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The SPEAKER (Mr Harman) took the Chair
at 10.45 a.m., and read prayers.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Job Security Test Case: Petition

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) [ 10.46 a.m.]: I present a petition
from seven residents of Western Australia
praying that the Government rejects any appli-
cation known as the job security test case which
the Australian Council of Trade Unions has put
before the Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbi-
tration Commission. The petition conforms to the
Standing Orders 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. 43.)

GAMBLING: CASINOS

Legalising: Petition

MR COURT (Nedlands) [10.47 a.m.]: I have a
petition with 24 signatures, which reads as Fol-
lows-

We the undersigned wish to protest against
the introduction of casinos in Western Aus-
tralia.

I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders
of the Legislative Assembly.

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

(See petition No. 44.)

CREMATORIUM

Geraldton: Petition

MR CARR (Gieraldton-Minister for Police
and Emergency Services) [10.48 am.]: I have a
petition signed by 246 residents of the Geraldton
region, which reads as follows-

TO:
The Honourable the Speaker and Mem-

bers of the Legislative Assembly of the Par-
liament of Western Australia in Parliament
assembled.

We, the undersigned Electors Hereby pet-
ition for the provision of a Crematorium in
Geraldton, W.A., in the near future.

It has the usual prayer and conforms to the
Standing Orders, and I have signed accordingly.

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

(See petition No. 45.)

MINING: IRON ORE

Review: Ministerial Statement

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Minister for Economic
Development and Technology) [10.49 am.]: I
seek leave to make a ministerial statement.

Leave granted.
Mr BRYCE: I inform the House that the

Government is developing a major review of the
Pilbara iron ore industry. The need for this has
been evident for some years. The two pellet plants
were closed by 1980; the total shipment of iron
ore has fallen from 81.2 million ton nes per annumn
in 1980 to 72.9 million tonnes per annum in 1982;
and the industry has been working at 66 per cent
capacity.

This year, Hamersley Iron Pty. Ltd. and Mt.
Newman Mining Co. Pty. Ltd. were forced to ac-
cept a drop of 12.7 per cent average in prices
from the Japanese. Our share of the market has
been improving from 46 per cent in 1980 to the
traditional range of 48 to 50 per cent in 1983, but
it is not yet close to the 60 per cent we would like
to have. In fact, that share is under threat. The
Japanese have used industrial problems to divert
shipping; and as Goldsworthy Mining Ltd. has no
roll-over For its current contract after April 1985,
our market position is tenuous.

The world economic recession has contributed
to this depressing picture; and we can expect a re-
turn to steady, if slow growth as we move out of
the recession. The long-term structural changes in
the iron and steel industry are also affecting the
effectiveness of the Pilbara industry; and we must
begin to address these matters now if our iron ore
sector is to regain the vitality it had in the 1960s
and 1970s.

Conditions are very different now from what
they were 20 years ago when the first mrines were
brought into Operation. At that time, there ap-
pea red to be a limitless demand for steel products;
long-term contracts promised security; our iron
ore was considered to be of superior quality; a
Western Australian "jumbo" steel mill seemed to
be a very real prospect; and the Pilbara was devel-
oped on the basis that the four major producers
would have their own spheres of influence over
ore bodies and separate town, rail, and port facili-
ties. Optimism abounded!
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Very little of this is now appropriate in
planning the future of this important region. The
electronic revolution is reducing further the de-
mand for steel, and increasing the efficiency of
substitute materials.

We face Fierce competition from suppliers like
Brazil which, desperate for foreign exchange, has
been prepared to subsidise iron ore producers
heavily.

The quality and capability of our own ore
bodies are viewed differently in the light of
today's steel-making technologies. History has
devalued long-term contracts and it is now quite
evident that we are unlikely to sustain future de-
velopment without moving to some form of infra-
structure sharing.

Over the next two months the Government will
be involving the community in a wide-ranging dis-
cussion on the future of the iron ore industry in
Western Australia. Our intention is to produce a
white paper early in 1984 which will set out the
major elements of Government policy for the next
20 years. The starting point for the discussi ons is
a report prepared by the consultants Booth,
Connell, and Hatch.

This study grew out of a review begun by the
previous Government in 1982. It was intended to
look at the industry to the year 2000 in terms
of the changing demands for iron ore, the State's
competitive position, and the role of Government.
Inputs were sought from departmental and
company sources.

This Government will expand the scope of the
review and is seeking inputs from a wide range of
interest groups. Information will be sought from
local authorities, parliamentarians, unions,
Japanese buyers, other major consumers, and the
Federal Government. Senior represntatives of
the Japanese steel mills will take part in detailed
discussions between 30 October and I November
in Perth. They have been asked to comment on
their expectations with regard to future steel pro-
duction, the role of electric arc and direct
reduction technologies, the demand for various
ore products, the Japanese commitment to long-
term contracts, expected changes in shipping, rail,
and other infrastructure use, and a number of
other specific issues affecting the future of
existing and potential new producers in the
Pilbara.

Industrial relations is an area deservi ng separ-
ate treatment. It was not addressed in the brief
given to the consultants and will be the subject of
another statement in this House at a later date.
There is little need for me to stress the import-

ance of the iron ore industry to this State and to
Australia.

Some time in 1984, we expect to produce the
one-billionth tonne of iron ore. Total production
from the Pilbara is valued at present prices at $25
billion. Although this Government does not accept
all the positions adopted by the consultants, I
herewith table a copy of the report as a basis for
future discussion. I urge all members to contrib-
ute as constructively as possible to the white
paper which will help establish the future of the

Pbara.
The paper was fa bled (see paper No. 350).
MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) (10.55 a.m.]: I

am sure I speak for all those involved in and as-
sociated with the industry, as well as for the Op-
position, when I say we welcome this report. It is
quite obvious from what the Deputy Premier has
said already that it is a report of some
significance, not so much by way of what it has
accomplished already, and what it offers, but
rather on the basis of the further examination of
the iron ore industry and its future role in this
State.'

As the Deputy Premier indicated, the review
was commenced by the previous Government fol-
lowing some discussions I had with the industry in
this State, including the customers and various
other parties involved. I am a little sorry the re-
view has been held up in the last few months. The
momentum has slowed down a little, because a re-
port was available some time ago which was con-
sidered by the companies. Indeed, the document
we have now is a revised version of what was pres-
ented originally. I do not know that that is necess-
arily to the detriment of the whole State, because
clearly some confidential aspects need to be
known only by the company which provided them
and those associated directly with the Govern-
ment.

The main point to be emphasised is that the re-
view should not slow down further, but that it
should continue in the way the Deputy Premier
has indicated. He might recall that some time ago
in this House he criticised the previous Govern-
ment because industrial relations measures were
not included in the original brief. I made no apol-
ogy for that then and I do not now, but it is
interesting to note a slight change has occurred in
the Deputy Premier's approach to the matter, be-
cause he has indicated the Government wishes to
treat that matter separately also.

Mr Bryce: Only because you left it out.
Mr PETER JONES: I make no apology for

having left it out and I support the way the Depu-
ty Premier is going about the matter now.
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The industry as a whole, its future, and what it
has to offer to this State, must be considered inde-
pendently from the views of the industrial move-
ment which, along with the communities in the
north and, indeed, all the people of the State,
need to he aware of the very sensitive aspects as-
sociated with this industry.

One other factor which should be considered is
the declining overall market in Japan-i do not
refer here to market share-which is our pre-
dominant customer and which is being affected by
technological change-a matter referred to by the
Deputy Premier. We must consider also more ef-
ficient production measures, and the introduction
of high technology to those kinds of manufactur-
ing or production processes which the Deputy
Premier seeks very avidly to introduce in this
State.

The Deputy Premier cannot have it both ways.
HeI cannot criticise our customers for cutting back
on their take of our raw materials because they
are applying the fruits of technological change
and then seek to introduce them, quite profitably
I hope, into Western Australia.

However, we support the inquiry and, like the
Deputy Premier, I hope that all those who are as-
sociated with or affected by the industry will con-
tribute to the review that has been proposed. I
hope also serious efforts will be made to under-
stand the great sensitivity related to the future of
the industry.

PRISONERS (INTERSTATE TRANSFER) BILL

Second Reading

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister for
Transport) [11.00 a.mn.): I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is part of a uniform scheme devised by
the Standing Committee of Attorneys General in
conjunction with the Ministers of the States and
the Northern Territory responsible for prisons.
The object of the Bill is to establish a legal frame-
work to enable the transfer of prisoners between
States. Western Australia is the only State which
has not yet enacted the agreed uniform legis-
lation, and once this Bill is passed, an Australia-
wide scheme will become operational.

The Bill provides for the transfer of prisoners
from one State to another-or from a State to a
Territory or a Territory to a State-in the follow-
ing circumstances-

firstly, where a prisoner requests the transfer
and the transfer is for the purposes of the
prisoner's welfare-in such a case, the con-
sent of the relevant Ministers in both the

"sending" and "receiving" States or
Territories is necessary;
secondly, where another State or Territory
requests the transfer of the prisoner, or the
prisoner himself requests his tfansfer for the
purpose of standing trial and being dealt with
for offences committed in the other State or
Territory; and
thirdly, where a prisoner is to be returned to
a State or Territory after trial or for the pur-
pose of attending appeal proceedings.

The Bill does not provide for the transfer of pris-
oners serving sentences within a State for offences
against Commonwealth law.

The Commonwealth is preparing reciprocal
legislation to provide for the transfer of those pris-
oners. When the Commonwealth legislation has
been prepared and agreed upon by the States,
complementary provisions will be inserted in the
uniform State and Territory legislation.

It is not possible at present to transfer a pris-
oner under sentence within a State to face trial on
charges in another jurisdiction; that is, if a pris-
oner under sentence in Western Australia is
wanted by the police in another State, they must
wait until the Western Australian sentence is
served and the prisoner is eligible for release be-
fore extradition can proceed.

