale of wines since its incep-
tion?

(2) Is he aware that this statement is factu-
ally wrong, especially in regard to sales
of table wines produced in Western
Australia?

(3) What action has he taken to advise
Senator Walsh or the Federal Govern-
ment that any further taxation imposts
on the wine industry would have disas-
trous effects on the industry in Western
Australia?

The SPEAKER: Some parts of that question
are getting close to being out of order.

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) to (3) I would have thought the question
was perilously close to being out of or-
der, Mr Speaker, but I know that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition asks
the question only because he has a genu-
ine interest in the industry. I do not think
he has an equally genuine interest in
Senator Walsh's comments in the Feder-
A Parliament or anywhere else. 1 do not
keep a close watch or any sort of moni-
toring system on what Senator Walsh
has to say, so I am not completely au Fait
with everything Senator Walsh may or
may not have said about the wine tax in
recent times. I remind the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that my de-
partment and I went to considerable
lengths at the time the tax was
introduced in the last Budget to point out
to the Federal Government, including
Senator Walsh, the likely deleterious ef-
fects on the industry. I have not changed
my view or my stand.
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PORTS AND HARBOURS: MARINA

Sorrento: Survey

942. Mrs BEGGS, to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Can the Minister inform the House
whether a survey he commissioned into
public attitudes towards the Sorrento
boat harbour development has been
completed?

(2) If the survey has been completed, can the
Minister give us a brief summary of the
results of that survey?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) and (2) 1 appreciate the question of the
member for Whitford because I am fas-
cinated by the interest of members op-
posite. The purpose of the member for
Whitford asking the question was so that
I could table for all members a copy of
the survey. I arranged the question with
the member for Whitford so that by that
mechanism the survey could be tabled.
Those members opposite who are leaping
up and down about having read about it
in the Wanneroo Times or elsewhere will
be able to see the survey for themselves.
If they do not wish to avail themselves of
that opportunity they do not have to.

It is my pleasure to inform the House
that the survey cost $11I 000 and not
$23 000, as I erroneously told the House
earlier. The survey has been completed
and the people in that area have had a
chance to be surveyed. Some 800 people
were surveyed and given the chance to
indicate their position on this develop-
ment.

Iindicate to the House and to the State
that while I remain Minister for Plan-
ning it is my intention to ensure that a
survey will be undertaken for all major
developments so that the attitudes of
people in the area can be known at the
time decisions are made. The Govern-
ment will not say "Yes" or "No" purely
on the results of a poll, but it is an im-
portant part of an input that people are
entitled to have.

The survey, which was taken in the
northern suburbs, indicated that 53.9 per
cent of respondents were in favour of a
marina being constructed at Sorrento
and that 32.9 per cent were opposed to
that proposition. A range of detailed at-
titudes were sought. The report's

findings run for some 50 pages, so it
contains a lot of information.
It is my intention to place a copy of this
survey in the Parliamentary Library for
the further information of members, par-
ticularly those in another place, who
might thereby be assisted to make up
their minds on this issue. It is my inten-
tion also to have a copy placed in every
pubic library in the northern suburbs so
that interested local residents can consult
it.

I seek leave to table the document.
The document was tabled (see paper No. 567).

PREMIER
Drug Summit: Attendance

943. Mr MacKINNON, to the Deputy Premier:
(1) When did the Government determine

that the drug summit was more import-
ant for the Premier to attend than
today's farmers' rally?

