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Ifegistatiute Assembly
Tuesday, 7 October 1986

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

THE LATE MR W. A. MANNING, MLA
Condolence: Motion

MR COWAN (Merredin-Leader of the
National Party) [2-18 p.m.]: I move without
notice-

That this House records its sincere regret
at the death of Mr William Allan Manning,
a former member of this House and Chair-
man of Committees and tenders its deep
sympathy to members of his family in their
bereavement.

The late William Manning, who died on 1
October, was elected to the Legislative As-
sembly as the member for Narrogin in April
1956, and held that seat until he retired in
March 1974 after serving for 18 years. He was
an accountant with a successful practice in the
Narrogin district and a long-standing member
of the Country Party. His active interest in
politics was rewarded when he won
endorsement for the seat of Narrogin. He
entered Parliament at 53 years of age bringing
with him a wealth of experience, particularly in
the field of accountancy.

Although I entered this Parliament in the
year in which the late Mr Manning retired, it is
common knowledge that as an accountant he
was one of the great advocates of the establish-
ment of a Public Accounts Committee in this
Chamber, and in fact he was one of the original
members of that committee when it was first
formned.

The late Mr Manning was a deeply religious
man and his major commitment was not so
much to himself or to his own advancement in
the world of politics, but to his constituency
and the committees of this Parliament, such as
the Public Accounts Committee and the Com-
monwealth Parliamentary Association. He did
not seek personal reward or advancement in
the political or parliamentary system.

A good example of his commitment to his
electors was when, in his last term in the Parlia-
ment, he raised an issue which gave him the
everlasting tag for the rest of his term as the
original "chicken man" of this place. Those
people who served in the House at the time,
and particularly the member for Balcatta who

was then the Minister responsible for the area
involved, would remember this story particu-
larly well. In his endeavour to serve his con-
stituents at the time he was acting on behalf of
a hatchery which operated from Narrogin and
which was experiencing great difficulty in
transporting day-old chicks to country cus-
tomers because the WA Government Railways,
as it was then known, refused to allow the
chicks to be transported by rail passenger buses
because it claimed they would be offensive to
other passengers. Mr Manning set about show-
ing they would not be offensive in any way at
all and could be very easily transported in the
passenger compartment without discomfort to
passengers, and he proved his point in a most
original way.

One day he entered this Parliament and
placed a box of day-old chicks on the floor at
his feet and then raised a grievance during the
grievance debate that afternoon. At the end of
his comments he had the box tabled. In the
whole time those chicks were present in the
Chamber no-one complained about any noise
or smell. That was a demonstration of his dedi-
cation in providing a service to his constituents
and of the lengths to which he would go to
show that sometimes we tend to be tied down
by regulation and that commonsense often
does not prevail.

The late Will Manning retired in 1974 aged
71 years. Despite his years he was fortunate
enough to enjoy good health in 12 years of
retirement before his death. Mr Speaker, I ask
all members to join with me in support of this
motion and express their sympathy and con-
dolences to Mrs Manning and all the family
Will Manning has left behind.

MR NAIDER (Narrogin) [2.23 p.m.]: I feel
honoured to have the opportunity of seconding
the condolence motion for the late Will
Manning. William Allan Manning, AASA,
ACIS, will be remembered by many people in
many ways, and I am sure that all who knew
him will remember him as one who always
greeted people with a smile. He was hard-work-
ing, honest, and reliable. He always treated
members the same, no matter which side of the
political fence they came from. One always
knew where one stood with Will Manning.

For those who knew him outside Parliament
he will be remembered for three particular at-
tributes: His love of God; his love of his family;
and his dedication to the people he served-
those in the electorate of Narrogin. Apart from
his parliamentary representation, he spent
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many years serving his community. He ran the
family business of Mannings. in Narrogin; he
was a town councillor from 1932 to 1941, and
again from 1947 to 1951, the latter period as
Mayor of Narrogin. Because of his service to
that town he was awarded in 1975 the title of
freeman of the Town of Narrogin, and he is the
only person to be awarded that honour.

As my leader said, he was elected member
for Narrogin on 7 April 1956, and in his parlia-
mentary career he represented the WA branch
of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Associ-
ation at the sixth Australian Area Conference
in Perth in April 196 1. He represented the WA
branch of the same association at a conference,
and represented all States of Australia at a
council meeting held in Kampala, Uganda, on
6 October 1967. He held the position of Chair-
man of Committees from 3 August 1965 to 31
December 1970, and was also Deputy Speaker
of the Assembly from 1965 to 19 70.

The late Will Manning was also known
outside Parliament as a lover of flowers and a
person dedicated to the growing of a good
garden. He supplied many flowers to churches
and old people's organisations, and was a
specialist in the growing and nurturing of new
varieties of a plant known as hippeastrum. I
have much pleasure in seconding the motion of
sympathy to the Manning family.

MR EVANS (Warren) [2.26 p.m.]: As one on
this side of the House who knew Will Manning
quite well it is my privilege to endorse the
remarks made by previous speakers who
outlined the contribution which Mr Manning
made not only to the community, but also to
this place. The record that has been enunciated
speaks for itself, and is an indication of the
qualities Will Manning possessed. There is no
question about it; he represented the scat of
Narrogin most forcibly in this place. He was
also very colourful in his own way, and the
incident to which the Leader of the National
Party alluded gives a fair indication of that.
However, on that occasion there was a certain
amount of noise created by the birds--

Mr Cowan: I did not read their interjections
in Hansard.

Mr EVANS: Actually, the late Herb Graham
made the point that the chickens were cheeping
quite loudly, and he questioned how Hansard
would handle that.

Another incident in which he was involved
occurred during a particularly fiery debate
when he made certain remarks about the memi-
ber for Kalgoorlie and refused to withdraw

them. The Government endeavoured to move
a motion to have him withdraw those remarks,
but it was lost by 23 votes to 2 1, which showed
the difficulty of having a majority of one in the
Legislative Assembly.

On behalf of members on this side of the
House I join in extending sincere commiser-
ations to Mrs Manning and their three sons and
daughter.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.28 p.m.]: On behalf of the Par-
liamentary Liberal Party I have the privilege of
endorsing the motion moved by the Leader of
the National Party and join in extending con-
dolences to Mrs Manning.

It is clear from the record that William Allan
Manning was a distinguished citizen in his
town and a distinguished parliamentarian. I
met him only a couple of times so I cannot
relate the personal experiences of other
speakers, but we join in this motion. He was
succeeded in this place by our former col-
league, Mr Peter Jones, and I know Mr Jones
would appreciate being included in the ex-
pressions of sympathy in this House today.

MR RUSHTON (Dale) [2.29 p.m.]: I would
like to support the remarks made on the pass-
ing of Will Manning. I am one who counted
him as a friend and was involved with him in a
number of causes. That was one of the good
things about Parliament--one could be
associated with causes irrespective of the side
of the House on which one sat. One which I
remember vividly related to the production
and distribution of scalded cream. Will
Manning fought hard to have it supplied to
Narrogin, and I fought just as hard for the pro-
ducer at Mundijong. That incident is some-
thing that will always remain with me, and it is
remembered sincerely by the producer who
battled on despite the efforts of people to close
him down for various reasons. I still think it
was a magnificent product, and Will Manning
thought so, too. We kept our cause going until
our eventual defeat.

That is one of the pleasant memories I have.
He was a good member and a wonderful person
to be associated with. He was a man of excel-
lent integrity, and one could accept and believe
whatever he said. That is a quality I respect,
and one is able to enjoy sharing the company of
such a person. I am very sad to hear of his
death, and I associate myself with the condol-
ences to his family.

Question passed, members standing.
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CONSUMER AFFAIR
Confectionery Packaging:, Petition

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [2.30 p.m.]: I have a
petition couched in the following terms-

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

We citizens of Western Australia express
that there is a need to end the current dis-
crepancy to trading conditions between
Australian manufacturers of confectionery
and importers, caused by inadequate pack-
ing laws in this State. This discrepancy
should be rectified by the introduction of
the recommended national packaging stan-
dards, based on a 40 per cent maximum
free-space in the packaged product, which
will enable equal trading opportunities for
local and overseas confectionery manufac-
turers alike, and protection for consumers
against dishonest packaging practices.

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

The petition bears 163 signatures and I certify
that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

(See petition Na. 2&.)

SEX SHOP: BUNBURY
Establishment: Petition

MR P. J. SMITH (Bunbury) [2.32 p.m.]: I
have a petition which reads-

To: The Honourable the Speaker, and
Members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in
Parliament assembled, We, the
undersigned that the Legislative Assembly
will act to revoke and prevent the estab-
lishment of a sex shop in Bunbury for the
following reasons:

Because there is a flood of obscene
publications and videos into our State,

Because such a shop will legally ex-
pand the marketing range of X-rated
material from interstate porn corpor-
ations, into the entire South-West of
our State,

Because pornograpy in videos and
publications, degrades women as an
exploitable sexual commodity, with-
out feelings or modesty, a de-
pe rso nal ised object,
Because pornography caters to
voyeurism, and portrays abnormal
deviant behaviour as normal,
Because where men accept such
altered values, for women there is a
high price to pay,
Because pornography creates new, of-
fensive demands on women, with
which they do not willingly comply,
(Eysenck and Nias)
Because women face their plight
alIon e,
Because this causes marriage break-
down,
Because children easily obtain access
to such videos and publications if in
their home,
Because such found doing so face
rejection by one parent, and carry the
burden of having further altered re-
lationships for the worse, between
parents, and between -parent and
child,
Because such a child faces alone, the
loss of trust,
Because a caring government should
concern itself with the real status of
women, and also with the United
Nations Declaration that a child shall
enjoy special protection by law.

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

The petition bears 17 signatures and I certify
that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

(See petition Na. 29.)

SHOPPING: TRADING HOURS
Meat: Petition

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) 12.35 p.mn.J: I
present a petition from 88 residents of Western
Australia mainly in and around my electorate
of Floreat, praying that no change to or exten-
sion of the existing trading hours for the retail
sale of meat should be introduced.
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The petition conforms to the Standing Or-
ders of the Legislative Assembly and I have
certified accordingly.

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

(See petition No. 30.)

PRISON: CASUARINA

Site: Petitions

MR RUSHTON (Dale) (2.36 p.m.]: I present
two identical petitions, the first bearing the sig-
natures of 99 persons and the second bearing
the signatures of 80 persons. The petitioners
pray that you will give earnest consideration to
their total opposition to the proposed siting of
the maximum security prison in Orton Road,
Casuarina.

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

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

(See petitions Nois. 31 and 32.)

CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Confectionery Packaging: Petition

MR RUSHTON (Dale) 12.37 p~m.]: I have a
petition from 165 citizens of Western Australia
praying that you will give earnest consideration
to their concern about the absence of uniform
legislation to deal with the sale of deceptively
packaged confectionery.

There is a need to end the current discrep-
ancy in trading conditions between Australian
manufacturers of confectionery and importers,
caused by indequate packaging laws in this
State.

The discrepancy should be rectified by the
introduction of the recommended national
packaging standards, based on a 40 per cent
maximum free-space in the packaged product,
which will enable equal trading opportunities
for local and overseas confectionery manufac-
turers alike and protection for consumers
against dishonest packaging practices.

The petition conforms to the Standing. Or-
ders of the Legislative Assembly and I have
certified accordingly.

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

(See petition No. 33.)

SHOPPING: TRADING HOURS
Meat: Petition

MR LEWIS (East Melville) [2.38 p.m.]: I
have a petition which reads as follows-

To: The H-onourable the Speaker and
Members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in
Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned oppose any change
to, or extension of the existing trading
hours for the retail sale of meat in the
genuine belief that it would result in:-

2Higher operating costs for re-
tailers making many existing in-
dependent butchers' shops
unviable.

2. Higher meat prices to consumers.
3. Provide national supermarket

chains with unfair trading advan-
tages.

4. Disrupt the family and social life
of employers and employees.

5. Disadvantage the majority of con-
sumers that prefer to complete
their shopping within existing
hours, by forcing them to pay
higher prices for fresh meat.

Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will oppose any change to or ex-
tensions of the existing trading hours for
the retail sale of meat as the population
density and lifestyle of Western
Australians cannot be compared with
other parts of Australia and certainly not
with North America and Europe, and your
petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever
pray.

The petition bears 76 signatures. I certify that
it conforms to the Standing Orders of the Legis-
lative Assembly.

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

(See petition No. 34.)

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES: SECRET
BALLOTS

As to Notice of Motion

MR MacKIN NON (Murdoch-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [2.43 p.m.]: On be-
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half of the member for Kalamunda I give no-
tice that at the next sitting of the House he shall
move-

That this House, recognising the harm-
ful effects that strikes and other militant
action are having on our society, is of the
opinion that secret ballots should be
introduced to-

(1) Start a strike-

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: Mr Speaker, I wonder whether

it is in order for a member to give notice of a
motion on behalf of a suspended member?

The SPEAKER: I have the inclination to rule
that it is not in order, but I do not want to rule
incorrectly in respect of this matter. Unless I
can get immediate advice from the Clerk about
the course I should take, I will postpone the
matter and give the member for Murdoch the
call later, if it is necessary.

Speaker's Rulings
Members, it was my intention at a later stage

of this day's sitting to make a ruling on this
very matter. The member for Gascoyne is also
suspended from this House and he has placed a
number of questions on today's Notice Paper. I
had intended to rule later, but will do so now.
The answers to those questions are to be
postponed until that member is entitled to
come back into this House which, at the
earliest opportunity, will be tomorrow.

In view of the Standing Orders, I rule in the
same way in respect of the notice of motion
moved on behalf of the member for
Kalamunda.

FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE CO LTD
Government Purchase:, Standing Orders

Suspension
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the

Opposition) [2.53 p.m.]: I move, without no-
tice-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as will permit and allow im-
mediate consideration by the House of a
motion of censure of the Government and
the Minister for Minerals and Energy
over the purchase of the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd.

Mr Speaker, I understand that the Leader of
the House, on behalf of the Government, will
indicate that the motion for the suspension of
Standing Orders will be accepted on the basis
of the understanding that the debate will be
concluded at question time and on the under-

standing on our pant that within that time allo-
cation reasonable time for a reply will be al-
lowed so that the.- debate can be properly
concluded and voted upon just before 5.30
p.m.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [2.55 p.m.]: I second the motion moved
by the Leader of the Opposition. The Govern-
ment has indicated to the Opposition its will-
ingness to have this debate at this time on the
understanding, as the Leader of the Opposition
has outlined, that the debate will be concluded
by question time, 5.30 this afternoon, and that
will encompass time for the Opposition to reply
and for the matter to be put to a vote.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: To be carried, this motion

requires an absolute majority. I have counted
the House; and, there being no dissentient
voice, I declare the question carried.

Question thus passed.

Censure Motion
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the

Opposition) 12.56 p.m.1: I move-
That the Government and the Minister

for Minerals and Energy be and are now
censured by this House for improperly and
incompetently using more than $20
million in respect of the purchase by the
State Energy Commission of the gas reticu-
lation works of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Company Limited,
and in particular the House notes that
(1) the Government could have achieved

the legitimate objectives of the State
Energy Commission without the ex-
penditure of taxpayers' funds,

(2) the Minister for Minerals and Energy
with the approval of the Premier in
Cabinet exercising statutory powers
approved a substantial increase in the
authorised capital of the Fremnan tle
Gas and Coke Company Limited as a
result of which the asset acquired by
the Government had its market value
enormously enhanced,

(3) the Government was aware of the
intended sale of the gas undertaking at
the time it enhanced the value of the
company,

(4) the Government neglected the
interests of the people of Western
Australia and has incurred a
substantial loss to the people, and
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(5) despite repeated opportunities and re-
quests from the media the Premier has
failed to explain on behalf of the
Government the true motivation for
the transaction and the extraordinary
dealings associated with it.

In moving this motion it is important to note at
the outset that in more than two weeks of
scandal hitting the headlines, one person has
remained silent-eerily, uncannily, un-
characteristically silent. I refer to the
Premier and Treasurer of this State. In a situ-
ation in which there has been one headline
after another, one revelation after another, con-
cerning a sum of money which represents a
sizeable proportion of the tax collection of one
of the taxes of the State, such as the FID tax,
the Premier and Treasurer has chosen not to
enter the debate to offer an explanation to de-
fend the decision or to defend his Minister.

This man, this Premier, who is always so
anxious to talk about anything from the day of
the week to the colour of the sky, has said not
one word about the waste of more than $20
million of taxpayers' money, a waste author-
ised by the Premier himself as the head of the
Cabinet. Why is that so, Mr Acting Speaker
(Mr Thomas)? What mystery surrounds the
purchase? At a time when the Premier and
Treasurer of the State is framing his Budget
and telling us that times are tough and that
there will not be money for school computers,
extra nurses, or more policemen, when the
Premier is pleading poverty, whacking up taxes
and charges-12 per cent increases for gas and
electricity amongst them-why did the Premier
authorise this purchase at an inflated price?
The transaction could not be supported or
sustained on any economic ground and is not
supported or sustained by any of the available
evidence, which is considerable, indicating the
value of the purchase made.

Was the Premier himself aware that the price
had been inflated? Was he consulted? Why did
he allow the price of this asset to be inflated
before it was purchased? What exactly is the
Premier's involvement? Might it be thought
that the Premier's studied silence in these past
weeks is due to his having an involvement
which he did not want to be put in a position to
discuss or disclose? Why did he not consider
the best financial interests of the taxpayers, the
Stare Enery Commission, and the consumers?
Why has this Premier chosen to isolate his
Minister? It almost appears that the Minister
has been set up-given a baby to hold-and

found himself suffocated by a monster. Why
has the Premier chosen to do this to the Minis-
ter9

If the Premier believed that the decision to
purchase was a correct and proper one, in the
best financial interests of the people of Western
Australia-and he must have had that belief
somewhere along the line as head of the Cabi-
net that authorised the deal-why has he
refused to defend it? Why has he not explained
what really went on in the background? Why
has the Government paid an enormous sum for
the acquisition of the Fremantle gas operation?

We are not talking about a shy, retiring
Premier who is by habit likely to sit back and
leave it to his Minister to make the running on
i ss ues and take the cred it for good deals; we are
talking about a Premier who appears constantly
on television, who has a weekly radio pro-
gramme, and who is forever claiming personal
credit for things which have very little to do
with him. He is back from tripping around the
world for three weeks selling gold coins for the
WA DC. We are talking about a Premier who
claimed credit for the establishment of an
events foundation which, as we all know, lost
$250 000 of the taxpayers' money on a rock
concert. We are talking about a Premier who
has a view on everything, from the 17.5 per
cent leave loading to fringe benefits tax, even
though that view expressed by him publicly is
the complete opposite of the actions the
Premier takes and the policies he implements.
We are talking about a Premier who is always
up front in this Government, claiming the
credit, identifying himself with what he be-
lieves are the successes of the Government,
identifying himself with the decisions of the
Government, and identifying himself with
what this Government substantially stands for.

Why then has he allowed this monumental
scandal involving the taxpayers' money to go
on day after day, week after week without an
explanation? I refer to the Treasurer of this
State; the man who is currently working on the
Budget, who is already introducing substantial
taxation measures for the 1986-87 financial
year, and who recently withdrew the interest
rate subsidy from home buyers-a subsidy that
he introduced before the State election. Why
has this Premier, and his Cabinet, authorised
an expenditure or a commitment of $20
million or more in relation to a transaction of
highly questionable dealing?

When it is all boiled down this issue comes
back to some very simple facts. It goes back to
the fact that a little more than a year ago there
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was a competition in the marketplace to lake
over the Freman tle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. That
competition was between two of Western
Australia's best known entrepreneurs, Mr
Robert Holmes a Court, through his company
J. N. Taylor Holdings Ltd, and Mr Yosse
Goldberg, through his company Western Con-
tinental. Mr Goldberg in turn was advised, and
I understand supported in the transaction, by
another well-known Western Australian
entrepreneur, the merchant banker, Mr Laurie
Connell, through his company, Rothwells Lim-
ited.

The Government's involvement in the
Fremantle Gas scandal does not begin and end
with the contentious sale of the gas reticulation
network to the State Energy Commission a few
weeks ago. It goes back long before the Minis-
ter's authorisation of an increase in the share
capital which increased the value of the
company before the State Energy Commission
bought the network. It should be remembered,
Mr Speaker, that we are referring to a public
utility which has a monopoly. It should be
understood that this Parliament, under success-
ive Governments, has imposed laws on that
company which are special laws to protect the
consumers of Fremantle Gas because it is a
public utility and has a monopoly in its area of
supply.

It has to be remembered that in January
1985 this Minister refused to allow the
company to increase its capital base because he
was aware that in doing so he would increase
the value of the company in the contested
position of a takeover, as was then occurring.
This Minister spelled it out loudly and clearly
in his statement at that time. He made a
statement on I I January 1985 which indicates
his clear understanding of what was going on.
He said-

I have, however, at their request, met
separately with the Board of the Fremantle
Gas and with Mr Robert Holmes a Court
who ultimately controls J. N. Taylor Hold-
ings Ltd. In the case of the Fremantle Gas
meeting I was requested to advise whether
I would be prepared to increase the author-
ised capital of the company and also to
allow the company to introduce tax effect
accounting. The former request has rel-
evance to some of the market speculation
which has suggested that Fremantle Gas
may make a bonus issue of shares to its
current shareholders.

What did the Minister mean when he said the
increase in the capital had relevance to the
market speculation?'He meant that it had rel-
evance to the value of the company on the open
marketplace in a contest for control of that
company. He went on to say.-

At the moment the company is close to
the limit of its authorised capitalization
and would require my approval to make
such a bonus issue.

For some time now both the current and
the former governments of Western
Australia have been concerned that the
company has used bonus issues of shares
in order to effectively circumvent the divi-
dend payout requirements of the Gas
Undertakings Act. This led the O'Connor
Government to pass legislation providing
for the powers which I now hold.

After full consideration I have decided
that I am not prepared to allow an increase
in the authorised capital of the company. I
have notified the company's directors of
this.

And indeed he did by way of a letter dated I I
January 1985.

Let us have a look for one minute at those
controls which were put in place by successive
Governments, as the Minister acknowledged,
to protect consumers from a public utility, a
gas monopoly in their area of supply. There
were two controls. Firstly, dividends could not
be increased beyond a certain level, according
to a formula. Secondly, the company could not
increase its share capital without the approval
of the Minister.

What did that mean in practice? It meant
one thing. Only a certain amount of profit
could be taken out of the company each year,
and in 1985-86 that was approximately
$800 000. That level of profit determined the
value of the company. It determined how much
someone would be prepared to pay for it. But
after this Minister had authorised ant increase
in the capital in May 1986, under circum-
stances which themselves require some expla-
nation which has not been given, the amount
which could be distributed by the company
each year to its owners increased from
$800 000 to $2.4 million.

Of course the value of the company went up
dramatically, as shown in the Coopers and
Lybrand report on the company and its value, a
report which I have here. The valuation was

2717



2718 [ASSEMBLY]

linked directly to the fact that the share capital
base of the company had been changed.

Mr Parker- Thai is not true. They said
exactly the opposite to that.

Mr HASSELL: Perhaps the Minister has not
read this letter properly, but there are several
references to it, and they will be dealt with-
make no mistake about it.

Let us keep to the point that this company's
value was controlled because a limitation was
imposed by law on the amount which could be
earned from this company, and that limitation
was imposed by law to protect the consumers
of gas in the area serviced by the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd. This Minister,'
exercising the power given to him by Parlia-
ment to pernit a substantial increase in the
capital base, substantially increased the value
of the company, and thereafter purchased this
business undertaking at the enhanced value.
Despite the raging controversy which has gone
on for day after day, the Premier of this State
has not chosen to give the people of this State
an explanation of what was really going on.

Let us consider a little of the history of this
matter and go back to the time over a year ago
when the company was under threat of
takeover-not by Mr Goldberg at that time but
by Mr Holmes a Court through J. N. Taylor
Holdings Ltd. At that time in early 1985 Mr
Holmes a Court's company, J. N. Taylor Hold-
ings Ltd, had acquired approximately 19 per
cent of the issued capital of the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co. Under normal circumstances a
takeover bid would be imminent. But in this
case the directors were not particularly worried
because most of the other shares were in
friendly hands, including a parcel of 13 per
cent held by Wesfarmers Ltd.

However, early in 1985, the directors woke
up to read in the newspaper that Wesfarmers
had agreed to sell its 13 per cent to J. N. Taylor
Holdings Ltd. So suddenly the ball game had
changed. With J. N. Taylor Holdings Ltd now
potentially holding 32 per cent of the issued
share capital, a takeover of the company ap-
peared to be a certainty-

Not to put too fine a point on it, the directors
panicked, because they saw that their long de-
fence of the company was at that point sud-
denly not going to work. So the directors held a
meeting and decided it was time to talk to the
State Energy Commission, the State Energy
Commission having for some time been an ob-
vious purchaser of the gas undertaking. It was
not just the directors who did not want Holmes

a Court to succeed in his takeover bid; the
Government was not too keen on it either.

A deputation of di rectors was formed to visit
the State Energy Commission commissioner,
Mr Marwood Kingsmill. The deputation
journeyed from Fremantle to Perth expecting
to be able to say to Mr Kingsmill, "You find a
way for the State Energy Commission to take
over the company." The directors expected
that because of the Government's motivation
not to have Fremantle Gas and Coke Co taken
over by J. N. Taylor Holdings Ltd, they would
be in a strong position dealing with Mr
Kingsmill and the State Energy Commission.

But they had not long been through Mr
Kingsmill's door when they discovered that he
would not be much help, because they had no
sooner entered his office than he said to them
that he knew why they were there, but there
was nothing the SEC could or would do. But he
did make a suggestion. He said, "I suggest that
you go and see Mr Laurie Connell of Rothwells
Ltd." That is what Mr Marwood Kingsmill was
recommending to the directors of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co-that they should
proceed from his office to see the merchant
banker, Mr Laurie Connell.

The directors asked why, and they were told
that Mr Laurie Connell might indeed be able to
put them in a position where they could be
rescued by friendly hands-a so-called white
knight. Clearly the deal had already been set
up. Mr Kingsm ill offered to make an appoint-
ment for them to see Mr Connell, and indeed
he attempted to ring Mr Connell. But Mr
Connell could not be contacted by phone.
Nevertheless, the directors were urged to go to
see Mr Connell. They proceeded down the road
from Mr Kingsmill's office to the office of Mr
Laurie Connell.

When they arrived at Rot hwells Lid, Mr
Connell's merchant bank, their presence pre-
sumably had not been notified to him. How-
ever, they were met in the reception area and
welcomed to Mr Connell's office. He knew who
they were and he knew why they were there.
Almost immediately he told them he could ar-
ra nge a cash offer of some $4.890 a sha re, bu t h e
did not at that time tell them the identity of the
bidder. That came later.

Discussions continued during that day. They
had a sandwich lunch. At about 4.00 p.m. Mr
Yosse Goldberg arrived. The white knight was
there. He indicated his willingness to make a
cash offer for the company, one which was
negotiated to a level acceptable to the directors
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and which they were prepared to recommend
to their shareholders.

After that was concluded a letter was typed
there and then in Mr Connell's office to be
signed by the directors agreeing to the payment
of an introduction fee for Mr Connell's pant in
the deal and requesting that he should find for
them a "white knight". The white knight had
been found. He was Mr Goldberg.

Subsequently, the company received a bill
for $225 000 in respect of that arrangement.
The directors had same doubt about payment
of such a large sum. They had expected a fee of
about $10000 and they were more than sur-
prised at the amount involved. However, by
that time Mr Goldberg was in charge and in
due course the account was paid with his auth-
ority. That is, the account was paid by the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd. Will the
Government-the Premier-now claim that
the introduction of Mr Connell by Mr
Kingsmill was made without the knowledge of
the Premier, the Minister, or the Government?
Is it to be suggested that this sort of transaction
and policy decision-making was completely
isolated from the Governiment of the day? Is it
to be suggested that the people and the Oppo-
sition came down in the last shower? Do not
think that they will be fooled into thinking that
this *Govemnment, this Premier, was not
involved in what was going on all the way
along.

The fact is that the Premier, the Minister, or
their representative was involved from the out-
set. Those involved in the deal knew at the
outset that the capital would be increased and
that the State Energy Commission would be the
buyer. They knew all along that the State En-
ergy Commission would be the ultimate buyer.
There is no other way that the deal that was
ultimately to be made could be justified on any
normal commercial criteria. It simply did not
stand up unless the State Energy Commission
was to be the buyer.

Members on the other side of the House
might be interested to hear just how the share
issue and the sale of the gas network came
about and they may be particularly interested
to hear, given that the Minister has said that
the Government began negotiating to buy the
network a month after the share issue, that
Fremantle Gas directors were told in April that
the SEC was to buy the network.

Early in April there was a meeting of the
board of the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd.
At that meeting the directors were told that the

State Energy Commission was going to buy
either the company or the gas network; not that
the SEC would enter into negotiations, but that
they were going to buy it. The directors were
told that the capital of the company would
have to be increased so that Western Continen-
tal Group could take out as much cash as poss-
ible before the SEC purchase arrangement was
final ised.

It should be pointed out that the Minister for
Minerals and Energy, only a year earlier,
refu sed to al low an i ncrease i n the capital of t he
company. The directors were told not to worry
about that because it had all been sorted out
and the company had been advised to write to
the Minister to see about an increase in author-
ised capital from $ 5 million to $15 milIlion.

I remind members opposite that this oc-
curred in the first week of April this year. That
was three months before, according to the Min-
ister, the Government commenced nego-
tiations to buy the gas network. Maybe the
Minister did not know himself what was going
on, but the Government did. The Government
knew full well and that, perhaps, is why there
has been such a long silence from this Premier.

On 8 April, which was roughly the date of the
board meeting, the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd, wrote to the Minister requesting an
I ncrease in share capital. It was a remarkable
letter requesting that there be an authorisation
to increase the company's authorised capital to
$15 il Ilion made up of 15 mill ion $1I shares.
No more was heard until 20 May when the
company received a letter from the Minister
which said, "At this stage I am prepared to
agree to an increase in the authorised capital
from $5 million to $10 million. I would be
prepared to consider any further specific pro-
posal you might put at a later date." But that
was not the end of it.

Some time within the next two weeks-not
as the Minisier said in today's The West
Australian, within a day or so-a Mr Pope,
from Price Waterhouse, telephoned the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd and told the
company to return the letter of 20 May as the
original request for an increase to $15 million
was to be made. The letter was returned. On 5
June the company received another letter
backdated to 20 May agreeing to an increase in
authorised capital from $5 million to $15
million.

Very serious questions have been raised by
this sequence of events and all those questions
must be answered. They have not been
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answered. Who told the company in March or
April this year that the SEC would be buying
the company or the gas network? If the Minis-
ter did not do it, who did and why? What was
the real arrangement? What was the real under-
standing and who made it if it was not the
Minister-this Minister who has been left on
his own for the past two weeks without a word
from the Treasurer who authorised the
transaction in Cabinet.

Mr Parker: I am perfectly happy where I am.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister might be happy
where he is. If he followed any tradition of
honourability, he would have resigned over the
$20 million of Western Australian money that
has been given away at the expense of the
people of this State. Given that the Minister
had previously refused an increase in the capi-
tal, how was it that the company at its direc-
tors' meeting was able to be told that in April
the increase in capital would be authorised?
Did the Minister act illegally in backdating the
second authority for an increase in share capi-
tal? What was the full extent of Mr Connell's
involvement through Rothwells Ltd, given that
because of the legal restrictions the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd could pay a dividend of
just $800 000 a year to Western Continental,
and given that Western Continental would
have to pay interest of about $4.5 million on
the funds to make the takeover. How could
Western Continental keep up the payments if it
did not have foreknowledge of the sale to the
State- Energy Commission?

Who instructed Mr Kingsmill to refer the
Fremantle Gas directors to Mr Connell? Did
the Standard Chartered Bank advance $25
million to Western Continental-a company
with accumulated losses of $12.9 million, and a
company the auditors of which said could not
be determined to be a going concern purely on
the security of its Fremantle Gas shares-or
was there collateral security given by a third
party? Exactly who made money out of this
deal? Who stands to make money out of this
deal, and how much will they make individu-
ally? Who will buy what now that the deal is
over and the money has been paid out? Above
all, why was this whole doubtful deal done in
the first place?

The Opposition sees nothing but question
after question which remain unanswered. We
have seen a transaction in which the State of
Western Australia, using the taxpayers' money,
has entered into a deal which need not have
been done at all for the legitimate interests of

the State Energy Commission to have been
achieved.

Mr Lewis: He wanted to increase the price of
gas for his own constituents.

Mr HASSELL: He has certainly done that.
We can equally be sure that they will have to
face some substantial and hefty increases ini
future.

Let us take a very simple questioning of this
transaction. The Government paid $39.75
million of taxpayers' money to buy the gas
undertaking of the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co. Having bought it, we know the SEC will
need to borrow the funds to buy it.

Mr Parker- Why do you say that?

Mr HASSELL: Because the SEC has
substantial debt liability and in recent times it
has been running at a loss according to the
Budget papers the Government put forward.

If one takes that $39.75 million as a
borrowing-and one way or another it becomes
a borrowing because if it is not a new
borrowing, it is money which is available to
pay off an existing borrowing, which is very
substantial-and let us say that this money can
be obtained at the very good rate, in the current
climate, of I1S per cent, the debt will take about
$6 million a year to service.