The delay involved can cause very great diffi-
culties for the prosecution and the accused alike.
Contact may be lost with witnesses, investigating
police may be transferred or retire, and recollec-
tions inevitably become less reliable.

The Bill also allows prisoners to be transferred
interstate for welfare purposes. The welfare
scheme is based on the concept that, in some
cases, it may not only be in the prisoner's interest
to be transferred to serve his sentence in another
State, but such a transfer may also benefit the
community in general.

The humanitarian arguments for prisoners
being transferred will be obvious. If a prisoner is
in an institution located a great distance from his
family, visits are difficult, and links may eventu-
ally break under the strain of separation. This
lack of contact with family brings hardship to
family members who have done no wrong, and is
extremely unsettling for prisoners. If stable family
and other social relationships can be maintained
during a prison sentence, behaviour may be bet-
ter. The chances of successful reintroduction into
society after release are enhanced.

As indicated, the consent of the relevant Minis-
ters of both the sending and receiving States is
necessary before a transfer is possible.
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Once a prisoner is transferred, whether for trial
or welfare reasons, he becomes subject to the laws
of the receiving State or Territory. Prisoners will
take with them any remissions earned up to the
time of transfer, but thereafter they become sub-
ject to the laws of the receiving State.

1 commend the Bill to the House.

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

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REV-
ENUE FUND) BILL

Second Reading: Budget Debate

Debate resumed from 13 October.
MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the

Opposition) [ 11.05 a.m.J: This Bill ensures that
all Western Australians will face the future with a
great deal of foreboding. To each person in the
State and to business generally, the Budget is
nothing short of a disaster. At a time when the
economy has been difficult in this country and
throughout the world, this Budget does nothing to
relieve the pressure; in fact, it adds to it. It will
affect detrimentally the Western Australian econ-
omy and it will frustrate future recovery.

The Government's first Budget has three
fundamental propositions. The ALP has proved
beyond doubt that it is a Government which can-
not be trusted-no-one in this Chamber can
doubt that, not even the member for Warren, who
has been let down in his electorate over certain
issues.

Mr Evans: The only chance of progress there
that has ever been possible for nine years.

Mr O'CONNOR: Members would have to
agree with my statement when they consider the
mammoth number of promises made by this
Government which have already been broken in
this Budget, and I will detail these broken prom-
ises later.

The Budget is misguided and inappropriate in
our present economy, and later I will also detail
the reasons for that statement, but I doubt
whether any member could argue with it. The
Budget is a further disastrous onslaught on our
economy. It is a Budget with few pluses and many
minuses.

When one considers the substantial growth in
the Public Service, despite the promises by the
Government of a reduction in this area, and when
one considers the high taxes imposed and then
reads the comments made by the Premier when
he was Leader of the Opposition last year and
speaking on last year's Budget, one wonders how
much individuals can be trusted in this place. I

will quote now some of the present Premier's re-
marks made on last year's Budget-

Tax rates in this country need to be
reduced drastically.

I have no qualms about that. To continue-

There needs to be a comprehensive review
at a Federal level of the taxation laws of the
country-laws which are so punitive that
they dampen down and confiscate initiative.

I do not think anyone would disagree with that.
To continue-

While on the State scene, let me add that
the State Government has simply ensured
that Stale Government taxes and charges
outstrip inflation rates.

Further on-
Taxation rates need to be reduced drasti-

cally and, at State level, a comprehensive re-
view of all State Government taxes and
charges should take place.

State Government taxes and charges have in-
Creased drastically this year. One has to look only
at the documents I have prepared to see this. I
have gone back only seven years to find the fig-
ures relating to tax increases in this State, and
over that period I found that the amount of
taxation charged in 1977-78, was $271.2 million;
in 1978-79, that figure increased by 8.1 per cent;
i n 197 9- 80, by 11 .2 per cent; in 1980-8 1, by 15.8
per cent; in 198 1-82, by 14.2 per cent; and in the
year to which the Premier's comments I have just
quoted related- 1982-8 3-the increase in
taxation in this State was 10.1 per cent. He criti-
cised that increase as being too heavy and said
that we should be doing something about it.

But what has happened in 1983-84? We have
been subjected to an increase of 20.6 per cent, a
figure that is more than double the amount the
Premier criticised last year. How much credence
can individuals, Oppositions, or Governments give
to the words of individuals who come forward
criticising the taxation in that way only to double
the increase on gaining office?

This is a high tax Budget. It is most certainly
an inflationary Budget. The Budget affects sub-
stantially individuals and the private sector. Many
people now feel the effects of this Budget, but the
worst is yet to come. Many of the impositions en-
visaged have not yet been placed on the public.
The burden of the FID tax and Other taxation has
not yet been felt in this State, but those taxes will
take money away from individuals, organisations,
and business concerns. They will take away from
the small profits many businesses earn, or add to
the substantial losses they incur.
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The Budget reveals the distorted sense of re-
sponsibility of this Government. Without doubt it
will restrain the economic recovery of this State,
which was positioned to be the first State to
recover from the recession. As a result of the in-
crease in taxation and charges, the recovery will
be inhibited, and then it will be reversed and we
will be in an economic position worse than we
were in before this Budget.

I had to smile when I read the Treasurer's
Budget speech in which he referred 10 my Budget,
which imposed taxation increases of 10.1 per cent,
as a pedestrian Budget. I accept it was, because it
did not impose high taxation. I can refer to the
Treasurer's Budget as a galloping Budget; it will
run away with people's pay packets and pocket
money that they can ill-afford to lose.

This Budget reveals to a great extent the fact
that this Government indulges in extravagances
that are not to the advantage of the community.
We have had the extravagance of advisers at a
high cost to the community. We have had the un-
necessary appointment of inquiries, the reopeni ng
of the Perth-Fremantle railway line, and others
causing expenditures which should not have been
made.

What should have occurred? This money
should have been expended in the areas where the
increased taxation returns will be spent. The
Government indulges itself in these extravagances
while it increases greatly the taxes and charges
imposed on the people of this State. Small
business was the hope for recovery of the employ-
ment situation, but small business is hit hardest,
and low income earners follow.

This Budget is one of contradiction. It is
claimed it will create more jobs, but the only area
in which more jobs will be created, apart from the
area of housing, is the public sector, an area in
which the Premier said expenditure would be cut
down. These massive increases in taxes and
charges will destroy jobs in the private sector.

The Treasurer has tried to justify the $42
million to be spent on Argyle, but that expendi-
ture will not create one job in Western Australia.
The Government's claim that there will be greater
efficiency seems to be in the same condition as its
campaign to ban the advertising of tobacco prod-
ucts-in tatters. Obviously no efficiency is cre-
ated, and all we have is a great deal of inef-
ficiency and extravagant expenditure of public
funds. The individuals of this State will provide
those funds by way of increased taxes and charges
at a time when existing taxes and charges are ex-
tremely difficult for them to pay.

The FID tax to be introduced into this State
will be the highest such tax in Australia. It will be
higher than a similar tax in New South Wales,
Victoria, and South Australia, where the tax has
existed for some time.

Mr Brian Burke: South Australia has just
introduced it.

Mr O'CONNOR: But the tax in that State is
not at 5c.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, but it is not a State that
has had that tax for some time.

Mr O'CONNOR: New South Wales and Vic-
toria are States which have had it for some time.
Ini.tially it was 3c in every $100 and now it has
been increased to 4c, but the tax in this State will
be 25 per cent higher than the tax in those other
States- That is a substantial increase.

People on the dole who put their cheques into
a bank will have to pay this tax. It hits at the
heart of people who can ill-afford to pay it. It hits
at dole recipients, superannuants, and pensioners.
Some people will have to pay it several times de-
pending on what they do with their money. If they
put their money into a bank or other financial
institution which has an annual turnover of more
than $5 million, the tax will have to be paid. It
will hit virtually everyone. It is an iniquitous tax
which would not have to be charged in this State
if the Government were to operate its affairs ef-
ficiently. I will deal with that point as I go along.

I had to smile when I realised the Government
will increase Government services. The Govern-
ment promised to cut in half the number of people
employed in the Public Service as a result of re-
tirements or resignations, but the reverse will
occur. The Budget allows for an extra 1 337 pub-
lic servants plus a further unqualified number.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying there will be
an extra I 337 above establishment?

Mr O'CONNOR: The Budget provides for an
extra 1 337 public servants. That is according to
the figures the Treasurer provided to us.

Mr Brian Burke: Is that on top?
Mr O'CONNOR: I have the figures here, and I

will quote them to the Treasurer.
Mr Brian Burke: The figure is wrong the way

you use it.
Mr O'CONNOR: The figure results from a

comparison of this year's figures with last year's
figures.

Mr Brian Burke: You are not talking about
existing vacancies and that sort of thing, are you?

Mr O'CONNOR: I am talking about the
number of people who will be employed this year
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in the Public Service above the number employed
last year in that area. There will be an increase of
2.6 per cent, which represents 1 337 people. The
Treasurer cannot deny that because his figures
support me.

Mr Brian Burke: I can deny it.
Mr O'CONNOR: He can deny it, but he will

be wrong.

Mr Brian Burke: I don't think so.

Mr O'CONNOR: Press people and anyone else
can go through the figures. All one needs to do is
to go through those figures and add them up. We
have done that. The increase in the number of
public servants in this Budget, although it is disas-
trous that the increase should occur, is 1 337. A
further $1.95 million is provided for an additional
number of people, a number which has not been
qualified. We are unable to determine where in
the Budget the advisers are covered.

Mr Brian Burke: This is why I don't think you
are right. There have been no new staff-no ad-
ditional staff items approved. The $1.95 million
you referred to is a global allocation which has to
be considered among all the allocations for extra
staff. I don't know where you get your figures
from.