(2) When was that decision made, and when
were the farmer organisations involved
so informed?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) and (2) The Premier was clearly unde-

cided for some time because he placed
considerable importance on both those
events. When members opposite reflect
upon his responsibility as the Premier of
the State to attend a special Premiers'
Conference called for the purpose of ad-
dressing an important national issue,
they will appreciate that he had a heavy
responsibility to accept.
He was equally aware of the importance
of the issue that was presented by the
decision of the farmers of this State to
conduct a rally to put their case in the
way that they did today at Parliament
House. As I indicated to some of the
members of the farmers' organisations,
the Premier simply could not be in two
places at once. However, having made
the decision to accept his responsibility
as Premier to attend the Premiers' Con-
ference addressing an important national
issue, there arose an ideal opportunity
for him. At precisely the moment that
the submission was being presented on
behalf of the Primary Industry Associ-
ation and the Pastoralists and Graziers
Association to the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and me outside the Parliament, the
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Premier was holding a meeting with the
Prime Minister and presenting the docu-
ment to him in Canberra. Frankly, I can-
not think of a more comprehensively ef-
ficient way to present that point of view
than to have it presented simultaneously.

TOURISM INDUSTRY

Training Programme

944. Mr BRIDGE, to the Minister for
Education:

Will the Minister for Education give de-
tails of the new training programme for
people in the tourist industry?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I thank the member for Kimberley for
some notice of the question. The Techni-
cal and Further Education Division of
the Education Department will com-
mence next month a new training pro-
gramme for people in the hospitality in-
dustry in the Kimberley. This recogni.ses
the Government's commitment to im-
proving the growth of tourism in the
Kimberley both by getting tourists to go
there and providing them with proper
facilities and properly trained people
when they are there. The programme
eventuated from approaches made to me
by members from the north-west, includ-
ing Hon. Peter Dowding and the mem-
ber for Kimberley.

The programme is called Guest West
and will be a pilot for similar pro-
grammes throughout Western Australia.
The hospitality section of TAFE sent
representatives to the Kimberley to in-
terview local businesses and discover the
training needs for the hospitality indus-
try in that area. As a result this pro-
gramme has been put together.

The programme has three major
components: one for employees of hotels,
tourist bureaus, and companies, another
for package tour operators and those
who want to know more about brochure
design, and a third for women who want
to enter any section of the tourism indus-
try.

The programme will be held in Broome
from 15 to 19 April, in Derby from 22 to
26 April, in Kununurra from 29 April to
3 May, and again in Broome from 6 to
10 may.

Local TAFE regional officers in each
town have further details of that pro-
gramme and interested persons are
invited to contact them.

TRANSPORT: METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORT TRUST

Use: Forced
945. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for

Transport:
As the Government is prepared to force
the farming industry to use rail, even to
the point of gaoling people, in order to
reduce the Westrail loss, will the
Government follow a similar procedure
with regard to the metropolitan area and
force those people whose homes are
serviced by the Metropolitan Transport
Trust to use that service in order to re-
duce the transport deficit?

Mr GRILL replied:

I am very surprised that the member for
Stirling should ask such an inane ques-
tion. I cannot believe that he is serious in
that respect.

In fact, he is referring to the question of
deregulation of transport of certain com-
modities. He is well aware that there is a
considerable debate in the community in
respect of that particular matter. Part of
the debate centres upon an area close to
the electorate of the member for Stirling.
If, in fact, I deregulated the transport of
wool in that area, more than 100 jobs
would be lost in Albany because the wool
handling facility would go by the board.
A large number of jobs would also be
lost elsewhere.

As I said to the farmers today, they have
received a lower freight rate this year.
There are no two ways about that; we set
out to do it and good luck to the farmers.
However, people made sacrifices in order
to achieve those lower freight rates.
Westrail lost I 400 jobs and the unions
are Dot happy with the Minister for
Transport over that matter. However,
the unions have been prepared to cop
that and also various other efficiency
steps which have occurred within
Westrail. I refer to two-man train crews
on freight trains which unions in the
Eastern States have not been prepared to
countenance in any way at all. That was
achieved with a minimum of industrial
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disputation. A number of things of that
nature have occurred over the past few
years. These initiatives have made
Westrail efficient but to achieve that
people have made sacrifices. If we simply
decide to deregulate the transport indus-
try of this State without taking into ac-
count all the social and economic sec-
tions in certain towns and industries, we
shall be heading for chaos.
That process may well have slowed down
with this Government-in fact I suspect
it has-but where we have thought it
appropriate we have taken action
towards deregulation.
We deregulated timber transport, but at
the same time we maintained the ma-
jority of it on rail. That was a brilliant
stroke. The member may laugh inanely
but it has been done and it is working.
We have given transport freedom to a
whole range of people in the timber in-
dustry.
I have deregulated the transport of wool
east of Kalgoorlie. That does not sound
like much but wool which was not being
handled in Fremantle or Perth but which
was being backloaded on trucks into
Adelaide in fairly large quantities, is now
being handled through Fremantle. There
are social as well as economic
consequences of deregulation and this
Government will take those into con-
sideration before rushing headlong into
further deregulation.