The profitability of the operations of the
FGCC last year was about $4.5 million. Here
we have incurred a liability for interest of not
less than $6 million, and perhaps a lot more, in
a company which, by the established account-
ing record, has a profitability before tax of
about $4.5 million. The Minister in his
statements has referred to savings in
operational costs and in the reduction of staff
of about $1I million. This means that perhaps
we are up to $5.5 million, but it still does not
look good as a transaction. We come back to
the question time and time again as to why this
transaction was undertaken. Why has the
Premier and Treasurer of this State declined to
defend the transaction or to offer a full expla-
nation of this transaction?

Mr Brian Burke: I have been on radio, and
the transcripts are available, rejecting what you
are saying.

Mr H-ASSELL: It is all very well to reject
what is being said, but what about the facts of
this transaction? Who is up to his neck in this
deal? Who is getting what out of this deal? Why
was this deal done in the first place? What is in
it for somebody? Surely the Government is not
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trying to suggest that this is a good deal for
Western Australia.

Mr Parker: It is a very good deal for Western
Australia.

Mr HASSELL: I can only say it is an extra-
ordinary deal indeed, with a number of extra-
ordinary sidelines and activities, all of which
add up to suggest that it is not dinkum, is not
straight and is not square, and the full story has
not yet been told.

This matter needs a proper inquiry, but in
the meantime this Government thoroughly de-
serves the condemnation of this motion. It may
well be that the Government will muster the
numbers and defeat the censure motion, but it
will not make the facts go away. It will not alter
the facts which I have presented, nor will it
alter the facts which are able to be presented
step by step, day by day, on this deal. The
Government has bought an asset of a company
for $40 million, when the whole of that
company had been acquired in a competitive,
marketplace takeover situation for $25 million.
The Government, having paid $40 million for
one asset, leaves in the company and in the
hands of the owners other assets which amount
to another $6 million or so. Can anyone ex-
plain that? A valuation was presented by the
Government as justification, which says in the
clearest of terms that this valuation was based
on the change in the capital base of the
company. Who effected that change in the capi-
tal base? It was the Minister. The Minister says
there was no plan to buy the company at the
time the change in the capital base was made.

The company directors were confident at the
time the change in the capital base was applied
for that the Government would buy the
company, or the business undertaking. This is
the Government, through the Premier, which is
busy adding to the taxes and the burdens of the
citizens of the State. What is the result of this
transaction? It is a substantial increase in the
cost to consumers and a substantial loss to the
taxpayers. The Government has not achieved
one thing in this transaction which would not
have been achieved in the normal course of
events by the effluxion of time in March 1987.
At that time the special contracts of the FGCC
to acquire gas for on-selling to its consumers
would have run out and the SEC, in the terms
of the Coopers and Lybrand report-the report
the Minister has relied on-would have to be
the suppliers of the gas used, at least in part.

Mr Parker: On what terms?
(861

Mr HASSELL: I would remind the Minister
that under the legislation of this State the SEC
has complete control over the gas supplies of
this State and that if anybody had to be con-
cerned about the terms on which gas would be
supplied after March 1987, it certainly was not
the Government. It certainly was not the SEC;
it was much more likely to be the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co because that company had
everything to lose and nothing to gain.

The point is that the Government has
rescued an entrepreneurial operation with a
transaction which even the vendors could not
believe their luck to have achieved. This
Government and this Minister deserve every
word of censure contained in this motion
which I have moved.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [3.49 p.m.]: In for-
mally seconding the motion, I would like to
make a brief contribution, which will hopefully
allow the facts to speak for themselves.

The first essential question which needs to be
answered in respect of this whole dispute is:
Did the Minister know of the consequences of
his actions at the time he increased the capital
of the company? He has continually claimed
that of course he did not know the company
was for sale at the time and that therefore the
consequences of his actions were not really all
that relevant.

Mr Parker: The reason that they were not
relevant is that they did not alter the valuation
of the company.

Mr MacKINNON: Whether that is the case
or not, I can quote several cases to the Minister
in which he has indicated that he did not know
at the time.

Mr Parker interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: I think it is highly rel-

evant, as I will explain in a moment.
The point I am making is that the Minister

knew at the time he increased the company's
share capital that the company was for sale to
the SEC and that the SEC would buy the
company. In Saturday's The West Australian
Mr Goldberg indicated that Mr Parker did
know at the time.

Mr Parker: He did not say that at all.
Mr MacKINNON: The newspaper article

says-
Perth millionaire businessman Yosse

Goldberg says the State Government knew
the Fremantle Gas and Coke Company
was for sale when the Minister for Min-
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erals and Energy, Mr Parker, approved a
bonus share issue.

I quoted directly the first line of the article.

Mr Parker: That is not a quaotation.

Mr MacKINNON: If the Minister thinks it is
wrong he has the right to sue the paper. Mr
Goldberg can do the same. I have not seen any
request for the statement to he withdrawn; I
have not seen any other statement from the
Minister. The West Australian has been meticu-
lous in printing the Minister's disclaimers, and
I have seen no disclaimer to that effect. The
Minister is saying that Mr Goldberg was telling
a lie.

Mr Parker: I did not say that. Read the full
article.

Mr MacKINNON: I only have 28 minutes
left, and I do not intend to answer all the inter-
jections because the one the Minister has just
made is irrelevant. Even if, as the Minister
claims, I have misquoted the facts, which I
have not, the Minister is condemned in his own
Press statement of 19 September when '?,Fe

announced the Government's deal. He said-

It has always been seen as inevitable that
the SEC, as the State's major power utility,
would one day absorb the Fremantle Gas
and Coke's operations.

The Minister by his own words is saying, "We
are going to be buying the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co at any time, and I knew that at the
time I made the changes." He also knew at the
time, as Mr Goldberg indicated, that the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co was for sale. If
anybody doubts that all they need do is exam-
ine the two letters referred to by the Leader of
the Opposition-the two letters mysteriously
dated on the same day-fraom the Minister in-
creasing the share capital to $10 million, and
then to $15 million. If it was of no
consequence, as the Minister claims, that he
increased the share capital of the company.
from $5 million to $10 million, and then to $15
million, why did he change it from $ 10 million
to $ 15 million?

Mr Parker: I will explain that. I have
explained it publicly, and I will do so again
today.

Mr MacKJNNON: I will look forward to the
explanation.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you maintain, as your
leader does, that I instructed the SEC to send
those people to see Mr Connell.

Mr MacK]NNON: The Premier has an op-
portunity to make a contribution to this de-
bate, and I hope he will do that in due course.
He should direct his questions to the Leader of
the Opposition at the time.

Mr Brian Burke: That is what he said, and it
is untrue.

Mr MacKINNON:. I am making a contri-
bution, and I will do so in the way I feel is
appropriate.

Mr Brian Burke: That is what he said and it
is untrue, and I am asking whether you agree.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier can make
whatever comments he likes in due course.

It is also interesting that the valuation of the
assets acquired by the company can change so
much in such a short time. I refer the House
and the M inister to t he 19 83- 84 accounts of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co, in which under
the chairman's review there is a short heading
saying "Revaluation of company's distribution
system". The document then goes on to say-

On 30th November, 1 983 the
Company's reticulation plant comprising
mains, meters, house services and
associated plant was revalued at
$18,489,000, and the resultant surplus of
$3,386,815 from the previous book value
was transferred to Assets Revaluation Re-
serve Account.

It goes on to indicate who carried out the valu-
ation. In November 1 983, almost three years
ago, those assets which are now acquired by the
SEC for $40 million, were revalued to $1 8
million. Subsequently, and I refer to page 7 of
the Coopers and Lybrand report, they looked at
the assets of the company. Under the heading,
"Net assets", the document states that the net
assets of the Fremantle Gas and Cake Co,
based on the preliminary accounts as at 31 May
1986, are set out as follows under the heading,
"Fixed assets, plant and equipment". It is
given as $25.5 million, and it says, "See note
3". It goes on as follows-

Primarily the gas grid and reticulation
pipelines which were revalued at 3 1st May,
1985 by the directors to estimated
depreciated replacement cost.

We now see in 1986-
Mr Parker: The valuation of the company is

not related to the valuation of the plant; they
are two entirely different things.

Mr MacKINNON: What did the SEC actu-
ally buy; the company or the plant?
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Mr Parker: We did not buy either the
company or the plant. We bought the gas utility
operations of the company.

Mr MacKINNON: The SEC bought the re-
ticulation system.

Mr Parker: No, we didn't just buy the reticu-
lation system; we bought the gas utility oper-
ations of the company, including its franchise
area and its right to supply gas. etc. That is a
very different consideration from buying plant
and equipment.

Mr MacKINNON: That is all gobbledegook.
All the SEC got for its money was the pipes and
the customers of the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co, valued at $25 million on 31 May 1986 by
the company itself.

Mr Parker: No, the plant was valued at that,
but we did not just buy the plant. I do not know
how many times I have to tell you that.

Mr MacKJNNON: What else did the SEC
buy?

Mr Parker: We bought the utility operations.
Mr MacKINNON: What is that?
Mr Parker: All those things involved with the

supplying of gas, including contractual commit-
ments and obligations, its customers, its exclus-
ive right to reticulate gas in that area, its in-
come, and the whole operations, including the
plant.

Mr MacKINNON: For $40 million. But the
only plant that was bought was that worth $25
million; all the rest is a notional value that can
be placed thereon. It is amazing to me that the
set of accounts, which was not qualified in any
way that I can see by the auditors, and which in
November 1983 valued plant and equipment
now purchased for $40 million at $18 million.
In less than three years the plant and equip-
ment cost has doubled in value. It will be
interesting to see exactly where the SEC itself
accounts for that money in its annual accounts
for this year. I will lay London to a brick that
that $40 million almost exclusively will be
placed under the heading of "Plant and equip-
ment4'. I will be surprised if it is not, and t will
be interested to read the auditors' comments in
due course if it is not.

I would like to briefly touch on the whole
question of this bonus issue and its significance
to the company. The Minister would have us
believe it made no difference at all to the valu-
ation of the company. He said that in The West
Australian today. The fact is the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co is not a normal company. I read a
transcript of the Minister's comments on

Howard Sattler's programme in which he said
the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co was just like
any other company and it had the ability to
increase its share capital. He was saying, "The
company applied to me and I let it do that
which every other company has the ability to
do at any time". That is not true. As the Minis-
ter well knows, the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
is controlled by an Act of Parliament. That is
why in 1985, when Mr Goldberg and Mr
Holmes a Court were fighting for control of the
company, it was worth only $24 million. No-
body could claim that Robert Holmes a Court
is a fool; he is one of the best entrepreneurs in
Australia. Why then did he not at that time
out-bid Mr Goldberg above $25 million?

Mr Parker: Do you know how much his bid
was worth? Two days after the bid closed, if
people had accepted his bid-I know the direc-
tors recommended against it, and you might
ask about their veracity and role in this-it was
worth $42.6 million. If people had retained the
shares until now it would be worth $75 million,
and if they had sold them a year ago, it would
have been worth $92 million. So if they had
taken his bid and sold the shares as soon as
they got them, they would have got $42
million, much more than Goldber& paid for it.

Mr Court: One is a cash flow and one is
shares.

Mr Parker: That is what the realised value of
the shares would have been.

Mr Court: We could start quoting figures
about the John Curtin Foundation and what it
is worth.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: The essential point is that

Mr Goldberg or Mr Holmes a Court were bid-
ding for a company they knew had restrictions
placed on it under the Act. They knew they
were restricted by the amount of money they
could take out of the company unless, of
course, they knew in advance that changes were
to be made to the Act. If they knew that, obvi-
ously it would have placed a different valuation
on the company. Perhaps Mr Holmes a Court
did know, but I am not making a judgment
about that.

It is crystal clear that the valuation of the
company was determined by the Act and the
increase in the share capital. Several times
today the Minister has tried to indicate that the
valuation made by Coopers and Lybrand
covered that issue. For the sake of the record, I
want to read from page 3 of the report because
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it clearly gives the lie to what the Minister has
said. Under the heading, "Valuation ap-
proach", item 12 states-

The Gas Undertakings Act under which
FGC operates restricts the level of earnings
of the company by imposing statutory
limits on dividend distributions, transfers
of profits to reserves and the retention of
profits. Notwithstanding these prima facie
limitations on access to future earnings or
cash flow, it should still be possible for a
potential purchaser to utilise all of the fu-
ture earnings and cash flow of FGC either
by way of management charges or (with
Ministerial approval) by increasing the
share capital of FGC and we note that both
of these avenues have been utilised in the
recent past. For these reasons we have not
fell it appropriate to discount our value to
reflect the restrictions imposed by the Gas
Undertakings Act.

In others words, Coopers and Lybrand are say-
ing, "We have not discounted the value for
the restrictions which exist under the Act, but
because of the recent actions by the Minister
we would see that there are no restrictions and
therefore we value the company exclusive of
the restrictions. They would have clearly made
a different valuation, a far lower valuation, had
those restrictions been in place.

We come now to a very important point in
this issue. Within the valuation report, Coopers
and Lybrand refer to the future earnings and
cash flow able to be taken out of the company
by management charges or-with ministerial
approval-by increasing the share manage-
ment charges. In today's paper the Minister
was quoted as follows-

The company had other ways of
siphoning profits from FGCC to Western
Continental, the parent company, includ-
ing charging a management fee.

Mr Speaker, I want to put this point to you:
There is no way whatsoever that the FGCC, the
ABC company or the XYZ company can
charge management fees willy-nilly. The Com-missioner of Taxation would not allow it. The
management fee must be related to the service
provided by Western Continental or somebody
else. For the Minister to say that the profits can
be taken out of FGCC willy-nilly, without re-
striction, is clearly false.

Mr Parker: You do not understand it. The
Commissioner of Taxation only cares for the
purpose of assessing tax; he does not care for

the purpose of transferring profits-he has no
control over that.

Mr MacKINNON: I thank the Minister for
making my point for me. The Commissioner of
Taxation is vitally interested in tax. If the Min-
ister would slow down a minute I will explain it
to him. The Fremantle Gas and Coke Co pays
tax. Western Continental has accumulated
losses. If there is not a tax benefit in
transferring a management fee, which is tax
deductable, to the taxpaying company, which is
Western Continental and which is a non-
taxpaying company-

Mr Parker: The Tax Commissioner can allow
the profit transfer to take place, but can still
assess a profit within FGCC.

Mr MacKINNON: Exactly. If he did that,
what is the point in taking the money out of the
company? There is no point because tax will
still be paid at the same level. The Minister has
made the point for me and I thank him very
much. The point is that the company does not
have the ability to transfer management fees
willy-nilly; it has to make sure, because of the
Income Tax Assessment Act, that it is relative
to the work conducted at that time. If it is not,
the commissioner will disallow the claim and
in all probability will levy a fine at the same
time.

Mr Court: Mr Goldberg said that the issue
had been made so that Western Continental
could legally syphon off the profits instead of
paying tax.

Mr Parker: I said that also.
Mr MacKINNON: I think the Minister has

been talking to the Minister for Industrial Re-
lations because he seems to be the tax avoid-
ance expert in this place; probably the Minister
has received some advice from him.

I repeat what I said earlier: It should still be
possible for a potential purchaser to utilise all
the future earnings and cash flow of the FGCC
either by way of management charges-I have
already indicated to you, Mr Speaker, that it is
highly doubtful that it could do that to any
great extent-or, with ministerial approval, by
increasing the share capital.

It is quite clear that the key factor to increas-
ing the value of the FGCC was, in fact, the
increasing of the share capital. I do not believe
that the Minister did not know at the time that
the company was for sale. In fact, he indicated
in a Press statement on the 19th that if FGCC
was not then for sale, inevitably the SEC would
take it over. Despite that statement the two
letters clearly indicate, the actions indicate and
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Mr Goldberg has indicated, that the Minister
knew at the time that the FGCC was for sale.
He also knew-if he did not, he is
monumentally incompetent and should not be
in the job-that increasing the share capital
would significantly increase the value of the
company to Mr Goldberg and, therefore, the
cost that the Government, through the SEC,
would pay.

If all of that is not true, one must ask why the
Chairman of the FGCC is concerned about the
deal. Why is the Minister making phone calls in
the middle of the night to Mr Goldberg asking
him to ask his chairman to back off? One must
ask that question. There is no doubt that in my
view the people of Fremantle and the con-
sumers have been duped by this Minister. My
colleague, the member for Nedlands,' will indi-
cate shortly that the people are really con-
cerned about the activities of the Minister. I
am sure that at the next election he will not be
sitting in the safe seat he thought he would be.
Funnily enough, there have been a lot of letters
to the paper from his constituents.

Mr Parker: They are all members of your
branch of the Liberal Party. I see them at every
election handing out how-to-vote cards.

Mr MacKINNON: They know they are
wasting their time writing to the Minister. It is
clear that he cannot understand very much be-
cause he is paying $40 million for an asset that
was not worth that much until he took certain
actions.

I totally support the censure motion. As the
Leader of the Opposition has indicated to the
Parliament, irrespective of whether the
Government defeats the motion today, the
issue will not go away. The people of Western
Australia know there is something wrong about
the deal. As the member for Mt Lawley
indicated earlier, there is a smell about it.

If the Minister thinks he can brush it aside by
the sort of explanations he has been providing
today and previously, and if the Premier thinks
he can shrug it off and tough it out, and that it
will go away, clearly they are wrong. The public
of Western Australia are concerned; we, the
members of the Opposition, are concerned.
The Government, for the reasons outlined
today, deserves the strongest condemnation of
the Parliament and the people of Western
Australia.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for
Minerals and Energy) [4.01 p.m.]: The Oppo-
sition's motion today, of course, has been
expected and, indeed, forecast several times in
the Press by members opposite, with promises

of all sorts of revelations and all sorts of things
that would show that the Government was
somehow involved in some underhand deal or
arrangement with Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd. Yet, nothing that has been said today by
the Opposition has in any way been new or
different from what has been said in the past 10
days or so while the Opposition has been rais-
ing this issue in the Press. The Opposition has
put some things in slightly different ways but
there is no new information and no infor-
mation that I have not been making available
all the way through the whole exercise.

Let us deal with some of the history put for-
ward by the Leader of the Opposition. I would
like to deal with pant of that history because the
position put forward by the Leader of the Op-
position was that the directors were not par-
ticularly worried about takeovers. However,
they woke up to find themselves with a particu-
lar problem with Wesfarmers and Mr Holmes a
Court, who owned J. N. Taylor Holdings Ltd.
In fact, that is not the position at all.

In 1981 the then Chairman of Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd, Mr Ernest Tomlinson, wrote
not one letter, but half a dozen, pleading with
the Government of the day to introduce special
legislation-he specifically used as an example
the legislation which protects -the trustee
companies-to limit the shareholdings of indi-
viduals in the company to no more than 10 per
cent , as applied in the case of Perpetual
Trustees WA Ltd and WA Trustees.

The letters extended over a long period be-
cause there was a considerable to-do within the
Government about what to do in this matter-
it is hard to tell exactly what happened, not
having been involved, but one senses the situ-
ation from the correspondence on the files.
There were different points of view within the
Cabinet.

One of the points Mr Tomlinson made in his
letter was that the company had a special re-
lationship with the Government and the SEC
and, therefore, it deserved to be protected. In
fact, his exact words were, "We demand to be
protected" from the possibility of takeover by
the introduction of these provisions. The Min-
ister of the day was Hon. Peter Jones, the then
member for Narrogin, and he put forward a
Cabinet minute in which he recommended that
legislation be introduced to provide for a 10
per cent limitation on the individual
shareholdings that could be accumulated in
that company. It took some months to resolve
the problem and there was a lot of to-ing and
fro-ing. It appears from the file that the
principal opponent was the Attorney General
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of the day. After a very considerable time and
many more letters from Mr Tomlinson, both to
the Minister and the Premier of the day, the
then Government decided not to allow a 10 per
cent maximum limit on the shares.

However, it decided to take other legislative
steps, some of which are now being referred to
by members Opposite speaking on this motion,
in order to protect, or make less attractive to
takeover operators, the interests of Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd. That is the history of the
matter.

There is no basis for saying that the directors
were not worried; they had been worried for a
number of years and had made strenuous rep-
resentations to the previous Government about
the matter. It is also the case that the direc-
tons-this has been publicised, as has every-
thing else the Leader of the Opposition and the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition have said-
wrote to me late in August or early September
1984 asking, for no reason at all, for an in-
crease in the authorised capital of their
company from $5 million to $ 10 million. That
letter had not, in fact, been answered when the
takeover bid came from Holmes a Court
through his vehicle, Taylors.

At that time the directors of Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd-I cannot remember whether
they were all present but centainly Mr
Tomlinson, Mr Kyle (the president of the
Nedlands branch of the Liberal Party), and sev-
eral other directors-came to see me in my
office and put to me in words of one syllable
that the reason for the share issue was that they
wanted to protect themselves from takeover.

This afternoon the Leader of the Opposition
has made extraordinarily conflicting comments
stating that I had refused to allow the increase
in share capitalisation on the one hand and, on
the other hand, that I was interested in helping
with the takeover bid-this is many months
before Mr Goldberg came on the scene. The
directors came to see me in late December or
early January-certainly prior to I I January
when I issued a statement, part of which has
been read by the Leader of the Opposition,
which clearly puts on the record my position at
the time, which was that I could have decided
to authorise the issue of bonus shares but de-
cided during the currency of the takeover dis-
pute that I should not interfere so as to influ-
ence the possible outcome on the stock market.
There was speculation about providing friendly
shareholders with a shareholding which could
be used to stymie the bid of the only takeover
person in the market, Mr Holmes a Court,

through Taylors. That was the history of the
matter up until that time.

I also wrote to them with regard to the intro-
duction of tax affect accounting which I did not
agree to at that time, which was before the
outcome of the takeover battle-I cannot be
certain of the date but it was before the final
outcome. They wrote back, not continuing to
raise the issue of share capitalisation but with
regard to tax affect accounting. We took further
advice on that, which indicated that such a
system had the impact of allowing them to re-
tain or distribute more profits. We decided that
we would allow the introduction of tax affect
accounting.

I believe that was before the takeover battle
was finalised. That is the history of the matter,
so far as I am concerned.

Mr MacKinnon: Why then, did you say in
January 1985 that current and previous State
Governments had been concerned Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd had used bonus issues to
circumvent the dividend payment required?

Mr PARKER: That is the way they had been
using the bonus issues in previous years. By the
way, let us remember that this authorised capi-
tal increase is not something which is new.
When the company was first set up-and in
fact, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
corrected himself when) he said it was a
company set up by the Parliament, or at least
governed by the Parliament;, in fact, he was
right the first time-it was set up by the Parlia-
ment, as a private Act originally, and it is true
to say that the initial capitalisation of the
company was 60 000 pounds. Then, a few years
later, there was an increase to 120 000 pounds,
then to 250 000 pounds, 500 000 pounds,
750 000 pounds, and so on. So there was
nothing unusual. Governments of all political
complexions du ring t he currency of the cen tu ry
had from time to time increased by very
substantial amounts-by hundreds of per
cent-the authorised capitalisation of the
company, treating it, as I have indicated pub-
licly, as every other public company is treated.

Let us remember that when Mr Holmes a
Court's takeover bid was in course, Mr
Tomlinson was at that time the chairman of the
company. The Leader of the Opposition says
the Government did not want Mr Holmes a
Court to take over the company and that is why
somehow, in some extraordinarily mysterious
way, we got them together, in his words, with
Mr Con nell and Mr Goldberg. At the time, on 7
March, Mr Tomlinson was quoted in The West
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Australian in an article by Douglas Young,
which I am happy to provide to the Oppo-
sition, as also bitterly attacking the Burke
Government for allegedly assisting Mr Holmes
a Court in his bid for control. The article
continued-

"His designated Minister (Mr Parker)
effectively tied our hands by refusing to
allow a n increase in the authorised capital
of the company, or to introduce tax-effect
accounting," Mr Tomlinson said.

I responded to that a couple of days later, say-
ing it was absolute nonsense. But given what
the Leader of the Opposition is now saying
about the Government having some
underhanded role, or some quiet role, in
suggesting that somehow or other we were
involved in Mr Goldberg's bid, it is interesting
that that date-7 March-was in fact the day
before the announcement of the Goldberg bid.

Mr Brian Burke: Until I read it in the paper I
had no idea that Mr Tomlinson had been re-
ferred to Mr Connell by Mr Kingsmill.

Mr PARKER: It is not true in the way the
Leader of the Opposition referred to it. Mr
Kingsmill has dealt with that issue. But -the
very day that, according to the Leader of the
Opposition, these extraordinary things
happened-and this is the first time I have
heard about them- I do not know how it was
that Mr Tomlinson and his cohorts ended up in
Mr Connell's office and how they signed letters
and had sandwich luncheons, or lobster and
caviar lunches.

Mr Hodge: What did they have in the
sandwiches?

Mr PARKER: I do not know. This is the first
time I have heard about all that.

Mr Brian Burke: And they actually travelled
from Fremantle to Perth.

Mr PARKER: Some of them did. Same of
them probably travelled from closer to Perth.

Mr Brian Burke: From Colin Street!
Mr Court: And from the SEC offices.
Mr PARKER: Some of them travelled from

very close to Perth. But wherever they travelled
from, they apparently went and saw Mr
Kingsmnill.

The Leader of the Opposition made the
statement in the public arena a few days ago
that Mr Kingsmill was responsible for the two
parties getting together. My understanding of
that-and I have obtained this understanding
from Mr Kingsmill only since that public
statement, and he has made it public himself-

is that he was approached, as has been said by
the Leader of the Opposition, by Mr
Tomilinson and his mates; and they did say to
him that they were very worried about Mr
Holmes a Court's bid. They were desperately
worried about it and wanted some other person
to take them over, or to defend them.

As I understand it, Mr Kingsrnill asked them
whether the company was opposed to takeovers
per se, or just takeover by Mr Holmes a Court.
They said it was just Mr Holmes a Court they
did not like. I would remind members that Mr
Kingsrnill, apart from his position as Deputy
Commissioner of the State Energy Com-
mission, is now the President or Chairman of
the Australian Gas Association. He was deputy
chairman or vice chairman at that time, and
was very heavily involved with, and knew, all
the gas utilities in Australia. He is also a mem-
ber of the board of management of the
Australian Institute of Management, and a
member of the board of management of the
Chamber of Commerce. He sees a lot of people,
and had become aware that there were a num-
ber of people interested in acquiring Fremantle
Gas and Coke Co Ltd-companies such as
floral, for example. Indeed, Wesfarmers has
been on the record publicly, and I could refer to
that if I had more time, saying that one of the
reasons that company held its strategic
shareholding was to prevent floral taking over
the company. It saw Born! as a competitor for it
in gas marketing, and particularly in LPO. it
would have used Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd as a base for that, and that is why
Wesfarmers had its strategic shareholding.

Mr Kingsmill told the people these other op-
erators were in the field-that Rothwells and
floral were interested-and he may have
mentioned some other names as well. I under-
stand that that allowed the people concerned to
go-and I do not not know the timing of it; I
have no idea if what the Leader of the Oppo-
sition says is true, and whether they went di-
rectly to Mr Connell's office-to Mr Connell's
office at some stage, according to the Press. I
was astounded when I read in the Press the
other day that the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd directors had recommended to their share-
holders Mr Goldberg's offer of $4.80 a share on
the basis of a conversation within Mr Connell's
office of a few hours-and to hear it even more
graphically put by the Leader of the Opposition
today-and that they had agreed to a one per
cent fee. They are quoted as saying they agreed
to some sort of success fee, or management fee,
or service fee being paid to Mr Connell. I find
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it quite extraordinary that that would be the
case.

Mr Court: What is extraordinary? You have
just paid some $20 million for it.

Mr PARKER: One wonders whether those
directors were abiding by their obligations in
acting onl that recommendation. They were so
paranoid about Mr Holmes a Court.

Mr Brian Burke: Whom we were helping at
this stage.

Mr Court: Get one thing straight. You made
a Press statement saying you would not change
the ground rules. They then had a cash offer.
Don't you think that was a responsible de-
cision?

Mr PARKER: No for two reasons.

Mr Court: If they knew you were going to
change the ground rules, of course they
wouldn't have accepted it.

Mr PARKER: I did not change the ground
rules.

Mr Court: You did.

Mr Brian Burke: I reckon Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd was dopey, and furthermore the
company was at a devalued level because of the
nature of the board members, who were all
Liberal Party hacks.

Mr Hassell: No doubt you have seen the
valuation of the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd by an independent firm in Sydney?

Mr Brian Burke: No, 1 had not seen it until
today.

Mr PARKER: It was absolutely extraordi-
nary, if it was the case, and I really have only
the word of the Leader of the Opposition to go
on, although I think the directors of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd were quoted
in the newspaper as confirming in essence,
although not in such detail, the way in which
they came to be discussing things with Mr
Goldberg on that day. I find it extraordinary
that they would recommend it, for two reasons.
First, in that short period it was extraordinary
that the directors would agree to such a cash
offer when they had been vigorously resisting
any offer previously. Secondly, one could say
the Taylor's offer was a share swap offer as
opposed to a cash offer, but in fact the
position-and it was being put at the time by
journalists in the Press-was that the valuation
that should be put on the Taylor's bid was far
higher than was, in fact, the case.

Let me repeat those figures. The Holmes a
Court bid closed on around that date-8 or 9
March. Taking into account that it would have
taken the swap issue some time to take place,
they would have had their Taylor's shares in
their hands at the end of Mar-ch.

I checked with the exchange as to the value
of those Taylor shares at the time and the value
of those shares, if they had been taken and
immediately transferred into cash-which
could have been done very simply on the
exchange-was $42.6 million.

Mr Court: All of those shares?

Mr PARKER: A lot more than that!

Mr Hassell: I seem to remember you people
arguing in the debate about the Argyle dia-
mond mine that you could not sell those big
parcels of shares easily.

Mr PARKER: I do not really remember, but
I think that if members of the Opposition look
at the shares which have been traded with
Taylors since then, they are very much more
substantial in number than the shares that
would have been issued in such a bid. At this
very moment, one could sell them for $75
million. In October 85, which was the high
point of the company's valuation, but after it
had those shares, one could have sold them for
$92.2 million. I understand that Wesfarmers
did precisely that. It transferred its 1 3 per cent
of FGCC in Taylors and immediately, or cer-
tainly as soon as the bid was finalised-I am
not quite sure when-turned those shares
straight off into cash. Wesfarmers; did this be-
cause it wanted to take the cash and not rely on
the future profit performance of the company.

Mr Court: Why didn't you buy the company
for $24 million instead of $40 million?

Mr PARKER: I have been perfectly consist-
ent in what I have said throughout on this mat-
ter, in fact since the first takeover battle
commenced. I have said before and I will say
again-

Several members interjected.

Mr Lewis: You said you didn't understand it.

Mr PARKER: I did not say I did not under-
stand it. I will tell you what I said in a
moment-

Several members interjected.

Mr PARKJER: There are a number of people
here who have varying business histories-

Mr Lewis: You haven't.
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Mr PARKER: I do have some business his-
tory. It would be very interesting, for example,
if we looked at the histories in business of vari-
ous members of the Opposition. We might like
to take a look at the finances of Court Marine
Pty Ltd.

Mr Lewis: What has that got to do with the
price of your constituents' gas?

Mr PARKER: I did not introduce people's
business histories into this debate. The mem-
ber for East Melville did. We might like to have
an inquiry, for example, into why the president
of the Cowan branch of the Liberal Party sud-
denly resigned from Court Marine. Theme is a
whole range of issues into which we might be
able to hold an inquiry. We might have an
inquiry into how city councillors in the metro-
politan region had their properties rezoned. We
might be able to look at a whole range of busi-
ness practices, if we really wanted to.

Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: It may have been different

had the directors of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co been prepared to recommend either
the Taylors' bid, which they were not, or if they
had offered to sell the company to the SEC,
which they were not. In fact they said they were
vitriolically opposed to that, and that the one
thing they did not want to happen at any cost
was that the Company should end up in the
hands of the SEC. That is what they said; it was
never on offer.

Mr Burke: That is why we are saying they
gave their shareholders the wrong advice at the
time.

Mr PARKER: The directors said publicly at
the time that I was in league with Mr Holmes a
Court; presumably if Mr Holmes a Court had
acquired the company and then had sold it to
me, the Opposition would be up here-

Several members interjected.
Mr Court: You know what you are saying?

You are saying that your people did the wrong
thing.

Mr PARKER: I am not saying that. I am
saying that Mr Tomlinson, who was the auth-
ority in these matters, as the chairman of the
company, said that I was helping Mr Holmes a
Court. He said publicly on a number of oc-
casions that the reason was that there was some
arrangement whereby Mr Holmes a Court was
to have sold the company to the SEC if he had
taken control. That is all nonsense; none of it is
true. If it had happened that Holmes a Court
had bought the company and, like Goldberg,

had wanted to sell it to the Government, then
we would have had the Opposition in the
House saying how extraordinary it all was, and
that, based on the fact that I did not increase
the valuation during the takeover bid, the
Government was in league with Holmes a
Court.

The Government was not in league with
Holmes a Court-which is what it was accused
of at the time-but now the selfsame people
who made that accusation are saying that the
Government is in league with Mr Goldberg
against Mr Holmes a Court. This is all for some
sort of deal for the acquisition of the company,
which did not take place until September of
this year, some seven or eight months after the
election. What an extraordinary deal it would
have been!

Let us assume for a moment that there could
have been some arrangement between Mr
Goldberg and the Government, or Connell and
the Government. This is what the Opposition
is suggesting, without a scintilla of evidence.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson):

Order!
Mr Lewis: Ask the people of Fremantle, your

own constituents, how they boil their kettles
now?

Mr PARKER: I suggest the member for East
Melville talks to Mr Glaskin about that.

The company has warranted to us-and Mr
Glaskin has claimed very vigorously publicly-
that the reticulation system is in very good con-
dition. The company has, in its contract of sale
warranted to the Government that it is.