Mr O'CONNOR: That $1.95 million is ad-
ditional to the amount to be expended on the
1 337 employees to be recruited to the Govern-
ment service during 1983-84. Even the Treasurer
does not know this, yet it is a fact disclosed in his
Budget. We will have a massive increase like that
in the number of people employed in the Public
Service, yet the Government said it would cut
down in that area. It has hit people to leg to pay
for these extra public servants. It is unbelievable
the Government will proceed on this basis. The
lID tax would not have to be imposed if this
extra number of public servants were not ap-
pointed.

The reduction of funds provided for education
is denied by the Minister for Education, but those
funds have been reduced. Less money in percent-
age terms is provided in this Budget for education
than was expended in 1982-83. The Minister well
knows that, despite his saying this is not so. He
can quote as many figures as he likes, but the per-
centage of the Budget for 1983-84 spent on edu-
cation will remain less that that percentage on the
Budget expended in 1982-83.

Mr Brian Burke: Is it more than was provided
last year?

Mr O'CONNOR: The allocation to the Edu-
cation Department last year was superior to that
of this year.

Mr Brian Burke: It was provided, but not ex-
pended.

Mr Clarko: It is both ways even on your fig-
ures.

Mr O'CONNOR: The Treasurer needs to get
someone from his department to explain these fig-
ures to him. He cannot add up.

Mr Clarko: His economics are even worse.
Mr 1. R. Taylor: He would take you with him.
Mr O'CONNOR: We have proved here that

we are much more capable of handling figures
than are members on that side of the House, and
well they know it.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: Be serious.
Mr O'CONNOR: Let us look at the situation

since the present Government came to power. In
July, we saw $58 million in increased charges. It
took the Government a week and seven Press re-
leases from me before it agreed that my figure of
$114 million was correct and its figure was
wrong.

The Government was approximately 100 per
cent out on its figures.

Is the Government saying that is good arith-
metic and that someone over there does not need
some education? The Government said that in-
creased tax on cigarettes would bring in a total of
about $15 million. I said it would bring in about
$40 million and now the Government has come up
with $40 million as the correct figure. What the
Government says is quite ridiculous. Members on
that side of the House know that their figures
have been absolutely atrocious on almost every
issue. I mention the Minister for Education in this
regard and I suggest he gets his facts right before
coming out with phoney allegations in this House.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: Yours are phoney allegations.
Mr O'CONNOR: About what subject?
Mr 1. F. Taylor: About education, for a start.

You had better have another look at it.
Mr O'CONNOR: The figures I have quoted

are Correct. Our FID tax is the highest in Aus-
tralia; that tax should not have been imposed. The
Public Service should not have been increased by
2.6 per cent. That action is contrary to the
Government's promises.

The Government has savaged sport and culture
in this State in an unbelievable manner. The Min-
ister for Health does not mind savaging them in
connection with tobacco advertising and not
promising that losses incurred in that area would
be recouped.

This Budget goes further and provides a
reduction of at least 50 per cent in the amount
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which sport and culture will receive in the future.
An amount of $5.7 million was provided for sport
and culture for the first six months of the year.
We all know a lottery was provided for that pur-
pose. This Budget provides for a maximum of $6
million in a full year; in other words, whereas
sports and culture would have received about
$11.4 million on the first half-year expectation,
they will now get a maximum of $6 million in a
full year; no minimum is provided. They could get
nothing. The sports and culture area is guaran-
teed nothing.

It is my intention during the Budget debate and
when discussing the Bill in Committee to provide
a minimum so that we are certain that sports and
culture, two areas requiring assistance in this
State, will receive some money from this Budget.i
The Government appears to have been ill-directed
in this regard.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: What about the $4 million in
the community sports and recreation fund?

Mr O'CONNOR: I am talking about sports
and culture.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: You said they were not
guaranteed anything in this Budget. There is $4
million, for a start.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am referring to the sports
and culture lottery.

Mr Brian Burke: It is 21/ times the amount you
thought they would get originally, isn't it? It is $6
million.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am speaking of a Bill
which was set up to provide funds for this area,
but the Government has provided no minimum in
the Budget.

Mr Brian Burke: That is a separate point., I am
quite happy to say there will be a minimum of $6
million; that does not worry me.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am happy with that.
Mr Brian Burke: Originally when this lottery

was introduced, it was estimated to bring in about
21/ times less or over $2 million, and it has in fact
provided 21/ times more than that.

Mr O'CONNOR: Correct. It has brought in
more than was originally anticipated, I concur
with the Premier's comment.

Mr Brian Burke: You would have been con-
cerned with any detraction from the hospital
moneys as a result of the decrease in popularity of
the other lotteries.

Mr O'CONNOR: How much was the decrease
in the hospital fund because of this?

Mr Brian Burke: I cannot give that figure to
you straightaway.

Mr O'CONNOR: Will the Premier inform me
of the amount which will be taken away from that
area? The investment in sport is reflected in the
health and hospital field. I am not suggesting that
nothing at all should be done. The Bill presently
guarantees them nothing and I want to ensure
they receive something. I am glad the Premier has
qualified that matter.

Mr Brian Burke: I am happy to say that we
have provided a minimum of $6 million.

Mr O'CONNOR: Will the escalation continue
in future years?

Mr Brian Burke: We considered that matter,
but decided to look at it again next year. So far as
the principle is concerned, you have just agreed
that we have to wait to see whether funds are di-
verted from the hospital fund.

Mr O'CONNOR: Yes; I want to know the
amount that has been diverted.

Mr Brian Burke: I will obtain that information
for you.

Mr O'CONNOR: This lottery has proved to be
very successful and has provided money for sports
and culture. Originally these lotteries were very
popular in the Eastern States and then they
dropped back a bit.

Mr Wilson: It is dropping back.
Mr Brian Burke: It is dropping back here, too.
Mr O'CONNOR: The Government seems to

have concentrated on certain areas rather than on
those areas most needing assistance. It should
have concentrated on trying to keep costs in this
State down and creating employment. The
Government has failed dismally in these two
areas. It has concentrated its efforts on the
tobacco advertising ban and electoral reform, two
issues which do not create one job in this State; in
fact, they will result in the loss of a lot of jobs.
The Government has almost entirely concentrated
its efforts on the tobacco advertising ban and elec-
toral reform and has spent hundreds of thousands
of dollars in these areas which will reduce the
number of jobs in this State.

Mr Brian Burke: There is a bit for housing, too.
Mr O'CONNOR: I qualified that estimate by

saying that I concurred with that in regard to
housing. I sincerely hope more is put into it.

Mr Brian Burke: What about tourism?
Mr O'CONNOR: The vote for tourism has in-

creased substantially-by about 60 per cent. I will
qualify that later on. In the employment and edu-
cation fields, the Government has done very little;
in fact, it has done the opposite to its original
intentions. The Government has concentrated its
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efforts and has spent hundreds and thousands of
dollars of taxpayers' funds on trying to get over a
story about tobacco advertising which it reduced
to tatters over the last couple of days. The
Government should not have done that; it should
have concentrated its effort on areas which assist
employment and help to cut expenditure.

When we discussed jobs, the Treasurer men-
tioned increases in the housing area. I must agree
that it has done that. The Government has in-
creased the Public Service area which is one area
it said it would not touch. This has only placed a
further burden on the taxpayers of this State.

The election promises of the Government were
rather strange, especially when we consider the
comments of the present Premier when he spoke
about the Budget last year. On page 3914 of
Hanisard, he stated-

The fourth point I make is that the
Government should be spending much more
money on providing growth-provoking infra-
structure, such things as coal loaders.

I ask the Premier: How many coal loaders has his
Government started to build, and when they are
built for what will they be used? That is one of
the silly statements the Premier has made in the
past.

The Premier's election promise included no in-
crease in Government charges during the wages
pause. That promise was false because it has been
broken. He promised he would balance the
Budget without increasing taxation, but we have
the highest increase in taxes ever recorded since
1977. 1 believe it is probably the highest taxation
that has ever been imposed in this State.

The Labor Party talked of controlling expendi-
ture and keeping taxes down, but each promise
has been broken at the first opportunity.

Let us consider Government charges. Last year
the present Premier criticised the Liberal Govern-
ment for its Government charges by saying that
they had no connection with taxation. He said
that overall the result of the then Government's
taxation charge increases was estimated to have
imposed on families in this State an average in-
crease of $200 per year and that amount was ab-
solutely unrealistic.

However, we notice that this year a substantial
increase has occurred with Government charges
as follows-

Water rates have increased by a massive 16
per cent.

Electricity cost has increased by I5 per cent.
Bus and train fares have increased by 33 1/3

per cent-buses and trains are used

mainly by pensioners and people on the
dole who can ill-afford the fares.

Petrol tax has increased by 131/ per cent.

Country sewerage has increased by 20 per
cent.

Country drainage has increased by 18 per
cent.

SHC rents are up by 10 per cent.

Hospital charges are up by 19 per cent.
Gas charges have increased by between I5

and 100 per cent.
We have had all those increases and the

Government promised to keep charges down and
said that there would be no increases during the
wages freeze.

Let us consider taxation because that is an area
of interest to all members. In 1982-3, the taxation
charges in Western Australia amounted to $475.3
million. Let us consider the restraint for the year
1983-84: Taxation has gone up from S475.3
million to $573.4 million, a massive 20.6 per cent
increase. If we were to consider this increase over
a full year we would find that it would amount to
an increase of 26.4 per cent-the highest increase
I could find on record!

Mr Barnett: Rubbish!
Mr O'CONNOR: When was it not?
Mr Pearce: We just hoped you would indicate

the areas where you would cut expenditure, if that
taxation had not been raised.

Mr Barnett: And the number of jobs involved.
Mr Evans: What about the deficit you left?
Mr Old: That will be the day! You tried to

crawl out on that and you fell flat on your face.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! When the Premier

spoke, he was heard almost in silence. I hope
members will afford the Leader of the Opposition
the same courtesy.