UNIONISTS
Leader of the Opposition: Comments

946. Mr HUGHES, to the Deputy Premier:
(1) Is the Deputy Premier aware of an

article in today's edition of The West
Australian reporting an address by the
Leader of the Opposition to the
Australian Institute of Management in
which he referred to trade unionists in
general and blanket terms as "crooks,
standover men, project breakers, and job
destroyers"?

(2) What does he feel are the implications
such remarks carry for any future Lib-
eral Government's attitude to the Indus-
trial Relations Act?

(3) Does it not suggest that any future Lib-
eral Government would embark on a
campaign of direct confrontation with

workers which would result in industrial
chaos?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) to (3) Thanks to the diligence of the

member for Cockburn in drawing this
matter to my attention, I have had an
opportunity to consider the article.
It quite clearly demonstrates that should
the Opposition parties ever again be
elected to the Treasury benches in West-
ern Australia, the Industrial Relations
Act would be completely abandoned,
there would be open season on the union
movement and, as a result, the rights of
the ordinary average employees would be
totally overridden. Hatred and confron-
tation would replace conciliation and the
result of such an approach would only be
the creation and 'widening of industrial
disputation.

By attempting to involve itself in these
matters the Opposition only confuses a
very delicate situation which is being
handled by a number of very competent
people.

The Government has not backed away
from the Argyle dispute. It stayed out of
the dispute at its early stages because it
was the view of all parties-and that in-
cludes the company involved-that it
was not the Government's role to deter-
mine the industrial coverage on the site.
It is only now that the company rep-
resentative has been unable to handle the
dispute that it claims it is the responsi-
bility of the Government to resolve the
dispute. All sections of society should
view with alarm the confrontationist atti-
tude of the Leader of the Opposition.

I conclude by reminding the Leader of
the Opposition that we will spend some
time and trouble in the months ahead
pointing out to those people who were
formerly supporters of the Liberal Party,
who now support the concepts of concili-
ation, consensus, and common sense,
that they simply cannot afford the
Leader of the Opposition in any terms as
a potential Premier since it would cost
them millions of dollars to have him put
in that place.

Every time the opportunity was
presented to him, we can anticipate that
he would dive into the middle of indus-
trial disputation and the dispute would
be inflamed and extended, and would
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ultimately cost the employers of this
State additional hundreds of millions of
dollars throughout the lire of a Parlia-
ment.

ENERGY: FUEL
Price: Increase

947. Mr McNEE, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) What positive action has the Govern-
ment taken to alleviate the impending
hardship on rural Western Australia as a
result of the dramatically increased fuel
prices?

(2) Will the Minister table all submissions
and communications between the State
and Commonwealth Governments on
this subject?

(3) lf not, why not?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) to (3) On 8 March, the Premier wrote to
Hon. R. J. L. Hawke in respect of import
parity pricing in the following terms-

Dear Mr. Hawke,

I am writing to express my concern
over the likely effect the Common-
wealth parity pricing policy will
have on the price of petroleum
products as a result of the deterio-
ration of the exchange rate.