However, putting that to one side, the Oppo-
sition is saying that the two events which it
claims had an impact-the event which related
to the authorised capital itself, event which ob-
viously did have an impact, the actual valu-
ation on the one hand and the acquisition on
the other-took place well after the election. It
would have been an unusual arrangement to
say the least, if what the Opposition is saying is
that the only thing the company had going for
it was some deal. Given the status of their
company, how could that have been of any
value to anybody? We might not have been the
Government from February 1986.

The Opposition was very confident about
winning the election; if I heard members op-
posite say that once, I heard them say it a
hundred times. The members of the Oppo-
sition were confident that they would not only
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win, but also that they would be able to govern
on their own and not in a coalition. Now it has
been suggested that somehow in March 1985-
11 months before an election-in respect of an
acquisition which took place in September of
1986-seven months after an election-that
some sont of deal spanned that period of time.
What an extraordinary suggestion! What an
extraordinary Machiavellian suggestion to
make.

Mr Hassell: You are the only one who has
mentioned the election. You must have a guilty
conscience!

Mr PARKER: I know the Leader of the Op-
position did not mention the election, but he
did mention this supposed deal which took
place in an underhand way, and that the
Premier or I were approached by some other
shadowy figure.

Mr Hassell: In April the directors of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd knew that the
SEC was to acquire the gas undertaking. That is
what I said, and I stand by it.

Mr PARKER: I will deal with that in a mo-
ment. The Leader of the Opposition raised
with mue and with this House the fact that
something happened in March 1985 which
meant that these people were placed in con-
junction with Mr Cannel! and Mr Goldberg.
The Leader of the Opposition suggested pub-
licly, and is suggesting now, that somehow or
other the Government had some underhand
way of doing that. Why would the Government
want to do that? The Leader of the Opposition
is further suggesting that the Government
wants to ultimately acquire the company be-
cause it thought that it would not be able to
acquire it from Mr Holmes a Court.

All the objective evidence, whether it is the
evidence of the accusations that were made
against me at the time by Mr Tomlinson, or the
objective evidence of the fact that Mr
Kingsmill has completely rejected the
statement of events which the Leader of the
Opposition has put for-ward, or the fact that
there was an election in the meantime, simply
mitigates against that as being any sort of a real
possibility.

Mr MacKinnon: It is Mr Kingsmill's word
against another's.

Mr PARKER: I do not know. I am not sure
whether it has actually been quoted in the
Press, and 1 do not know precisely who has
been making the suggestion.

I am not calling Mr Kingsm ill a liar; I believe
him and I have no reason to disbelieve him. He
served loyally the Government of members op-
posite and he has served loyally this Govern-
ment. He told me that he advised them of the
different people who might be interested. It
appears that advice was taken up by them in
one particular respect.

In relation then to the question of the valu-
ation and the two letters-and of course mem-
bers opposite may not have seen the full expla-
nation of them because these letters were re-
leased only yesterday-I will go through the
matter again in some detail.

The company wrote to me following a meet-
ing it held on 3 April 1986. A few days after
that the company wrote to me and advised me
that at that meeting the board had applied for
an increase in its authorised capital from $5
million to $15 million. That letter was sent by
Mr Jennings for the board.

A little while after that I received a com-
munication, I think it was a phone call, from a
Mr Jon Pope, who I understand is a senior tax
partner of the firm Price Waterhouse, a
substantial firm in this city and in the world.
He advised me that he would like to see me to
tell me why the company wished to have the
increase in the authorised capital, and I agreed
to see him. My diary reveals that I saw him on
7 May.

I discussed with him the issue of the
increased authorisation. As can be seen in the
letter I wrote to the company back in January
1985, the letter to which the Leader of the Op-
position has referred, a letter in quite specific
terms. I told him then that I was not prepared
to approve an increase in the authorised capital
for the reason it was asked for, which was to
ward off a takeover battle, but I would be pre-
pared to consider any other specific proposal.

He said the company needed the increase in
authorised capitalisation in order to transfer
profits most tax effectively from the subsidiary
company to the holding company. That is the
point the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
made. Remember that the valuation, certainly
the Coopers and Lybrand valuation we have
used as our base, was done on an after-tax
basis, not a pre-tax basis, so there is an added
advantage to the SEC because we do not pay
tax at all.

There would certainly be ways of transferring
the whole of the profit from Fre mantle Gas
into Western Continental, but as the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has pointed out-
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Mr MacKinnon: What way?

Mr PARKER: There were ways of getting the
whole of the profit, by one means or another,
but they might not have been the most tax-
effective ways. I can think of up to five differ-
ent ways in which the profits of Fremantle Gas
could go from one company to the other. It is
the son of thing that happens in business all the
time.

Mr Lewis: You think you know all about
that, do you?

Mr PARKER: The first was by way of man-
agement fees. These methods did not necess-
arily all have to take up the whole of the profit.
Secondly, it did not have to be by way of a
transfer of profits to Western Continental per
se, it could have been to the beneficial owners.
I am saying that the profits could have been
transferred in other ways, but this was the most
tax-effective way; that is, the way which would
not put the tax commissioner in a position
where he was likely to do what the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition suggested he might
do, and that is to say, "Okay, I will still tax you
on a profit of $X." He cannot tell the company
not to transfer the profits in a particular way,
but he could still say that, notwithstanding all
these possible fees, he would still tax it on a
profit of $X.

So Mr Pope said that the most tax-effective
way was to take the dividends out and offset
them against the losses of the other company. I
have consistently said that it was put to me as
the most tax-effective way. That is one way.

The other way it could have been done, or
some of it could have been done, was to set up
a position where a number of the employees of
Western Continental might have become em-
ployees of Fremantle Gas and Coke Co and for
their salaries to have been paid by Fremantle
Gas rather than by Western Continental.

Mr MacKinnon: Yet still work for Western
Continental? That is tax avoidance.

Mr PARKER: I am telling the Opposition
what happens all over the place and I can give
it a few examples of some of the bigger business
houses in this city. I am talking about ways of
siphoning off profits, but not by means of tax
avoidance. It may still, be open for the tax
commissioner to say to the people concerned,
"That is all very well, you have the money out
of the company, but I will still determine that
the real profit is $X and that is the base on
which the tax will be paid."

The third way, and this is where I believe the
directors of Fremantle Gas and Coke were
grossly derelict in their duty, is that they could
have used the cash flow to upgrade their other
assets in a similar fashion to what has been
done by the Australian Gas Light Co which,
among other things has constructed buildings
on land equivalent to Fremantle Gas's land in
Cantonment Street, Fremantle. If it
constructed a building of $ 10 or $20 million on
its land there is no doubt that for the first few
years of the operation of that building the con-
struction costs, or the fact that the building was
not leased-out fully, would mean its profits
would be offset, but there would be an increase
in capital.

Mr Court: The Act provides a limit to what it
can reinvest.

Mr PARKER: But it does not have to rein-
vest; it does not have to use its assets. It can
develop land on its property and turn it into
something more valuable. A lot of different
monies could be involved.

Mr MacKinnon: But that doesn't get into the
hands of Western Continental.

Mr PARKER: Yes it does, because the higher
asset value gets into its hands. So there was a
whole range of' things that could have been
done, but as Mr Pope explained, the best way
of handling it from a tax point of view was to
increase the capital value of the shares.

Mr Lewis: Did he say how he wanted the
value of the company raised?

Mr PARKER: I will come back to the value
of the company in a moment.

Mr Pope was quite anxious to obtain a letter
from me, and I understand that the books of
Fremnantle Gas and Coke closed on 31 May. He
rang a couple of times and then he came to my
office and took a letter which I had had typed
and signed in which, following advice, I had
decided that at least in the first instance, as
reflected in the letter, I would increase the
valuation from $5 million to $10 million.
Neither letter was ever posted. Neither was
sent by me to Mr Jennings; both were sent to
Mr Pope from Price Waterhouse-although
they were addressed to Mr Jennings-because
Mr Pope was doing all that work for the
company. He came and collected them from
Price Waterhouse, which is in the Mt Newman
building directly over the road from the City
Mutual building, and he picked up the first
letter.
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When he saw in the first letter that he had
not been allowed to increase the capitalisation
from $5 million to $15 million, but only from
$5 million to $10 million, he asked to see me
again. He explained in a very strong way how,
from a tax point of view, that was not suf-
ficient. Members opposite have spoken about
tax avoidance, but they should remember that
in the 1984 Budget the Federal Government
did something which the business community
had been asking Governments to do for years.
This was something the Fraser Government
never did, but to the credit of John Howard he
at least congratulated the Hawke Government
for taking action to allow the profits of one
company to fully offset the losses of a wholly-
owned subsidiary, or vice versa. It is therefore
not some form of tax avoidance.

What was happening was that the provisions
of the gas undertakings Act were not allowing
this tax regime change to prevail in this in-
stance and so he wanted it to happen. He came
to me and I agreed, within a few hours-I can-
not remember whether it was that day or the
next day-that the letter could be changed after
considering what he said. I changed it, handed
it to my secretary, and gave it to him. The
Opposition has referred to the date the letter
was received at the Fremantle office. This is
something that Governments have always
done; there is nothing new about what I have
said.

This is probably the first opportunity I have
had to speak in detail about the matter. I have
previously spoken only on radio and on the
phone to journalists. I have explained it all
before. All that happened was that that allowed
him to transfer the profits from the subsidiary
to the parent company. There is nothing wrong
with that.

The other point about the date is that, if one
looks at the Corporate Affairs Department
document which was referred to previously, the
resolution was obtained by the company on 29
May after it obtained my permission to in-
crease the value from $5 million to $ 15 million.
It may be that the letter was received in a par-
ticular file on such and such a date, but Mr
Pope had the letters in his possession on that
day and the day after. That is the position re-
garding the letters.

The member for East Melville keeps
interjecting that I was telephoned in Tokyo. It
is interesting that the Opposition has used the
word "scandal" and other words. The member
for Nedlands had the effrontery to suggest that

I should change my travel plans. He said that I
was arrogant to have gone to Japan. That is
nonsense. I was available to the Press in Japan.

Mr Court: Were you playing golf?
Mr PARKER: No, Mr Copeman was; I came

afterwards. I was available to the Press; I was
telephoned and asked to go through the matter
in some detail, which 1 did. I was then asked
what the tax advantages were and said that I
did not know, that I could not remember, and
that I was not terribly familiar with tax legis-
lation. I did not say that I did not understand
what I was doing. The article does not quote
me as saying that, but it has been implied in
subsequent arguments. I fully understood what
was happening and I have described precisely
how it has worked from a tax effective point of
view.

Lei me get to the nub of the issue and the
critical issue must be-

Mr Lewis: Why you paid too much for it.

Mr PARKER: The issue is whether the
Government paid the right price for the
company. Again, the history of this matter is
that Mr Goldberg came to me and said that be
wished to sell the company.

Mr MacKinnon: When?

Mr PARKER: Sometime in late June or early
July. He said that he was in the process of
cashing up his own companies and had sold or
was in the process of selling-I cannot remem-
ber precisely-most of his mining and similar
interests to companies associated with Mr
Simon Lee. He said he had obtained a con-
siderable amount of cash in and, on that basis,
wanted to do the same with the Freman tle Gas
and Coke Co. He gave me two valuations
which he had had prepared. Neither paid any
attention whatever to what the value would
have been had the number of shares been
higher or lower than they were. He had one
valuation prepared by Rot hwells Ltd and the
other prepared by Price Waterhouse. I have
said all this before but I will go through it
again.

When I first looked at the valuations they
seemed high. I was aware also of the allegations
and innuendo made from time to time, particu-
larly by the Opposition, about alleged associ-
ations of some people with the Government
and I was particularly concerned about the in-
nuendo made from time to time about Price
Waterhouse and Rothwells. I therefore decided
that 1 would obtain another valuation from a
firm not associated with the Government.
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Mr Lewis: Was that valuation obtained be-
fore or after the increase in the value of the
shares?

Mr PARKER: The member does not under-*
stand. As a matter of fact, it was in late June or
early July. I wrote the letter to Coopers and
Lybrand on 4 July. That valuation has been
public from the day I announced the arrange-
ment on 19 September. I indicated then it was
public and only one journalist, to whom I gave
a copy, asked me for it. Because no-one else
asked for it, I actually distributed it at the sec-
ond Press conference. It was always available
and is straight up-front in all the things it says.
It has never been bidden by the Government. It
simply said that this is a company which owns
a gas utility, that the gas utility was owned by
so many people, and that it has so much in-
come and so many outgoings. It did not value a
specific relationship with the Government.
However, it did make reference to the fact that
the Government did not pay taxes, including
sales tax, and that the Government would not
need to employ nearly as many people to oper-
ate it. It made reference also to the integration
of that operation with the Government's other
operations. However, it said that, for the pur-
poses of the valuation, it ignored that special
value which meant that if anything, the
company's value was somewhat on the low
side.

The valuation also ignored and it did not
refer to-it was not something we had put to
the company-the strategic importance of the
company to the Government and the strategic
strength it gave the Government in bargaining
with gas suppliers.

Mr MacKinnon: What gas suppliers?
Mr PARKER: The gas suppliers at Dongara

and Woodada.
Mr MacKinnon: How could it be a strategic

advantage?
Mr PARKER: I will tell the member pre-

cisely how. In 1981 the Government of the day
negotiated an arrangement whereby so-called
tail gas or part three gas from Dongara had to
be either taken up fully by the SEC, in which
case Fremantle Gas and Coke Co would have
had to use the North-West Shelf gas but the
SEC would have had to use all of the Dongara
gas and thus displace substantial North-West
Shelf gas from its own operations, or it would
have had to pass through at no profit to
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co all of the Dongara
tail gas that it did not use.

Mr Peter Dowding: Who put that in place?
Mr PARKER: The former Government.

Mr Brian Burke: Will you explain that to
them again?

Mr PARKER: All right. A deal was struck in
1981. What would happen in March of 1987
was quite contrary to what the Leader of the
Opposition said publicly. He said we were in
the box seat from March 1987. That might
have been the case if we controlled the gas
price. However, we do not, because of the deal
previously made.

Mr Brian Burke: Because of the things you
did in 1981, the things you now say are absol-
utely untrue.

Mr Peter Dowding: You put us in a hole.
Mr PARKER: That means we have this

massive surplus of gas-about 90 million cubic
feet a day-which we are already paying for
but cannot use; yet the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition talks about shady deals. we are
paying out about $83 million a year as a result
of a contract signed by a previous Government
for gas which is surplus. We have to leave the
gas in the ground and pay twice for it, in most
instances. We would not have been able to take
more of that gas in order to take up all the
Dongara gas, which is the only way we could
have prevented Fremantle Gas from getting
any of that gas, and taken only North-West
Shelf gas. That was the position we were in.
Certainly, physically the decision could have
been made, but financially and strategically
such a decision would have been absolute non-
sense.

Fremantle Gas, of course, did not want us to
take up any Dongara gas. It hoped that we
would not want to because we would want to
use as much as possible of the North-West
Shelf gas which would have meant that it could
have specified in the contract, at no profit
whatsoever to us-in other words, almost as
though it was itself buying it from the gas pro-
ducers-all of the tail gas it wanted to use from
the Dongara fields. Had we not been in a
position to acquire Fremantle Gas and Coke,
we would probably have had a strategic mix,
which would have meant that we would have
looked at the NPV of all the various options
and taken some Dongara gas and restricted
Fremantle gas to some degree. We would have
tried to balance it out on that basis.

A range of options would have been available
and are now available to us. However, some
options-the option relating to that contract,
in particular-were not available to us because
of the contract that was negotiated in 1981.
That was our position. That is why there is a
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strategic value to the asset. That value has not
been referred to. If anything, it is in excess of
the valuations made in the Coopers and
Lybrand document. That value was not re-ferred to and did not form pant of the total
valuation of the company. In addition,
Woodada has a spur line into the Wang pipe-
line, It is capable of producing about 20 million
feet of gas a day as well, so there was also the
potential for Fremantle Gas to negotiate an ar-
rangement with Woodada using the Wang pipe-
line.

We were faced with those strategic decisions.
Substantially above the valuation we paid and
over and above the valuation provided on an
after tax basis by Coopers and Lybrand, there
is that other value that was not taken into ac-
count. Coopers and Lybrand went through the
value of the company and went into consider-
able detail about how it was valued. The House
should remember that all these documents
have been public since day one. Publicly from
day one Coopers and Lybrand stated that both
the share capital and management charges-
the ones that the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition and I have been arguing about-had
been utilised in the recent past. I add that they
were also utilised in the far past; they have
been utilised by the company since the 1 890s.
It has never been a problem for the company to
increase its capitalisation at any particular time
for as long as it has been in existence.

Coopers and Lybrand valued not just the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd, but also the
business. They ascribed, as a median price, a
value of $50 million to the undertaking and
$50 million to the company on the basis that
the other aspects of the company were not in
fact earning the company any income. As I said
earlier, had the company changed the way in
.which it managed itself, no doubt some of
those other assets could have earned the
company income in the long term, thus increas-
ing its capital asset value.

Coopers and Lybrand did all those exercises
and reported that there was no basis for
discounting based on any valuation. They did
not value it on the basis of price to earnings per
share. They did not value it on a price:earnings
ratio at all. In fact, they valued it on the basis
of the net present value of discounted cash
flows over the next six years and then some
assumptions made thereafter. They then
checked that against a PER basis. They also
checked it against a basis of actual assets in the
pround and goodwill. It is quite clear from the
document that the comments made by the

Deputy Leader of the Opposition are absolute
nonsense.

Coopers and Lybrand did the valuation on
what they, and most companies and advisers
and people to whom I have spoken believed to
be-and certainly the basis mainly used in the
corporate world-the proper basis for valu-
ations. They valued it on the basis of the net
present value of the discounted cash flows of
the company.

Mr MacKinnon: But they excluded from that
consideration specifically any restriction
imposed by the Act.

Mr PARKER: That is right.
Mr MacKinnon: That's the key point. They

said they would have discounted the price had
those restrictions remained.

Mr PARKER: They do not say that at all.
Where do they say that?

Mr MacKinnon: On page 3, item 1 2.
Mr PARKER: I do not think that the Deputy

Leader of the Opposition understands what he
is reading. I have repeatedly drawn attention to
that sentence. In fact, I have it marked on my
copy and it is the copy that went to the Press. it
does not say that they would have discounted
the value for that reason. They said that there
were two reasons, one being the management
charge issue and the other being the ministerial
approval of any increase in capitalisation
which, they point out, has consistently been
used. Let me put the converse to the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition.

Mr MacKinnon: You'd better do it quickly
because you've only got about two minutes.

Mr PARKER: Why is that?
Mr MacKinnon: We have an agreement.
Mr PARKER: We have an agreement that

the Opposition will have adequate time
to reply.

The convense point is that if the company
had come to me and asked for a capital revalu-
ation, and if what the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition says is true-namely that it would
have impacted upon the price to be charged to
the Government if it then acquired it-and I
refused to increase the authorised capital of the
company for that reason, Mr Goldberg would
have gone to the Opposition and complained
vigorously. The Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition would have been jumping up in this
House in the cause of free enterprise and saying
what a dreadful thing it was that the Govern-
ment had rejected his application for a normal
thing-something which had happened a
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dozen times or more during the history of
Fremantle Gas and Coke I would have been
accused, in effect, of forcing down the intrinsic
value of that company because of the power
that I had. Had I refused to increase the share
capitalisation if I thought it would have meant
the company would cost less for me to buy, that
would have been a misuse of ministerial power.
That would have been a cause for scandal. I am
sure that the Deputy Leader of the Opposi tion
would have made such points in the event of
that occurring. However, he likes to take up
whatever is going. He would have taken it up if
Tomlinson had been night.

The Coopers and Lybrand people have said
that the company was worth $50 million to
Goldberg before the authorised capital increase
and it was worth $50 million to him after-
wards. They separately value the intrinsic value
of the asset. A very substantial additional point
is that this asset is coming into the ownership
of the State Energy Commission to which the
provisions of the Gas Undertakings Act do not
apply. The provisions of the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Company's Act also do not apply to
it, so the whole of that income is available to
the State Energy Commission without restric-
tions.

So from the SEC point of view, the funda-
mental question is: Has the tariff payer got a
good deal? The price is about four per cent of
the total turnover of the State Energy Com-
mission. The income from the asset will rep-
resent a net addition of about one per cent a
year, or 25 per cent of the actual costs to the
SEC, with virtually no increase in outgoings?
The SEC could cut out a lot of its outgoings by
not taking the gas. It is using gas we have
already paid for. We have to pay for it under
the North-West Shelf contract.

We can get the whole of the $ 10 million cur-
rent income from the Fremnantle franchise area.
The whole of that is income with no outgoings.
We can do that tomorrow--or in March, be-
cause there is a contractual commitment to
March. It may be we will.

On that basis we will get a payback of capital
in less than four years. That is not a bad return
on capital, especially when the SEC does not
have to pay tax on it. On that basis we have
hardly taken any staff. We have absorbed them
into the existing position. We do not have to
take any gas. We already have all the oper-
ations we need. All we have to do is to get in
the $10 million income using the gas we
already have in the ground. That is putting

aside the other strategic advantages to which I
have referred.

I am more than happy to go into much
greater detail and at greater length, and I have
been on the public record in this matter right
from the day the takeover bid commenced. I
have said what I thought and stood by what I
said throughout the process. Since the an-
nouncement of the arrangements between our-
selves and the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd I have been on the public record and made
this basis of valuation available. Apart from
anything else, we got the company for an
undertaking of $7 million less than the mini-
mum valuation in the report.

Mr Hassell: it was not the value in the mar-
ketplace.

Mr PARKER: There is no question in my
mind. The fundamental point is: Did the
Government pay a good price for this? Is it
worth it to the SEC? The answer to all those
questions is an unequivocal, "Yes."

Mr Hassell: it is certainly worth that to Yosse
Goldberg.

Mr PARKER: He made a good profit. Why
does the member think people like Goldberg
and Holmes a Court go after these companies?
Is it because they are fully valued on the share
market? Is it because they want the huge man-
agement expertise of the directors? Does he
think Mr Homes a Court or Mr Goldberg were
interested in acquiring the likes of Ernie
Tomlinson? They both went after it because
they identified their targets as being
undervalued.

Mr Brian Burke: You said, "Why did you not
go after it at the same time as they did?"

Mr PARKER: I thought I had answered that
earlier, but I will answer it again. Firstly, until
Mr Goldberg offered it to us, the company was
never on offer from the former management
and shareholders of Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd. In fact they were vitriolically opposed
to our acquiring it. At the time Mr Tomlinson
went to see Mr Kingsmill, not only were they
not offering it to us, they were also saying,
"The last thing we want to do is for you people
to get it." So it was never on offer.

The only way we could have acquired it was
to launch a takeover bid ourselves. To be per-
fectly frank, I actively considered that. I
received advice as to what we should pay and
how we should do it.

Mr Hassell: What did you think you should
pay then?
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Mr PARKER: I have said publicly that we
could have got it at a much lower price than we
paid.

Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: If members let me finish they

will have time to reply and I will have an op-
portunity to answer the questions. I have said
publicly we couild have acquired it more
cheaply. I do not know the precise cost. Two
takeover operators were in the field.

Mr MacKinnon: You are being frank, open
and so on, are you?

Mr PARKER: I have an estimate. I will tell
the member in a moment. We do not really
know because we do not know what would
have happened if we had entered into a
takeover situation, Mr Holmes a Court's offer
was 12 Taylor shares for five Fremantle Gas
shares, which, when he first launched it, was
worth somewhere in excess of $20 million. By
the time it finished it was worth about $40
million. As the member for Nedlands says, it
was not on a cash basis. There was then the
Goldberg offer of $4.80 a share, which he
increased subsequently to $5.20 to take Holmes
a Court out. Before that there was Holmes a
Court's revised bid for a proportion of the
shares at $6.00.

Probably if we had bid for all the shares at
$6.00 we would have got them. On that basis it
would have cost the Government $30 million.

I have said publicly all along that we could
have done that. I made a decision based on the
fact that if members think the howls of outrage
we have heard here are extraordinary, they
would have heard even more extraordinary
howls if we had entered into a takeover bid.
Perhaps that was the wrong decision. If it was,
that is the only decision in this which can at-
tract any criticism.

I do not believe it should be the subject of
critism because I made a decision that Govern-
ment should not come in as unwanted owner
where the then owner of the company specifi-
cally said, -We do not want you in a takeover
market situation." We did not really know
what the outcome would be, but that was my
estimation of the advice about the likely out-
come. We did not know what it would have
been but we could have tried and perhaps had a
good chance of success. If the SEC had been a
commercial utility, not subject to Governments
coming in and so on, it probably would have
done it, but the SEC is a Government arm, and
that is a decision I made and I accept that
decision as wholly my responsibility.

I do not apologise for it; I still think it was
right. Thai is the only area where I accept that
if we moved at that time we might have
acquired the company; but I do not think we
could have acquired it any cheaper than we
did.

The Government opposes the motion and
urges the House to do likewise.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [5.08 p.m.J: That is
one of the weakest defences I have heard in this
House. The Minister gave one of his most un-
convincing performances. In fact, he was show-
ing complete lack of confidence.

It is interesting that the Premier decided he
did not want to get involved in this particular
exercise, but halfway through his defence he
thought he would start throwing some mud
around. In my first year in this House, when
members of the Government were in Oppo-
sit ion, they thought it was a clever tactic to
throw mud. It is not my intention to lower
myself by resorting to those types of tactics; if
the Premier wants to start talking about
people's personal business and the like, that is
his decision.

The Premier also employs threatening tac-
tics. This is the same Premier who only a few
months ago said one should not resort to those
practices in this House. Here he is saying,
"Mind you, we will get you sooner than you
think." That is the sort of answer the Premier is
giving when we ask why the Government paid
$20 million too much for the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co Ltd. The Premier's contribution
to the debate is to say that the board is dopey
and that they are Liberal Party hacks. That is
not a very pleasant thing to say about a board
of directors which has run that company in the
best interests of the consumers of Fremantle.
That is more than the current Minister and the
current member for the area can say.

Mr Brian Burke: If they have done what you
have just said they have broken the law because
they are obliged to run it in the best interests of
their shareholders.

Mr COURT: They have run it in the best
interests of the shareholders and of the con-
sumers. The two Acts of Parliament under
which it operates-the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Company's Act and the Gas Undertak-
ings Act-are both specifically designed to pro-
tect the consumers in the Fremantle area.
Those Acts were not designed to maximise the
p rof its of the cominpany, qui te the opposi te. The
Acts placed restrictions on the company and
said in effect that the company could only
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make a profit at a certain level and that any
surplus profit had to be redistributed on the
basis of approximately 75 per cent to con-
sumners and 25 per cent to shareholders. It is
not a normal company.

It is interesting that this Minister, who in my
first year in the Parliament rose time and time
again decrying tax avoidance tactics, is here
today advocating such tactics. He should read
the two Acts and see what controls they placed
on the company.

This is a remarkable deal. Certainly the con-
sumers in Fremantle are worse off and they will
be paying more for their gas. The employees
are worse off.

This deal does not improve the security of
gas supplies in the State and it does not provide
us with cheaper gas. Nothing in the deal will
help consumers, taxpayers or the employees of
the company.

The Minister says he has not received one
letter of complaint from people in the
Fremantle area. I suggest he go out and talk
with some of the Fremantle people. If he does
that he will find that he has incurred the wrath
of his whole electorate. This Government has
seen this company which once had a proud
name placed in a situation where in Fremantle
it is referred to now as the "Fremantle Cash
and Joke Company".

We have been debating this deal in the public
arena for two weeks and we are still to get
answers to explain why the Government paid
more than $20 million too much for the
company. At the end of his speech the Minister
implied that perhaps the Government had paid
$15 million too much and that it could have
got it for $30 million.

It would be fair to say that the valuation of
$40 million, the amount the Government paid
for the reticulation system and the franchise,
would have increased to about $46 million if
we were to have added the other things into it.

We have witnessed one of the greatest cover-
ups of all time, with the Government's
disinformation machine operating at full bore
in an attempt to confuse the public and the
media. But we have done our homework. We
have understood how this deal has worked and
we have found out the background of what
took place with this deal.

This weekend in The Western Mail we saw
an article which read as follows-

The State Energy Commission stands to
save up to $40 million a year of its massive
North-West Shelf gas debt through the
controversial purchase of Fremantle Gas
and Coke Company.

The Fremantle Gas and Coke Co purchases less
than $2 million-worth of gas a year, so how can
the Government save $40 million through a
company that purchases less than $2 million
worth of gas a year? The Minister has tried
every excuse, including ignorance, saying that
he does not understand much about taxation.
Initially the Minister said that the company's
gas system was not up to the SEC's standard,
but then he backtracked. The Minister went
overseas on the very Saturday that this matter
was raised. He decided that whatever he was
doing in Japan was more important than
explaining to the taxpayers of this State why
the Government should have spent this ad-
ditional money to purchase the company. The
Minister's visit to Japan has not been properly
explained yet, although Mr Bartholomacus may
have let the cat out of the bag when he said the
Minister was shadowing Mr Copeman.

The Government tried attacking the Oppo-
sition by saying the Opposition was jealous of
the very close inks the Government had with
the business community. Certainly the Govern-
ment has a very good relationship with some
people in the business community, but it has a
very poor relationship with tens of thousands
of other people who have been dudded by this
deal.

The Government tried the independent valu-
ation trick, but that only highlighted how the
new valuations were achieved. The guts of the
Coopers and Lybrand valuation is that the
company's assets are really worth only what it
can earn. After the Minister met the request for
the increased authorised capital, the company
could earn three times what it could before.

The Government tried saying it really was a
good deal and the Minister finished his speech
by saying the Government had actually saved
$7 million by buying the company at that price.
That is the sort of story we read in the Daily
News in the Dagwood comic, where Blondie
comes back and says that she has been to a sale
and bought a dress at a reduced price and
thereby saved the family $40.

The Government has tried to baffle the me-
dia but still in his explanation this afternoon
the Minister has failed to come to the crux of
the matter. The Government thought the whole
matter would simply go away; if it did not say
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too much about it it would disappear. But the
public are not stupid; the consumers in
Fremantle are not stupid. The Fremantle gas
users have already had one price increase and
they will face another increase now that the
SEC owns the company.

When the shareholders made a decision to
accept that cash offer they did it on the basis of
all the information available at the time, which
included the Minister's saying, "We will not
change the ground rules." The Minister has
made those shareholders look like dills because
they have seen him buy the same thing at
double the price. Let us consider what the for-
mer member for Fremantle, Dr John Troy, has
had to say about this deal. His comments were
reported in the Press as follows-

Dr John Troy told the conference that
the company had been bought at an in-
flated price and the decision would add to
the debt burden of the State Energy Com-
mission.

He said the decision meant that
Fremantle Gas consumers would have to
pay more.

I do not know which ALP faction he belongs to,
but that is what one Labor person is saying. He
thinks the Government paid an inflated price.
It certainly has been a crazy deal.

Previously the consumers of the company
were Protected, particularly when they had a
board which was prepared to abide by the
pround rules rather than being concerned only
with how it could maximise the profits. The
name of the game was to make sure the board
operated according to the ground rules
provided by the two Acts of Parliament I have
mentioned.

The Minister has sat back and allowed the
consumers of this company, people who are his
own constituents in Fremantle, to be ripped off
with their gas prices. He knew that under the
former rules, if the company had imposed the
40 per cent price increase and increased its
profit to $4.5 million, if it was not using other
ways of siphoning off the profits, it would have
had to return those surplus profits
predominantly to its consumers. But the con-
sumners have now been duped.

The Minister has made a fool of himself by
trying to cover up this whole debacle. In my
time here I have considered the Minister with
some respect because he has shown quite a bit
of knowledge of his different portfolios. But I
cannot help but feel that he has been left alone
to defend this deal. He sat back and watched

the gas prices increase over the past year know-
ing that the company would be able to devise a
way to siphon off those surplus profits. Thai is
not in the best interests of Fremantle con-
sumers. Instead of doing something about it he
engaged in the extraordinary feat of changing
the rules so that the company could distribute
those surplus profits and subsequently double
the value of the company.

Of course when we consider how we should
value the company we can come up with a wide
range of figures, but the Minister himself
knows that the company doubled in value
predominantly because of actions he took. The
Opposition and the public of WA have every
right to know just what has taken place.

I come back to the question of why the
Premier has been so quiet on this issue and
why he has not risen in the House today to
defend his Minister, who is obviously having a
lot of difficulty handling this cen sure motion

This has been a hard issue to understand. It
is a difficult matter to comprehend because of
the complexities of the two pieces of legislation
under which the company operates. It is a
credit to some people in the media who have
persevered and who have properly understood
how this particular company, which is not a
normal company, operates, and how this deal
was done. I am sure the spirit of the Fremantle
Gas and Coke Company's Act and the Gas
Undertakings Act was not that we should end
up in the position we find ourselves in today.

Members opposite may think it clever to
make interjections here and there. I would like
to think they understand what has taken place
in this deal. I hope they read those' two Acts
and understand what has taken place, because
so much nonsense has been spoken by the Min-
ister on this issue. He has tried to baffle people
with the complexity of the situation. Looking at
the financial position of the SEC, I think even
the Minister would agree it is not in a position
to spend $40 million unnecessarily.

Mr Parker: It has improved its situation
substantially.

Mr COURT: We have shown that if the
money has to be borrowed, and one way or
another that will have to be done, the SEC's
interest costs will be higher than the projected
profits from the deal. The Minister himself
must have been laughing at the sort of com-
ments that appeared on the front page of the
newspaper where he said it would save $40
million. I am told the Government is out there
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negotiating to buy the pipeline. It wants to buy
the whole deal, lock, stock and barrel. Is the
State in a position to buy the Fremantle Gas
and Coke Co and to buy the pipeline?