Mr Pearce: Can you indicate-
Mr O'CONNOR: I will indicate where I be-

lieve improvements could have been made. I do
not think the Minister for Education fought hard
enough for his department because it received
quite a cutback on expenditure realised last year.

In a full year, the increase in the taxation im-
posed by this Government is 26.4 per cent-an
extra $125.6 million. Not one member opposite
could deny that this is the highest increase in
taxation ever imposed in this State. No one can
deny that.

Mr Gordon Hill: That is a stupid question.
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Mr O'CONNOR: The member might as well
answer because he is a stupid man.

Mr Hassell: The Premier is too embarrassed to
sit in his seat.

Mr O'CONNOR: The member ought to con-
centrate on getting his numbers up.

Mr Barnett: People have left the Chamber be-
cause you are speaking.

Mr O'CONNOR: The $4 000 the Whip re-
ceives, and which he has obtained under false cir-
cumstances, could have helped the Budget.

Land tax has increased to $42 million, a 21 per
cent increase and the hardest hit are small
businesses in this State. Stamp duty is up $152.1
million, a massive increase of 23.4 per cent. How-
ever, we have a Government talking about re-
straint in the Budget when it is lifting the lid and
whacking everyone in this State as hard as it can.
People on the dole right up to those in big
business are suffering.

The FID tax is $16.2 million for a half year.
This is a new tax imposed on everyone who pays
into a building society, bank, or financial
institution.

On the subject of payroll tax, the Premier spoke
about concessions, but, when we consider his con-
cessions, we note that that is not the position be-
cause he will receive an extra $19 million over
and above the amount received last year. Really,
no concessions have been given; an imposition of
$19 million has been made on the people of this
State.

Licence fees have increased by a massive 63 per
cent. Betting tax is up by 12.8 per cent, when the
Government said it would not increase taxation.

Departmental charges have increased by $90.4
million or 30.6 per cent. I have never heard of any
Government, except a Labor Government in New
South Wales, imposing such an increase during a
wages freeze. The Government promised that no
charges would increase during the wages freeze.
What credibility does this Government have? Ab-
solutely none!

I can understand the reason the Government
members are listening in stunned silence. Does the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services deny
the figures I have quoted?

Mr Carr: It is more appalled silence, than
stunned.

Mr Barnett: Get on with your speech; it is not
question time.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition
wanted protection and he is now inviting
interjections.

Mr O'CONNOR: I apologise and will continue
in the way I should.

Motor vehicle dealers' licence fees are up 26
per cent and as well we have an increase in the
fees for the Small Claims Tribunal. The people
who avail themselves of this facility can ill-afford
that increase of 109 per cent.

Motor vehicle drivers' licence fees are up 36 per
cent and the only ones to escape that fee are those
who are driving without a licence.

Those increases give some indication of what
the Government has done and how false its state-
ments were when it said that there would be no
increases.

The departmental charges for a full year have
increased by 40 per cent to raise an additional
$120 million from the community, so it is obvious
there has not been restraint. The average house-
holder is the person who is interested in the
Budget because he does not wish further increases
to be imposed by this Government.

The increases of $114 million in Government
charges will cost the average householder $335
per year. Taxation in the State has increased by
$125 million, or an additional $368 per annum
per household. Departmental charges have in-
creased to $120 million annually or $353 per
annum per household. The total increase in
Government utilities, taxation, and departmental
charges is $359 million. This means that for every
household-an average of 3.4 people in each
household-Government charges are now up
$1 056 per annum. Every household in the State
has been slugged an average of $20 a week or
$1 056 per annum and this is after taxation. How
many people can afford this under the existing
circumstances? Very few.

Families speak to me day after day indicating
that where they had trouble before meeting their
mortgages, etc., they have more trouble now.

Mr Barnett: The average mortgage on homes
has gone down.

Mr O'CONNOR: It has not. The member
must know that people received a 10 per cent
reduction in their taxation for mortgages. They
are not presently getting that. Many of these
people are certainly no better off. I clarify this
point because obviously the member for Rock-
ingham does not know.

I reiterate that the total increase in Govern-
ment charges is $359 million, or $1 056 per
annum per household. It is a massive increase and
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accounts for 17 per cent of the average family in-
come. The Government talks of an austerity cam-
paign. Good God, it has spent it on itself and for-
gotten the people in the community who are
battling to survive! Prior to the election, the pres-
ent Government made mileage out of the then
Government's inefficiency. It stated that the then
Government had increased outlays by 11.4 per
cent which was four per cent above what the Fed-
eral Government had predicted would be the in-
flation rate: that was, 7.4 per cent. 1 do not agree
with the Federal Government.

The number of employees in the Public Service
has risen by 2.6 per cent or by 1 337 people, not
including ministerial advisers. What happened to
the 50 per cent non-replacement rule? I have a
copy of the Premier's statement titled,
"Government puts savings at S29m" which was
published in The West Australian on 23 June
198 3. It reads as follows-

Mr Burke said that the Government would
cut by half the rate at which government em-
ployees were replaced when they retired or
resigned. The expected saving was $15m.

[Government employment is expected to
be reduced by up to 1 500 as a result.]

What has happened? It has been increased by
1 500 instead of being reduced by 1 500 and there
has been an increase of 1 337 public servants.
What credibility has the Government when it
carries on in this manner?

Under the previous Government, the Premier's
Department employed 68 personnel and that
number has now increased to 194,

Mr Pearce: You arc ignoring the fact that the
departments have been reshuffled.

Mr O'CONNOR: I will qualify that. There has
been a total increase of 1 337 public servants and
let us not deny that. That is the point I am mak-
ing. The number of personnel in the Department
of Premier and Cabinet has increased from 168 to
194. The Premier has taken into that department
electorate secretaries and others who have had
some effect on that increase. The growth is 44 per
cent and it is a substantial increase.

Mr Evans: What about the additional areas of
responsibility apart from the electorate
secretaries?

Mr O'CONNOR: I am trying to justify my
comments. The increase does not include, as far
as 1 can ascertain, ministerial advisers and other
people.

The Public Service Board's staff has decreased
from 139 to 121, but 40 staff from the Western
Australian Government Industrial Relations Ser-

vice have been transferred to the Public Service
Board, leaving it with an actual increase of 22.
Therefore, the staff numbers in the Public Service
Board have increased!

The Government computing division has had an
increase in staff from 126 to 191 and that is a
substantial increase. Government Stores' staff
numbers have increased from 213 to 236; the Cor-
porate Affairs Office has increased from 116 to
138; the Prisons Department has increased by I11,
and various other departments have increased
their staff numbers. The Mental Health Services
is one area in which there was to be a reduction in
staff because of the 50 per cent non-replacement
rule. However, the staff in that department has
increased by 59. Staff numbers in the Public
Works Department have increased by 57, and in
the MTT and Westrail the numbers are up by
138. All these increases are substantial and while
there may be some departments that may offset
these increases, the overall increase has resulted
in I 337 extra public servants.

Mr Pearce: You should have mentioned edu-
cation because it is up 205 and we are very proud
of it.

Mr Clarko: What are they, cleaners?
Mr Pearce: No.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The debate at the pres-

ent moment is between the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and the House and not between the member
for Karrinyup and the Minister for Education.

Mr Clarko: I was responding to the Minister's
remark.

Mr O'CONNOR: What has happened to the
50 per cent reduction rule? It has been thrown
out.

An Opposition member: It never came in.
Mr O'CONNOR The Government has not im-

posed the non-replacement policy in regard to de-
partmental staff.

Let us look at employment. In its election cam-
paign, the Government stated that it had 25 000
jobs pinpointed. I will tell members that the
Government has pointed in the wrong direction
because those jobs have not materialised. When
the Government came into office, I was prepared
to accept until May this year the responsibility for
matters relating to employment because of the
policies we had when we were in Government.
However, from June onwards, those
responsibilities must lie with the Government.

Mr Parker: Are you saying that any figures,
whether an increase or decrease, in employment
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since May can be the responsibility of this
Govern ment?

Mr O'CONNOR: From the end of May on-
wards, yes.

Mr Parker: In fact, the September figures
showed an increase of 9 000.

Mr O'CONNOR: In 1982, when 1 was the
Premier, this State was the only State in Aus-
tralia that had increased employment and the
Minister well knows that. I venture to say to the
Minister that if he is worried about employment.
it is not the only thing about which he should be
worried. Unemployment was a subject he threw at
us when we were in Government. At that time, he
said employment did not matter-the Minister
quoted that.

Mr Parker: In fact, what the figures show is
that unemployment has stabilised since we have
been in Govern ment, and gross employment has
increased by 9 000.

Mr O'CONNOR: is the Minister saying that
there are 9 000 more people employed in Western
Australia and there are 6 000 more unemployed?

I will continue with my speech because I should
not be diverted by the Minister. The Government
stated that it had 25 000 jobs pinpointed and that
was poppycock. It did not; in fact, unemployment
has increased since it has been in office.

Mr Parker: That is not true.
Mr O'CONNOR: Apart from the 2.6 per

cent-or I 337-growth in public servants, the
Government has done very little in the employ-
ment Field. There must be hidden costs relative to
advisers in items other than wages and this shows
a total lack of control in expenditure. Not only is
the wages figure extravagant, but also it shows
that there has been a lack of control. Let us look
at the public transport sector. The Budget pro-
vision for the passenger rail service indicates
another facet of the Government's hypocritical
claim that it is pursuing efficiency. It has pursued
one of the most inefficient areas. In 1982-83, the
total manpower in the department was 528; in
1983-84, it will rise to 666, an increase of 138 in
the passenger rail service. That is a massive in-
crease and it will have to be carried by the tax-
payer. Gross expenditure is up from $19.53
millionl to $26.3 million, an increase of $7 million
in this coming year, Fare revenue is up by $1.1
million, leaving a further deficit of $5.9 million.
The Government can write off most of that to the
Perth-Fremantlc railway line which should never
have been reopened. The total MTT deficit is up
by $9.2 million, or 17.7 per cent, while revenue is
up by only 6.6 per cent. That shows how efficient
is the Government in this particular field.