The adjustment of petroleum pri ces
by the Commonwealth as a matter
of course and without the appli-
cation of cost based criteria will not
be greeted favourably by the com-
munity. The likelihood of a three to
four cpl increase in May, on top of
the recent rise would be unaccept-
able.

The Western Australian Govern-
ment considers that the Common-
wealth should review the parity pol-
icy with the objective of ensuring
that there are no further increases
for the time being.

Alternatively, the pricing formula
could be changed to eliminate or
limit increases. In particular, the
use of the official OPEC price for
Arabian light crude as the marker
price is unsuitable in today's market
and it would seem appropriate to
adopt a new benchmark more re-
lated to market prices.

I urge you to consider this request
favourably and ensure that there are
no unnecessary increases in the
price of petroleum products.

Yours sincerely,

Prior to that, a letter was sent by the
Minister for Consumer Affairs to his
counterpart in the Eastern States. I have
a copy here and I am happy to table it.
For the last two months this State has
been making representations where ap-
propriate to the Federal Government to
have something done about import parity
pricing and in respect of the excise. That
is the appropriate step to take. The
Premier is in the Eastern States at
present and I have no doubt he will raise
this matter personally with the Prime
Minister. If in fact the Opposition en-
dorses those sorts of actions, I suggest
that it support the motion presently be-
fore the House, on which members will
have an opportunity to speak after the
tea suspension.

SPORT AND RECREATION: CENTRE

Port Kennedy

948. Mr BARNETT, to the Minister for
Planning:

(1) Has the State Government initiated ac-
tion for the development of a major re-
gional recreation centre at Port
Kennedy, south of Rockingham.

(2) If so, will he give details?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I thank the member for adequate notice
of the question, the answer to which is as
follows-

(1) and (2) Yes. The Government plans
a development boost in 700 hectares
of public land. The Government is
advertising for private developers to
register an interest in carrying out
the first stage of the development.
The aim is to provide a centre that
enables all sections of the com-
munity to take part in a wide range
of recreational activities at moder-
ate cost. The centre will comp-
lement the Secret Harbour project
to the south.

Capital for the project will be
provided by the developer.
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The Government will consider re-
leasing a small area of Crown
land-up to 10 hectares-for a
proposed resort centre in return for
the developer carrying out the first
stage of development. It will not
agree to transfer to freehold any
harbour, canals, boat mooring, or
launching facilities or any area of
existing public beach.
The proposed resort centre will be
the key part of the first stage. The
centre might include-
cottages or cabin units for rent, with
sufficient provision for units in the
low and middle-range cost,
condominium units,
a hotel,
caravan parks,
leasehold sites for self-build cabins,
camping grounds,
civic-cultural facilities,
retail facilities,
a tavern-restaurant,
other commercial developments,
boat mooring and launching facili-
ties, and
marine-related facilities.

Mr Rushton: Is the Government selling the
land?

Mr PEARCE: We are looking for expressions
of interest, but the intention for the most
part is to work on a leasehold arrange-
ment. As I indicated earlier in the
answer, we would consider transferring a
small area of land freehold to the
developer.

Mr Rushton: What about selling the land,
and the effect it will have on farmers?

Mr PEARCE: I have just indicated to the
member that we are looking to have the
development done basically on a lease-
hold basis, but obviously it will be a mat-
ter for discussion between the Govern-
ment and those who put forward a
proposition in respect of it.
I am amazed that the member for Dale,
bearing in mind his marginal electorate,
should be knocking a development such
as this which is so close to his electorate.
The development will result in the people
in his electorate having access to facili-
ties on a very attractive piece of coast
which they would not have otherwise.
In fact I am stunned generally that
someone such as the member for Dale.

who sat through the years of the Court
Government and all its development
rhetoric, should be so opposed to every-
thing this Government seeks to do. There
is potential for hundreds of millions of
dollars-worth of development which will
make facilities available to ordinary
people at a low to medium cost for hol-
idays on an attractive area of beach. The
people of Western Australia will be able
to use the facilities at weekends, or at
any other time, and they will be situated
in a good development which will provide
recreational amenities.