Mr Brian Burke: Because of the ineptitude of
the previous Government, if we do not buy
that pipeline our gas price as levied on the end
user can be subject-

Mr COURT: The Premier has been in
Government for four years, and in the last two
weeks his Government has made some panic
moves to go out and buy the pipeline.

Mr Brian Burke: Not at alt. It can be subject
to a reduction in the price we can charge of 90c
to $].

Mr COURT: I have limited time. I have
listened to the Premier saying for four years
that we have a surplus of gas. What has he done
about it? The Government has done nothing.
We have heard announcements about an alu-
minium smelter-

Mr Parker: We have a 20-year contract
which your father signed. What do you want us
to do--break it?

Mr COURT: The Government has done
nothing to get out and sell that gas. It is not that
the Opposition has been on a fishing exercise.
This case has been very well documented. We
have the valuations, and the Minister has the
valuation of the reticulation system. He has
had three separate valuations since the Govern-
ment changed the authorised capital of the
company. Most of the correspondence involved
is available. In all, it is a very strange exercise.
To cap it off, the chairman of the company
himself now wants an inquiry. Is he one of the
directors to whom the Premier was referring
when he said that it was a dopey board? Is he
one of the Liberal Party hacks? He is currently
the chairman of the company, and he wants an
inquiry into what has taken place. I would have
thought that that was enough evidence for
something to be done.

Dollars are hard to comec by. The Premier
has a difficult job in bringing down the Budget,
and the different Ministers have commitments
to meet in their portfolios. The taxpayers are
concerned about the situation in the country at
present. They get uptight when they see $20
million expended unnecessarily.

Mr Parker: It does not impact on the Budget.

Mr Brian Burke: Can you comment on the
Minister's explanation of the capital recovery
in a four-year period?

Mr COURT: The Minister has come up with
a number of weird and wonderful explanations,
the classic being on the front page of The West-
ern Mail in which he said it was a good deal. I
have heard that said every day.

Mr Parker: There are a lot of good reasons
why it is agood deal.

Mr COURT: At least the media has had the
ability to see through the explanations and
bring to the public's attention the fact that
something is very strange. It is one of the
weakest defences I have heard. The Minister
was certainly not convincing, and the Govern-
ment has failed to justify its going ahead with
this particular decision.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier)
[5.26 p.m.]: In just one minute, and not to in-
terrupt the arrangement made between the
Leader of the House and the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, let me simply say the Govern-
ment rejects absolutely the motion moved by
the Leader of the Opposition, and expresses its
complete confidence in the Minister for Min-
erals and Energy and in the explanation that he
has so lucidly provided to the House today.

If ever a weak and oft-repeated argument,
boring and tedious in its repetition, was
presented to this House, it was that presented
today by the Leader of the Opposition. it
contained nothing new, and the Minister for
Minerals and Energy very professionally
despatched even that paragon of high business,
the member for Nedlands, by explaining in
clear and concise terms that this asset was
worth what the Government paid, and was
worth in excess of what the Government paid.
The motion and the substance of the argu-
ment-or lack of argument-put forward de-
serves to be resoundingly defeated.

Government members: Hear, hear!
MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the

Opposition) (5.27 p.m.]:. Members of the
Government may chant, "H-ear, hear", in re-
sponse to the Premier's minute contribution to
the debate-

Mr Brian Burke: That was the arrangement;
you know that.

Mr HASSELL: The arrangement was never
that the Premier would not make a contri-
bution.

Mr Brian Burke: The arrangement was that it
would end at 5.30 p.m.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister went on for a
long time, as was expected.
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What remains on the record, and the facts
when they are all boiled down, is that we have a
couple of entrepreneurs who are no doubt ab-
solutely delighted, and entitled to be delighted,
at the enormity of the profit they have made
from the taxpayers of this State as a result of
the actions of this Government over a short
period of time, That profit is represented by
some $15 million in cash and additional assets
retained in their bands of the order of $6
million-more than $20 million profit on a
$24 million transaction in the space of a few
months. Those are the simple, bald, inescap-
able facts which have been presented to the
House. We are talking about an asset-a gas
reticulation system-which has been in place
for a number of years and supplies gas to a
number of customers. It is not removable; it
cannot be transferred elsewhere. It can only be
sold by an owner to someone who will leave it
there. The customers have no choice. It is a
monopoly and a public utility. It is subject to
two Acts of Parliament which were specially
designed to make sure that the company which
owned it was not a company involved in the
burly-burly and rush and gush of
entrepreneurial scheming.

But that is exactly what has happened, and
the Government has been taken for a ride. I do
not blame the businessmen; I blame the
Government. The Government of this State
has given away in value over $20 million of the
taxpayers' money on a deal which a few months
before was concluded for $24 million. It is a
profit of enormous proportions which the
members of the Labor Party would be the first
to condemn as excessive, enormous, dispro-
portionate, and improper, if they were not sit-
ting there caucused to support the Govern-
ment, the Premier, and a Minister who will not
own up to their mistakes or face up to their
responsibilities. Even if there were no dis-
honesty involved, the Minister, on the basis of
common decency, ought to have resigned over
this issue.

The very asset he is talking about was valued
for the company by independent valuers
Edward Rushton Son and Kenyon (Australasia)
Ply Ltd on 15 February 1984 at $18 489 000.
That included the reticulation business, the
business this Government has bought. The
whole company was then subject to a competi-
tive takeover which produced a price of $24
million. A few months later, having increased
the value of the company by a deliberate action
under statutory powers, the Minister then
proceeded, with the authority of the Govern-

ment, to enter into a deal to acquire one pant of
the company for $40 million. That is the basis
on which this matter has been introduced.

The Government can introduce all the com-
plicated red herrings it likes, and talk about gas
and pipelines and the rest of it. The fact is that
an enormous profit has been paid from the
coffers of the taxpayers. It is a disproportionate
and improper profit resulting from the incom-
petence and improper activities of the Govern-
ment and the Government should be censured.

Question put and
following result-

Mr Blailcie
Mr Cash
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Lewis

Mrs Bes
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge
Mr Tom Jones

Ayes
Mr Mensaros
Mr Schell
Mr Bradshaw

a division taken with the

Ayes 20
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Nalder
Mr Rushton
MrSpriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Noes 27
Dr Lawrence
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mr Grill
Mr Tonkin
Mr Marlborough

(riefl)

(Tell",)

Question thus negatived.

STANDING ORDERS
Amendments: Approval by Governor

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): I have to in-
form the House that I have been notified by
His Excellency the Governor of his approval of
the amendments to the Standing Orders which
were passed on 24 July 1986.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
AMENDMENT BILL

Assent
Message from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the Bill.
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IQnestions taken.J
Sitting suspendedfrom 6. 00 to 7.15 p.m.

BILLS (8): ASSENT
Messages from the Governor received and

read notifying assent to the following Bills-
I . Architects Amendment Bill.
2. Town Planning and Development

Amendment Bill.
3. Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs Com-

mission Amendment Bill.
4. Building Industry (Code of Conduct)

Bill.
5. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment

Bill.
6. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment

Bill (No. 2).
7. Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill.
8. Explosives and Dangerous Goods

Amendment Bill.

BILLS
Standing Orders Suspension

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) (7.17 p.m.]: I move, without notice-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable the
Bills listed in the following schedule to be
introduced without notice and proceed on
this day to the motion for their second
reading.

The Schedule

Control of Vehicles (Off-road areas)
Amendment Bill;

Education Amendment Bill;
Agriculture and Related Resources

Amendment Bill;
Rural Housing (Assistance) Amendment

Bill;
Co-operative and Provident Societies

Amendment Bill;
Sale of Goods (Vienna Convention) Bill;
America's Cup Yacht Race (Shopping

Hours) Bill; and
Main Roads Amendment Bill.

in moving that motion 1 indicate that I have
the concurrence of the Liberal Party and the
National Party, to enable these Bills to proceed
to the ministerial second reading stage in order
that we may have plenty of business on the
Notice Paper. The Opposition will then have
the maximum time possible to give proper

scrutiny to these Bills before they are dealt with
in the second reading debate proper.

MR MacINNON (Murdoch-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [7.18 p.m.]: The Op-
position has no objection to the motion moved
by the Minister on the understanding arrived at
that we shall not be debating these Bills ahead
of the normal agreed time. We have pleasure in
supporting the motion.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: To be carried, this motion

requires an absolute majority. I have counted
the House; and, there being no dissentient
voice, I declare the question carried.

Question thus passed.

CONTROL OF VEHICLES (OFF-ROAD
AREAS) AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Canr (Minister for Local Government), and
read a first time.

Second Reading
MR CARR (Geraldton-Minister for Local

Government) [7.19 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The committee provides advice to the Minister
having responsibility for the administration of
the Act on matters relating generally to the use
of land by vehicles in off-road situations and,
in particular, in respect of the declaration of
permitted or prohibited areas.

In recent times there has been a rapid in-
crease in the popularity of road vehicles with
four-wheel drive capabilities. As the greater
number of such vehicles is having, and will
continue to have, an impact on the available
off-road areas, it is now considered appropriate
that a representative of these users be
appointed to the advisory committee.

The present composition of the committee
provides a balance between representatives of
planning and enforcement agencies and the
user groups. This is seen as desirable and a
principle which should be retained. Accord-
ingly, in addition to the provision for a rep-
resentative of the users of four-wheel drive ve-
hicles it is proposed to include a member
nominated by the Minister administering the
Conservation and L-and Management Act, be-
ing a person having appropriate experience in
environmental matters.
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As a consequence of these changes there is a
need to alter the quorum of the committee
from three to four and to make provision for
the appointment of deputies to the additional
members. These matters are also included in
the amending legislation.

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

EDUCATION AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Pearce (Minister for Education), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Minister for

Education) [7.23 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

It is highly desirable that facilities provided for
the education of children should be available
for community use when they are not required
as pant of the school programme. Obviously,
this is more relevant for those facilities which
are highly suitable for both groups. Such facili-
ties include libraries, sporting complexes, both
indoor and outdoor, drama complexes and to a
lesser extent classrooms.

It is also appropriate that the user groups
should contribute to the building costs and the
recurrent costs such as minor maintenance and
running expenses. If these conditions can be
negotiated, the wasteful duplication of similar
facilities, provided on the one hand by the Edu-
cation Department and on the other by local
governments and other agencies, can be
avoided.

Where joint funding is Provided it is appro-
piate that the control of the facility should be
by a committee representing the various
interests. In this way the investments of all par-
ties will be protected.

The Education Amendment Bill will enable
the Minister for Education to grant a
licence to a municipality so that a joint com-
mittee can manage and control facilities and
land vested in the Minister for Education.

Already there are a number of facilities
which have been funded in part by the Edu-
cation Department and in part by others such
as local government and the Department for
Sport and Recreation. These are Working well,
offering a service to the school and to the larger
community. It is anticipated that closer cooper-
ation between agencies will lead to many more

of these jointly funded facilities which, as a
general rule, provide a single facility with a
level of provision in excess of what could be
offered if only one agency were providing the
funding. The facilities provided are used more
fully by a wider community.

The amendment will encourage these devel-
opments and lead to participant involvement
in their management.

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

MacKinnon (Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition).

AGRICULTURE AND RELATED
RESOURCES PROTECTION

AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [7.26 p.mi.J: I move-
That the Hill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the legislation is to increase the
penalties for offences under the Agriculture
and Related Resources Protection Act 1976.
The level of penalties has not been increased
since its introduction in 1976 and they are
therefore out of line as a result of the inflation
-which has taken place since then.

In the Act, penalties are imposed for offences
involving the introduction of declared plants
and declared animals and the keeping of
declared animals; for not controlling declared
plants and animals; for non-compliance with
direction notices; and for not correctly follow-
ing direction notices or procedures.

Other penalties involve the obstructing, mis-
leading or assaulting of an inspector and penal-
ties which can be imposed under regulations to
the Act.

Western Australia is relatively free of the
serious pests which occur in other States and it
is reasonable that penalties should be
sufficiently high to act as a deterrent to their
introduction.

In the current legislation there are differ-
ences between the penalties which can be
imposed on local authorities and individual
landholders. The Bill standardises the penalties
for similar offences.
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The penalties provided for failure to control
declared plants or animals are increased from
$50 for a first offence and $250 for subsequent
offences, to $100 and $500 respectively. For
failure to comply with direction notices the
penalty is basically doubled to $200 for first
offences and $ 1 000 for subsequent off'ences.

In the sections dealing with introduction of
declared plants and introduction and keeping
of declared animals the penalties are increased
and the principle of a much higher penalty for
subsequent offences is introduced. This is
designed to cope with both the individual who
is likely to offend only once and others who
may, for commercial advantage, choose to con-
tinue to offend if the penalty remains at a rela-
tively small amount. The penalties for sub-
sequent offences therefor range from a mini-
mum of $500 to a maximum of $2 000 for
those sections covering failure to advise or de-
liver specimens to the authorities up to a mini-
mum of $1 000 and a maximum of $5 000 for
the more serious offences of introducing and
keeping of declared species.

For obstructing or assaulting an inspector the
penalty is increased from $200 to $500, and for
failure of an occupier of land to notify the
owner if a notice is served on him the penalty is
doubled from $50 to $100.

For penalties imposed under regulations, the
maximum penalty is increased from $500 to
$1 000, with, where appropriate, minimum
penalties unchanged.

Another amendment made is to provide for
all proceedings involving penalties to be heard
before a stipendiary magistrate. A transitional
provision covers proceedings in process.

Other amendments made are standard
drafting changes dealing with the repeal of the
arrangement of the Act and deletion of the defi-
nition of section and subsection.

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

RURA.L HOUSING (ASSISTANCE)
AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Wilson (Minister for Housing), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR WILSON (Nollamara-Minister for

Housing) (7.29 p.m.]: I move-
That the Hill be now read a second time.

The proposed amendment will enable horticul-
turists in the Kununurra area who are lessees of
special lease land on the Ord River irrigatlion
scheme to meet eligibility criteria to obtain
finance to enable the building of a house on the
property.

At times the authority has received appli-
cations from these special lea seholders for
finance for housing and has had to decline any
consideration of the application, in spite of the
knowledge that it would enable the horticultur-
ist to work his property much more effectively.

Under the existing legislation, the definition
of "holding" is set out as-

(a) land of which an approved fanner is
th e holder of th e fee sim pl e estate;

(b) land of which an approved farmer is
the lessee under a conditional pur-
chase lease or pastoral lease granted
under the Land Act 1933;

(c) land of which an approved farmer is
the lessee under a perpetual lease
granted for the purposes of the scheme
as defined in section 4 of the War Ser-
vice Land Settlement Scheme Act
1954.

In these definitions, there is a deficiency in that
those with land held as special lease do not
qualify.

Where a special lease is issued under section
116 of the Land Act there are certain con-
ditions to be met. Amongst these in the
Kununurra area is the building of a house on
the land. It has been found that leaseholders
are not able to fund a home and develop the
property so that a living can be made from the
property. Normal commercial lenders are lend-
ing for the development, but rarely for a house.
Advice from the Lands and Surveys Depart-
ment is that the department has opted for a
special lease rather than a conditional-purchase
lease as it is considered freeholding can be
made within a five-year period, whereas con-
ditional purchase cannot. This, therefore, al-
lows the special lease to be freeholded.
Freeholding cannot take place without a house
on the land.

The authority is able to handle applications
within its operations and can fund the loans
from funds from the home purchase assistance
account, from privately borrowed funds from
the Central Borrowing Authority, or from
internal funds and balances.

Security for the loan is available by a
registered mortgage over the land.
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It would be known to most members of this
House that access to home finance by some
farmers has been a problem for some time, but
with the establishment of the Rural Housing
Authority this has changed. Many farmers, 417
in fact, over the State of Western Australia,
have been directly assisted with funds of
almost $13.3 million.

Mr Crane: It is a very good piece of legis-
lation.

Mr WILSON: The authority is able to bor-
row funds on its own account from either the
home purchase assistance account or the Cen-
tral Borrowing Authority, and then on-lend
these funds at very competitive rates to
farmers, pastoralists, and horticulturists.

Up to the end of June 1986, some 282 appli-
cants received just over $8.4 million in loans
directly from the authority. To this must be
added another 135 applicants who were loaned
$4.74 million from building societies or the
R & I Bank under the protection of an indem-
nity issued by the Treasurer of Western
Australia.

There have been others who have received
encouragement from officers of the authority to
apply to their own bank and who, following a
detailed report and inspection of the appli-
cants' property, were successful in obtaining
the required finance. It is known some 107
availed themselves of this service by the auth-
ority.

The Government is aware that tropical
fruits, in particular bananas, is an expanding
industry in the Kununurra area, and by
amending the Rural Housing (Assistance) Act
to allow the Rural Housing Authority to assist
with housing finance, those there now will be
able to live on their properties and produce
more fruit to supply the local and new overseas
markets.

It is not costing the Government extra capi-
tal works, as the infrastructure is there and
these resources will be better utilised.

Many of those working the special lease land
are living in the Kununurra town where hous-
ing is at a premium. The proposed amendment
will allow these special leaseholders to move to
live in homes on their holdings and thus release
their current accommodation for the growing
population of Kununurra itself.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Tubby.

CO-OPERATIVE AND PROVIDENT
SOCIETIES AMENDMENT BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Wilson (Minister for Housing), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR WILSON (Nollamara-Minister for

Housing) [7.34 p.m.]: I move-
That the Hill be now read a second time.

In 1973 the Co-operative and Provident
Societies Act 1903 was amended whereby the
maximum shareholding permitted by a mem-
ber was increased from $ 5 000 to $ 10 000.

The purpose of this Bill is to
maximum shareholding from
$20 000 or such other amount
prescribed.

increase
$10000
as may

the
to
be

The purpose of the increase is to allow the
societies to finance their expansion through ini
creases in equity rather than by external
borrowings. This purpose is in line with the co-
operative criteria, whereby these societies exist
to benefit members only.

The requested increase would only
strengthen the equity base of the society in real
terms, equivalent to slightly in excess of eight
per cent over the last 12 years.

The requested increase has been supported
by the societies. The increase will not disturb
the voting power as the Act still provides that
all members have equal voting power.

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

SALE OF GOODS (VIENNA
CONVENTION) BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Bill introduced, on motion without notice by

Mr Wilson (Minister for Consumer Affairs),
and read a first time.

Second Reading
MR WILSON (Nollamara-Minister for

Consumer Affairs) [7.36 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This measure has its origins in a special session
of the General Assembly of the United Nations
on the establishment of a new economic order.

In Vienna in April 1980, the United Nations
adopted a convention on contracts for the in-
ternational sale of goods, with a view to remov-
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ing legal barriers and thereby promoting the
development of international trade.

Australia is a party to the convention and in
May 1984 the Standing Committee of At-
torneys General agreed that it should be
implemented by complementary legislation in
the States and Territories. This, therefore, is a
Bill for an Act to give the provisions of the
convention the force of law in Western
Australia.

The convention provides uniform rules
which govern the formation and operation of
contracts for the sale of goods between parties
having their places of business in different
countries. It is not, however, an exclusive code
coverng all aspects of international trade. in
particular, it generally does not apply to goods
bought for personal use, nor does it apply to
goods sold by auction, on execution or
otherwise by authority of law.

Also excluded are sales of various types of
securities and negotiable instruments, ships,
vessels, hovercraft, aircraft, and electricity.

The convention governs only the fornation
of contracts of sale and the rights and obli-
gations of the sellers and buyers arising from
such contracts.

This is a timely measure, given the difficult-
ies that Australia is facing in its role as a
trading nation.

Although in general parties may, if they wish,
exclude or vary the application of this conven-
tion, it nevertheless provides a system of
ground rules for the i nternational sale of goods
which should be welcomed by the Australian
business community.

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

Mensaros.

AMERICA'S CUP YACHT RACE
(SHOPPING HOURS) RILL
Introduct ion and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [7.39 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill he now read a second time.

The object of this Bill is to provide the appro-
priate retailing environment enabling that in-
dustr to contribute to and share in the benefits
that the America's Cup Defence is expected to

bring to the State. The commencement of the
period is proposed as I November 1986.

The unprecedented demands of the tourism
industry, the requirements of resident con-
sumers, and the statutory rights of small busi-
ness were factors contributing to the prep-
aration of this Bill. Submissions from retailing
associations, Chambers of Commerce, and
unions were considered.

The Bill provides for all classes of shops to
trade to 5.a00 p.m. each Saturday between
1 November 1986 and 14 February 1987.
Sunday trading by smaller retailers has been
enhanced by relaxation of staffing limits for-
merly imposed upon those enterprises. An
increased number of essentially smaller
businesses will thus have the opportunity to
service consumers' demands on Sundays dur-
ing the life of this Bill.

Individual retailers who exercise their option
not to trade during the extended hours
provided by the Bill are afforded legislative
protection from those provisions of tenancy or
lease agreements which may otherwise force
them to trade.

Authority to modify specific Acts or related
provisions of Acts is vested in ministerial auth-
ority as a contingency mechanism for unfore-
seen circumstance or emerging situations.

The Bill is related to the unprecedented cir-
cumstances surrounding the staging of the
America's Cup defence. A sunset clause has
accordingly been provided for the Bill to expire
on 15 February, 1987.

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

MacKinnon (Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition).

MAIN ROADS AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and Firsm Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Troy (Minister for Transport), and read a
first time.

Second Reading
MR TROY (Mundaring-Minister for

Transport) [7.43 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill has three purposes. The first is to
enable the Commissioner of Main Roads to
delegate his duties more effectively. This is par-
ticularly necessary on occasions when he is
travelling interstate or overseas, as is quite

I
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often required of him, or when he is on leave.
The existing legislation enables him to appoint
an acting commissioner, but without power to
carry out some of the duties of the com-
missioner, such as legal transactions. The Bill
will allow the commissioner to appoint a depu-
ty, during his absence, who would be
empowered to carry out the full duties of the
commissioner, with the exception of the com-
missioner's delegated power to appoint officers
and employees.

The second purpose of the Bill is to set up a
Main Roads Board. It has been felt for some
time that there is a need, in conformity with
overall Government policy, to provide for the
greater participation of interested groups, in-
cluding the motoring public, in the develop-
ment of policies relating to roads and the
functioning of the Main Roads Department. To
this end, the Bill proposes the creation of an
advisory board, whose purpose would be to ad-
vise the Minister and the Commissioner of
Main Roads on any matter that may be re-
ferred to it. It is expected that the board would
be asked to make recommendations on a broad
range of policy issues affecting the Main Roads
Department. Such policy issues might include,
for example, the overall needs of the road
system, the allocation of resources between
road categories, construction and maintenance
priorities, roadside conservation, roadside ad-
vertising and traffic management.

in order to fulfil this task effectively and to
ensure the full participation of interested
groups, the Bill provides for a board consisting
of I I persons, who will represent the interests
of road freight hauliers, private motorists,
metropolitan and rural local governments, and
environmental conservation. There will also be
included one representative each of salaried
and wage employees of the department and a
senior officer of the department. The Director
General of Transport and the Commissioner of
Main Roads will also be ex: officio members of
the board, and a chairman will be separately
appointed by the Governor. It is hoped that
this will provide for the balance of interests
necessary to ensure that the board's
recommendations are representative of the
road-using public, yet adequately guided by the
many technical and operational considerations
that are so important in the formulation of
sound policies for roads.

The third purpose of the Bill is to continue
the system of annual road grants made by the
State Government to Western Australian local
governments. The previous statutory grants

scheme expired on 30 June 1985. The road
grant schemes contained in this Bill cover the
period commencing on 1 July 1985 and ending
on 30 June 1990. They are similar to those in
the last quinquennium.

The Bill fixes grant levels for the 1985-86
financial year and matching provisions for
three years and makes provision for subsequent
fund levels and matching provisions to be de-
termined by the Minister. In this regard I want
to assure the House that policies which were
adopted in recent years and which have been
accepted by local authority representatives will
be continued.

In recent years the Government has adopted
the policy that statutory grants to local
authorities are increased or decreased by the
percentage by which Commonwealth road
grants to Western Australia are increased or
decreased. Grant levels for 1985-86 were deter-
mined in accordance with this policy and it is
the Government's intention that this policy
will be continued.

The Bill provides $1 7 51 9 246 for country
councils and $10618360 for metropolitan
councils in the 1985-86 financial year. During
1985-86 payments have been made to councils
through interim arrangements under a special
provision of the Main Roads Act. For 1986-87
fund levels have been determined by the Minis-
ter in accordance with provisions of the Bill.

The metropolitan and country statutory
grant schemes covered by this Bill have been
developed in close consultation with represen-
tatives of the executive of the Country Shire
Councils Association, Country Urban Coun-
cils' Association, and the Local Government
Association. There have been discussions be-
tween representatives of the executives of the
various associations and the commissioner and
his senior officers before the former Minister
for Transport (Hon. Julian Grill) had dis-
cussions with them to finalise and agree the
details.

I should like to mention that there are two
standing committees, each chaired by an assist-
ant commissioner of the Main Roads Depart-
ment, dealing with country and metropolitan
road funding schemes. Local governments are
strongly represented on these committees
which meet from time to time to discuss local
governments submissions and also general de-
tails of the statutory grant schemes. By this
process members will appreciate that there is
continuing consultation with local government.
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This is an important aspect of the Bill to
assist local authorities to improve and main-
tain their road systems. While the total funds
allocated in this Bill are linked with the low
growth in Commonwealth funds, nevertheless,
the grants provided in the Bill will continue to
make a significant contribution for improving
local authority roads throughout the State.

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

MacKinnon (Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition).

ACTS AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
REFORM) BILL

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mrs

Henderson) in the Chair; Mr Bryce (Minister
for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform) in
charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short fitle-
Mr MENSAROS: The short title of this Bill

describes the characteristics of the whole
measure and therefore enables me to make
some fairly important general comments about
how the Opposition feels about the Bill. These
comments have a great significance during the
ensuing debate for people wanting to under-
stand our attitude.

As I have discussed with -the Minister, if I
understood him correctly, he will consider con-
tributions to the debate in Committee as some
sort of feeling towards the policies of .both par-
ties that might lead to further consideration of
this matter.

Through the Chair I say to him that unlike
during the last Parliament, the Opposition no
longer has a negative attitude towards electoral
matters. Indeed earlier this year we formulated
a positive policy. This policy, in a fairly ab-
breviated and clean form, is available in the
library for anyone to read. Of course as hap-
pens with different matters in any party, it was
not arrived at with unanimity. Some people in
our party have different views, but nevertheless
it was the majority view of the Liberal Party as
an Opposition.

Because of this short title which describes the
whole Bill, I can state that the Opposition's
policy is not only new but also meant very
seriously. We would like to implement it. For
that reason we have caused the drafting of
amendments in line with our policy. I shall
move those amendments even though, in all
pragmatic senses, sometimes and particularly

later in the Committee stage it would mean
that moving certain of our amendments would
create an illogical situation because previous
amendments had been rejected. Nevertheless
there is no other way for me to place on the
record for possible further consideration the
detailed policies of the Opposition.

It is a pity that the attempts to compromise
on this matter were not vigorously pursued.
Unfortunately I was not here for the second
reading debate, but from my reading of
Ha nsard it would seem that both the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition in his comments and
the Minister in the reply to the debate, three
times in fact, mentioned that private dis-
cussions would take place during the parlia-
mentary break.

On this side of the House there were dis-
cussions between the conservative parties. We
met on four occasions for a considerable lime
and although I cannot claim that we came to
some agreement, we did more clearly recognise
our respective policies on the legislation.

I had some conversations with the Minister,
to his credit, and he also sent me a letter which
outlined 14 different points with the view of
saying that these were points where we might
possibly agree. I found that we could agree to
some of them without hesitation or reservation.
I found that some we could agree to with con-
dit ions. I found that some we would have to
reject altogether because they are virtually non-
negotiably in opposition to our policy. But the
points were fairly broad so that it was possible
to base some amendments on the points them-
selves.

Also, it is no good to say that we might agree
with five of them unconditionally; this would
not, unfortunately, constitute a starting point,
because just to accept those five points and
ignore everything else would not provide a re-
sult for anyone because either the Govern-
ment's policy would be implemented just be-
cause we agree with those points, or
alternatively our policy would be implemented,
hypothetically, were our amendments to be ac-
cepted and the Government's provisions
ignored. Nevertheless it might be a starting
point and we might be able to base something
on them.

As the Minister has said, this debate might
be some sort of substitute for private dis-
cussions, although it is difficult to imagine that
being possible. Nevertheless I will try to behave
accordingly.
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What can be our attitude to this Bill, which is
represented by the short title, in this Corn-
mittee debate? As we genuinely want to im-
plement our policy we would need not only to
have all our amendments passed but also to
have passed most of the Government's clauses
which suit our policy because our amendments
are built around the Bill. On the other hand, if
we were to anticipate that all or only some of
our amendments were rejected, we would have
to vote generally Or selectively against each
clause of the Bill. Clearly members can see that
this is an almost impossible situation.

I will explain what we will attempt to do
within the Standing Orders and using this de-
bate. Firstly, we will not oppose clauses which,
with our amendments, would enhance the im-
plementation of our policy, and we will oppose
clauses and amendments, wherever they come
from, the carrying of which would impede the
implementation of our policy.

Secondly, we will move all of our amend-
ments, or as many as possible, in the later
stages of the debate, even as I said if their being
passed were to create an illogical situation be-
cause previous amendments were rejected. Un-
less we do this there is no way of placing our
policy on record in detail and there is no op-
portunity for the discussion which both sides
were keen to have, according to the second
reading debate.

Thirdly, unless we were to have all our
amendments passed, even if some were ac-
cepted in isolation, we would have to vote
against the Committee's report and against the
third reading. This is what has already been
said, albeit in different words, by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition when he spoke to the
second reading of the Bill.

To sum up, without properly agreeing
outside the parliamentary sittings to an ac-
cepted formula of possibly reduced amend-
ments, we cannot accept Government approval
of some of our amendments in isolation. I must
also make the point that with only a single and
very nice but inexperienced private member's
draftsman opposed to the Government's whole
drafting department, we cannot be sure that if
someone 'with a word processor were to place
all our amendments into the Bill we would
without a single mistake express our policy.

If during or after the debate the Minister and
the National Party indicate their agreement to
some of our suggestions, we could possibly sit
down after the debate and draw up sufficient
amendments representing the agreed changes

even though the non-negotiable parts of our
policy are not accepted.

I would like to let the Minister know in a
nutshell our attitude to the Bill. We propose to
retain the same number of members in both
Houses as does the Government. We propose
to replace the department by an Electoral Com-
missioner in the same way as the Government
except that, and this is the condition, based on
past example we would like to see the Electoral
Commissioner be fully impartial, and therefore
appointed on the recommendation not only of
the Government of the day, but also of the
Opposition, or perhaps if there are more par-
ties, the leadens of the parties. It should not be
difficult to reach agreement if the endeavour is
to have a genuinely independent person.

As far as the redistribution of boundaries is
concerned, either originally or later, we would
like to see redistribution commissioners decide
the boundaries based on statutory guidelines
rather than have them spelt out in the Statute.
in the Legislative Council we would like to
see-and this is a fairly strong cornerstone of
our policy-a fixed term, not necessarily six
years, but twice the maximum term of the
Legislative Assembly. I will come to this later
in the debate; I am only dealing in a nutshell
with the points related to the short title.

We accept the proposal for regional pro-
portional representation far the Legislative
Council except that we base the regions mainly
on community interest and the principle of the
aspect of representation. Accordingly we would
suggest the metropolitan region should have 18B
MLCs and 33 MLAs; the south-west region
should have six MLCs and 10 MLAs; the agri-
cultural and mining region should have six
MLCs and nine MLAs; and the northern pas-
toral and mineral region should have four
Legislative Councillors and five Assembly
members.

We would like to retain full preferential
voting, allowing-and I notice the National
Party has put forward an amendment-for a
Senate-type ticket vote in the regions. The
Legislative Assembly would be based on single
electorates as is spelt out in the Bill, and the
redistribution could take place-as provided in
the Bill-after the Government has served two
terms. We would agree with this if four-year
and eight-year terms were to come in. If three-
year and six-year terms remained we would
suggest the redistribution should take place
after every third term. We had another sugges-
tion which has not been put forward in an
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amendment, but which was more logical and
novel. If the seats are out of kilter-and we
specify one-sixth of the seats-why could not
the redistribution be done separately in each
region? We know the country population does
not change very much, but say six seats are out
of kilter in the metropolitan area or in one of
the country regions;, there could be a redistri-
bution there irrespective of the other regions. I
mention that because it is not in the amend-
ments, but we feel it would be an acceptable
situation.

Mr Bryce: Something I did not quite glean
from your amendment is what is your party's
attitude to the statutory boundaries up north?

Mr MENSAROS: In the policy we spelt out
guidelines for all the regions, and within these
guidelines-and I will come to this later in the
debate-

Mr Bryce: I meant for the Assembly.

Mr MENSAROS: in the northern region we
would envisage giving guidelines which would
more or less follow the present situation but
would do away with the anomaly connected
with the Pilbara versus Kimberley seats.

Mr STEPHENS: I take the opportunity to
make a couple of points for the National Party.
We will follow the same procedure; we will
move the amendments which will appear on
the Notice Paper. I have given a copy of the
amendments to the Minister and to the Liberal
Party, and we will discuss them even though
they may not fit in for the same reasons as
those outlined by the member for Floreat. it
will place on record in Hansard where the
National Party stands in relation to these
issues. We would like to think our point of view
is reasoned and acceptable to the Government.
If the Government is prepared to accept our
amendments it will have our support at the
third reading. We would like to put forward our
amendments as a total package, and if they are
accepted that way we naturally would support
the third reading. If they are not fully accepted
we will not be supporting the third reading.