The claim that the Government is working for
greater efficiency is based more on hope than re-
suits. The results are not there; the hope is that
something will come along to alter that situation.
I say it is based on hope rather than results and
the Premier's speech indicates just that. The 11.4
per cent increase in outlays is substantial, and the
2.6 per cent increase in the Public Service is a re-
versal of form. If the Government were a horse, it
would be rubbed out. The Budget fails to meet
most of the objectives set out by the Government.
I refer to the Premier's Budget speech in which he
said-

However, at the very outset of the budget-
making process, we set ourselves four princi-
pal goals.

They were to be the over-riding direction
signs we followed throughout what was a dif-
ficult experience during which there was
ample opportunity to become sidetracked.
Those goals were:
* to balance the Budget;

I am pleased to see that and I hope it will eventu-
ate in the long term. To continue with the Prem-
ier's speech-

a to build a firm foundation for economic re-
covery;

This certainly has not been done, and the CPl in-
crease will show that. The Government has not
built a foundation for economic recovery; it has
taken action to frustrate that recovery. To con-
tie-

. to impinge as lightly as possible on the tax-
payer, consistent with financial responsi-
bility;

One would think we were reading a fairy tale.
The Premier said the goal was to impinge as
lightly as possible on the taxpayer, yet this Budget
contains the highest increases on record. How
hypocritical can a Government be? These figures
almost make one sick. To continue with his
speech-

* to make way for the implementation of
new programmes that the Government was
elected to pursue.

Even on this score, the Government has fallen
down miserably. It has outlined a balanced
Budget, but has yet to prove it;, a difference exisis
between the two.

It had a good start because it had something
like $38 million earned on the short-term money
market during our period in office and transferred
to this Budget. The Government has taken that
out of 1982-83 and used it to balance the books
for 1983-84. It intends to balance the Budget, but
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at what cost! It is a massive cost to the taxpayers.
Departmental charges are up by 40 per cent; the
fuel tax is up by 26 per cent; Government utility
charges have been increased massively, and a
total of $360 million will be taken from the tax-
payers. So much for the goals and the Govern-
ment's intention to "impinge as lightly as possible
on the taxpayer, consistent with financial re-
sponsi bility".

The member for Rockingham asked what we
would do. I believe a need exists to build a firm
foundation for economic recovery. That is not
done by massive increases in taxes and charges.
The State Government can and should contribute
to economic recovery, Firstly, by cutting down the
public sector influence on the CPI, holding down
taxes and charges, and cutting back on Govern-
ment operations and expenditure. The Govern-
ment has not sought to do that; it has not held
down the public sector influence on the CPI. One
only has to look at the taxes imposed, the advisers
appointed, and the cost to the community to re-
alise this. The Government should set about en-
couraging enterprise; at present it is discouraging
it.

I refer to the redundancy charges this Govern-
ment has supported in a Federal court which will
cripple small business. One sees from that that
the Government has done nothing to encourage
enterprise. The Burke Government sent counsel to
support the redundancy claim, but it will cripple
most small business and create massive unemploy-
ment. Members are familiar with the conditions
set out in that claim so I will not repeat them.

The Government should proceed by reducing
Government regulations and interference with en-
terprise. The Government's take will fuel inflation
and not reduce it. The Federal Government's pro-
posed 7.5 per cent increase in Budget outlays has
no chance of survival in Western Australia. I pre-
diet the deficit will not bc $7 billion or $8 billion,
but in excess of $10 billion. If I am wrong, I will
stand corrected in this House at the appropriate
time. The Government's take will fuel inflation. It
has already reduced living standards and will con-
tinue to do so. Many people will not be able to
provide for their youngsters as they have done in
the past. Western Australia will become much
less competitive compared with its trading part-
ners and the private sector-led recovery will be
very short-lived. There were signs of a recovery in
this State and in Australia, but they will be
short-lived as a result of the actions taken by this
Government and the Federal Government.

The present double-digit inflation is far too
high and is being fuelled by the high tax policies
of the Hawke Government. I referred to a $1 000

impost on a family in Western Australia, but that
figure must be doubled when one takes into ac-
count the effect of the Hawke Government's poli-
cies on the households of this country.

Labor has made great play about assisting en-
terprise; it has not done that. The Premier talked
earlier of a new deal for small business, but under
his policies small business will be dealt right
out-it will be flushed right out. The new deal for
small business is that it faces much higher taxes
and charges, and there is no joy at all for that sec-
tor. Firstly, rates for water were increased, then
for electricity, gas, transport, fuel, sales tax, and
so on. In this Budget, stamp duty will rise by $29
million, payroll tax by S 19.5 million, the financial
institutions duty will take $16 million in a half
year, and licence fees are up by $24 million.
There is also a wide range of increased depart-
mental charges. What chance has business of in-
creasing activity and employing more people? I
say it has none at all.

Mr Gordon Hill: More businesses went bank-
rupt during the period of the Fraser-Court-
O'Connor Governments than in the previous three
decades.

Mr O'CONNOR: More will go bankrupt in
this coming year under this Government as a re-
sult of its actions. It is obvious the member for
Helena strongly supports the increased charges
that will bankrupt business and individuals. He
does not care whether people are able to eat prop-
erly. or whether they can afford to pay for water
and electricity; he does not care whether pen-
sioners do not have adequate heating at night. He
supports that, and good luck to him. I do not sup-
port it; it is disastrous for those people.

I refer the member for Helena to the financial
institutions duty which he will support. That duty
will take a slice out of dole cheques and out of
pensioners' cheques. Let the member for Helena
support it if he wants to. I do not support it, and I
wilt not.

Mr Gordon Hill: In 12 months' time you will be
proved wrong.

Mr O'CONNOR: I have quoted facts and I
intend to continue to do that.

ln entering the resources area through the dia-
mond venture, and with its proposals for the
SGIO franchise, the Government has moved into
areas previously left alone by Governments. This
may tell against it in due course.

The Budget dismally fails to provide relief for
the unemployed. It does very little in that area ex-
cept increase the number of public servants. The
Government would have been better advised to
continue with job bank because the effects of that
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scheme were seen in March, April, and May with
the reduction of unemployment in this State. Had
it done that, the Government's unemployment Fig-
ures would have been down 10 000 instead of up
5 000. School leavers will shortly be coming onto
the market, and I predict that before very
long-in the next four or five months-because of
the lack of action by this Government the unem-
ployment level will be above 75 000. That is a
substantial increase.

I refer now to the unemployment figures for
Western Australia. There had been a reduction in
March, April, and May because of job bank and
the actions of the previous Government. In May
the reported number of unemployed was 58 600;
in June it went up to 59 600; in July it went to
62900; in August, it was 60 100; and, in
September, 64 500. That latest figure is probably
the highest number of unemployed ever in West-
ern Australia, yet the Government does nothing
except worry about tobacco advertising and elec-
toral reform--conccntrating its efforts in that
area-and forgetting the important matters that
affcct individuals.

I refer to the capital works programme. The
State Energy Commission hardly matches cost
uses in this area; nearly all the additional capital
works were committed to the SEC.

Let us consider the raw deal the Minister has
obtained for education. The estimated expendi-
ture this year based on percentage of the Budget
is $17 million down on actual expenditure last
year.

Mr Pearce: We are $10 million up on last year,
with 202 more staff.

Mr O'CONNOR: The Minister's figures are as
silly as he is trying to be at the moment.

Mr Gordon Kill: You have been taking lessons
from John Howard-rubbery figures.

Mr O'CONNOR: The Government knows
about false figures, because that is all it can pro-
duce. It does not know anything about figures.
Education has received a raw deal; the amount
expended last year was 24.02 per cent of the
Budget and the amount allowed for in this Budget
is 23.38 per cent of the Budget. Does the Minister
deny that?

Mr Pearce: I do deny that. As a percentage of
the Budget share in your last Budget, you allo-
cated less than 23.4 per cent to education. We
have allocated 23.89 per cent of the Budget,
which is $70 million more than last year, an 11I
per cent increase in actual figures and a two per
cent increase in real terms. They are the facts.

Mr O'CONNOR: The Minister is totally
wrong. The amount expended on education last
year as a percentage of the Budget was 24.02 per
cent. The amount provided for in 1983-84 is 23.38
per cent, which is a reduction in real terms of $17
million. That is what the Minister has done to
education in this State.

Mr Clarko: This is a bad Budget for primary
schools, secondary schools and technical colleges.
They are what the Minister said were bad, and
that is where he is wrong. His comment on econ-
omics is the greatest heap of nonsense I have
hea rd.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Clarko: The Minister is just an idiot!
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Karri nyup.
Mr O'CONNOR: This is a poor performance

by the Government-a Government that prom-
ised so much and provided so little. It contrasts
with the Government's visible priorities. The
Government surrounds itself with biased advice; it
has spent a lot of money on a massive image-
building campaign around the State in an endeav-
our to manipulate public opinion.

The Instant Lottery grab is scandalous; an
amount of $5.7 million has been received for the
half year, yet the Government has reduced to a
maximum of $6 million the amount to be allo-
cated to sports and culture in any one year,
irrespective of escalation. Grants to charitable
institutions have been reduced in real terms; they
are down by nine per cent.

Mr Wilson: You should double cheek that be-
cause you will find some of those amounts have
been transferred to other parts of the Budget.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am speaking from the
Budget in front of me.

Mr Wilson: You should be careful about saying
that, because it is not accurate.