The member for Dale's knocking atti-
tude contrasts sharply with the attitude
of the member for Rockingham who
from the beginning has been right behind
this development and others in that area.
I pay tribute to the work the member for
Rockingham has done to get this devel-
opment going.
In conclusion I indicate that sports
grounds will be developed near the resort
centre, with central facilities and accom-
modation available for short-term lease
to sports groups.
The development proposed will bring
major economic, social and recreational
benefits to the Rockingham area and the
building work will generate many jobs
for local people.

Many of those local people are in the
member for Dale's electorate and I hope
they realise be is opposed to the develop-
ment.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Promotions: Regulations

949. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister
Education:

for

(1) Does the Minister plan to introduce into
Parliament a regulation which will allow
for a new promotion system for school
principals before the House rises in the
next few weeks?

(2) If the answer to question (1) is "No",
does the Minister still plan to introduce
the new system as set down in the Edu-
cation Circular of February 1985, with
appointments in 1985 for 1986?

(3) If so, by what arrangement will he do
so?
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M r PEA RC E repl ied:
(I) to (3) 1 advised the member at an earlier

stage of the sitting that 1 would table the
regulations when they were complete.
They are not complete, so they cannot be
tabled.

At 4.15 p.m. today I met with represen-
tatives of the Primary Principals Associ-
ation. At that discussion I said that I
would agree to the proposal which mem-
bers of that association put to me,
although it is not completely worked out,
going to the working party which
recommended the arrangement which
the department is in the process of
implementing. Because of that additional
review of what is proposed, the result of
which I will not know until the working
party reports back to me, I guess it is
unlikely that the regulations involved
will be tabled during this sitting of Par-
liament, unless the session extends some
time longer than anyone anticipates. It
might be possible, if no change is made
to the arrangements as a result of the
proposals to the working party by the
Primary Principals Association, to table
those regulations this session. However,
if it is not possible to do so, obviously the
promotion system will go ahead.

The member will understand very well
that any regulation which is made is
valid from the time at which it is
promulgated and it has the force of law
from that moment. If subsequently the
Parliament were to exercise its right to
reject the legislation, it could do so, and
we would go back to the situation in
which there was no regulation; but one
cannot leave regulations lying around for
six to nine months waiting to see whether
the Parliament intends to take any action
on them, particularly as it is unpre-
cdented for either House to seek to
reject regulations relating to promotions
within the Education Department.

However, as I said, if the report of the
working party is not forthcoming before
the end of the parliamentary session, and
the regulations cannot be tabled, the pro-
motion system will go ahead and
subsequently, when the regulations are
tabled, the Parliament will be able to
exercise its right with respect to them.

ENERGY: STATE ENERGY COMMISSION

Apprentice of the Year Award

950. Mr TOM JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Can the Minister advise who won the
State Energy Commission's Apprentice
of the Year award for 1984?

Mr PARKER replied:

I thank the member for some notice of
the question, the answer to which is as
follows-

Yes. A 19-year-old Collie youth,
Michael Teale, is the State Energy
Commission Apprentice of the Year
for 1984.

Michael is training as an electrical
fitter at Muja power station. His
success caps a year in which he won
through to the national finals of the
Workskill Olympics competition for
apprentices or artisans. This victory
earned him a trip to Brisbane in
June.

Other main awards were: First year
apprentice of the Year, Greg
Manning-Perth based; second
year, Paul Bain, Perth; third year,
Michael Teale, Collie; and fourth
year, Leo Nicolao, Perth.

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS

Transport: Government Instrumentalities

951. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Works:

(1) Is it correct that the Government is now
specifying in tender documents that the
transport component for Government
works should be undertaken by Total
West, Westrail, or Stateships?

(2) If so, for what reason has the Govern-
ment specified arrangements which may
severely add to the end cost of a project?