The point raised by the member for Floreat
with regard to redistribution within each region
as it is now being constituted should be looked
at. If the required number of seats in the metro-
politan area are out Of kilter it would be rather
stupid to have a redistribution affecting all
country regions when none of them is out of
kilter. The idea be has advanced is worth
developing.

Just as the member for Floreat took the op-
portunity to briefly outline the Liberal Party's
policy with respect to the numbers, I will men-
tion that the National Party is staying with the
proposal for 1 7 seats in the Legislative Council
for the metropolitan area and treating it as one
region. We are looking at an agricultural region
which is roughly south of the southern bound-
aries of Gascoyne and Murchison-Eyre, and a
mining and pastoral region or northern region
which is north of that southern line of
Gascoyne and Murchison-Eyre and which
would include Kalgoorlie. So we would have
three regions. In our policy we have tried to
stay with the analogy of the Senate and keep
the regions distinct.

That briefly outlines the manner in which the
National Party will approach the Committee
stage of this Bill.

Mr BRYCE: I would like to draw to the at-
tention of members handling the Bill for the
Opposition parties that I have just circulated
two amendments. Those amendments would
probably meet with some consensus. They
touch on two issues: One is whether the new
Electoral Commissioner should have the power
to delegate his powers and responsibilities to a
suitable person. We have reconsidered that
question fairly carefully and suggest that only
the Deputy Electoral Commissioner should be
eligible to take over the role and responsibility
of the Electoral Commissioner.

A second amendment deals with the situ-
ation that could arise in a modem society very
much more than one would expect at the turn
of this century looking back.

Perish the thought that the situation should
occur, but we are dealing with regions which
will contain multiple members and candidates
and there could be multiple deaths between the
date of nomination and polling day, which is a
2 I-day or 28-day period. The Bill currently
contains a proposal which states, basically, that
the people left in the balloting would be sworn
in because of the vacancies resulting from those
deaths. The situation currently applying in the
Legislative Assembly is that once nominations
are closed, if a candidate dies, it is necessary to
start from scratch and call for nominations
again; and I think that is the fairest way.

As I said, perish the thought, but what would
happen if a team of coalition candidates or
Government candidates were involved in an
air crash or an act of terrorism, which is highly
likely in today's society? We are now talking
about legislation which will be in force for the
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next half a century, and we are talking about
principles. In the event of multiple deaths it
would be quite unfair, inappropriate and, we
think, invalid to suggest that, if a team of can-
didates 'were wiped out, the other team of can-
didates would benefit by default during the
period between nomination and polling days.

I know it is a long shot and not a situation
that we want to contemplate. However, if it did
happen we suggest that the entire region would
have to be involved in the calling of fresh
nominations and a subsequent election. That is
a fairly gory note of introduction, but those
four or five clauses are consequential amend-
ments to take those contingencies into account.

At the outset, I am a little disappointed at
what was said by the member for Floreat and
the member for Stirling in respect of some as-
pects of this issue and their respective parties'
positions. There are some areas on which there
is obvious agreement, but that agreement is not
unanimous between the three parties. There are
some issues about which the Liberal Party and
the Government agree, and there are some
issues about which the National Party and the
Government agree.

At the moment we are considering four-year
terms, the establishment of an Electoral Com-
mission, the drawing of boundaries of
constituencies by independent commissioners,
and the mechanisms for redistributions and
proportional representation in the upper House
as a matter of principle.

I am sure there are areas which we can dis-
cuss fruitfully, and there will be areas on which
we can reach agreement. However, I must say
to both members who are handling this Bill on
behalf of their respective parties that it seems
to me that the Government is the only party
that has made any concession on the central
issue of what comprises fair representation.

Mr Maci~innon: I don't think that is a fair
statement.

Mr BRYCE: I am talking about the numbers.
Mr Mac~innon: I am, too, and I don't think

it's a fair statement.
Mr BRYCE: Let me explain precisely what I

mean. The Government's policy is to achieve
one-vote-one-value in both Houses of Parlia-
ment. We have already made a significent con-
cession in respect of the Legislative Council. In
both the proposals presented today by the Lib-
eral Party and the National Party, there is not
once ounce of movement in relation to the
Legislative Assembly. Both the Liberal Party
and the National Party are saying to the Parlia-

ment in 1986 that they believe that people who
live outside a certain metropolitan boundary
are twice as important in terms of value of
votes as people who live within that metropoli-
tan boundary.

Mr Trenorden: That is not true.

Mr BRYCE: That is precisely what the nu-
merical weighting of the proposals amounts to,
a ratio of 2: 1.

Mr Trenorden: That is true, but your pre-
vious statement is false.

Mr BRYCE: It is precisely the same thing. I
suggest the member does a bit of homework on
the Electoral Districts Act and sees how that
weighting has been enshrined in that Act in the
past. He can argue until the cows come home
about the specific phraseology. However, if he
wants to say that weighting does not mean that
one citizen's vote is more important than
another citizen's vote, I guess we will never
agree on the basis of this whole issue. The pro-
posal put to the Chamber by the Opposition
parties insists on preserving a 2:1 ratio in the
Legislative Assembly. That constitutes the
status quo and there will be no shift in that
fundamental question.

Mr MacKinnon: You have consistently ar-
gued for a ratio of one-vote-one-value in the
Legislative Assembly. However, by the same
token we have consistently said that there
should be a country weighting. We have always
subscribed to that point of view, as has the
National Party.

Mr BRYCE: We should be reasonable and
understand that it is now 1986 and that this
discussion is not taking place in 1861. Why is
there any more justification for a 2:1 ratio in-
stead of a 1.5:1 ratio or a 1I4: ratio in 1986?

Mr Stephens: We have come up with a judge-
ment. Just because it does not agree with yours
does not mean we have not looked seriously at
the matter.

Mr BRYCE: The Opposition should not
pretend that it has budged or changed its
position because it has not. The very core of
this Bill-I am not talking about cost or the
mechanics of how one runs elections-relates
to the questions of districting and weighting
with reference to representation from one end
of the State to the other. It is true to say that
both proposals put to this Chamber today by
the National Party and the Liberal Party do not
move a skerricc in respect of the Legislative
Council.

2750



[Tuesday, 7 October 1986] 75

Mr MacKinnon: It is also true to say that you
have not moved a skerrick in relation to the
Legislative Assembly.

Mr BRYCE: That is the backdrop to the
Government's programme. I sure hope we can
avoid childish tit for tat across the Chamber
because there are plenty of issues in this Bill
that we can discuss or argue heatedly as they
relate to a modem democracy and then not
convince each other at the end of the process.
However, I do hope we can stick to the issues.

Mr House: You are arguing for your side of
the Chamber and we are arguing for ours.

Mr BRYCE: It applies to both sides of the
Chamber. We cannot have a tit-for-tat argu-
ment without a tit for tat.

Mr MacKinnon; I know which side I would
rather be on.

Mr BRYCE: I suppose we have not got many
takers for tatS!

The comment the member for Victoria Park
made, by way of interjection, is valid. At the
last two elections the Government, in the due
process of democracy, put to the people of
Western Australia the fact that we had reached
a stage in this State's development where, in a
modern democracy, there was a sound case for
modernising the system of representation in
this Parliament to bring it into the 1980s. The
system we have was designed in the t890s and
in the first two decades of this century to
achieve certain objectives. On both occasions
the Government won a mandate in both
Houses of Parliament. It won the quinella and
the Government believes that under its system
of government there is a reasonable and sound
case for transposing that promise at election
time into legislation and bringing it to the
Chamber to say that it was an important part of
the Government's undertaking to the people.

It is not appropriate for us to go through all
the arguments related to a mandate. However,
no member ir. this Chamber would seriousl
advance the argument that the Government
did not incorporate this Proposal, put it to the
people at two successful elections, and received
a majority of votes in both Houses of Parlia-
ment for such a programme in justification of
this reforn.

I have not had time to undertake alt the
numbers work in regard to the Legislative
Council, but it strikes me that the status quo
provides for a 3:1 weighting in favour of people
outside the metropolitan area; that is, on the
current Legislative Council boundaries. That is

precisely what members opposite are proposing
in relation to the Council. There has been no
change in that fundamental issue at all.

Mr Stephens: It is in some areas.
Mr BRYCE: What an argument-it is like

taking the bruise off the edge of an apple.
Mr Stephens: You reduce the degree of vote

weighting. Either you agree to it or you do not.
You have made an objective assessment.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! We are dealing
with the short title of the Bill. We have a long
way to go, but if we do not start going down the
road we will not get to the end of it.

Mr BRYCE: We are all Interested to get to
the end of the road, Mr Chairman.

May 1 summarise the Government's re-
sponse to the amendments by saying that I
think members opposite need to face up to the
question about whether they are prepared to
see the Parliament structured on a fair and
reasonable basis that would allow the
Australian Labor Party, when it is winning the
support of the majority of people, to enjoy a
majority in both Houses of Parliament. That is
the nub of the issue when it comes down to the
question of the structures and the debates that
have taken place inside the parties. The
position is that the amendments in respect 'of
the question of representation which members
opposite have brought to this Chamber would
guarantee that the Labor Party can never win
control in the Legislative Council.

The 1986 National and Liberal Panics pro-
posals would have produced a hung House in
the Legislative Council. They would have
produced a 17-all result, probably incor-
porating the election of a Democrat in the
metropolitan area.

Mr Stephens: You are twisting it around to
get a majority.

Mr BRYCE: I want to be perfectly candid at
the outset of this debate. Basically, we could
adopt one of three positions. The Government
could have brought to this Parliament a Bill
that was designed and structured to favour the
metropolitan area so heavily-

Mr Rushton: You have been doing that.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRYCE: The member for Avon strikes

me as a person who has not read sufficient
material on this issue. If he did his homework
he would know that if a Bill was brought to this
Chamber to heavily advantage the met ropoli-
tan area, as the rural areas have been heavily
advantaged, the result would be a system
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biased in favour of the Labor Party. On the
other hand, a proposal could be brought to the
Parliament that heavily biases the country as
opposed to the city, and that would signifi-
cantly advantage the coalition parties.

In terms of the number of regions and the
way they are structured, this Bill constitutes a
straight bat and fair dinkum proposal that
would allow either side of this Parliament to
enjoy a majority in the Legislative Council
when it enjoys the support of the people. if
members opposite are not prepared to accept
my word for it, I will provide the data.

Under the proposal which the Government
has put to the Parliament, in 1974 and 1977
the coalition parties would have enjoyed a very
comfortable majority in the Legislative Coun-
cil. In 1980 the result would have been pre-
cisely even-7-all. In 1983 and in 1986, it
would have produced a majority for the Labor
Party, exactly equal to the majority that the
Liberal and National Country parties would
have enjoyed in 1974 and 1977.

1 advise members from the outset that the
proposal contained in the Bill is a significant
compromise and it constitutes a shot with a
straight bat that makes it possible for either
side of the Parliament to win and enjoy a ma-
jority-a very small one because of pro-
portional representation-in the upper House,
when it enjoys a majority of support from the
community.

The Government could have come to the
Parliament with a proposal that created three
or four regions in the upper House for the city
and one for the country. That would have
produced a result heavily biased in the Govern-
ment's favour. The further we go across that
side of the scale, the more positively we would
slant the Parliament in favour of the Labor
Party. On the other hand, by lumping the entire
metropolitan area into one region and having
two separate regions in the country area we
would deliberately build in an advantage for
the National Party.

Mr Stephens interjected.
Mr BRYCE: That is why the National Party

does no! stand a candidate for the seat of
Ascot. It is absolutely absurd.

The point on which I will conclude concerns
the actual Bill. I will be interested to hear the
two spokesmen for the respective parties indi-
cate to the Committee whether they believe it
is the view of their respective parties that if the
Labor Party enjoys the majority of the support
of' the community in the Legislative Council,

the structure of the Parliament should be such
that it should be able to enjoy the majority of
representatives in that Chamber. I suspect that
could be the trip-wire for our discussions.

I am not asking the Committee to endorse a
structure for this Parliament that would seek to
discriminate against any political party or dis-
criminate in favour of any political party. It is a
fair dinkum system designed to approach the
fundamentals of democracy; that is, when a
party enjoys the support of the people it
governs, it enjoys a majority in the Parliament,
and when it loses the support of the people it is
out on its neck and it does not.

Mr STEPHENS: This Bill must take account
of the peculiar circumstances of Western
Australia. There is no doubt that Western
Australia is the most centralised State in
Australia and Australia is one of the most
centralised countries in the world. It is fitting
that those members who represent people
outside the metropolitan area take cognisance
of this fact and try to develop a system which
takes into account this tremendous concen-
tration of people in a very limited area. Around
80 per cent of the population of this State of a
million square miles is concentrated in the
metropolitan area; that percentage is growing.
We must take account of chat concentration.

Also, as I understand it, in a British democ-
racy, although the interests of the majority
usually hold sway, the interests of the minority
are invariably looked after. That is another fac-
tor that we must take into account in allowing a
degree of vote-weighting for those people who
are prepared to live outside the metropolitan
area where there are vast distances and low
population densities. Vote-weighting is one
mechanism whereby the interests of the min-
ority can be given due consideration. Notwith-
standing this vote-weighting, even under the
proposals that we will advance, there will be 33
seats in the metropolitan area and 24 seats in
the country. Thus the metropolitan area will
have the majority of seats. If there were a much
greater majority than that, the minority in the
country would not even be listened to.

I noticed in a recent Press release that even
the Labor Party has altered the representation
to its State council. I think there is a greater
ratio of union representatives as opposed to
others. Thus the Labor Party does not strictly
adhere to one-vote-one-value in its
administration. The Minister for Parliamen-
tary and Electoral Reform had a go at the
National Party, as also the Liberal Party, about
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the last election and what the people thought.
He was not prepared to use the word
"mandate", but he implied it. I suggest that the
people who voted for the National Party mem-
bets in this House knew our policies and
wanted us to fight for those policies. This pol-
icy we enunciated at the last election was one of
vote-weighting to protect the interests of
country people. I would not have to point out
to the Minister, as he would be fully aware of it,
that with that policy we actually defeated a
Labor Minister. Thus the people whom we rep-
resent certainly want us to fight for a weighted
vote and that is what we will do. All the insults
and comments made by the Minister will not
dissuade me from pursuing that course.

Mr Bryce: There haven't been any insults.
Mr STEPHENS: I will take back the word

*'insults" and say instead that it does not mat-
ter how strong the Minister gets in his argu-
ments, he will not dissuade me from following
the policies that I enunciated during the elec-
tion campaign and on which all National Party
members were elected. If the Labor Party
wishes to use the word "mandate", we can also,
but I think it would be stupid. It may have been
the inherent good looks of the Minister's leader
that got the Labor Party the votes; it may not
have been its policies.

I mentioned in my opening comments that
we Supported vote-weighting. There is a system
of vote-weighting for the Senate. I think
Tasmanians enjoy a vote-weighting of around
8:1 or 9:1 compared with the people of New
South Wales. I have never heard any politician
or civilian criticise the representation in the
Senate. I have pointed out that the National
Party is approaching this Bill with an analogy
between the Federal Senate and our regions.
We propose a metropolitan region, an agricul-
tural region, and a northern region.'Demographically, the State falls into those
three regions. Any splitting up of the metro-
politan area, the agricultural area, or the north-
ern area would be done for manipulative pur-
poses. That is the only conclusion that can be
drawn because the State falls into three distinct
regions and that is what the National Party has
pursued.

Mr Bryce: You mean that if people do not
agree with your perception of regions, they are
manipulating things?

Mr STEPHENS: No, I am not saying that.
The Minister has argued that we are manipulat-
ive. I would prefer not to use those sorts of
words. We enunciated our policy during the

(87)

last election campaign and we were very suc-
cessful in that election. We doubled our rep-
resentation.

Mr Bryce: With a little bit of help from your
friends.

Mr STEPHENS: The Minister for Parlia-
mentary and Electoral Reform may call it help.
I do not think that the member for Avon, for
example, who is now a National Party member,
got any help from the Labor Party.

Mr Bryce: It might be an interesting situation
in 1989, though.

Mr STEPHENS: It could be.
I make a final point which I omitted to men-

tion earlier. When it comes to the amendments,
I hope that we will see a degree of tolerance and
perhaps even a bending of the Standing Orders.
Although in some instances it might be rela-
tively easy to move amendments on amend-
ments-which is the procedure laid down in
the Standing Orders-in other situations it will
be exceedingly difficult, if not impossible. I
hope that you, Mr Chairman, will be generous
in your interpretation of Standing Orders and
that all parties in this Chamber will support
that generous interpretation of Standing Orders
to enable all parties to move their amendments
freely and to development their arguments.

Mr MENSAROS: Consideration of this Bill
should be done in such a way that we use no
more time than is necessary. At the same time I
welcome the Minister's comment that this
should be a discussion. I will have plenty of
time during consideration of clause 5 to re-
spond legitimately to his arguments. In a way, I
was very happy to hear those arguments be-
cause I think they strengthened my case.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed.
Clause 5: Section 73A inserted-
Mr MENSAROS: Clause 5 is the mainstay of

the one-vote-one-value principle which the
Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform said is the basis of the policy of the
Labor Party. I appreciated it when the Minister
said that all he wanted was a fair basis; he did
not say fair representation. I would like to be
sure about for whom and from what point of
view it would be fair because, if I understand it
correctly, the Labor Party is saying that if we
have the magical system of one-vote-one-
value-in other words, if the electoral districts
for the Legislative Assembly have more or less
the same number of electors-we will arrive at
the fairest result after an election, meaning that
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the percentage of the popular vote would near-
est resemble the percentage of the members in
this Parliament provided by the various par-
ties. Thus if the Labor Party received, for
example, 55 per cent of the vote, it would enjoy
a majority of around 55 per cent in this House.
I do not know whether I understand it cor-
rectly, but I think that that is what the Minister
means by a fair system. I would totally agree
with the endeavour to achieve this, but I must
point out-as I have done very often, but have
been ignored-that it is not factual to say that a
one-vote-one-value system would have this fair
result.

Members do not have to go back very far in
their memories to consider the Federal elec-
tions in Western Australia. The Federal clec-
tions. are based on one-vote-one-value; nobody
denies this. A Labor member at present-
sometimes it is a Liberal member-has the
honour of representing Kalgoorlie, the biggest
electorate in the world, an electorate which is
larger than several European countries. It was
said that that is fair because it is under a one-
vote-one-value system.

If we cast our minds back 10 or 12 years,
what happened in Western Australia? The Lib-
eral Party had 90 per cent of the Western
Australian Federal members of Parliament.
Western Australia had 10 members, nine of
whom represented the Liberal Party. Did we
ever receive 90 per cent of the popular vote?
We never had more than 57 per cent of the
vote. Was that fair? The only seat held by the
Labor Party in Western Australia was
Fremantle, held by Kim Beazley. The ratio of
Labor members to Liberal members was 1:9
even though the Liberal Party never received
more than 57 per cent of the vote.

The situation has now changed. What is the
situation today? Western Australia has 13 seats
in the Federal Parliament and the Labor Party
has nine of them, 70 per cent. Did it receive 70
per cent of the popular vote in Western
Australia? At the last election it had 50.4 per
cent of the vote. Is that a fair result from a one-
vote-one-value system?

One can go on and on and talk about New
South Wales. which more or less has a one-
vote-one-value system, and look at the figures
and the percentage of seats achieved by the
Labor Party in comparison with the percentage
of the vote, In fact, the one-vote-one-value
system very much favours the majority; it can
be proved that once a party has reached a cer-
tain figure, above 50 per cent or more of the
votes, almost like progressive taxation, the

number of its seats increases and its proportion
of members in Parliament is much larger.

We should consider then the system
criticised here. The Minister for Parliamentary
and Electoral Reform is correct in saying that
the weighting is roughly 1:2, taking the present
metropolitan area. It would be different under
the new proposals.

If we deliberately do not change anything,
the guidelines are such that the metropolitan
area would more properly represent areas con-
sidered urban from the point of view of popu-
lation, transport, size of residential blocks, etc.
It would be a more wholesome metropolitan
area than the present one, which is artificial. 1
remember reading that in the member for
Kalamunda's contribution to the second read-
ing debate.

Let us consider the situation which the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition mentioned in
his speech. I have details of some research car-
ried out which, bearing in mind the facilities
available to the Opposition, took a long time to
complete, but it is very interesting. I took the
figures from 1947 to 1983 showing the percent-
age of votes for the respective parties involved
at each general election and the percentage of
seats they gained.

First of all, there has never been a case, as
has often been claimed, when a party, particu-
larly the Labor Party, would have gained the
majority of votes yet not won Government.
Secondly, the percentage of the popular vote
was very close to the percentage of seats gained
in this Chamber.

In 1947 the Labor Party obtained 48.5 per
cent of the vote and gained 46 per cent of the
seats; a difference of minus 2.5 per cent. That
can be compared with my previous example of
the Liberal Party with 90 per cent of the seats
versus 57 per cent of the votes; a difference of
33 per cent. In 1950 the Labor Party obtained
49 per cent of the votes and 46 per cent of the
seats; a difference of minus three per cent. In
1953, when the Hawke Government came in,
the Labor Party obtained 50.2 per cent of the
popular vote and 52 per cent of the seats, a
difference of plus 1.8 per cent. In 1956 the
situation was more interesting-the percentage
of vote obtained was 51.5 per cent and the
percentage of seats gained 58 per cent; plus 6.5
per cent in favour of the Labor Party in this
condemned, weighted system.

I could go on with further figures but I con-
clude by saying that the biggest difference on
the plus side was the 6.5 per cent and on the
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minus side the biggest difference was six per
cent also; but in that case the percentage of
votes was lower.

Mr STEPHENS: 1 support the remarks made
by the member for Floreat. The National Party
is strongly opposed to this Proposition. It is the
nub of the one-vote-one-value proposition and
I have clearly indicated that this is not in line
with National Party thinking. Nor is it in line
with the thoughts of those people who support
the National Party; that has been clearly
demonstrated.

Also it is wrong to say that because a party
has the majority in the Assembly, chat must be
translated into a majority in the Council on all
occasions. After all, the Legislative Council is a
House of Review. By having one-vote-one-
value it automatically follows that it alters the
weighting of the Council. If the Government
wants to develop a system in which the party
which has a majority in the Assembly also has a
majority in the Council, under the rigid party
politics followed in this State, I cannot see how
the Council could operate as a House of Re-
view. We should consider a mechanism
whereby it is a genuine House of Review.

I believe that the Legislative Assembly is the
people's House and their representatives
should be allowed to govern; but if we are to
have a House of Review, it must be one in fact
and not just a rubber stamp for the Legislative
Assembly. 1t was not a rubber stamp in the
days when the Country Party members had the
balance of power. There were occasions on
which the decisions made by the Country Party
members were essential and legislation was not
just rubber stamped. If members question that,
they can go back and read the records of the
debates.

Since I have been a member of the National
Party its members have expressed their points
of view quite strongly; and I think members
will find that that will be the case in the future.

I reiterate, if one is going to ensure a mech-
anism whereby the party with the majority in
the Assembly always has the majority in the
Council also, one should start getting rid of the
Council because it would be only a rubber
stamp and not worth what it cost the country.

Mr MENSAROS: I would like to examine
the provisions of this clause closely to show
why we are so vehemently against it. I tried to
point out it must be some sort of theoretical
principle of the Labor Party which is concerned
with one-vote-one-value, because I have not
been able to see so far why it wants to achieve

this. I asked a rhetorical question: Is it because
the Government thinks it gives a better result
from the votes of the respective parties? 1 did
not receive a reply, but because it has not been
denied I suppose that is one of the factors.

We have many different reasons for
structuring the electorate, and one of them is
very important-representation. In this
Westminster system, members of Parliament
have a three-fold duty. Firstly, we are all legis-
lators; secondly, some of the members are Min-
isters; and thirdly, all of us are representatives.

That is the point. It is not because the parties
want to achieve more votes. More equitable
results are achieved under this system than
under one-vote-one-value. Country people
should not be forgotten in the representation. I
enjoyed reading the second reading speeches. I
did not agree with the member for Avon when
he quoted interesting theoretical examples.
ILooking at the viability of the metropolitan
area as a "State" and at other "States", I Forget
about city-states such as Hong Kong and
Singapore.

The other objection we have against this
clause is that the Government not only wants
to announce one-vote-one-value as a bible prin-
ciple, but it also wants to enshrine it in the
Constitution. It could have done so in the Elec-
toral Act or more properly in the Electoral Dis-
tricts Act. Nevertheless, another objection we
have against it is that the Government wants
to make it even more difficult to change if a
different majority is in this House.

In the Bill, particularly as far as the Legislat-
ive Assembly is concerned, I could not find a
provision anywhere indicating how to use the
plus or minus 15 per cent tolerance. There is no
guideline in this legislaiton as to how the inde-
pendent Electoral Commissioners should go
about their job of redistributing the State into
electoral districts. The only guidelines are the
demographic changes or developments.

Demographic development is the movement
of population. Many of the electoral guidelines
practised in the past will disappear as a result
of the Labor Party's action. We know from
experience how the Electoral Commissioners
always behave-ignoring virtually anything
which is important, in my view, such as a com-
munity of interest. They simply consider the
numbers. They allow a little more where the
population is expected to remain static, and
less where they are told development is coming.
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Sometimes this numerical distribution be-
comes quite artificial. I would be the first to
admit that in the metropolitan area there are
not many differences, but nevertheless the
people in some suburbs play tennis together;,
members of the community know each other
but they are distant from another suburb be-
cause they are divided by a railway line, a main
road, or bush.

In my own case, because of numbers, at the
last redistribution in 1983 pant of Floreat was
cut out. I met the Chief Justice privately at a
party and he asked me if I was happy. I said I
was not because I must have the only electorate
in the whole State without a pub. The pub at
Floreat was cut out and given to Subiaco. That
was entirely against any community of interest.
Floreat was cut in half just to keep the num-
bers.

This Bill, and this clause particularly, en-
shrine in the Constitution this one-vote-one-
value provision mercilessly, without any con-
sideration for representation, for community of
interest, or any other pragmatic consideration
of where people work, where they live, what is
their means of communication, and things like
that.

The Minister claimed that this Bill is not
based on party political interests. I accept his
claim although I suspect it is the opposite, but I
have to accept his claim to some extent, be-
cause I come back to the fact that we do not
have the facilities to use the figures and simu-
late results for 1974 or 1977. 1 do not know
whether the Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform knows it, but we have a very
pleasant, courteous, but inexperienced parlia-
mentary draftsman.

Mr Bryce: So that you do not repeat that
point again during the debate, may I make the
point that I made an offer to both parties to put
all the resources of the Government at their
disposal in terms of draftsmen and also officers
to work on statistical issues, if they want to be
able to work through those issues.

Mr MENSAROS: I am happy to hear that,
because in fact the arrangement is worse than
what members opposite had in Opposition 15
years ago. Members opposite bad a draftsman
who, if they wanted him to, could produce a
typewritten result. Now we are told we can only
have it if we provide the typist. My electorate
secretary was in hospital with her daughter
yesterday afternoon, hence I could not provide
the amendments last night and I had to wait

until today when she came in. I think that is
not a very generous arrangement.

Even though the weighting, as I have tried to
prove, did not result in an electoral advantage
to the Liberals, it might have done to a slight
extent to the Country Party. That is logical
because they are only in the -country, not in the
metropolitan area; but overall, Labor Party
versus conservative parties, it did not make a
great deal of difference. I deny what the Deputy
Premier implies-that our proposition is based
on party political advantage. It is not so,
although I admit that we have had people who
perhaps looked after their own interests.

Mr BRYCE: This clause constitutes the nub
of the Bill in that it contains one of the most
important features-perhaps the most import-
ant feature--of the Bill, so I will respond
briefly to the member for Floreat and the mem-
ber for Stirling.

I have exchanged views on this subject with
the member for Floreat before, and I have had
a great deal of difficulty convincing him, over a
10-year period or longer-I have been saying it
for that long-that one-vote-one-value is not in
the best interests of the Australian Labor Party.
If he needs any more convincing, let me point
out to him that some of my colleagues, if I can
risk incurring their wrath, may sigh with relief
when this proposal is rejected in the Parlia-
ment. That is how serious I am.

Members opposite know that there is a great
deal of difference of opinon in all political par-
ties about the question of the System of rep-
resentation. There is not unanimity of opinion
in our organisation; I know for a fact there is
not unanimity of opinion inside the Opposition
parties. It is simply mathematically wrong to
argue. I have not been arguing that one-vote-
o'ne-value is something dreamed up to support
the Labor Party. I would love to set down be-
fore members opposite the history in respect of
the behaviour of ballot boxes in different pants
of this State. I could demonstrate to them that
some of my colleagues would say that I am
about to cut off my nose to spite my face.

The truth is, it will not necessarily benefit the
Australian Labor Party, and I have asked mem-
bers in the Parliament over the years to address
the issue seriously. It does constitute a question
of principle based on an argument that it is a
fair and reasonable idea that Western
Australians, irrespective of where they live,
what they do for a living, or how much wealth
they happen to have at their disposal, should
have votes of equal value. That is a principle.

2756



[Tuesday, 7 October 1986]175

Members opposite might disagree with the
principle and think that somebody who owns
10 000 acres, like some members opposite on
the backbench, ought to have more votes than
people who own virtually no land. If members
opposite want to subscribe to that view I am
not going to tell them that it is not a plausible
view to hold, but it is one with which I dis-
agree. I do not believe it is a fair and reasonable
argument. I do not think anybody's vote should
be more valuable than anybody else's simply
because they inherited wealth, or exercise more
power and influence, or are better footballers,
or are more creative, or own more sheep than
anybody else.

Mr Trenorden: Does the New South Wales
system favour the metropolitan area?

Mr BRYCE: In New South Wales one does
not talk about a particular metropolitan area.
One must talk about that massive conurbation
which is Newcastle-Wollongong, and New
South Wales.

Mr Trenorden: If you looked at the figures,
you would know it does.

Mr BRYCE: I have already been convinced
by the member for Stirling that New South
Wales is a very different place from Western
Australia, but if members are terribly con-
cerned about that principle they should look at
the sprinkling of population right across the
United States of America. There are
unbelievably urbanised places such as Chicago,
Detroit, New York, and pants of California that
resemble Sydney; and there are very sparsely
populated places such as Alaska and Nevada.
But right across that nation Americans sub-
scribe to the view that no matter where one
jives, or what one does for a living, or what
one's circumstances are, one is entitled to an
equal vote if one is a citizen of the United
States of America.

Mr MacKinnon: That is not true of the Sen-
ate.

Mr BRYCE: That is actually the part of the
response that I wanted to make to the member
for Floreat. Frequently in this place he has
made great play about what happens with
single member constituencies. I have never
suggested that one-vote-one-value is a perfect
system of electing members of Parliament.
There is no perfect system. There never has
been and, as long as we are dealing with human
beings and all their unpredictable factors, there
never will be a perfect system. I am not arguing
that it is perfect.

The member for Floreat has drawn attention
to what has happened in the last decade or so
with the Federal representation from Western
Australia. It was a time when the Labor Party
virtually scooped all. We had about 10 out of
12, Or eight out of 11. There was a time when
the coalition panies had nine out of 10.
Nothing under that system will prevent a fairly
significant swing in the fortunes of a political
party if, in fact, it can command close to 55 or
60 per cent of the vote. It is possible for that to
happen. But I am suggesting to the member for
Floreat that the fairest possible system of
operating a Parliament based on single member
constituencies is to have one-vote-one-value in
those constituencies. There will be swings all
right, and those sorts of situations will occur,
but it is possible for it to swing both ways.

If members opposite decide to build into the
system a system of serious vote weighting, they
will deliberately build in an inevitability that it
will swing one way, and that is exactly what has
happened in our Legislative Council over
almost a century. It has been lopsided and has
swung exactly one way because of the extra-
ordinary lengths to which people went to actu-
ally build in the weighting. I have never
suggested that those single member
constituencies would not produce major
swings, but I come back to the structure of this
Parliament. The member for Floreat should ap-
preciate that we are talking in this Bill about a
bicameral system of electing members. If he
wants to talk about fairness and a system of
balances and checks, if in fact we do retain
single member constituencies in the Legislative
Assembly which are capable of swinging as he
says-and he is right, they will-we will have
an upper House or a second Chamber elected
with proportional representation, which is a
different system or basis of electing members.
It is only under those sorts of circumstances,
where a party will enjoy continuous high levels
of support, that it will achieve majorities in
both Houses.

To be fair dinkum to ourselves, there are
some members opposite who feel a bit un-
comfortable about relinquishing a position
from which their political parties have enjoyed
a permanent, built-in majority in the Legislat-
ive Council in this State for nearly a century,
and they are a little concerned about the pros-
pects if they relinquish their controls over a
system which has distorted the pattern of
voting in this State with heavy, quite extraordi-
nary vote weighting in the upper House. As for
the lower House, the member for Floreat went
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to great lengths to tell us how Labor Govern-
ments have been elected to this Chamber with
a 2:1 vote, 14 times out of the last 30 elections
over the past 80 years. Nobody disputes that.
This is not the Chamber where distortions have
reached their peak. It is the other Chamber,
where the weighting has been deliberately built
in, that has produced a totally lopsided result.
It has, been a fixed result. Members opposite
know that, and I find it very strange that they
are not prepared to concede as late in the day
as 1986 that this system, like the system that
Bjelke-Petersen is currently running in
Queensland, will bring those communities into
disrepute. The question of responsibility on
this sort of issue is gauged by people who look
upon oar society. That might not mean a
tinker's cuss to the people who want to preserve
their own little bailiwick and that is all, but if
members opposite are at least interested in the
reputation of our State and are concerned for
the regard in which our system is held, they
ought to think about it.