Mr O'CONNOR: I will accept the Minister's
explanation. What is shown in the Budget as
grants for charitable bodies for 1982-83 is
$15.492 million; and in 1983-84, $16.010 million,
which represents an actual increase of four per
cent and a real decline of between eight and nine
per cent.

Crosswalk attendants, who provide protection
to school children, have been reduced in number
by 26, from 331 to 305. 1 ask the Government
why this number has been reduced? The protec-
tion of school children is important and I wonder
what is the Police Minister's explanation for the
reduction. I could hardly believe the Government
would even consider reducing this number.
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The Minister for Police has not put up much of
a fight for the Police Department, and neither has
Cabinet. It has deserted the police in many ways.

M r Carr: There are 100 extra policemen.
Mr O'CONNOR: The TLC have been leaning

on the police in an attempt to allow the TIC to
break the law. Fortunately the police are above
that. What has been done to police expenditure is
very wrong. The total for contingencies in the
Police Department for 1982-83 was $20.4 million.
In 1983-84, the figure is $20.71 million, an actual
increase of one per cent or, in real terms, a
reduction of 10 per cent. Here we have an organ-
isation battling to deal with increased crime, in an
era when the criminal has many advantages com-
pared to criminals in the past. The police need to
keep up staff. The scientific branch has been cut
back, and in real terms the total contingencies
face a reduction of 10 per cent. This action gives
a clear indication of what the Government thinks
of police and crime in this country. It is doing
very little.

Mr Hassell: This Government has never been
keen on law and order.

Mr O'CONNOR: The operating expenses of
the Police Department in 1982-83 were $4.6
million, and in 1983-84 they are 34.85 million, an
increase of Five per cent but, in real terms, a
reduction again of six per cent.

This is in absolute contrast with the contin-
gency provisions of the Government in some of its
selected departments. For example, the Premier's
Department has gone up 24 per cent in 1983-84,
and the Public Service Board has increased by 56
per cent. Expenditure on the Premier's Depart-
ment has gone from $2.168 million to S2.689
million, an increase of 24 per cent. The Public
Service Board has increased from $531 000 to
$828 000, an increase of 56 per cent. Treasury
has gone from $8 33 000 to $1 019 000, an in-
crease of 21 per cent. Government Stores has
gone from $1 083 000 to $1 4t4 000 an increase
or 31 per cent. The State Taxation Department
has gone from $1.740 million to S2.239 million,
an increase of 29 per cent. Tourism has gone from
$2.9 million to S4.7 million, an increase of 60 per
cent.

The Prisons Department has gone from $12
million to $15 million, an increase of 25 per cent;
and the Public Health Department has increased
by 21 percent.

These figures show that the Government is
favou ring selected departments and departments
such as the Police Department have been hit sub-
stantially. In taking such action towards the
Police Department, the Government is hitting the

individuals who hope that crime can be solved,
and the police can exercise greater control over
crime in this State.

A Liberal-National Party coalition would have
given Western Australians a better deal. It woold
not have been difficult to give Western Aus-
tralians a better deal, because they have received
a raw deal from this Government. We would have
continued the wages pause for a further six
months; and that would have brought in another
$40 million at least. The Government could have
done these things and it could have kept down
charges and taxation in this State. I believe that
Oppositions should indicate to Governments, not
only where they are wrong, but also where they
think they could rectify those matters.

We would have had no reopening of the Perth-
Fremantle railway line, and that could have saved
$5 million to $6 million. We would not have ap-
pointed the advisers that the Government has at a
cost of $2 500 million and the size of the Public
Service would have been contracted. The saving
on those matters would have been $30 million.
We would not have appointed the inquiries that
the Government has appointed, and we would
have saved a further $1 500 million. Government
spending would have been curtailed by a further
$30 million.

I will repeat those savings without the amounts.
We would have continued the wages pause; we
would not have reopened the Perth-Fremantle
railway line; we would not have put on the mass-
ive number of expensive Government advisers; we
would have contained the size of the Public Ser-
vice; we would have reduced the number of in-
quiries; and, Government spending would have
been curtailed.

Mr Wilson: The First time around you said you
would have a contraction of the Public Service.

Mr O'CONNOR: I meant "contain". I did say
that quite clearly; but I meant that the size of the
Public Service would be contained.

The total savings would have been $11)0
million, or about one-third of the total amnount of
taxes and charges imposed by this Government. It
follows that the Government would have had no
need to introduce the financial institutions duty in
Western Australia, and the extra imposition on
the people would not have been needed.

Taxation would not have been increased by 26
per cent; departmental charges would not have
rocketed by 40 per cent, as they have under this
Government; water, electricity, gas, and other
charges would have been much lower than those
the Government has imposed upon the com-
munity.
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The Government's role is to facilitate en-
terprise, not to intrude in it. It is intruding, to the
disadvantage of the people.

We commit ourselves to reducing the Govern-
ment's role to one of providing services to others.
Government bodies arc growing under this
Government. We would continue the task we
started of trimming off the fat.

In the Treasurer's claims, he stated that, for the
Government, the year ahead means continued
austerity. What a farce! The Government has im-
posed these things because it does not want to find
a lack of austerity in the people of the com-
munity. It has imposed charges on people paying
for water and electricity, and paying cheques into
their banks. These are the people who will have to
look at austerity because they are faced with the
greatest rip off of all times in this country.

The Treasurer's claim is deception of the
highest order. He says that, for the Government,
the year ahead means continued austerity, but
that is an absolute farce. The Government has not
applied austerity to itself, but only to the people
of this State. That will affect the families, the
pensioners, and the businessmen in the com-
munity. and will help to increase unemployment
in Western Australia.

The Government has been extravagant in the
extreme with the State's money. It has instigated
new taxes and extended others, and it has slogged
the users of the public utilities. It has done
nothing to support sustained economic growth.
The Government has increased the burden on
businesses and it has done nothing to give help to
the unemployed. In all these things, its objective
has been extremely disappointing.

While I was disappointed in the Budget, I am
not affected by it to the same extent as are other
people who cannot afford to pay the increased
charges. They are in a sorry state. The average
wage earnier or pensioner will not be happy with
this Budget.

This is a galloping Budget which has eloped
with the bread and butter of many households in
the community. If we had been in Government,'
the taxes and charges would not have been im-
posed to the same extent. We would have
introduced some of the savings that I have indi-
cated.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Leader of the House).

NORTHERN MINING CORPORATION
(ACQUISITION) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 13 October.
MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) (12.15 p.m.]:

The Opposition opposes this Bill, and it does so
for several reasons, many of which are found in
the Premier's second reading speech and the com-
ments he made the other night in relation to this
matter. We need to have more information par-
ticularly in view or the fact that very little sup-
porting information has been provided so far by
way of a public announcement by the Premier to
substantiate the claims that he has made regard-
ing the profitability of the enterprise and what
will flow to Western Australia from the Govern-
ment's involvement in this project.

Mr Brian Burke: I understand your leader has
been privy to absolutely everything he wanted to
See.

Mr PETER JONES: I am not aware of that. I
understand the Premier made an offer to him the
other night.

Mr Brian Burke: He has taken it up.
Mr O'Connor: On a confidential basis. I was

unable to discuss it with anybody else.
Mr PETER JONES: I do not know, and the

people of this State do not know.
In dealing with the Bill, first of all we have the

Government's participation in the project on an
equity basis. That is not necessary to ensure that
the project proceeds. We have the fact that it is
also not necessary to provide an opportunity for
Western Australians to participate in the project
as they already have that. The way the Premier's
announcement was released means that it will not
necessarily assist further with downstream pro-
cessing.

In his statement the Premier said that without
Government involvement on an equity partici-
pation basis, processing would not or might not be
undertaken in Western Australia.

The evidence that has been made available and
that has been published or suggested reveals that
the price is too high. The other night the Premier
addressed no comments to the contrary, although
he supported the price by saying that the Govern-
ment's financial advisers had demonstrated a re-
turn of 14 per cent. I do not know whether that is
true; but the point is that he still has not answered
the question put to him by financial analysts, and
so on. I quoted those people the other night when
I indicated that the price is too high. If the
Government had paid a lower price, the return
might well have been higher than the 14 per cent.
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We also face a potential danger to further
investment and project development in Western
Australia. Not one additional job has been cre-
ated by the Government's using public funds for
this purpose; for example, not one additional proj-
ect has been promoted or assisted by this pur-
chase.

I do not wish to dwell upon those points, be-
cause the matter has been canvassed in this House
to some degree already. However, I will deal with
them to an extent.

The first factor is the Government's
involvement which is not necessary to ensure that
the project proceeds, unless the Premier goes back
on the public announcement made in The West
Australian on I I October, in which he indicated
that the project would now proceed; the Govern-
ment had in fact approved the mining proposals;
and there was no impediment in the way of stage
two's proceeding. Subsequently an answer to a
question implied it would proceed as soon as the
amendment to the agreement Act was ratified by
the Parliament, and that is understandable.

Mr Brian Burke: The joint venturers have
pushed the Government to have it done as quickly
as possible, so I assume they want to start im-
mediately.

Mr PETER JONES: I accept that. The point I
am making is that no impediment exists now from
the point of view of negotiations or any further
consideration the Government must give to as-
pects of the proposal which the joint venturers
have placed before it.

My understanding of the answer I received to
my question is that it is necessary only to formal-
ise the amendment to the agreement Act and that
is certainly understandable. The Opposition will
not cause any difficulties in that regard.

It is my understanding that approximately $60
million-worth of contracts have been let and are
awaiting formalisation. The contract for
earthmoving works and stripping operations can
commence within the next few days. Indeed, the
joint venturers desire to undertake that work as
soon as possible before the wet season begins.

The Government did not need to buy five per
cent of the project to enable it to proceed. We
must consider participation also. The Premier's
announcement suggested, "We can now have a
share in this project". As I mentioned the other
night, a great number of Western Australians
already have a share in it either directly through
their ownership of shares in Ashton Mining Ltd.
or by indirect means; that is, through the
ownership of CRA shares, although that would be
somewhat removed or, as I said the other night, a

list is available of the top 20 participants in the
project.