Mr McI VER replied:

(1) and (2) 1 have no knowledge of the situ-
ation referred to by the member and I
ask him to put the question on notice so
that I may obtain the information for
him.
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AGRICULTURE
DlAP Fertiliser

952. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) What was the reason for the savage in-
crease in the cost of DAP fertiliser used
by most of the State's grain producers?

(2) Has his Government given any consider-
ation to assisting farmers with either
purchase or transport of this necessity?

Mr EVANS replied:

(I) and (2) No notice was given of this
question. I have not received the reasons
for the increase to which he has referred.
However, I will make it my business to
chase it up and to provide him with a
response. At this juncture no consider-
ation has been given to the matter to
which he has alluded, but that is some-
thing that could go forward as a pro-
posal.

PORTS AND H-ARBOURS: FREMANTLE

Fishermen: Parking

953. Mr HUGHES, to the Minister for
Transport:-

When will work start on the provision of
additional parking for fishermen using
Fremnantle's southern breakwater?

Mr GRILL replied:

The Commonwealth has approved the
spending of $140 000 for the project and
work is to start as soon as possible. The
money will come from the Federal
Government's America's Cup defence
fund. The work will consist of reclaiming
a narrow strip of land between the
existing breakwater and the first line of
catwalks. [I is hoped the job will be
completed before the end of this
financial year. The additional parking
will ease the present congestion around
the southern breakwater and be of great
benefit to the fishing industry.

AGRICULTURE: RURAL SECTOR
HARDSHIP

Government Charges: Easing

954. Mr CRANE, to the Deputy Premier:

What action is the Government consider-
ing in the formulation of the forthcoming

Budget to ease the burden of Govern-
ment charges on rural people?

Mr BRYCE replied:

As a result of the submission that we
received today, I assure the member for
Moore that when the pre-Budget dis-
cussions begin every consideration will
be given to each item presented to us.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRYCE: The pre-Budget discussions
have not even started. They are about to
Start.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRYCE: Most members opposite, unlike
the carping member for Mt. Marshall,
would know that the submission that was
given to the Government and to the
Leader of the Opposition today actually
conceded-I do niot expect the member
for Mt. Marshall to have even seen that
statement yet; we will put it on a cassette
so the member can see it in pictures, so
he does not have to read it-that the
principal issues they were concerned
about, namely, interest rates, tariffs,
high prices for fuel, taxes, fuel and gas
tariffs, sprays and a number of other
consumnables generally speaking, lay
fairly and squarety at the feet of the
Federal Government. They asked us to
support their case to the Federal Govern-
ment in drawing attention to the pain
and the difficulty that was being caused
by those charges. I gave the undertaking
today, and I repeat it in this House, that
we are only too pleased to do that. We
recognise the pincer movement that
applies in the case of farmers. We will be
ve ry ha ppy to do tha t for the m.

However, the second essential
proposition that was contained in that
statement was a direct request for the
State Government to re-examine and as-
sess the impact on farmers of those
chargcs. I gave the undertaking today to
do precisely that, and we will do it
immediately. I have already discussed
the matter with the Minister for
Transport. In respect of the other
detailed issues that relate to public dis-
cussions, as I have already said, we will
he happy to give them the priority they
deserve.
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ALUMINIUM SMELTER: FALLOUT

Wind Studies

955. Mr P. J. SMITH, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Can the Minister give details of the wind
studies used for aluminium fallout pre-
dictions at the Parkfield smelter site?