I can tell members, without a shadow of
doubt, if we do not change the upper House
this century will not reach its end before people
in certain parts of Western Australia begin to
treat the law with complete contempt, on the
basis that the laws made in this Parliament are
made on the basis of a totally unfair, unrepre-
sentative system of representation.

Many people, who have put up with this for
100 years, do not subscribe eye to eye to the
opinions of members opposite. One might
wonder about their patience. It is this sont of
intransigence on the pant of members opposite
and their contemporaries in many different
parts of the world that produces people who
will go to rather extreme lengths to make their
point.

Members opposite do appreciate that there
must be something fixed and wrong as far as
the system of election is concerned. In this Par-
liament one cannot say that the Australian
Labor Party has not been capable of appealing
to the constituency because it has formed
Governments in this House by winning 14 out
of 30 elections in the last 80 years; whereas in
the other place, where the deliberate weighting
has been carried to a particular extreme, we
have never been able to win a majority. I would
suspect there is a very serious sense of purpose
associated with that that never surfaces in an
honest fashion in this place when we start to
look at it.

Mr MacKINNON: I would have much
greater respect for the Government's argument
on this point if it was consistent with its argu-
ment, The Minister has just said there will be
contempt of laws throughout the State by the
end of the century if things are not changed. If
the Government is serious in its viewpoint
about one-vote-one-value its argument does
not seem to hold much water when it brings to
the Parliament a Bill that does not provide that
for the Legislative Council.

Mr Bryce: It is already a concession. You are
so far out of the mainstream of this debate that
you will embarrass your party by participating.

Mr MacKINNON: That is the Minister's
point of view. I am quite entitled to express my
point of view.

Mr Bryce: Are you familiar with the debates
that occurred in this place in 1984 and 1985?

Mr MacKINNON: I was here at that time. I
participated in the debate at the second readi ng
stage and several Government members
complimented me on my contribution. I would
be surprised if the Minister was not one of
those members.

The point I am making is very serious. There
are two sides to this argument. There has been
consistency from this side of the Chamber. The
National Party has not wavered from its point
of view-and I do not think it will waver in
relation to this essential principle-and neither
has the Liberal Opposition.

I agree with the Minister on one point. I do
think that one-vote-one-value will work against
the Government's interest in the longer term. 1
think it will work in the Liberal Party's best
interest, If that is all we were looking at, we
would be supporting that principle today; but
we are not. I sincerely believe that we should be
taking an interest in country people. Even with
modem communications, there does need to be
a weighting of votes to give those people proper
representation. If the Minister were to argue
about the strength of that weighting-it could
vary from 1.5:1 to 2.5:1-1 am prepared to
concede there could be a different point of view
and perhaps our view with the National Party
would be different. There has to be a weighting.
No-one could convince me that the people
represented by Graeme Campbell, the Federal
member for Kalgoorlie, are fairly represented
in Canberra. How can one elected member of
Parliament who lives in Kalgoorlie represent
the people from Esperance to Kununurra? It is
absolutely ludicrous in the extreme. I do not
favour that point of view. Like the other mem-
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hers on this side of the Chamber who have
already spoken on this clause, I will oppose the
clause, not because I do not think one-vote-
one-value would not favour our party-I per-
sonally think that it would-but because I be-
lieve we have to show proper interest for the
minority groups who are not as well off as we
are in terms of representation in this Parlia-
ment.

I do not believe that we have not made con-
cessions on this side. I think we have made
major changes to our stance on electoral issues.
I refer to the drawing of the boundaries by
independent commissioners. It is a fundamen-
tal change we have made. I think the Govern-
ment would acknowledge that significant prog-
ress has been made. We have made con-
cessions; but on this fundamental issue the Op-
position has been consistent and I can assure
the Minister that as long as I am a member in
this Parliament I will fight to ensure that that
principle is maintained in the electoral laws of
this State.

Mr MENSAROS: I fully agree with the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. He spelt out
what I wanted to say before my time expired. It
cannot be proven that we are arguing for our
political interests. We are purely and simply
arguing for the proper and fair representation
of the people. Whatever arguments are to the
contrary about increased communication,
telefax machines, and telephone calls , they are
no substitute for personal representation.' I am
not a representative of the country, but as a
former Minister for Mines for six years I used
to fly and walk through the Murchison area and
various other remote places. I had tremendous
respect for the then member for Murchison-
Eyre. There was no little hole that people could
have emerged from where he did not know
them by name. Sometimes we met the previous
member for Murchison-Eyre, Mr Dick Burt,
who was in a similar situation. That convinced
me that it is not a myth to talk about personal
representation of people.

In the country, people enjoy much more Per-
sonal contact with politicians on both sides
than they do in the metropolitan area. Where
can one meet one's constituents in a metropoli-
tan electorate? There are sporting functions,
church meetings after services, and P and C
associations where one can meet the com-
munity-mindled people. It is useless to walk
into the pub because 70 per cent of the people
there are not the member's constituents any-
way. Mr Norton was able to stand on the main
streets of Carnarvon and meet his constituents

on a Saturday morning. He was the member for
21 years until he was defeated by a Liberal. He
is now firmly the member there because of per-
sonal representation. The Opposition feels that
is tremendously important. That is our argu-
ment and it is not for any political advantage.

It was interesting to listen to the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform. He
virtually had to discipline his expressions and
his thoughts instead of saying he is not
complaining about gerrymanders in the Legis-
lative Assembly. He referred to the weighting
"peak" in the upper House. I know what he
meant to imply. Despite the weighting, the re-
sults, for as far as we can go back, were more
equitable than they were in given examples of
the one-vote-one-value system.

If we accept as I do that representation is
important, it must be accepted that it is not just
a saying that we should be available to people.
It should be natural. In contrast I heard the
Minister for Minerals and Energy say three
times in his speech this afternoon that someone
wanted to see him and he "granted" his re-
quest.

Mr Bryce: Why would your organisation not
agree to the Structure of an upper House which
had an identical level of weighting with the
level used here, if the lower House is fair and
has produced a reasonable result such as you
have talked about back as far as the Hawke
Government? We are talking about a serious
compromise here. Currently the amendment
provides for preserving the status quo at about
a 3:1 weighting. Why could that weighting not
be as low as it is in the Legislative Assembly?

Mr MENSAROS: The status quo in the
Legislative Council is 20 country members to
14 metropolitan members. Instead of 1 4 from
the metropolitan area we are proposing 18,
with 16 from the country. I have checked the
Government's figures provided in the explana-
tory notes and I found mistakes there both in
respect of weighting and numbers. I do not
have the time to explain the mistakes now.

This clause really relates to the concept of
one-vote-one-value being enshrined in the Con-
stitution. We oppose this vigorously because it
is against our principles and against our equi-
table policy. In this clause we are not talking
about the Legislative Council, but even in the
Council there is a much reduced weighting in
OUr proposal. It automatically comes about also
by adjusting the metropolitan area.
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Mr STEPHENS: I reiterate that the National
Party does not look at this proposition, cer-
tainty inasmuch as it will affect the upper
House, on the basis of advantage to our party.
Given the favourable consideration and con-
ditions with the status quo, the National Party
could look forward to gaining about eight seats.
Under our proposition we would be returned
with about three members, so it can be seen
that our proposition does not favour our party.

However, we are advancing our philosophy
of wanting to see that the areas of great disad-
vantage and low potential have reasonable rep-
resentation so that the interests of minorities
can be reasonably protected. That is why we
are pursuing our policy, one which certainly
does not advantage the National Party.

Mr B~ryce: It does.
Mr STEPHENS: Under the proportional rep-

resentation set-up we are suggesting, we would
have returned about three members only.

Mr Bryce: You cannot tell me you could look
forward to eight members under the status
quo?

Mr STEPHENS: We have four members
now, and double that is eight.

Mr Bryce: Labor Party preferences might
have some bearing on that.

Mr STEPHENS: I accepted that when I said,
given favourable conditions, we would return
eight members. The Minister would have
known that had he listened rather than having
to make that sort of facet ious interjection.

Obviously the message is not getting through,
so I repeat the fact that we are trying to im-
plement a system which is analogous to that of
the Senate. The Senate is made up of equal
membership from each State irrespective of the
population of the various States.

We are looking at the State as comprising
three distinct regions, and one cannot argue
about those regions-the metropolitan, agricul-
tural, and mining and pastoral regions.

We want equal representation for country
areas as against the metropolitan area so that in
the review process, where the metropolitan
area already has a majority, the country point
of view is heard in the Parliament of Western
Australia.

We will be opposing this clause.
Mr BRYCE: It is arrant nonsense for the

member for Stirling to describe Western
Australia as falling into three natural regions.
For God's sake, for anyone knowing the geogra-
phy of this one-third of our continent to argue

that there are three natural regions is to be
talking absolute nonsense. Were he to try to tell
the people of the Kim berley that their little
community that covers many hundreds of
thousands of hectares is the same as the
Murchison, or to try to tell the people of the
Pilbara that their area is the same as the gold-
fields, or to try to tell the people of Albany that
their region has something in common with the
region of Geraldton and Greenough, they
woulId b ite h is leg off.

What the member is doing is grasping for
some sort of concept that he can use for con-
venience to clothe the naked model he popped
up associated with the areas from which people
should be represented.

Clause put and a division taken with the fol-
[owing result-

Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
M r Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Kill
Mr Hodge
Mr Tom Jones
Dr Lawrence

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros

Ayes
Mr Tonkin
Mr Gril
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Parker
Mr Taylor
Mr Bertram
MrBrian Burke

Clause thus passed

Ayes 23
Mr Marlborough
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J1. Smith
Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Noes 15
Mr Rushton
Mr Schel
Mr Stephens
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Spriggs
Mr Hassell
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Court
M r Nalde r
Mr Clarko

geter)

(eller)

Clause 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: Section 5 repealed and a section

substituted-
Mr MENSAROS: This clause deals with the

Legislative Council in the same way as clause 5
dealt with the Assembly. It does not spell out
the arrangements in detail,'but it talks about
the aggregate number of Legislative Council-
lors, on which we agree, and introduces the
concept of regions instead of provinces and
proportional representation within the regions.
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The CHAIRMAN: Order! As soon as the
member for Floreat starts speaking, that does
not open the door for I17 meetings to start
again. The member for Floreat makes a lot of
sense if one can hear what he is saying, but
unfortunately his voice may not be as clear as
mine. If members want to have meetings they
should hold them somewhere else. The member
for Floreat's is the only voice I want to hear in
this Chamber.

Mr MENSAROS: On this clause we can ad-
vance the arguments regarding the Legislative
Council. I start by responding to the Minister
in charge who said that the Legislative Council
had a permanent and built-in majority for the
Liberal or coalition parties. I would accept the
term "Permanent" as it happened in history,
but I would not accept the term "built-in" at all
despite all the statistical support which can be
given by picking out one province and
contrasting it with a larger one.

The proof against the argument that it was
impossible for the Labor Party to win a ma-
jority in the Legislative Council is really the
1986 election, and to.-some extent the 1983
election. Had there been what the Labor Party
seeks to achieve in this Bill-an all-out situ-
ation in the Legislative Council-the Labor
Party would have an absolute majority in the
Council. I will reserve this argument for the
proper place, but it is not the single reason we
are opposed to an all-out situation, but rather
because we think the Legislative Council
should be a genuine House of Review, more
independent, and exercising a check on the
Legislative Assembly where the Government
has a majority, in the absence of other checks
and balances in the Constitution which the
presidential system, for example, has.

As one of the members whose memory goes
back to certain events, I will reply to the often-
heard argument and statistics, whether from
Parliament or academics, that the Legislative
Council only opposes legislation when Labor is
in Government. That argument might be true
formally but it is not true in substance because
one has to understand the situation. If and
when a Labor Government is in office, the Lib-
eral majority in the Legislative Council only
knows about the legislation after the Minister
has introduced it. That is normal and natural.
Then the Council considers the matter and it
may oppose the legislation. When the coalition
parties were in Government the Legislative
Council members knew through the party room
what legislation was proposed. I have been sub-
ject myself to the situation of having legislation

thrown out the window in the party room be-
cause of the Legislative Councillors. That is the
reason the Minister's statistics are so good from
the point of view of arguing that members of
the Legislative Council only exercise this check
and balance when they are in Opposition. They
have no opportunity to do otherwise; when
they are in Government they prevent the
Government from introducing the legislation.
The Government is not so stupid that it cannot
see when the Legislative Councillors will not
accept something after some consideration, be-
cause they have separate meetings. The Labor
Party probably does not.

If one goes back further one sees that this
type of formality was not needed because there
were members of the Legislative Council such
as Hon. H. K. Watson, with whom I only had
the honour to serve for a few months, and Hon.
Gordon Hislop. Nobody could tell them in
Caucus how they should act in respect of a Bill.
They acted as they wanted to, and I thought
they acted like members of a House of Review.

Mr Bryce: Can the member for Floreat ap-
preciate the fundamental conflict in his argu-
ment? If you are arguing for a House of Review
you can't really have one if it is chock-a-block
full of people who are members of political
parties. Members of a House of Review who
attend party meetings immediately disfranchise
themselves from the philosophical position of
being part of a House of Review.

Mr MENSAROS: That might appear to be
so, theoretically, but it is not so practically. I
have emphasised that members of the Legislat-
ive Council hold special meetings apart from
party meetings and they often turn against de-
cisions made at the party meetings. Some of
our members often complain about their
ignoring the majority decisions made by the
full party. They therefore have a certain
amount of independence. I am not saying that
they have it to the same extent as the House of
Lords because their power is on a much lower
scale.

As I said in my introductory remarks, we will
not oppose the clause because, if it is passed as
drafted, it will enable our policies to be
implemented because this clause does not
specify what sort of regions should be set down
within the State and it does not specify the
number of members in each region. It simply
says that there should be regions and we accept
that. Our policy is that, hitherto, there should
be no provinces.
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We do not think that the Labor Party's
proposition regarding the Legislative Council
enshrines the same situation that exists now.
However, the Minister has claimed that he has
compromised. lHe also said a short while ago
that he could not understand the National
Party's policy suggesting that there should be
three regions, a metropolitan region, an agricul-
tural region, and a mining region. 1 do not
know whether what the Minister has said is
right, but I do know-and everbody agrees
with me-that if he is right, how can he prove
that his six regions are better than four?

Mr Bryce: A good point. There is nothing
sacred about six regions-three in the city and
three in the country. I have never suggested
that proposition is sacred. It is a question of
selecting a model to achieve a fair approxi-
mation of one-vote-one-value. With the six re-
gions, there would be a weighting in favour of
country people in the order of 1.4: 1, There are,
though, a whole range of models that can be
examined.

Mr MENSAROS: If that is so, we come back
to the situation of examining the propositions
and if those propositions are based on certain
igures, say in 1986, one can come to certain

conclusions. However, 1 think that the Minis-
lt's proposition of' dividing the metropolitan
area into three regions is the most illogical of
all the propositions because even if we were
talking about a maximum of six or four re-
gions, the region with the least divergent com-
munity of interest would be the metropolitan
region and, unlike New South Wales which is
very urban ised, we have only one metropolitan
area. I think the next largest urban area is
Kalgoorlie with about 20000 people and that
has no comparison with a population centre of
one million people.

It is very difficult to find a logical expla-
nation about dividing the metropolitan area
into three regions. Furthermore, if we accept
that it should be divided into three regions, it is
even more difficult to give credit to the
Government's claim that there is no political
motivation for dividing the metropolitan area
into a northern region, a southern region, and
an eastern region. Why would we not have a
western region? It is very well known, of
course, that the main conservative group of
people lives in the western metropolitan region.
Is that sheer coincidence? It is not very difficult
to believe that this has not been given political
consideration.

Mr Bryce: Are you suggesting that we should
have a northern region, a southern region, and
a western region?

Mr MENSAROS: No. I cannot see any
reason for dividing the metropolitan area.

There is a vast difference between the
Government's proposition, the National
Party's proposition, and our proposition. That
vast difference can be expressed in quotas be-
cause we suggest staggered elections with only
half of the members of each region being
elected at one time. If there are six members,
only three will be elected and consequently the
quota is 100 divided by three plus one or 25
per cent. If we consider the 18 members in the
metropolitan area, only nine will be elected at
one election. The Minister must have noted
that we have even numbers standing in each
region whereas the National Party has odd
members. We can elect only nine which is a
quota of 10 per cent. If we further divide the
metropolitan region we would get a higher
quota. That higher quota would advantage the
Labor Party in the metropolitan area and the
coalition in the country area. I could therefore
appear to be generous and suggest that we cre-
ate only two country regions as suggested by
the National Party. However, we suggest that
the Kimberley, Pilbara, Gascoyne, and
Murchison areas are special areas and deserve
higher representation.

Mr Peter Dowding: Did you not think that
when you gerrymandered?

Mr MENSAROS: The Minister was not here
when I said that the anomalies existing in re-
lation to the KCimberley and the Pilbara would
be made good wi th ou r proposi tion.

Mr Peter Dowding: But you did not think
that when you gerrymandered; that is the point.
This is a new image.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 8: Section 6 repealed and a section
substituted-

Mr MENSAROS: This is the clause to which
we have our first amendment. It is a continu-
at ion of the debate on the previous clause. The
clause gives the recipe of the regions. I do not
want to be offensive, but in my mind there is a
great difference. As I said before when con-
sidering the proposed three regions in the
metropolitan area, I cannot reach any other
conclusion except that there must have been
some political consideration in devising the re-
gions. I have not heard any logical argument in
favour of the proposed three regions in the
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metropolitan area. At the same time, the Oppo-
sition revised its policy which I worked on for a
long time. It is no secret that I was thrown out
of the party room when we were first consider-
ing a policy last year. We had no policy then
except the status quo.

However, when I worked with the then At-
torney General, Hon. I. G. Medcalf whom I
respected as a reasonable objective and impar-
tial man as far as politicians are concerned, we
tried to devise a policy. The main considr-
ation regarding representation was given to the
northern, pastoral and mining areas. With re-
gard to the remainder, we thought it preferable
that there should be one in the south and one in
the central areas-they are the only areas to
which we gave political consideration virtually
against the interest of the Liberal Party, and we
decided against it for two reasons.

Firstly, if we had combined the two it would
have been a disadvantage to the Country Party
and to the Labor Party in a way that might
have been obvious. That is one reason we had
the south-west and agricultural areas separated.
Another reason was the differences between in-
tensive agricultural and the mainly wheat farm-
ing areas.

Let me say one other thing which is no longer
a secret, because it has been mentioned by the
Leader of the Opposition: Among the prov-
erbial documents which fall off the back of
trucks there was a Cabinet minute and that was
probably one of the reasons the member for
Morley-Swan resigned from the position of
Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform. I have a copy of that minute which
perhaps I should not have. Contrary to
statements which have been made, that Cabi-
net minute argues about the political advantage
not only today, but also in time to come. The
Minister cannot deny it, because it does exist.

Mr Bryce: Was it a discussion paper or a
Cabinet minute? Don't say there is not a differ-
ence, because there is a very important differ-
ence.

Mr MENSAROS: It was an authorised paper
which the Minister considered and it was not
based on what he virtuously said was the prin-
ciple of one-vote-one-value which could work
against the Government. Contrary to that, the
paper spelt out exactly what would happen to
the Labor Party now and in three and six years'
time if this Hill were passed by this Parliament.
A slight change was made to the regions, es-
pecially the regions dealt with in this clause,

and they were tailored to give political advan-
tage.

I do not like to mention these things, but
today there was a breach of tradition in this
Chamber when the Minister for Minerals and
Energy referred to previous Cabinet minutes.
To my mind it has happened on only one other
occasion and that was when we debated the
controversial fuel emergency Bill. It must have
been a very good Bill because with all the fan-
fare and the sulking at that time, this Govern-
ment has not repealed it. The Government has
had four years to repeal it, so it must have been
a very good Bill. Neither has the Government
repealed the Mining Act which was the largest
piece of legislation I handled. I had strong op-
position, not from the member for Collie, but
from the member for South Perth.

Mr Tom Jones: I have always listened to you.
Mr MENSAROS: The member for Collie was

on my side.
These things really should not come into it,

but I want to warn the Minister that we know
these things and he cannot claim it is as white
and as clean as he claims it to be.

I still maintain that the Opposition's
proposition from the point of view of regions is
much more objective and is not based on pol-
itical consideration. Despite the fact that it is
not sacrosanct it could be negotiated-it is
based on more objective grounds than is the
Government's proposal. I do not think it will
distort any vote and it is much fairer from the
point of view of country and metropolitan rep-
resentation.

The Opposition's proposition for the metro-
politan versus non-metropolitan area is 18:16
and the Labor Party's proposition is 2 1:13. It is
only an example, but there are opportunities in
this regard, to enter into some sort of nego-
tiation. I think I will take up the Minister's
offer to simulate the results which I was not
able to do. I am able to look at certain results,
but I do not have the facilities available to
carry this out in a proper way.

Sometimes we may run into difficulties, par-
ticularly in relation to the National Party be-
cause it does not place candidates in every seat
in the upper House or the lower House. In most
cases the Liberal and Labor Parties have candi-
dates in all seats.

This is a point on which the Opposition
could be flexible, but for the time being I refer
members to an amendment I intend to move to
this clause. The amendment would, in effect,
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entail a description of the electoral regions. it
would read something like this-

The electoral regions known as the
metropolitan region shall return I8 mem-
bers to serve the Legislative Council; the
electoral regions known respectively as the
south-west region and the eastern and cen-
tral regions shall each return six members
to 'serve in the Legislative Council; the
electoral region known as the northern re-
gion shall return four members to serve the
Legislative Council.

I wanted to place this on record because it is
the way in which the amendment would have
read, but I will be unable to move it because
the Government has rejected the previous
amendment.

Mr STEPHENS: I will not repeat the argu-
ments that have been advanced by the member
for Floreat. The difference between us is one of
degree, that is all. Whereas the Liberal Party
advocates more regions, the National Party
feels that the State could be better divided into
three regions. I completely reject the argument
made earlier by the Minister for Parliamentary
and Electoral Reform that I was being a bit
outlandish or stupid in suggesting those three
regions and that the proposition advanced by
the National Party was not realistic. I believe
that the proposition for three regions is most
realistic and that we have more foundation in
advancing it than does the Minister in advanc-
ing an argument to split the metropolitan area
into three regions. Such a split of the metro-
politan area would be done purely for political
advantage, yet the Minister has accused this
side of the Chamber of arguing its case for
political advantage. How can the Minister say
that the metropolitan area is not one region?

Mr Bryce: Oh, come on!

Mr STEPHENS: It is one entity, yet the
Government wants to split it into a minimum
of three regions. I accept the point that the
Minister made earlier that it is not sacrosanct,
but I do not agree that it should he divided into
a minimum of three regions. The metropolitan
region should quite clearly be one. The Minis-
ter may think that the National Party is being
ludicrous; he is being even more so in trying to
divide the metropolitan area into three or more
regions.

Dr Gallop: We are doing it for the right
reasons and you are doing it for the wrong
reasons; that is the difference.

Mr STEPHENS: That is a matter of one's
point of view. The metropolitan area is one
region. That cannot be refuted.

Mr Read: Where is the line?

Mr STEPHENS: The line is outside the
urbanised area. We would allow the Electoral
Commissioners to draw that outer area; and all
people within that have a community of
interest with urbanisation, transport facilities,
and all that sort of thing. Those interests are
completely different from the country outside
that area-the agricultural area or the northern
regio ns.

The member for Floreat will later move to
delete the number "6" and substitute the num-
ber -4- in proposed new section 6. 1 seek your
guidance, Mr Chairman, as to whether you will
allow me to move an amendment to his amend-
ment after he has moved it.

The CHAIRMAN: Having studied the
Standing Orders I would prefer that you move
your amendment before the member for
Floreat moves his, simply because of the num-
bers.

Mr STEPHENS: I move an amendment-

Page 3, line 18-To delete the number
"6" with a view to substituting "Y'.

Mr BRYCE: I reject the notion that there
should be three electoral regions. There is
much very good commonsense behind the pro-
posal for six regions. We could have four re-
gionks; we could have eight regions. I find it
fascinating that somebody with the experience
of the member for Floreat-who participated
in the Cabinet meetings that devised the
boundary lines that cut off from the met ropoli-
tan area Armadale and Rockingham; that div-
ided Kalamunda and Darling Range, and did
their thing over there near Wanreroo; and then
went up through the Pilbara and very carefully
drew lines on a map that gave the member for
Kinmberley the most absurd seat in the whole
State-should suggest that there was something
untoward about what the Government was
doing in terms of political motives.

Let us be perfectly candid: There are two
important levels of interest in this fundamental
issue, and members ought to be prepared to
admit it in the Committee. For God's sake,
why the pretence as late in the day as 1986 that
political parties are not important social insti-
tutions that have valid interests in the structure
of Parliament?
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It is arrant nonsense for us to pretend that
there is a House of Review in this State. The
House of Review concept was a quaint 19th
century notion. It went right out the window
the very moment that institutionalised party
politics entered and subsequently dominated
political affairs in that second Chamber. All it
is is a second legislative Chamber. Let us be
honest with each other.

Earlier the member for Stirling said that if
that was all the Legislative Council was it was
an expensive waste of time and we should not
have it. There is much excellent logic
associated with that argument, but that is not
what we are discussing. We should be realistic
with each other and put to one side this crazy
notion that the second Chamber in this system
operates as a House of Review. For God's sake,
it has not operated as a House of Review for
more than 50 years! We all know that and we
should stop kidding ourselves.

The member for Floreat said something dur-
ing consideration of this Bill today on which
only students of history will be able to sit in
judgment. He advanced to this Committee the
argument that in the party room members of
his party in that other Chamber have actually
rejected Ministers' legislative proposals. I am
not for a minute saying that there would not be
intelligent and keenly interested members of
the Legislative Council in the Liberal Party
who have not from time to time urged amend-
ments on Ministers who took legislation to the
party room; but it is a very quaint and novel
argument that somehow or other that is a very
real political process that gives legitimacy to
that other House of Parliament as a House of
Review. We on this side of the Chamber would
find it very hard to believe or accept. As I said,
only students of history who get the oppor-
tunity to pore over the minutes of the Parlia-
mentary Liberal Party will ever know to what
extent that sort of process happened.

I am mindful that when a Minister takes a
Bill to a party meeting he feels a bit tender
about people in the party meeting who chal-
lenge the concepts and the substance of the Bill.
I hope the member for Floreat is not confusing
that with a genuine process of review, such as
that associated with a House of Review in the
old bicameral system.

it really is nonsense to suggest that there is
anything approaching a House of Review. Any-
one serious about a House of Review would
have to dream up a system whereby we would
be able to get political neuters to sit in that
House of Review to do a fair dinkum job. All

the evidence on the board suggests that when
the Labor Party is in office in this State the
Liberal-National dominated perrnanen t ma-
jority in that upper House sits there and calls
itself a House of Review and seeks to claim
some form of independence. Of course, all the
evidence suggests that when the Opposition is
in power it rubbishes that. All the numbers are
there; we can compare the time when Sir David
Brand was in office with the Hawke period and
then the Tonkin Government and then our
period in office. It does not even need further
illustration.

Members of the Committee ought to be
honest with themselves at this stage. Of course,
political parties exist. Political parties are re-
spectable, responsible, and important social in-
stitutions and political parties will examine
proposals for change in the structure of Parlia-
ment to see how it is likely to affect them.

The member for Floreat suggests that there
was something terribly untoward about a Cabi-
net discussion paper, which allegedly fell off
the back of a truck, containing an analysis of
how it may affect the Labor, Liberal, and
National Parties. I would be less than honest if
I said that when the Liberal party was in
Government and introduced changes to elec-
toral boundaries and brought them to this place
1, as an interested member, did not do numeri-
cal assessments on how I thought the Labor,
Liberal, and National Parties would likely fare
at the next election and the one after that, given
potential demographic changes. Of course we
do it. Why not be honest and say it is a natural
part of the political process in Parliament?

That is not the only thing that motivates us;
but there are wily old people in this State like
Graham MacKinnon and Reg Withers who
have been consulted by people on the Oppo-
sition side interested in the position of the Lib-
eral Party. I know they have been consulted.
What -.s wrong with consulting them to advise
the Liberal Party in respect of where they think
their position may lie?

I know that in the past old Frank Wise spent
a great deal of his time working on this sort of
issue and providing advice, whether or not it
was sought, to the Labor Party about what he
thought the prospects of the party would be
with regard to futuristic proposals or changes
in the structure of representing people in Par-
liament. Let us not put down the process; it is a
perfectly reasonable and normal part of the
proceedings. However, it is only one part. On
the other hand there are some very import-
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ant-some people might say lofty-principles
involved, and it is a combination of both that
members on both sides of the Chamber are
genuinely interested in. Why try to distance
ourselves from the natural self-interest of pol-
itical parties in where their position is likely to
finish up, given potential changes to the
system?

Having said that, I go back to my original
argument about the validity of six regions. Not
one Minister in Sir Charles Court's
Administration during the 1970s stood on this
side of the Chamber and sought to defend the
division of Armadale into metropolitan and
country areas when that line went down the
middle of a suburban community. Not one
Minister spoke about the validity of doing it.

There is some fair and reasonable justifi-
cation for establishing six regions. As far as the
country is concerned, there is nothing perfect
or sacred about these regions. However, one
can consider the mining and remote areas of
the State as a region; the wheat and sheep-
growing areas of the State as a region; and the
south-west, higher-rainfall, agricultural areas as
a region. They are all different areas of the
State.

Let us not pretend that they are the only
conceivable divisions into which we could
plausibly place different communities through-
out the State for the purpose of electing people
on a regional basis. Is it not cute that it just so
happens, as an extraordinary coincidence, that
if the metropolitan area is lumped into one
massive electorate of 600 000 people, it is poss-
ible to do the Labor Party in the eye again for
another 80 years? Thai is a coincidence!

I ask members to accept the fairness of the
argument I am putting to the Committee that
we need to approach this on the basis of our
interest in genuine philosophical principles ap-
plying to the system of electing members.

Mr MacKinnon: Is not the division of the
metropolitan area also designed to keep the
Democrats out of the Parliament?

Mr B3RYCE: No, it is not. The Labor Party
has introduced reforms in other pants of
Australia, and I would be very happy indeed to
take up the challenge of the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition and introduce a Statewide list
system of voting treating the entire region of
Western Australia as a single region. The
Democrats would then have an opportunity to
be elected; there is no doubt about that.

I explained at the outset of this debate that if
the Government had wanted to present to the
Parliament a Bill designed very consciously to
advantage the Labor Party, it would have
presented a Bill which sought to divide the
metropolitan area into three or four regions,
leaving the country as one or two regions. That
would give figures that would stack up and give
the Labor Party a permanent majority in the
upper House which it might retain for the next
80 years, just as the Liberal Party has retained
it for the last 80 years.

In 1975 and 1981, when Sir Charles Court's
Administration came to this place, it
introduced proposals that were simply outrage-
ous in terms of the use of malapportionment to
gerrymander the electorate. The extent to
which those measures went in order to
deliberately advantage the position of the co-
alition parties at that time was unbelievably
galling.

The Labor Party has played a straight bat. It
has presented a model that will provide an op-
portunity for both sides of the political fence in
this State to win and enjoy a majority in the
Legislative Council if they enjoy a majority of
the popular support at all polls for the Legislat-
ive Council. I repeat for the member for
floreat that the work has been done, and I am
happy to show him the figures.

Under this model in 1974 and 1977, the co-
alition parties in this State woud have enjoyed
a majority in the Legislative Council, probably
18: 16. It might have been higher than that in
1977 because there was a strong Liberal Party

vote that year. In 1980 the figures suggest that
it would have been locked up 17 all, In 1983
and 1986 it would have produced a narrow
majority for the Labor Party, probably 18: 16
in 1986.

I repeat my leading question to the two mem-
bers handling this Bill for the Opposition-I
have yet to hear them respond to it-do they
represent parties in this debate tonight which
can concede that if the Australian Labor Party
wins a majority of votes at the election in re-
spect of the Legislative Council, it should be
entitled to enjoy a majority of members in the
Legislative Council?

I would like to hear them respond in positive
terms. I have yet to discover whether their par-
ties are proceeding on that basis, because if we
are talking about fair representation we come
back to t hatcent ral theme. I t i sarn ixtu reofth e
interests of a political party or of political par-
ties and a question of our collective interest in
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the very lofty philosophical principles which
determine a fai and reasonable basis for
electing members to Parliament.

We aught not to proceed to kid ourselves
over the next few days that all political parties
have not run the geiger counter over these pro-
posals, and done it regularly. For the benefit of
the member for Floreat, as I recollect, the dis-
cussion paper which fell off the back of the
truck was an analysis of the 14 principles which
were ultimately sent to him by post but
expressed differently and less comprehensively
than on the second occasion. That analysis was
based on the question of which of the prin-
ciples put forward would require a referendum
to be implemented.

I make no bones about it. I do not think the
people of this State feel particularly happy
about our spending $2 or $3 million on the cost
of a referendum to ask certain basic questions
about how we fill casual vacancies which occur
from time to time in the Legislative Council,
yet members opposite have proposed a system
for filling vacancies which would require a ref-
erendum.

If members suggest to me, in all seriousness,
how it is a viable proposition to have that sort
of referendum question put to the people at
that sort of cost I would be interested to hear
their justification for that argument. That is the
only reason for not proceeding, but I think
members opposite ought to think that element
through.