A great number of superannuation funds, life
insurance funds, benefit funds, and nominee oper-
ations would also presumably provide an
involvement in this project for many Western
Australians and, indeed. Australians. Another in-
direct method of involvement is through the
royalty arrangements. The Premier's statement
implied that we were not participating in the
project as he thought we should; therefore, this
investment would provide the necessary partici-
pation. I do not accept that statement.

As I have mentioned previously, the people of
this State, through the elected Government of the
day, participate in the royalty arrangements. One
part of those royalty arrangements provides for
profit sharing when the project produces profits
over and above a certain amount. That arrange-
ment was on a basis which we hope will provide
increased income to the people of this State. That
would occur through the profit-sharing arrange-
ment with the Government of the day when the
proje ct becomes as profitable as we hope it does.
That is why the arrangement was established in
that way. It was done so that we could all share in
the increasing profitability should it arise.

According to the Premier, based on the projec-
tions at the time the agreement was negotiated
and the subsequent realisation that the project
would not be as profitable as was the general pub-
lic expectation, it will still return very handsome
benefits to the people of this State through the
royalty and profit-sharing arrangements.

Mr Brian Burke: That will not change at all,
will it, with this acquisition?

Mr PETER JONES: I know it will not change.
but I am just referring to the fact that the impli-
cation that we were not sharing in the project is
not valid, If the projections are correct, as the
Premier has indicated, although we do not know
whether that is the case, from Memory and based
on the figures available to me from my past as-
sociation with the project, the profit-sharing ar-
rangements will furnish a good return to the State
bearing in mind the royalty arrangements which
have been established.

Mr Brian Burke: No-one has changed that.

Mr PETER JONES: It will still continue.
Mr Brian Burke: What I would be interested to

hear from you and what you have not yet
answered is this: Faced with the position in re-
lation to the joint venturers proceeding with the
town, what would you have done?

550



[Thursday, 20 October 19831 55

Mr PETER JONES: I did indicate that pre-
viously and I shall do so again today.

Mr Brian Burke: All you said the other night
was that that was a very difficult decision and you
might have been able to say to the joint venturers
that they should do something else.

Mr PETER JONES: I am prepared to go back
over that.

Mr Brian Burke: What is the "something
else"?

Mr PETER JONES: I shall turn to that in a
moment.

The other point in the Premier's release related
to downstream processing. That issue has been
dealt with in only very general terms and the
Government indicated it was anxious to achieve
more downstream processing. That position
certainly has not altered and the Premier said-

..or give us the opportunity or expertise to
work towards this in an important area of ex-
port development.

The Premier is referring there to processing.
I am sure the Premier is not really as naive as

the statement suggests; that is, not only were no
provisions in existence for downstream processing.
but also, if there were any, they were inadequtate.
The agreement provides quite definite require-
ments for downstream processing. Therefore, the
Government's move into equity participation may
be of some assistance, but it is not necessary to
ensure that processing occurs. Indeed, the reverse
may be the case-we arc not sure of the position
and that is why 1. hope the Premier will tell us
what it is.

Clause 30 of the Ashton Joint Venture diamond
agreement provides for downstream processing. It
reads, in part, as follows-

Within one year after the commencement
of production of diamonds under this Agree-
ment, the Joint Venturers shall establish fa-
cilities in the said State for the sorting of dia-
monds from the areas the subject of this
Agreement and shall thereafter during the
continuance of this Agreement operate the
said facilities.

Further requirements follow on from that in re-
lation to the necessity to establish value-added
processing. As you, Sir, would be aware, the
amount that must be processed is quantified and a
penalty may be imposed if it is not processed. The
provision may not just be met by establishing
sorting facilities; further value-added processing
must follow.

At present, 95 per cent of production is sorted
and then marketed in Perth. The other five per

cent is the portion the Government has indicated
it wishes to purchase. That portion is not sorted in
Perth, but, as the Premier has told us already, is
shipped directly to the agent Northern Mining
appointed and the Premier has indicated that the
Government seeks to continue with that arrange-
ment. After it has been shipped to the agent, it is
sold overseas.

I do not know-I assume he will tell us-how
the Premier proposes to get around the require-
ment in the agreement Act that says the sorting
will be carried out in Perth within one year after
the commencement of production. Already five
per cent of production is not being sorted in Perth,
but presumably a requirement will be made
shortly that sorting arrangements be established
in Perth for that portion. If that does not occur,
the Government will be in breach of its own
agreement. Alternatively, the Premier may intend
to introduce an amendment.

The Premier and the Government cannot have
it both ways. They have referred to the great
value the separate marketing arrangements have
placed on the five per cent, because a margin of
approximately 12 to 15 per cent more is available.
How is that to be valued and retained through the
years when the agreement Act does not permit it?
The agreement does not provide that those ar-
rangements can remain in place; indeed, they can-
not remain in place with respect to sorting for
more than one year after the commencement of
the sale of diamonds.

Mr Brian Burke: It is not a sorting agree-
ment-it is a marketing agreement.

Mr PETER JONES: But the agreement pro-
vides that iorting will be done in Perth within one
yea r.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the agreement for
t hose companies-the agreement Northern
Mining has is not a sorting agreement.

Mr PETER JONES: But the point is that the
Five per cent share in which the Government has
an interest is not sorted in Perth; but presumably
within the requirements of the agreement, the
Government would be proposing, if this goes
ahead, to honour the agreement and to sort in
Perth.

Mr Brian Burke: This is a terribly difficult
answer-they will be sorted here before they are
sent away. It is not very hard.

Mr PETER JONES: In other words, the Prem-
ier is now indicating that Northern Mining will
honour all the requirements of the agreement,
which means that, because of the time-frame
involved, very shortly sorting arrangements will
be established in Perth and the company will em-
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bark upon the cutting and processing obligations
required under the agreement Act. If this is so,
perhaps the Premier could indicate how that will
affect the marketing arrangement that is in place
with Arsianian Freres? Will this alter that in any
way?

Mr Brian Burke: I am informed that the mar-
keting agreement with Arslanian Freres accom-
modates that, and if we are able to market the
diamonds properly, taking advantage of our situ-
ation here, the price differential is likely to be
greater than that which applies to the other ar-
rangement with the other joint venturers.

Mr PETER JONES: That is highly specula-
tive.

Mr Brian Burke: But you are asking me about
things that are not in place.

Mr PETER JONES: Some of the marketing
arrangements arc in place for Northern Mining,
because they were approved by the previous
Government.

But they are not in the public domain, yet we
are now moving into areas where decisions have
been made based upon intentions, policies, and
ambitions of the Government, while the basis for
our making those decisions and the attendant
financial information and the down-the-years pro-
jections have not been made public.

Mr Brian Burke: Of course not. They were
never made public by your Government.

Mr PETER JONES: We were not buying into
the project.

Mr Brian Burke: But you were still valuing the
project for your own agreement purposes. We will
not make available any commercially sensitive
material.

Mr PETER JONES: We were valuing the
product.

Mr Brian Burke: And then the project. But we
will make available to the Leader of the Oppo-
sition any information he wants.

Mr PETER JONES: How does that help the
public?

Mr Brian Burke: In the same way you cannot
expect the public to be told commercially sensitive
information and then say Northern Mining is
being run as a commercial operation. You want
us to do two things that are contradictory.

Mr PETER JONES: I am happy to accept that
there are items of confidentiality that are not to
be made public, even though the Premier, when
Leader of the Opposition, attacked the former
Government for not releasing items of commercial
confidentiality relating to the North-West Shelf

and other projects, saying that he would release
them immediately on his party's becoming the
Government, although subsequently we have
found he has refrained from doing so--a decision
with which I agree.

Mr Brian Burke: The Minister is about to make
a statement. The big difference is that you
guaranteed the North-West Shelf with our
money. We have not guaranteed the Argyle joint
venture. You put this State on the line to the tune
of $1 000 million.

Mr PETER JONES: I understood that the
Premier had indicated that, in considering the
funding that would have to be provided by the
Government for each year of stage two, a Govern-
ment guarantee might be involved in arranging a
loan for those further capital funds should the
Government decide in its commercial wisdom not
to utilise what Northern Mining had in place.

Mr Brian Burke: That is guaranteeing our
equity, not guaranteeing the project, surely. Do
you think there is a difference?

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier said he was
not guaranteeing the project, but his share.

Mr Brian Burke: We own that share.
Mr PETER JONES: Not yet. As I understand

it, the other joint venturers-the 95 per
cent-have already moved not only with sorting,
but in the appointment of personnel involved in
the establishment of the cutting and polishing in-
dustry which they are proposing to put in place
early next year. Perhaps the Premier could indi-
cate any timing involved, given he has placed so
much emphasis on the processing and what I
might term the value-added processing that he
sees flowing from the Government's purchase of
Northern Mining, and how he equates that with
the other 95 per cent who are running already and
will be in position next year. The Premier cannot
continue to suggest that the Government's pur-
chase was necessary to ensure the value-added
processing was brought to this State, or indeed
that it would not already have been here by the
time the Government got around to thinking what
it would do with its five per cent.

The other thing about the processing aspect re-
lates to the effect it will have on the Govern-
ment's marketing arrangements that are already
in place. The one thing the Premier has refrained
from mentioning, but which other financial ana-
lysts have referred to when assessing and valuing
the project, is the uncertainty of the diamond
market itself. The Premier has indicated that the
Government's advisers in this matter-not its
financial advisers, but its diamond marketing ad-
visers-have studied this matter. In answer to a
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question, he said that, "Exhaustive investigation
shows the risk is minimal". Perhaps the Premier
might care to identify the Government's advisers
and what investigations, and by whom, have re-
vealed that the risk is minimal. I have on the No-
tice Paper a question which has not yet been
answered.