Mr PARKER replied:

I am pleased to advise the member for
Bunbury that, contrary to some
statements which have been made in the
local Press by some people, including
members opposite, the wind studies
which have been undertaken for the
Parkfield smelter are very expensive.
One report suggested that the Bunbury
Airport-some place far distant from the
site-had been used. In fact, a whole
range of wind studies have been
undertaken including at the Bunbury
Airport, and also at Glen Iris, Wellesley
Road, Kemerton, Parkfield and so on.
They -are fairly extensive wind study re-
ports which have formed the basis of the
air modelling which has been undertaken
by the smelter partner in determining
where the fluoride fallout will go. That
was the basis on which we in turn deter-
mined the location of the buffer zone
because outside the buffer zone there is
absolutely no cause for concern about
fluoride fallout. We released all that in-
formation today and made it available to
the public and the Press so that the full
detail of the basis of the information-of
course, it is fairly technical-is estab-
lished so people can be satisfied as to the
work that was done.

The second point I make is that before
the Environmental Protection Authority
makes its final determination with re-
gard to the smelter and the management
programme that is to be required of the
smelter it will be using the modelling, the
air movement studies and the emission
data to determine its own model to
satisfy itself--quite independently of the
work that has been done by the consor-
tium and its consul tants-that in fact
the fluoride fallout will go into areas
suggested and not to areas where it could
be detrimental to agriculture.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: WANNEROQ
SHIRE COUNCIL
Inefficiency: Report

956. Mr CRANE, to the Minister for Local
Government:

(I) Will the Minister table the report pre-
pared by the Department of Local
Government, at his request, on the sup-
posed inefficiency, neglect, and misman-
agement of the Wanneroo Shire Council,
in view of the innuendo and adverse pub-
licity which is gaining momentum in the
Wanneroo shire?

(2) If not, why not?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) and (2) It is fairly obvious that the mem-
ber for Moore does not read through the
booklet of questions and answers which
are published in this House, because I
have answered virtually identical ques-
tions on about three or four occasions,
some questions on notice and some ques-
tions without notice.

The position is that the inquiry was es-
tablished within the department as an
internal departmental inquiry following
some allegations concerning the
administration of the Wanneroo Shire
and, following a submission to me, for a
Royal Commission into the operations of
the Wanneroo Shire Council.

Mr MacKinnon; Who established the in-
quiry?

Mr CARR: I established the inquiry to advise
me whether there should be a Royal
Commission. Substantially, that inquiry
concluded that there were not grounds
for a Royal Commission and I
subsequently made an announcement to
that effect. During the course of the in-
quiry a number of points were brought to
attention concerning administration and
procedural matters in the Shire of
Wanneroo, basically relating to a past
period. I have communicated to the shire
the concerns that arose during the course
of that inquiry. I have made an offer on
a number of occasions to the shire to
have its officers and councillors study the
report in detail in my office so that they
can be acquainted with each item of con-
cern, but they have declined to take up
that opportunity. The opportunity is still
there if they should wish that.
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AGRICULTURE: RURAL SECTOR
HARDSHIP

Select Committee: Report
957. Mr TUJBBY. to the Minister for

Agriculture:
(J) What action has the Government taken

as a result of the rural hardship inquiry
report?

(2) Would the Minister please table any rel-
evant submissions to the Federal
Government, and evidence of action
taken on a State basis?

Mr EVANS replied:
(1) and (2) Since the report of the Select

Committee into Rural Hardship was
received action has been taken on I1I or
the 16 recommendations which it
contained. The other five
recommendations are currently being
researched in order to come up with the
essential detail to properly evaluate
them. The most recent of the
recommendations to receive attention
was that in connection with the all-crop

insurance proposition. The JAC is cur-
rently examining such a proposal-
which was, after all, the main
recommendation contained in the re-
port-and the Queensland Government,
which has done a considerable amount of
work on this concept, is currently looking
at the prospect of establishing a pilot
scheme. It would probably therefore be
propitious for the Western Australian
Government to await the outcome of
those approaches by the Commonwealth
and Queensland Governments and, in so
doing, to avoid any duplication of re-
search.

Towards the end of last year I provided
the House with a ministerial statement
indicating what had transpired. Two
questions have been asked by members
of the Opposition seeking an updating of
information on this subject. That matter
has been covered fairly fully. If the
member does not have access to those
answers I will certainly provide them to
him.
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