Mr STEPHENS: The Minister commenced
by taking me up on this House of Review situ-
ation. I accepted and acknowledged earlier that
the upper House has not been acting as a House
of Review, but that is no reason why we should
not in all seriousness develop a system where it
will be a House of Review.

One of the weaknesses of the Australian par-
liamentary system, not only in this State, but in-
all States and federally, is the rigid party politi-
cal system. It is far more rigid than the systems
in the United Kingdom and the United States,
where there is a considerable degree of voting
across party lines. That adds to the strength of
those parliamentary institutions.

The National Party would like to see, if not
immediately, at least a gradual development
towards the situation where the upper House
will be a genuine House of Review. This is one
of the reasons why we have come round to
supporting proportional representation. The
very nature of proportional representation
means that the numbers up there will always be

fairly evenly divided. Whereas one may not
have three or four members of a political party
who will buck the system, it is possible, parlicu-
larly on the conservative side, one or two may.
One is therefore developing a system which will
tend to make it become a House of Review.

I ask what the Labor Party does and what the
Liberal Party does. In the National Party the
upper House members are not directed by the
parliamentary party; they are free to make their
own decisions. In the Party room they join in
the debate on matters to be discussed in the
Assembly, but when it comes to the upper
House, National Party members are not
directed by a party decision; it is left to them to
make their own decisions.

I would welcome the Minister's saying that is
the situation in the Labor Party. If that were so
we would be taking a step forward in the man-
ner in which the upper House should function
and the public of Western Australia would re-
ceive better value.

Mr Bryce: What remarkable experts they
have all become when they find themselves all
in line!

Mr STEPHENS: If the Minister would like to
check the division lists, even those for the last
session, he will find National Party members
did not always toe the same line.

Mr Bryce: If they did not they got into
trouble.

Mr STEPHENS: They did not. There may
have been one little misunderstanding in this
House, but there have been no discussions
about what they did in the upper House. They
made their judgments, and that is the way we
see it. The National Party is interested in
developing the upper House as a genuine
Chamber of review.

Mr Carr: Come on!
Mr STEPHENS: The Minister can say what

he likes, but that is what we are after. We be-
lieve that is realistic. Because one wants
broader representation in the upper House, the
pattern regarding proportional representation
co m ing o ut of that Ch amber will be bet ter.

Mr MENSAROS:. We question whether we
want to maintain a Legislative Council where
the majority of members is not in proportion
with majority popular vote. I do not think we
want this. I do not accept even some of the
figures which came from the Government side
that that has been the position, because our
policy is combined with staggered elections.
That is for a very good reason. if we want an
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upper House to be not perhaps 100 per cent a
House of Review, but as much as possible a
House of Review, we must guard against the
situation where constant change in the political
views of the population, based on one or two
events, particularly at the time of an election,
may change the whole structure of the upper
House. That is the sensible arrangement for
having staggered elections.

Other States which have upper Houses do
not depart from this idea. If we want all mem-
bers to retire at the same time, the system can
be similar to that used to elect the Legislative
Assembly. Then there is the Minister's argu-
ment: Why have them? There would be elec-
tions at the same time.

I do not think there has been an occasion
when, owing to subsequent elections related to
the same provinces, a popular majority has
been different from the majority of the mem-
bers. elected. From that point of view the
answer is positive.

The Labor Party used the argument of the
1983 and 1986 elections where it had popu-
larity in the electorate. It can obtain a majority
without any difficulty if it maintains that popu-
larity.

Mr Bryce: May I say that that realty is tanta-
mount to saying that an athlete, put on the 200
yard mark, handicapped by dragging a steel baill
around his leg-if he is fit enough and strong
enough and does not break his bloody heart-
will eventually get around the track twice and
beat the other competitors in the field. That is
what you blokes have been doing for 80 years.

Mr MENSAROS: That is a very picturesque
expression, and it might do credit to rhetoric,
but I do not think it expresses the situation at
all. I have only limited time and the Minister
has unlimited time, so I do not want to go back
through the historical events which occurred
before I was in Parliament but which I fol-
lowed, having organised a campaign for both
Keith Watson and Gordon Hislop in the then
Metropolitan Province. The Labor Party-and
it is in Hansard, no matter how much the Min-
ister might argue-welcomed Dr Hislop's
amendment because it thought that the depar-
ture from the property franchise and the com-
pulsory vote were advantageous.

As it happened, just the opposite result came
about at the first election which introduced
general franchise. In the same way, the Minis-
ter argued about the 1981 amendments and we
never contradicted this in the debate because
right from the time of the second reading de-

bate the member for Kalamunda said he felt
uncomfortable in his seat. I have said, and
others have said, that the Pilbiara-Kimberley
situation was not an equitable situation, so we
did not deny that a mistake was made in 198 1.
If there is any transcendent justice, we copped
it because we lost the election despite the fact
that the Minister says that it was done calculat-
ing the party advantages; but if we did, we did
it wrongly, despite the fact that we had the
advantage of the whqle department. So despite
all those things, and precisely based on that
malapportionment, we lost the election and
lost it very handsomely in 1983 immediately
after those electoral changes.

So there is no proof, if the Minister works
out the statistics, that he is necessarily right.
That is the only conclusion that can come from
this. However, I think we have responded to
the argument, and maybe something will come
out of it.

I repeat that, as the Labor Party said, neither
are our regions sacrosanct. Even if we had
more regions we really could not give any justi-
fication from any point of view for dividing the
metropolitan area, but I remind the Minister
that he should always take into consideration
in his calculations that he cannot put our
proposition to the same test as he does his,
because ours is based on a staggered election.
So although we do not propose an equal num-
ber of councillors in the metropolitan area, we
can put only part of our proposition to the lest
and therefore it is not very far from the
Government's proposition.

The Government must take this into con-
sideration. We propose to elect only nine mem-
he rs at a t ime wi th a 10 per cent quota. That is
very far from the situatioh, if the Minister
calculated, which he must have done in his
m ind-to add one to 18 and divide 100 by 19,
which is very slightly over five per cent. So that
is a vast difference, If the Minister says, "Let us
take the whole State as one", I probably would
not have my party's backing but I would not
entirely object to examining the situation,
although I know in advance that what we
would get, even with the numbers as before, is
near enough to what South Australia gets, par-
ticularly if we have an all-out situation, to
which we would not agree, because then we
would have a perennially hung House with
possibly two small parties elected on each oc-
casion. Of course, the SA House has a very
small number of members-it has 22 or 23.
That is where we will finish up, but it could not
be considered an advantage to stable Govern-
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ment. That is probably why the original Labor
Party proposition of having the whole Stare as
one entity and having proportional represen-
tation did not last long.

1 know it is politically expedient fur the
smaller parties for the time being in existence.
In Australia the small parties never last for very
long. Even the DLP did not last for very long,
and I do not think the Democrats will last long.
Such pantics will be replaced by other splinter
parties. Sometimes such parties are from that
side or the other side, and sometimes they are
single issue parties. However, it is questionable
whether, under the Westminster system, which
was built on the two-party system, it is advan-
tageous to open up the door to smaller parties. I
am not talking about advantages at the mo-
ment, because there will not be any in the next
election; but probably the Government thought
it would finish up in 1986 with a narrower
margin than that which it happened to finish
up with. It was very important for them to get
the preferences of the Australian Democrats,
but ultimately we would look to achieve a situ-
ation which existed for a long time in Italy
when the minor parties came up and caused
unstable government.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr House
Mr Lewis
Mr Light foot
Mr MacKinnon

Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
M r Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge
Mr Tom Jones

Ayes
Mr Spriggs
Mr Hassell
Mr Grayden
Mr Rushton
Mr Court
Mr Clarko

Ayes 17
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nalder
Mr Schell
Mr Stephens
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
MrT Williams

Noes 24
Dr Lawrence
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
M r Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mr Tank in
Mr Grill
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Bertram
Mr Brian Burke

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr MENSAROS: The amendment moved by
the National Party relating to section 6 of the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act, being the
proposed regions, was lost. Effectively, I cannot
move the same amendment. It would have the
same purpose. Neither can we move our
proposition-

The CHAIRMAN; I agree the member for
Floreat can move his amendment because, on
the numbers and on the way I have read the
Standing Orders, I accepted the member for
Stirling's amendment first. I will accept your
amendment.

Mr MENSAROS: In line with what I said at
the beginning, I intend to move an amend-
ment-

Page 3, lines 20 to 26-Insert the follow-
ing subclauses-

(2) the electoral region known as
Metropolitan Region shall return 18
members to serve in the Legislative
Council;

(3) the electoral regions known re-
spectively as the South West Region
and the Eastern and Central Regions
shall each return six members to serve
in the Legislative Council;

(4) the electoral region known as the
Northern Region-

The CHAIRMAN: Contrary to the advice I
gave to the member for Floreat, the amend-
ment for the words to be deleted was defeated;
accordingly that would rule our the member for
Floreat's amendment to go through the same

(U thing. Even though I said I would take the
TfeldFr; lesser amendment and follow on with the mem-

ber for Flor'eat's. amendment, it is an exercise
in futility at this time then to go through and
use all the member's valuable knowledge and
pearls of wisdom to speak on a clause which
will be defeated again.

Mr MENSAROS: The division has been lost.
In order to put it on the record I have read the
amendment before moving it. That being so, I
simply reiterate that our policy and the
National Party's policy cannot be moved. The

/TeI1T only alternative we have is to vote against the
clause.

Mr STEPHENS: The National Party wil
vote against the clause for slightly different
reasons to those of the Liberal Party. The Lib-
eral Party is voting against the clause because it
is being denied the opportunity to advance its
proposition of the State's being divided into
four regions. The National Party is voting

2769



2770 [ASSEMBLY)

against the clause because it denies us the op-
portunity of advancing our policy of dividing
the State into three regions. We are dividing on
the clause. I accept that the member for Floreat
says that we are both opposed to the six re-
gions; but whereas the Liberal Party would like
to see the State divided into four regions, we
would like to see the State divided into three,
returning 17 members in the metrnpolitan re-
gion, 12 in the agricultural region, and five
members in the northern pastoral area. The
National Party opposes the clause.

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

Mrs 'eggMr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
M r Hodge
Mr Tom Jones

Ayes 24
Dr Lawrence
Mr Pearce
M r Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

ifler)

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr House
Mr L.ewis
Mr Lightfoot

Ayes
MrTonkin
Mr Grill
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Bertram
Mr Brian Burke

Noes 17
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nalder
Mr Schell
Mr Stephens
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pains
Noes

Mr Spriggs
Mr H-assell
Mr Grayden
Mr Rushton
Mr Court
Mr Clarko

MrTe')

Clause thus passed.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit
again, on motion by Mr Bryce (Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform).

House adjourned at.) 0.50 p. m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ROTTNEST ISLAND
Development Plan: Shelving

1021. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Tourism:
(1) (a) Does her recent reported Press

statement indicating she was not
going ahead with the proposed
major development plan for
Rottnest Island mean that the
island is to be retained as
presently for a family holiday re-
sort;

(b) If "No", what are the Govern-
ment's future intentions for
Rottniest Island's development?

(2) What development is still proposed
for Rottnest Island?

(3) What is the timing for development of
any major facilities for Rottniest
Island?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) to (3) 1 have stated previously that

the Superannuation Board-Oceanic
Equity proposal for an hotel-marina is
inappropriate for Rottnest Island. The
overall future management of
Rottnest Island will be established
within the context of the Rottniest
Island management plan which is
presently being considered by the
Government.

GRAIN: WHEAT
Costs: Commonwealth Approach

1026. Mr COWAN, to the Premier:
(1) Has he considered my suggestion,

made to him on 26 August 1986, of an
all-party approach to the Common-
wealth Government on the domestic
cost problems facing the wheat indus-
try?

(2) If "Yes", what action has he taken on
it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) This matter is still receiving consider-

ation. The international market is be-
ing monitored by this Government in
consultation with the Federal Govern-
ment.

(2) Not applicable.

ANIMALS
Veterinary Medicines: Restriction

1027. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

Is he considering changes to the re-
quirements for veterinary medicines
to be restricted far use "by veterinary
administration only"?

Mr GRILL replied:
Yes. Changes to the Veterinary Prep-
arations and Animal Feeding Stuffs
Regulations have been initiated fol-
lowing advice from the Crown Law
Department that the present regu-
lations are not legally valid.
I will provide details of the proposed
changes to the member if he requires
them.

GOVERNMENT TRAVEL: BOOKINGS
Holiday WA Centres: Private Organisations

1028. Mr COWAN, to the Premier:
(1) Does the Cabinet resolution of 22

April 1986, relating to the use of the
Holiday WA Centre for all Govern-
ment travel, apply to Government-
funded private organisations?

(2) Does it apply to individuals or private
organisations that receive public
moneys for the specific purpose of
travel and/or accommodation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No. The Cabinet resolution of 22

April 1986 covered only Government
departments, statutory instru-
mentalities, authorities, and members
of Parliament.

(2) No. As above.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND
ASSISTANCE ACT

Sections IO-J2: Proclamation
1029. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for

Employment and Training:
When will sections 10, 1 1, and 12 of
the Workers' Compensation and As-
sistance Act 1985 be proclaimed?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
Sections 10, 11, and 12 of the
Workers' Compensation and Assist-
ance Act 1985 provide for lump sumn
compensation for noise-induced hear-
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ing loss. These provisions were orig-
inally formulated on the basis that
hearing tests would be conducted
under the hearing conservation in the
workplace reulations. Recent changes
to those regulations removing the re-
quirement for hearing tests has
necessitated a review of the provisions
ina the Workers' Compensation and
Assistance Act. I anticipate this review
will be completed in the near future.

YOUTH AFFAIRS BUREAU
Accounting Obligations

1030. Mr COWAN, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Youth:
(1) What are the accounting and reporting

obligations of private organisations
for public moneys made available
through the Youth Affairs Bureau?

(2) To whom were the major grants-i.e.
in excess of $ 10 000-paid in the year
1995-86?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The Youth Affairs Bureau administers

two funding programmes-co-ordi-
nation and youth development struc-
tures scheme and youth participation
rats. Both programmes specify the
period of the grant, the purpose,
budget, and various conditions includ-
ing evaluation and financial account-
ability.
Auditing of all grants complies with
the requirements of the office of the
Auditor General.

(2)

Wanneroc Social Planning Youth and
Community Services
South East Regional Youth Council
Perth Inner City Youth Service
Hedland Community Youth Service
Victoria Park Youth Accommodation
Youth Affairs Council of WA
(ieraldton Youth Resource Agency
Dunbury and Districts Youth Committee
Midland Council for Youth

36655
37 715
44 129
32 404
20600
30 000
1036030240
30 150

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
Redundancy: Public Service Act

1031. Mr STEPHENS, to the Premier-
(1) With reference to his statement to the

Legislative Assembly on 24 June
1986, does the proposed shedding of
3 000 employees apply only to those

employed under the Public Service
Act?

(2) (a) If "Yes", does the Government
intend to shed any of its em-
ployees not employed under the
Public Service Act; and

(b,) if so, how many?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) No.
(2) Not applicable.

TAXES AND CHARGES
Fringe Benefits Tax: Payments

1035. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
(1) What is the estimated total amount of

Fringe Benefits Tax the State will have
to pay to the Commonwealth-
(a) in the remainder of the current

financial year;
(b) in the Cull financial year of 1986-

87?
(2) Would he give some detail of the areas

where Fringe Benefits Tax will have to
be paid including the indication as to
how it will affect subsidised housing of
Government employees?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Preliminary estimates only are avail-

able based on a survey of the likely
costs to departments and agencies
which was conducted by Treasury.
Details of the tax changed
subsequently and fringe benefit tax
guidelines have been issued by the
Taxation Office. These will affect the
initial cost estimates. Additional in-
formation on costs will be available
when the first returns are finalised.
Subject to these qualifications the
estimated costs were-
(a) $5.5 million;
(b) $5.5 million.

(2) The major areas are housing, motor
vehicles, travel from remote areas,
and airconditioning.
Almost 50 per cent of the estimated
cost relates to the provision of
Government services to remote areas
of the State.
The tax will increase the total cost of
providing housing for Government
employees in country areas of the
State.
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EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Pay Increments: Non Union Members

1037. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Does the Education Department sup-

port-as being Government policy-
the contents of a letter dated 22
August 1986, and written by the State
School Teachers' Union of Western
Australia to non union teachers in
which the union says that such
teachers should advise the department
that the pay increases should not ap-
ply to them?

(2) Has the department received any such
advice?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The Education Department always

supports Government policy. How-
ever, letters written by the Teachers'
Union do not constitute Government
policy.

(2) No.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Churclzlands: Music Facilities

1038. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Is it a fact that music facilities devel-

opment at Churchlands Senior High
School was planned and promised to
be works entirely independent from
the general upgrading of the school?

(2) If so, why is it suddenly to be handled
as pant of the general upgrading?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No. The full development of the music

facilities requires some general
updating.

(2) Not applicable.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Churchiands: Music Facilities

1039. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Would he please inform me about -the

exact and detailed timetable of the
Stage 2 music facilities development
at Churchlands Senior High School?

(2) Would he also show the stages of mu-
sic facilities development at Perth
Modem School which, according to

his written undertaking, was to
precede the Churchlands development
by one year?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) Stage I has been completed at

both schools. The timetables for the
proposed stage 2 music facilities will
depend upon the future availability of
funds.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION PREMIUMS
Payment:-Advice

1040. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Is he aware that the Workers' Assist-

ance Commission or the Workers'
Compensation Board does not give
advice to employers regarding their
liability to pay insurance premiums
for certain people depending on
whether they are classified as
"workers" or not?

(2) If so, is it the intention of the Govern-
ment for employers including small
businessmen to engage costly legal ad-
vice for information on this field
which in itself is no binding guarantee
of absorbing responsibility in any
case?

(3) If answer to (1) is in the affirmative,
would the Government be prepared to
legislate repealing or amending sec-
tion 104 of the Workers' Compen-
sation and Assistance Act so that
small business shall not be
disadvantaged by yet another Govern-
nient-caused expense?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) No,
(2) and (3) Not applicable.

WATER AUTHORITY
Properties: Sales

1041. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Would he please produce a list for the
information of this House of all Water
Authority of Western Australia
properties which were sold during the
financial years 1983-44, 1984-85, and
1985-86 with inclusion in the list of-
(a) the description and size of the

property;
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(b) the way of sale or transfer -e.g.
sold by agent, auction, tender, by
private treaty, or transferred to
Western Australian Development
Corporation for sale etc.;

(c) the amount received by the Water
Authority of Western Australia
for the property; and

(d) the ultimate purchaser of the
property?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

The Water Authority of Western
Australia only came into existence on
I July 1985, and sales of land in 1985-
86 are as per the statement follow-
ing-

Year Description of A rea Pt~rchases How Amount
Land sold Paid

85-86 Portion of Can- 2 Ean Lawrence Private $11 000
fling Location 31 io01 McDonald and Treaty
and being. Lot 8SI Ernest James
on Plan 8773 and Venner and
being the whole Vennon Francis
of the land in Helrermne
Certificate of (original owners)
Title Volume 1 00
Folio 190A.

Lot 38 on Plan 2 Bernard David By
12664 and being 845m Egertn and Agent
the whole of Ihe Robin Elizabeth
land in Cenifi- Egerton Green
rare of Title vol-
ume 1533 Folio
287

5*4250

Portion of swan 2 Kenneth Neville Private SIR500
Location If, and I 561 m aid Owendolyn Treaty
being pan of Lot Anne Jones (by
225 on Plan 49 10 reqluest)
and being part of
the land in Cer-
tificate of Title
Volume 1042 Fo-
lio 125.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION

Ministerial Discussions

1043. Mr HTASSELL, to the Premier:

In the week commencing Sunday, 24
September 1986, did he have any dis-
cussions with the Western Australian
Chief Industrial Commissioner, or
any other commissioner, in relation
to-

(a) Peko Wailsend-Robe River dis-
pute;

(b) the Woodside offshore rig dis-
pute?

Mr BRIAN BURKE. replied:

It is not the Government's practice to
detail publicly whether day to day dis-
cussions Or actions have taken place
on confidential matters.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION

Ministerial Discussions

1044. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

in the week commencing Sunday, 24
September 1986, did he have any dis-
cussions with the Western Australian
Chief Industrial Commissioner, or
any other commissioner, in relation
to-

(a) Peko Wallsend-Robe River dis-
pute;

(b) the Woodside offshore rig dis-
pute?

Mr PETER DOW DING replied:

It is not the Government's practice to
detail publicly whether day to day dis-
cussions or actions have taken place
on confidential matters.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION

Ministerial Discussions

1045. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:.

In the week commencing Sunday, 24
September 1986, did he have any dis-
cussions with the Western Australian
Chief Industrial Commissioner, or
any other commissioner, in relation
to-

(a) Peko Wallsend-Robe River dis-
pute:,

(b) the Woodside offshore rig dis-
pute?

Mr PARKER replied:

it is not the Government's practice to
detail publicly whether day to day dis-
cussions or actions have taken place
on confidential matters.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Associate Members

1046. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for
Planning:
(1) Has he appointed associate members

of the State Planning Commission to
represent country shire councils or re-
gions and, if so, who are they?

(2) Has the State Planning Commission
appointed a country planning council
and, if so, who are the members?

(3) Are there any other provisions for par-
ticipation by country people in the de-
liberations of the State Planning Com-
mission in matters that affect them?

(4) Why is there no specific provision for
a country representative to have full
membership of the State Planning
Commission?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes. The members are-

Richard Wallace Maslen of Amuri
Park Pastoral Company, Moon-
yoonooka, 6532, as associate member
for the northern region.
John Cecil Dival of P0 Box 11,
Toodyay, 6566, as associate member
for the Avon-Midland region.
James Stanley Watts of c/- Shire of
Pingelly, 17 Queen Street, Pingety,
6308, as associate member for the cen-
tral region.
Stephen Keith Craddock of 7 College
Row, Bunbury, 6230, as associate
member for the south-west region.
Bruce Kirwan Donaldson of P0 Box
56, Koorda, 6475, as associate mem-
ber for the great eastern region.
Eric Trevor Thomas of 7 Reddale
Road, Albany, 6330, as associate
member for the great southern region.

Robert Charles Burkett of Krait
Street, Exmouth, 6707, as associate
member for the Gascoyne region.

Harold Michael John Foulkes-Taylor
of Yuin Station, via Yalgoo, 6635, as
associate member for the Murchison
region.
Maxwell Ray Finlaysori of 62
Killarney Street, Kalgoorlie, 6430, as
associate member for the Esperance-
eastern goldfields region.

Susan Gai Bradley of Kona,
Kununurra, 6743, as associate mem-
ber for the Kimberley region.
Betty Frances Con nell of 26 Oleander
Place, Wickham, 6720, as associate
member for the Pi lbara region.

(2) Yes. The members are-
Cr R. W. Maslen (Chairman)
Cr S. P. Willmott (President, Local
Government Association)
Mr N. Halyse (Director of Agri-
culture)
Mr N. Smyth (Executive Director-
Land Administration)
Dr S. Shea (Executive Director-
CALM)
Dr M. Mulcahy
Mr S. Shelton (Director of Oper-
ations-Water Authority)
Mr D. H. Viol (Acting Director-
Deptartment of Conservation and En-
vi ronment)

(3) Section 6 of the State Planning Com-
mission Act provides that where a re-
gional matter is to be considered by
the commission, the chairman may re-
quest the associate member for that
region to attend that meeting for the
consideration of that matter.

(4) There are I1I associate members who
enjoy all the functions of a member
when he or she attends a meeting of
the commission as outlined in (3)
above.

WATER RESOURCES: AGATON
Develocoment: Submission

1047. Mr SCH-ELL, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Has he considered my submission to

him on the development of the Agaton
water supply?

(2) What action does he intend to take on
it?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) 1 have asked the Water Authority to

re-investigate the possibility of
developing the Agaton project. A reply
to the member's letter will be available
in the near future.
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GRAI N
Freight: OD Transport Ply Lid

1048. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) With respect to the grain cartage con-

tract recently let to OD Transport Pty
Ltd, was the contract let solely on the
basis of lowest price?

(2) Were the tenderers' capacity to per-
form investigated?

(3) Will the performance be monitored?
(4) What would constitute non-perform-

ance of the contract?
(5) In the event of non-performance, what

action will be taken?
M rTROY replied:
(1) No.
(2) Yes.
(3) Yes.
(4) An irrevocable breach of the con-

ditions of contract.
(5) In ultimate terms, the contract would

be terminated and a replacement car-
rier found, either through negotiation
or by the calling of fresh tenders.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Schook: Requirements

1049. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Has he considered my submission to

him relating to the minimum require-
ments for the continuation of school
bus runs?

(2) If "Yes", what action does he intend
to take on it?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The submission is being considered by

the review committee, together with
all other submissions received.

ALUMINIUM SMELTER
Construction: Kemnerton

1050, Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Have any arrangements been made

with a consortium or company to
build an aluminium smelter at
Kemerton?

(2) If not, has the Government been ap-
proached by an interested party or
parties to build an aluminium smelter
at Kemerton?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.
(2) Yes.

ENVIRONMENT
Ben ger Swamp: Management Plan

105 1. Mr BRADSKAW, to the Minister for
Environment:
(I) Has the management plan for the

Benger Swamp been completed?
(2) If so, is the plan available?
MrHODGE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT BUILDING: AUSTMARK
TOWER

Bunbury: Occupancy
1052. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Premier:

(1) When does the Government expect to
occupy Austmark Tower in Bunbury?

(2) Has the landlord asked for an increase
in rent for Austmark Tower?

(3) If so, does the Government intend to
pay an increase in rent on the original
agreement?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The building was occupied on 6

October 1986.
(2) Yes.
(3) The matter is still under consider-

ation.

ZOOLOGICAL GARDENS
Rural Plans

1053. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Does the Government still intend to

build a rural zoo?
(2) I f so, has a si te bee n determ ined?
(3) If so, where?
(4) if the Government intends to build a

rural zoo, when?
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Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The 'Bunbury 2000" stage 2 develop-

ment strategy commits the Govern-
ment to plan and develop a regional
zoo in the south-west region.

(2) and (3) No.
(4) This will be considered when Cull in-

vestigations and studies have been
completed by the appropriate Govern-
ment agencies.

ENVIRONMENT
Kemnerton-Lesebenault Peninsula: Management

Plan
1054. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for

Conservation and Land Management:
Has the management plan for
Kemerton and the Leschenault Penin-
sula been started?

Mr HODGE replied:
No.

BUSH FIRES BOARD
Clothing Allocation

1055. Mr BRADSH-AW, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:
(1) As he has authorised the issue of boats

and overalls to the volunteer fire brig-
ade members, does this include the
Bush Fire brigade members?

(2) If so, when can they expect to receive
boots and overalls?

(3) If "No" to (1), why not?
Mr GORDON KILL replied:
(1) to (3) The provisions of boots and

overalls for Bush Fire brigades is a
matter for the local authority under
whose auspices the particular brigade
operates.
As Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, I have no jurisdiction in re-
spect of Bush Fire brigades.

HEALTH: HOSPITALS
Private: Capital Works Subsidies

1056. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) For how long is the State Government

committed to subsidising interest
rates for capital works on private hos-
pitals?

(2) Are the int~rest subsidies for the pri-
vate hospitals subject to any audit or
affected by the profitability of these
hospitals?

(3) Does the agreement with each of the
private hospitals receiving interest
subsidies vary in percentage terms as
to the amount paid by the Govern-
ment?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(I) Interest subsidies are limited to a

maximum of 20 years from the date a
project is completed or when the full
amount of capital is borrowed.

(2) Payment of interest subsidies are sub-
ject to audit by the office of the Audi-
tor General. Payment is made in ac-
cordance with agreed terms and con-
ditions for the period of the loan.

(3) Yes. Interest subsidies are payable on
the lending rate charged by the lender
with a maximum subsidy equal to the
ruling rate applicable to long term
semi-government loans.

HEALTH
Noise Abatement Act: A mendment

1057. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Does he intend to amend the Noise

Abatement Act and/or its regulations?
(2) If so, what are the amendments and

for what reason are they being altered?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) Approval has been given to repeal the

current hearing conservation in
workplaces regulations and replace
them with a new set of regulations to
be known as the occupational noise
control regulations.

(2) Specific changes and improvements to
the regulations, although not finalised,
concern-
(a) removal of the requirement for

the designation of workers and
mandatory audiomnetric testing;

(b) introduction of the concept of
"noise risk" which emphasises
the need to minimise the actual
noise exposure of workers;

(c) introduction of clear duties of
care on workers, occupiers, and
manufacturers, suppliers, etc;
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(d) increasing the period between
noise reports from two years to
five years with the intention that
repeat reports highlight changes
in noise risks;

(e) modification of reporting require-
ments so that occupiers need send
to the department only summary
information from noise reports;

(f) introduction of a requirement
that the content of noise reports
be communicated and made
available to workers; and

(g) introduction of a provision
indicating that the commission
will conduct a review in 1990 to
determine whether the noise ex-
posure criteria should be reduced
to 85 dB(A) in 1991 or at some
later date.

In October 1985 the Occupational
Health, Safety and Welfare Com-
mission issued a public discussion
document as a result of a number of
concerns being expressed both from
employers and employees of the im-
practicability of the legislation. Sev-
enty-six submissions were received
and evaluated by a tripartite advisory
committee to the commission.

The changes enunciated above are in
response to the concerns so expressed
within the submissions and to the re-
quests received both by myself and the
department as to the complexity of the
present regulations.

HEALTH: HOSPITAL

Royal Perth: Cardiac Unit

1058. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) What was the average number of oper-

ations performed by the cardiac unit
at Royal Perth Hospital in the last
twelve months?

(2) Is the cardiac unit at Royal Perth Hos-
pital operating at full capacity?

(3) If not, why not?

(4) How many people are currently
waiting for cardiac surgery at Royal
Perth Hospital?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) 1059 operations were performed by

cardiothoracic surgical unit from I
July 1985 to 30OJune 1986.

(2) The unit is operating in keeping with
its capacity.

(3)
(4)

Answered by (2).
It is difficult to determine a waiting
list as such. However, those requiring
immediate surgery are admitted ur-
gently on advice from the attending
medical practitioner.

MOTOR VEHICLE LICENCES
Pensioners

1059. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Premier:
(1) Did he make a commitment to the

pensioners of Western Australia that
they would receive car registration re-
lief?

(2) If so, what relief'?
(3) Has the Government carried out the

promise to car registration cast re-
duction for pensioners?

(4) (a) If "No" to (3) why not; and
(b) when can the pensioners of West-

ern Australia expect car regis-
tration relief?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) to (4) Eligible pensioners will receive a

50 per cent concession, effective from
1 January 1987.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Great Southern Development Authority:

Establishment
1060. Mr WATT, to the Minister for

Regional Development:
(1) As it is now nine months since the

State election when the Government
said the establishment of the Great
Southern Development Authority
would be a matter of priority, would
he say when will the-
(a) appointment of a director be

announced;
(b) appointment of a chairman be

announced;
(c) names of members of the auth-

ority be announced?
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(2) What will be the terms of employment
for the director?

(3) What will be the terms of appoint-
ment for the chairman and members
of the authority?

(4) What remuneration will be received
by the chairman?

(5) What remuneration will be received
by the deputy chairman?

(6) What remuneration will be received
by the deputy chairman?

(7) When will legislation be introduced to
establish the Great Southern Develop-
ment Authority?

Mr CARR replied:
(1) (a) to (c) Announcement was made in

Albany on 30 September 1986.
(2) The acting director has been

appointed as a temporary officer for a
period of twelve months. Terms of
employment are those applicable to
temporary officers under the Public
Service Act.

(3) The chairman, deputy chairman, and
members have been appointed for an
initial term of twelve months.

(4) $7 300 per annum plus an entertain-
ment allowance-of $600.

(5) and (6) $3 650 per annum plus an en-
tertainment allowance of $300.

(7) During 1987.

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS
Albany Yard: Portable Building

1061. Mr WATT, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is the small, white, airconditioned,

portable building marked "Arrow
Hire" adjacent to a locomotive shed
in the Albany railway yard being hired
by Westrail?

(2) What is the function of he building?
(3) Why was it hired?
(4) When was it hired?
(5) How long is it expected to remain on

hire?
(6) How much is being paid for the hire of

the building?
(7) Who authorised the hire of the build-

ing?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) and (3) To provide an amenities block
for Westrail rolling stock maintenance
staff.

(4) 28 April 1986.
(5) Initially hired for six months, but this

is likely to be extended.
(6) $104.50 per week.

(7) Westrail's motive power engineer.

TAXES AND CHARGES
Fuel Franchise Levy- Revenue

1063. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:

(1) What is the estimated total revenue
from the State fuel franchise levy in
1986-87 to be paid into the transport
trust fund?

(2) How much of this revenue is to be
spent directly on road maintenance
and construction and how much on
other transport-related purposes such
as subsidies, public transport capital
expenditures, and so forth?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) $90 million.

(2) The allocation to the Main Roads De-
partment will be shown in the 1986-87
Budget papers, to be presented to Par-
liament next week.

BUILDING INDUSTRY (CODE OF
CON DUCT) ACT

Provisions: Monitoring

1064. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Exactly how is the Government moni-

toring the application of the pro-
visions of the Building Industry (Code
of Conduct) Act?

(2) Have there been any breaches of the
code since it was formalised and, if so,
what are the details of each incident?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) In accordance with the Act.

(2) This information will be a matter for
the report of the Chief Industrial
Commissioner.
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COMMUNITY LUNCHEONS
Organisation

1065. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier
(1) Will he list all the community lunch-

eons held since January 1986, and
their respective locations?

(2) What was the resultant cost incurred
by the Government of each one?

(3) Which of these luncheons was
organised by the Department of
Premier and Cabinet?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) As per list following.

All functions were held at Parliament
House.

(2) Approximately $450 to $500 per func-
tion.

(3) All.
The Government commenced the
practice of holding community
lunches in March 1985 as an attempt
to increase the level of interaction be-
tween the Government and the many
diverse interest groups in our com-
munity. The lunches are an ideal fo-
rum for community organisations to
put their views to the Government.
Many of the people who have
attended have served the community
in a volunteer capacity and the
lunches provide an opportunity for
the Government to recognise their
contribution. The principals of many
of these organisations have indicated
their strong support for this recog-
nition of their members. Members of
the Opposition have attended these
functions on occasions.

COMMUNITY LUNCHEONS-
1986

6 February-Warwick Senior Citizens
24 February-Community group
church leaders
26 February-Maddington com-
munity groups
16 April-Pensioners League of WA
23 April-Youth organisation from
Mandurah
7 May-WA Veterans Football As-
sociation
14 May-Disabled Sports Group

20 May-CWA Members-Bunbury
Districts
21 May-Nedlands Elderly Persons
Home Support Service
27 May-Southern Districts com-
munity sporting clubs
28 May-Aboriginal Advisory Coun-
cil
29 May-Red Cross volunteers
3 June-West Perth Senior Citizens
Community Group
4 June-Yugoslav community
I I June-Mandurah Senior Citizens
17 june-WA Association of Mental
Health voluntary workers
18 June-North-west community
19 June-WACOSS
25 June-Citizens Advice Bureau
9 July-Duncraig Information and
Care Centre (voluntary workers)
16 July-WA Women's Country
Week hockey clubs (secretaries and
presidents)
22 July-Collie community group
(Probus)
23 July-Wembley districts P & C
and P & F members
30 July-WA Council of The Ageing
volunteers
6 August-Willetton community
group (voluntary service club workers)
12 August-Swan Valley community
group
19 August-Sunday League Football
Association
20 August-Wembley district senior
citizens group
28 August-Kwinana community
group
27 August-Birralee
group

community

3 September-Perth Asian com-
munity
10 September-"Stella Manis" Sea-
farers
I I September-Victoria Park-
Carlisle-South Perth community
luncheon
17 September-Aboriginal com-
munity
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18 September-Gosnelis community
group

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES
Monitoring

1068. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Does the Office of Industrial Re-

lations monitor and prepare regular
reports on the level of industrial dis-
ruption in:
(a) the private sector;
(b) the public sector?

(2) Having regard for the confidential
nature of any detailed information of
this type on the private sector, will he
undertake to provide access to the Op-
position to these reports insofar as
they relate to departments and
authorities in the public sector only?

(3) If not, why?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(I) The Office of Industrial Relations pro-

vides confidential advice to me, on a
regular basis, about particular indus-
trial disputes in both the private and
public sector.

(2) No.
(3) The reports contain confidential ma-

terial and advice which relate to my
ministerial duties.

STATE FINANCE
Budget: inflation Rate

1072. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
What estimate of inflation for the
financial year 1986-87 was used by the
Government in its Budget planning?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The initial rate of inflation forecast
was around 7 per cent. However, later
information available caused a re-
vision of that figure and inflation is
forecast to increase by around 8 per
cent for 1986-87. Where it is possible
to know that the increases will vary
from this figure, such as in the case of
workers' compensation premiums, or
that there are other factors influencing
costs-for example, foreign exchange
movements affecting publications-
appropriate allowances have been
made.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Employment Practices: Comm unity Standard

1073. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Referring to the second last paragraph
on page 10 of his Economic Statement
of 24 June 1 986, precisely which
"Government employment practices"
does the Government consider to be
"...m ore generous than those applying
generally in the community"?

(2) Does the Government have any target
or plans detailing the level of State
public sector employment to be sought
beyond 1 July 1987?

(3) Precisely how many positions of em-
ployment with State Government
bodies will be shed as a result of the
commitment in his Economic
Statement to reduce total State
Government employment "...by three
per cent by 1 July 1987"?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Long service leave after seven years'
service is, by way of an example, a
more generous employm 'ent practice
than that enjoyed in other sections of
the workforce.

(2) Yes.

(3) Details will be outlined in the second
reading speech on the Appropriat ion
Consolidated Revenue Fund Bill
1986-87.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Working Arrangements: Review

1074. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Referring to the second last paragraph
on page 11I of his Economic Statement
of 24 July 1986, has the review of
existing arrangements in Government
employment in respect of 38-hour
weeks, nine-day fortnights, and 19-day
months, begun?

(2) How will that review be conducted
and who is or will be responsible for
undertaking it?

(3) When is it expected that that review
will be completed?

(4) Will a report be made to Parliament
on its findings?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) A review of existing arrangements in

Government employment in respect
of nine-day fortnights and 19-day
months has been completed for em-
ployees under the Public Service Act
and for "Government officers" whose
conditions of employment are related
to those of public servants. As a result
of this review, new arrangements have
been implemented for those em-
ployees. Reviews of the 38-hour week
are being undertaken on an ongoing
basis.

(2) The reviews are being conducted by
the appropriate employing authorities
and are subject to scrutiny by a Cabi-
net sub-committee.

(3) Answered in (1).
(4) No.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Churchiands: Music Facilities

1075. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) is it fact that stage 2 of the

Churchlands Senior High School mu-
sic facilities has been indefinitely
postponed?

(2) If -Yes" to (1), is this due to a re-
allocation of priorities rather than to a
shortage of funds?

(3) Will he review the matter with a view
to reinstating this project for early ap-
proval?

(4) If not, why not?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(I) No.
(2) to (4) Not applicable.

CONSERVATION AND LAND
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

Draft Management Plans

1076. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) How many draft management plans

are currently being prepared by the
Department of Conservation and
Land Management?

(2) Which areas of Western Australia do
they cover?

(3) Have any of those draft management
plans yet been finalised?

(4) Prior to the drawing up of the draft
management plan, is any investigation
made of the mineral potential of the
area concerned?

(5) Is any consultation held with the
mining industry prior to the
completion of these draft management
plans?

(6) If not, why not?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Eighteen.
(2) Forrestdale Lake nature reserve

Nature reserves in the Shires of York
and Northam
Lane-Poole reserve
Shannon Park and D'Entrecasteaux
National Park
Cape Range National Park
Benger Swamp nature reserve
Two Peoples Bay nature reserve
Dam pier Archipelago
Northern forest region
Central forest region
Southern forest region
South coast region
Lecuwin-Naturaliste National Park
Ningaioo Marine Park
1-amerstey Range National Park
Bungle Bungle National Park (yet to
be proclaimed)
Kemerton Community Park (with the
Department of the Premier and Cabi-
net and South West Development
Authority)
Rottnest Island (with the Tourism
Commission)

(3) The following management plans have
been finaised-

Mooradung nature reserve
Nature reserves in the Shire of
Wyalkatchemn

(4) Yes.
(5) Yes, with Mines Department and any

mining company holding current ten-
ements in the area.

(6) Answered by (5).
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SPECIAL AGREEMENTS ACTS
Review

1077. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(I) Is he conducting a review of the

special agreements Acts?
(2) If so, what is the nature and purpose

of that review?
(3) When is it likely that the review will

be completed?
Mr PARKER replied:
(I) No, although l am taking every oppor-

tunity to revise existing agreement
Acts to reflect changed circumstances.

(2) and (3) Not applicable.

MINERALS
Western Mining Corporation Limited

(Throssell Range) Agreement Act: Amendment
1078. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) Is the Government giving any con-

siderfation to amending the Western
Mining Corporation Limited
(Throssell Range) Agreements?

(2) If so, what is the basis of that recon-
sideration?

(3) When is it likely that any amending
legislation resulting from that review
will be introduced into the Parlia-
ment?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.
(2) and (3) Not applicable.

ENERGY: GAS
Pipeline: Bennett Brook

1080. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) When did the State Energy Com-

mission first become aware that there
may be a problem in traversing
Bennett Brook with the North-West
Shelf gas pipeline?

(2) What are the total costs to date, in-
cluding legal costs, that have
accumulated to the commission as a
consequence of the commission's fail-
ure to complete the pipe connection?

(3) When is it anticipated that the dispute
will be settled?

(4) Does the State Energy Commission
have any existing gas pipes or elec-
tricity lines traversing Bennett Brook?

(5) If so, what lines are they and when
were they installed?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) July 1983.
(2) Total costs to end August 1986

accumulated by the commission as a
consequence of the commission's fail-
ure to complete the crossing are as fol-
lows-

Commission personnel
Consultant's personnel
Legal costs
Contractors' cost
Commercial costs (interest
on asset unavailable for
commercial service)

TOTAL:,

$ 70 000
$ 30 000
$ 26 000
$ 30 000

$187 000

$343 000

(3) Not known. The Supreme Court trial
is listed on 20 October 1986.

(4) and (5) (i) Yes. Low pressure gas dis-
tribution over Bennett Brook at
Benara Road built in 1978.

(ii) High pressure gas
transmission pipeline at
Marshall Road under
Bennett Brook built in 1979.

(iii) 330kV transmission lines
Double circuit (Kwinana-
northern terminal) (Muja-
nonthemn terminal)
Constructed in 1975 and
1981
Double circuit (southern
term inal1-northern term-
inal) 1974

132kV transmission lines
Single circuit Muja-nonthern
terminal constructed in 1967
Single circuit northern term-
inal-Nontham constructed in
1967
22kV distribution feeders ex
Beechboro substation
One north feeder, two Benara
Road east feeders. All
constructed within the last
four years.
All these lines go over
Bennett Brook.
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ENERGY
State Energy Commission: Properties

Purchased
1082. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) What Perth City real estate has the

State Energy Commission purchased
since I July 1985?

(2) For what price was the real estate in
each case acquired?

(3) For what purpose in each case was the
real estate acquired?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) to (3) The import of the member's

question is not clearly understood. If
the member has any specific real es-
tate purchases by the SEC since I July
1985 in mind, he should specify. I will
then consider making further investi-
gations.

FORESTS
Kern: Bole Growth

1083. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) What is the estimated average annual

rate of bole growth per hectare per
year to age 100 years of karri forest
under the following conditions-
(a) after clearfelling, hand planted

with karri at the rate of 2 000
seedlings per hectare, unthinned;

(b) additional average volume per
year obtained if optimum thin-
ning occurs?

(2) What is the estimated average annual
rate of bole growth per hectare per
year over 100 years of the State's jar-
rah type forest jarrab and karri in-
cluded-
(a) after heavy selection cut as cur-

rently practiced, unthinned;
(b) additional average volume per

year obtained if optimum thin-
ning occurs?

(3) What is the estimated annual rate of
bole growth per hectare per year of the
State's virgin, mature, unthinned for-
est, (including National parks) in-
(a) karri and karri-type forests;
(b) jarrah and jarrah-type forests?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) (a) Estimated 3.8 m3/ha/year;

(b) estimated 2.2 m3 /ha/year.
(2) (a) Estimated 0.6 in/ha/year;

(b) estimated 0.5 m'fha/year.
(3) (a) and (b) Estimated net growth is

negligible.

STATE FINANCE
Programme and Performance Budgeting:-

Introduction
1086. Mr MacKJNNON, to the Premier:

(1) Has the Government yet introduced
programme and performance budget-
i ng?

(2) If so, in which departments has it
been introduced?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

HEALTH
Noise Abatement Act: Enforcement

1087. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Is he aware that inspectors from the

Department of Occupational Health,
Safety and Welfare are not enforcing
the Noise Abatement Act?

(2) Does he intend to have the Act
enforced by having noise surveys car-
died out at establishments subject to
noise?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) and (2) No. Having regard to the

member's question 1057 and my re-
sponse, noise surveys are being
required by inspectors where a noise
hazard exists as per regulation 4 of the
Noise Abatement (Hearing Conser-
vation in Workplaces) Regulations.

EDUCATION
Computers: Election Commitment

1088. Mr COURT, to the Minister
Education:

for

Will he meet his commitment to
supply computers to schools at a total
cost of $2.35 million in their first year
of re-election?
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Mr PEARCE replied:

This is a Budget matter.

TOURISM: WALTZING MATILDA
DEVELOPMENT

Lake Argyle:, Completion

1089. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Tourism:

When is the anticipated completion
date for the Waltzing Matilda Hotel at
Lake Argyle?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

The Western Australian Tourism
Commission has no direct involve-
ment in the Waltzing Matilda Hotel
project, which is being undertaken by
private developers.

UNION: BUILDERS LABOURERS
FEDERATION

Compensation: Government Payments

1090. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Has the Government paid any com-

pensation to builders on Government
projects for losses incurred during in-
dustrial action by the Builders
Labourers Federation in the past year?

(2) If "Yes", how much and on what jobs?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) and (2) Inquiries have not revealed
any payment of such compensation.

MINERAL

Uranium: Western Australian Mine

1095. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(1) Are negotiations under way for the es-
tablishment of a commercial uranium
mine in Western Australia?

(2) If "Yes", what companies are
involved and in what area will the
mining occur?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.
(58)

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER
EDUCATION
Perth: Facilities

1097. Mr COURT, to the Minister
Education:

for

(1) When the Perth Technical College site
in St George's Terrace was sold, was
proper allowance made for the con-
struction of new replacement edu-
cation facilities?

(2) If "Yes", how much was set aside for a
new art and design college?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) $7 million.

SEWERAGE
Fitzroy Crossing: Completion

1099. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) When will Fitzroy Crossing's deep

sewerage system be completed?
(2) Is the main treatment plant to be

relocated?
(3) If "Yes", what was the reason and

where will it be constructed?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Current contracts are due

completion by 31 October 1986.
for

(2) and (3) The wastewater treatment
works is now under construction at a
site approximately 700 metres south
of the originally intended site. Con-
struction at this alternative site is be-
ing undertaken to sufficiently remove
the treatment works from a proposed
site for tourist development near the
junction of Great Northern Highway
and the Fitzroy River.

MR RON SMITH
Government Employment: United States

1100. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
(1) Is Mr Ron Smith, the Government's

former airline adviser, still working
for the State Government in the
United States?

(2) If "Yes", on what terms and con-
ditions is he employed?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes, on a part-time basis. This was

confirmed in a statement of mine
reported in The West Australian on 2
August 1986.

(2) These matters are confidential be-
tween Mr Smith and the Government.
However, Mr Smith is free to advise
details if he so wishes.

GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES
Borrowings: Overseas

1101. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
(I) How many Government departments

and statutory authorities have
borrowed funds overseas in the past
year?

(2) Who are these departments or statu-
tory authorities?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Two statutory authorities borrowed

overseas during 198 5-86.
(2) The State Energy Commission of

Western Australia and the Grain Pool
of Western Australia.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE CO LTD
Purchase: Cabinet Involvement

228. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
(I) Why did the Premier in Cabinet direct

the State Energy Commission to ac-
quire the gas undertaking of
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd?

(2) Was Cabinet advised of the valuation
of $39.75 million relative to the cost
to the Western Continental Group of
the whole company of $24 million?

(3) Was Cabinet advised of the valuation
at S 18.489 million of the gas under-
taking dated 15 February 1984 by
Edward Rushton Son and Kenyon
(Australasia) Ply Ltd?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) It is pleasant for me to be given

an opportunity to underline again the
deficiency of the Opposition by
answering the question posed by the
Leader of the Opposition. Although
the Minister for Minerals and Energy
and I, in my brief contribution, chase

not to correct the Leader of the Oppo-
sition's motion, we could easily have
done so by pointing out to him that he
was derelict in his duty in making an
incorrect assertion that the Premier in
Cabinet-that is, the Cabinet-made
any decision on this matter.
The first pant of the question asked
why the Premier in Cabinet-that is,
the Cabinet-agreed to a particular
course of action. The Premier in Cabi-
net was not asked to consider the mat-
ter. The Minister for Minerals and En-
ergy, acting as the Minister respon-
sible for the State Energy Com-
mission, quite responsibly and prop-
erly, in a commercial way, worked
with senior Treasury officers and with
the accounting firm, Coopers and
Lybrand, to make a decision to pro-
ceed with the purchase referred to in
the question. As far as the Minister is
concerned, he was acting perfectly
properly and, as indicated in the de-
bate today, with the full confidence of
the Government.
We still have to see the Leader of the
Opposition or any of his colleagues re-
ply to the substantive points made by
the Minister when he demonstrated
quite clearly the value of the asset pur-
chased by the State Energy Com-
mission. In that area alone, the Leader
of the Opposition's motion was
grossly defective and absolutely
wrong, as it was wrong in other areas.
I think the Minister for Minerals and
Energy has clearly and capably
demonstrated that the Leader of the
Opposition and the member for
Ned lands failed to have an appropri-
ate or adequate grasp of the substance
of the issue that they sought to debate
today.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN ECONOMY
International Commodity Prices:- Effect

229. Dr LAWRENCE, to the Premier:
Will the Premier explain what effect
the fall in international commodity
prices is having on the Western
Australian economy relative to the
rest of Australia, bearing in mind that
Western Australia is a primary-indus-
try, export-based economy, its wealth
relies more than any other State on

2786



[Tuesday, 7 October 1986] 28

export markets-Western Australia
accounts for one-fifth of the nation's
exports-and 70 per cent of exports
come from agricultural, pastoral, and
mining activities?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
I am delighted to be able to relieve the
doom and gloom of the Opposition by
answering the question posed by the
member for Subiaco and, in the pro-
cess, to provide to the House some
interesting information which I am
sure will be of great edification and
assistance to members individually
and collectively.
While the Western Australian econ-
omy does, indeed, pose severe con-
straints as the result of the worsening
terms of trade, the economic policies
that the Government has been able to
pursue in concert with the national
Government have permitted our econ-
omy to remain the most vital in
Australia.

Mr Rushton: Selling off farms!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Selling off the farm?

Let us see if I can convince the mem-
ber for Dale.

A member interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We did not sell off

the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd.
Mr Rushton: What about the technically

skilled side?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have already asked

the member for Dale to put his ques-
tions on the Notice Paper; shortly I
will be asking him to put his interjec-
tions on the Notice Paper.
Western Australia is enjoying the
highest growth rate in employment at
4.2 per cent compared with the 2.9 per
cent national average. Our growth rate
in employment is 4.2 per cent-

Mr Cowan: How much is in the farming
sector?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am sorry, but I do
not have figures for the farming sec-
tor, but we have been consistently
more sympathetic to it than were our
predecessors. We recognise the new
agrarian socialist movement that has
popped its head up wanting to re-regu-
late everything into the farmers'
pockets.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not true-

credit where credit is due and I have
said that in this House before.
We have the highest growth rate in
employment, leaving aside the farm-
ing sector because we are not sure-

A member interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What are members

opposite doing about the member for
Murchison-Eyre who has written to
the American Government asking it to
provide subsidies to cut their throats?
We are the ones having to move the
motions in this Parliament.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for

Murchison-Eyre said on the radio in
Kalgoorlie that he had made one mis-
take with the letter he sent to Shultz,
and that was that he had been caught.

Mr Hassell: He didn't send you a copy!
Mr Cowan: The subsidy is to the American

farmers.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why are members

opposite being so nasty?
We have the highest growth rate in
employment and we enjoy the lowest
inflation rate with the consumer price
index at 7.8 per cent, running well be-
low the national rate of 8.4 per cent.
We have the highest growth in em-
ployment and the lowest inflation
rate.
The registration of new motor vehicles
per head of population is the highest
in Australia. The number of new
dwelling approvals per capita is the
highest in Australia and the value of
total building approvals per capita is
the nation's highest. What more do
members opposite want? I can under-
stand that they oppose the Govern-
mrent politically; that is their job.
Members opposite have to beaver
away on a political basis and we can
cope with that-members cannot dis-
pute those facts because it is the
Australian Bureau of Statistics' infor-
mation and it did not come from the
Labor Party headquarters.
What do members opposite have to
say about that-nothing at all. Mean
in spirit and meagre in tribute-that is
the trouble with the Opposition. I
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think members of the Opposition have
had unfortunate accidents in trying to
come to grips with the fact that we
have, as a Government, in economic
terms maintained a performance
which should be the envy-and to
which the Opposition should pay
credit-of other States.

The economic indicators are a solid
reflection of the health of the local
economy and can be directly
attributed to this Government's sound
economic management. As well as
this-this is where the Opposition
falls down-we have been prepared to
stimulate and deal with business to try
to be positive in our approach and not
to play the sorts of favourites that for
so many years excluded people of
great talent and capacity from the
mainstream of business life in this
State.

On all the principal economic indi-
cators, Western Australia fares better
than the national average; and on
most indicators it Cares better than all
other States. For the information of
members I will table the principal
economic indicators and accom-
panying graphs.

For one more thing to point to the
Proof Of OUr competence, let me com-
pare Western Australia with the
Queensland economy. The
Queensland economy is most like ours
in that it is a primary-industry, ex-
port-based economy.

Point of Order

Mr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, you have
given directions previously that Min-
isters should come directly to the
point in their answers to questions. I
estimate that the Premier has been re-
plying to the question for six minutes
and I think it is time he drew his
answer to a conclusion.

The SPEAKER: That is so. As members
are already aware, I made that ruling
in the past; however, I find this answer
rather stimulating. I am sure the
Premier is drawing it to a conclusion.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will not compare
Western Australia with Queensland,
but let us be fair. Members opposite
should be proud of the performance of
their fellow Western Australians.
What is the matter with them? Are
they so mean as to refuse to assign
credit to the business community-
the working men and women-to the
Government and to the Opposition?
That is all we are seekcing. While they
display the meanness that prevents
them from acknowledging their per-
formance, they will stay in
Opposition.
(See paper No. 413.)

FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE CO LTD
Purchase: Treasurer's Involvement

230. Mr MacKJNNON, to the Treasurer:
Given that the Treasurer said in
answer to a previous question that the
Minister for Minerals and Energy
bought the Fremantle gas network in
consultation with "senior Treasury
officials", was the Treasurer aware of
the negotiations and did he give his
approval?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
As I have tried to indicate and, I am
sure, have said quite explicitly pre-
viously, the Minister for Minerals and
Energy, in working with the account-
ing firm, Coopers and Lybrand, used
the offices of a senior Treasury officer
or officers. In that process he
informed me he was doing that as part
of his responsibilities as the Minister
with the brief that covered the Stale
Energy Commission's operations and
actions. I found that to be perfectly
consistent with my view of his
responsibilities.
I certainly did not stop him from
using a Treasury officer or officers. I
think it is a good idea that he did that.
Hie subsequently informed me that he
intended to proceed with the purchase
of the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co
Ltd at a price substantially below the
lowest valuation which was the one he
said that we had obtained ourselves.
On the basis of the valuation and the
price he had managed to negotiate, I
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neither demurred nor approved. I
simply said to him that he had the
authority and that he could proceed.
As far as I am concerned-I have said
it before and I will say it again-what
the Opposition has failed to do-

Mr MacKinnon: Why did you disown your
Treasury officer? You said you did
not give any opinion.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not say that. I
said that when the Minister told me of
his actions I did not say to him, "You
cannot do that", and I did not say that
he could do it.

Mr MacKinnon. That is what I said. You
are totally disowning him.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to say
that in acting in accordance with his
responsibilities, the Minister for Min-
erals and Energy used the services of
the Treasury and informed me that he
was proceeding with the purchase at a
price below the minimum valuation,
which was the valuation that we had
obtained-that the price would be set
at some figure below that minimum
valuation.
I have said it before and I will say it
again: The Minister has the absolute
confidence of the Government, of me
personally, and of his colleagues. We
do not have any problems with per-
mitting the Minister to exercise his
responsibilities in some way which
members opposite think is without the
control that is proper from me or the
Cabinet.
It is very hard to satisfy the Oppo-
sition because on one hand it will say
it is a one-man band and on the other
hand it will say that somehow or other
I should have exercised some control
or that the Cabinet should have made
the decision. What I tried to point out
to the Opposition is that that was one
of the allegations Or assumptions that
it got wrong. Cabinet made no de-
cision on the matter.

NEW RIGHT
Effect

23 1. Dr GALLOP, to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government been affected by

any actions of a group known as the
New Right in Western Australia?

(2) Is the Premier aware of the statement
by the national leader of the Liberal
Party, Mr Howard, that the New Right
is an invention of and beat-up by the
Australian Labor Party?

(3) If the answer is "Yes", is the Premier in
receipt of any information which may
indicate that this view is shared
universally by the Opposition?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) The bastion of the new extreme

Right is the Western Australian Liberal
Party.

Mr Court: Read the answer. It has been
prepared for you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE Before members op-
posite rush to disown themselves and
dishonour their colleagues, let me say
that in today's edition of the Southi
Western Times, the member for
Gascoyne-who for some strange
reason is not here-is reported as say-
ing-

" People are beginning to have a
different perception of what they
need."

This was exemplified by the
emergence of the New Right, he
said.

Australians appeared to be
leaning away from expecting the
State to do everyting.

"The New Right is leading the
way..,

He said all the publicity given
to the New Right was not just a
media beat-up because "'the New
Right is touching the button".

The member for Gascoyne will be ter-
ribly upset with members opposite
when he lobs back here, because he
has promoted the New Right while
members opposite scoff at the sugges-
tion that the Western Australian Lib-
eral Party is linked to it. When the
Leader of the Opposition introduced
Mr Copemnan, he was saying, "We are
the New Right". He resented the fact
that Mr Copemnan was getting the pub-
licity, because he said, "We were just
as horrible as Mr Copemnan a year be-
fore he did it". He said that to 500
people, and he castigated the business
world.
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Mr Rushton: What a farce! What a con-
tempt of Parliament this is to have
you going on like this.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Then I will sit down.

ENERGY: PETROL
Shortage: Action

232. Mr SPRIGGS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(I) What action, if any, is the Minister

taking to overcome the present fuel
shortage?

(2) Can the Minister tell the House why
the problem is with us?

(3) Is he aware that several service
stations and businesses have been
without fuel for periods of up to 24
hours at a time?

(4) Is he aware that because of the short-
age of fuel, it is being trucked from
Albany, Bunbury, and Geraldton by
people desperate to stay in business?

(5) Is the Minister aware that union press-
ure on the BP refinery is forcing the
company to keep stocks at low levels.

(6) Will he take action to remove this
pressure and allow the company to
keep faith with the people of Western
Australia by keeping fuel supplies
available?

(7) Is there any truth in the report that BP
has made two shipments of large
quantities to New Zealand in the last
14 days because of a price benefit?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) to (4) The normal relationship be-

tween fuel distributors and fuel agents
and retailers is not my responsibility,
but rather that of my colleague, the
Minister for Consumer affairs or, in
the case of distributors, sometimes
that of the Minister for Transport.'Thus I am not familiar with answers
to questions (I) to (4), but I will refer
them to those Ministers. If there is any
information in my departmental area,
I will provide it to the member for
Darling Range.

(5) to (7) The HP refinery does come
within my purview. I am not aware of
any particular problems at that re-
finery associated with the questions
raised by the member. BP has cer-
tainly not complained to me or sought

any assistance or anything else in re-
lation to that, unless it has done so in
the very recent past, such as in the last
few hours.
However, I wilt investigate those mat-
ters further and if there is anything
which is causing problems for BP and
I can be of any help, I will certainly
attempt to do so.
I am not aware of BP making any
shipments. I will look into it and ad-
vise the member. It is hard to imagine
how it could be an economically vi-
able proposition to transport fuel from
Kwinana to New Zealand by ship
when there is a market available in
this State where the fo.b. and c.i.f.
prices are basically the same.
Theoretically, at least, it should be a
much more profitable market for
them. I will certainly investigate the
matter and let the member know the
results.

SHOPPING CENTRE LEASES
Warwvick Grov'e: Renewals

233. Mrs WATKINS, to the Minister for
Planning:

H-as the Minister received approaches
from tenants of the Warwick Grove
shopping Centre whose leases have not
been renewed? If so what action has
he taken to assist those people?

Mr PEARCE replied:
I thank the member for that question.
While I was Acting Minister for Small
Business I was approached by a num-
ber Of tenants at the War-wick Grove
shopping Centre who were concerned
that they had been given notice that
their leases would not be renewed at
the normal expiry time because the
shopping centre was considering
expanding and wished to change its
mix of tenants. It proved to be the fact
that the owner of that shopping
centre-the National Mutual organis-
ation-and its agents, Jones Lang
Wootton, were seeking to terminate
people's leases by not renewing the
leases at their expiry date. At the same
time, they were inviting people to ten-
der for their own leases. People who
had shops in that shopping Centre
were told that their leases would not
be renewed but they were welcome to
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put in tenders for their own leases for
the shop fronts they occupied.
I was a bit perturbed about this be-
cause it seemed at first blush that this
was an attempt to get around the com-
mercial tenancy legislation which
went through the Parliament a year or
so ago. I asked National Mutual and
Jones Lang Wootton to send represen-
tatives to see me and explain what
they were about. Their explanation
did not satisfy me one little bit. It was
quite clear that they were seeking to
get around the legislation in that way.
I asked them to put their argument in
writing so that I could present it to the
Cabinet. I gave them the opportunity
to do that because I certainly did not
believe that I could put on their behalf
any convincing argument to the Cabi-
net.
They subsequently provided an
answer in writing and I put that to the
Cabinet. The Cabinet view is that
these people are trying to get around
the terms of the legislation. I have
written to them asking them to recon-
sider their attitude, because it would
cause a great deal of discomfort and
concern around shopping centres in
this State if it were to be the case that
the terms of the legislation could be
circumvented every time somebody's
lease expired by not renewing the ar-
rangement but by having open
tendering arrangements for that lease.

I would be interested to hear the Op-
position's view on that, considering
the attitude it took, for example, when
that same proposition was put forward
for country school bus operators. The
Opposition then strongly opposed the
proposition that there should be that
kind of open tendering system.

I hope that National Mutual and
Jones Lang Wootton will reconsider
their attitude very carefully, because it
puts the Government in the position
of having to reconsider the terms of
the legislation if it is to be
circumvented in this way.
As Minister for Planning I was par-
ticularly concerned about it because it
seemed that they were taking for
granted the proposition that they
would be given automatically an in-

crease in size for that shopping centre,
which is certainly not a basis on which
they could reasonably operate, par-
ticularly not if they are using that as
the excuse for terminating the leases
of the tenants. Thus the matter is
ongoing, but I have certainly not
stopped taking an interest in it. I hope
that it will be possible to return to a
more normal arrangement for people
in the Warwick Grove shopping
centre.

EDUCATION
Rural Families: Costs

234. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister
Education:

for

The financial inability of the
Dickinson family of Lake King to pay
their children's school hostel boarding
fees was recorded in The West
Australian this morning. They rep-
resent the first of a number of country
families who will find it almost im-
possible to finance their children's
education in this and future years as
the rural crisis deepens. Will the Min-
ister help this family and'other famil-
ies to educate their children and there-
fore show that there is equal oppor-
tunity for country people with regard
to access to education?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The Government is very concerned
about access to education at every
level. I have taken a particular
interest, and the Government has gen-
erally, in the plight of country people
in these circumstances.
I would like to use the Dickinson case,
which the member raises, as a way of
indicating the level to which assist-
ance is available. For example, the
Dickinsons have had three children
residing at the Katanning hostel for a
number of years. A school bus goes
right past their doorstep to the
Ravensthorpe District High School.
Although the school only goes to year
10, two of their children could be
accommodated there. The Govern-
ment pays for that bus, and it pays for
the teachers and places at the
Ravensthorpe District High School,
and the teachers and places at the
Katanning Senior High School, which
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the children attend. The Common-
wealth and State Governments give a
reasonable subsidy to the hostel. It
could be said that the Government is
paying twice over for educational
opportunities in that area.
The Dickinson family owes $2 584.05
to the Katanning hostel for the accom-
modation of their three children. They
have not paid any money of their own
to the hostel since 5 November 1984.
In fact, the only money they have been
paying to the hostel is the Common-
wealth and State subsidy they have
been receiving. This subsidy amounts
to almost the whole cost of the edu-
cation of those three children to the
extent that this family is left with a
charge of only $423 per term for all
three children. That is, the parents are
being asked to pay around $13 per
week per child to keep the children at
the hostel. Unless my wife is telling
me fibs, a child cannot be kept at
home for$S13 a week.
The level of subsidy given to that fam-
ily is extremely high and, in fact, so
much so that it could be argued, as
Professor Beacham did in his report
on the hostel authority two years ago,
the cost of keeping children at home is
as much as the cost of putting them
into a hostel under that level of sub-
sidy arrangement.
Having gone through all those circum-
stances, and I understand the hostel is
getting some criticism for the decision
it has made, I do not have the power
to direct the hostel to make a different

decision. However, I would be very
reluctant to seek to disturb its action
in this regard. It has made the same
demand of a number of families, all of
whom have paid their outstanding
fees.
In this particular case, one of the chil-
dren is in year 12 and cannot go to the
Ravensthorpe District High School.
The warden of the hostel, Mr Dennis
McKenna, who is personally known to
me, is a very fine person and well
respected in the community. He has
arranged private board in the town for
the year 12 student to enable him to
finish his education if the parents will
not pay for the year 12 child's fee. The
hostel is prepared not to insist on the
back fee for the other two children and
will look only at the back fee
component for the year 12 student in
isolation, if they wish to keep their
children at the hostel.
I think the hostel has done everything
it can in the circumstances; and the
fact that a family is being asked, in
whatever circumstances, to pay $13 a
week for the keep for their children, is
not excessive.
Mrs Dickinson was quoted in the
newspaper this morning as having said
that she is not asking for charity; she is
only asking for time to pay. The last
payment she made was on 5
November 1984, and I think it is
reasonable for the hostel to decide that
she can have time to pay;, but after two
years maybe the time to pay has really
come.
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