The recent history of diamond marketing does
not show that the risk is minimal.

Mr Bryce: Are you talking about diamond
cutting industries which have closed down?

Mr PETER JONES: I am talking about the
world diamond market.

Mr Bryce: What about an indication of the
mines that closed, never to be opened again as a
result of that downturn in world diamond pro-
duction?

Mr PETER JONES: De Beers voluntarily
closed mines in South Africa.

Mr Bryce: To suit itself and its system of
stockpiling.

Mr PETER JONES: I am talking about the
total world diamond market, which was severely
depressed.

Mr Bryce: That is right.
Mr PETER JONES: I cannot follow what the

Minister is saying.
Mr Bryce: The point is that De Beers Closes

mines to suit itself. We are talking about a
risk-a commercial risk that you have high-
lighted. Where are all the examples of mines
around the world which are not involved with De
Beers and which have been forced to close?

Mr PETER JONES: The Government seems to
think it has some form of inviolate information
indicating it will not be affected by market fluctu-
ations.

Mr Bryce: Definitely not. but the risk is mini-
mal. 1 agree with the Premier.

Mr PETER JONES: The Minister may agree
with the Premier that the "exhaustive
investigation" has shown the risk is minimal, but
many people do not agree with the Minister, es-
pecially those who have lost a lot of money in the
diamond trade even in the last two years, and par-
ticularly the last 12 months. The Premier's
answer continued-

The second source of uncertainty in the
revenue side lies in the nature of the world
diamond market in the 1980s and 1990s
when Argyle output will be on stream.

What the Deputy Premier is not indicating is this:
There is a significant element of risk. It is diffi-
cult to quantify that risk, and if it could have

(1 12)

been easily predicted, some of those who lost a
considerable amount of money in the last year or
so-the people who would be well known to the
advisers of the Deputy Premier in this mat-
ter-would have been able to anticipate the strait
and circumstances in which they found them-
selves, and somehow or other avoided those cir-
cumstances, but they failed to do so.

Mr Bryce: Instead of being a prophet of
gloom-

Mr PETER JONES: I am not a prophet of
gloom.

Mr Bryce: You are about the big risk.
Mr PETER JONES: I will continue, and later

the Deputy Premier cant comment. An element of
risk is involved in any activity, even that of walk-
ing across the road. The Government is not
willing to indicate the degree of risk it is prepared
to accept in this project and the basis on which it
will accept any risk.

I do not know whether many people understand
the way in which the world diamond market can
be influenced by the full production of this proj-
ect-its. relativity to the total diamond consump-
tion of the world as it exists at the moment. If we
take into account the way the diamond market
might expand, particulary in areas which can
utilise a significant portion, although not all, of
the Argyle production-whether that utilisation
be in the industrial fields of high technology,
abrasives, or all those kinds of areas-we cannot
deny that a potential for the development of this
market exists.

The Government must have evidence of this.
The Premier referred to an exhaustive examin-
ation, which must have given the Government
some idea of the likely percentage increase in the
market.

Mr Brian Burke: It has.
Mr PETER JONES: The Premier should tell

us about that.
Mr Brian Burke: It has been explained to the

Leader of the Opposition.
Mr PETER JONES: It has not been explained

in this Chamber to me or to anybody else. I do
not know whether it has been explained to the
Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Brian Burke: H-e had an opportunity to go
through all these things, but I do not know
whether he took that opportunity, because I was
not there.

Mr PETER JONES: I have some idea of the
kind of expansion predicted for the production
from Argyle in the industrial fields of abrasives
and high technology, leaving out the use of gems,
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which are at the top of the list. In addition, a
significant proportion of the product will have to
run its chances on the open market at any time. If
we accept that this project is long term, we must
accept that the Premier has some information
available as to the degree or risk for the Govern-
ment, which risk he says is minimal.

Mr Bryce: Have you ever seen a risk meter
used for the private sector; a meter devised by the
Government?

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier should tell
us about the exhaustive investigation which
showed that the risk in this project will be mini-
mal. If he did that, we might all feel a little
happier.

Mr Bryce: How about conceding to the House
that you know the recovery in the world diamond
industry in respect of gems is based upon the pro-
duction of the small to medium-type stones, which
will be produced at Argyle? That is good news.

Mr PETER JONES: Gemstones are not a
significant portion of the anticipated production.

Mr Bryce: They constitute about 70 per cent of
the production at the mine.

Mr PETER JONES: Does not the price per
carat decline as the work moves into the pipe?

Mr Wilson: Why are you being so gloomy?
Mr Tonkin: He is just a knocker.
Mr Brian Burke: The price does not decline at

all.
Mr PETER JONES: I ask the Premier to tell

us about that.
Mr Brian Burke: They are a lower quality

stone, and the price as to quality does not change.
Mr PETER JONES: The price per carat of

diamonds from the pipe will be the same as the
price per carat from the alluvial terraces.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, the price for the quality,
and the point I make is that it doesn't change.

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier qualified
himself when he referred to the price per quality.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be silly.
Mr PETER JONES: I have referred already to

the value of the five per cent interest in the proj-
ect. I hope on this occasion the Premier will
incidate why his advisers came to their con-
clusions. I know he quoted only two sources. One
was the advisers to the Government and the other
was the Barings' advice on the June sale. advice
which was given to Endeavour Resources when
the Bond Corporation took over the share that
Endeavour Resources had in the mine. The advice
was not directed to the Government, but to En-
deavour Resources, which, as the vendor, would

not have said the estimate was too high. I require
further qualification. All we have had so far is a
statement that there will be a 14 per cent return
on the investment. We have had the statement
that the other prices must have been too low. At
the time they were estimated, various other things
were in place.

The Premier mentioned one of those things as
being the ERMP. The other night I mentioned
that when the Endeavour Resources sale was
made the arrangements were in place. Despite
what the Premier said the other night, the ERMP
was in place. The only thing not in place was the
formal approval for stage two.

Mr Brian Burke: The ERMP in respect of the
town had not been started.

Mr PETER JONES: The other night the
Premier said the ERMP for the project had not
been approved.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you understand there
would have been a new ERMP if the town had
not been insisted on?

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier cannot try to
make the town arrangements relative to the
mining of the pipe; they are separate exercises
and, as I have indicated, the ERMP was not ap-
proved at the time in question.

Mr Brian Burke: Thai involved the ERMP, too.
Mr PETER JONES: It was on IS May. They

are separate things.
Mr Brian Burke: Do you understand that is

another ERMP, or don't you follow that?
Mr PETER JONES: I understand that, and I

make it clear the Premier said the project ERM P
had not been put in. The Premier's announcement
of the Government's financial involvement made
no reference to two important factors-the
ongoing capital responsibility of the State, and
the responsibility of the State in relation to the
joint venture agreement. He. may care to enlarge
on his announcement, but the original release did
not mention either of those factors and, in fact,
tended to convey the impression that, for the $42
million, we would get a five per cent interest in
the project with no further involvement in ad-
ditional funding other than the funding of daily
costs. These factors were not mentioned by the
Premier. He implied that whatever capital was re-
quired of us would be paid by the $42 million.
The Premier is required to acknowledge-

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be so silly.
Mr PETER JONES: He has to admit it.
Mr Brian Burke: It had to be announced in the

Press conference previously.
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Mr PETER JONES: Nowhere in his Press
Statement was this matter mentioned.

Mr Brian Burke: I don't have a copy with me.

Mr PETER JONES: I can give him one.

Mr Brian Burke: You don't require me to do
anything.

Mr PETER JONES: Most of the information
has not been provided to us. The joint venturers,
of which the Government seeks to be one, are re-
quired to fund the second stage of the project, the
cost of which I understand has grown in the last
two years from the original projection of $300
million, to $450 million in June 1983 Figures, to
something like $475 million to $480 million. The
works will be commenced when the agreement is
ratified, and the Premier indicated that funds will
be borrowed for that purpose, which is fair
enough, but he indicated that there will be no ad-
vance in the capital works programme or anything
like that for that financing-he said it will be
funded as a separate loan borrowing exercise. It
needs to be made clear what the position will be,
It was not made clear in his original announce-
ment.

Now we can start to have some understanding
or what I want to refer to. All the arrangements
have been made under the joint venture agree-
ment between the equity partners. Perhaps the
Premier will indicate that has not been finalised,
which may well be so. After all, the sale has not
been consummated.

Perhaps he is intending that when and if it is,
that may well be the time to start to consider any
responsibilities under the joint venture arrange-
ment, but, under normal arrangements, require-
ments will be placed on all partners where loans
are concerned.-

Relating to the project as a whole, the agree-
ment requires joint and several liabilities. If that
is still to be determi ned, tha t is okay, because that
indeed might be a judicious way of approaching
the subject because, after all, the Treasurer can-
not be sure that he has a sale or purchase and the
people need to be made aware of the fact that
they have bought or taken equity in a project
which might entitle the Government to five per
cent of the profits in addition to everything else
that goes with it. It almost means live per cent of
both the financial and operational responsibilities.

Mr Brian Burke: Imposed on whom?

Mr PETER JONES: On the equity partner.

Mr Brian Burke: That is right. Who is that?

Mr PETER JONES: In this case, the people or
Western Australia.

Mr Brian Burke: You understand that is
Northern Mining.

Mr PETER JONES: The Government is
buying it with funds which are publicly available
[or the use of the Government to provide for
whatever purpose-

Mr Brian Burke: That is right. What are we
doing?

Mr PETER JONES: The Government is
buying a company that will be owned, on its pro-
posal, by the people of this State.

Mr Brian Burke: That is correct.

Mr PETER JONES: So the people of this
State, through the company, will be liable for all
the obligations imposed on an equity partner.

Mr Brian Burke: You are absolutely sure about
that, are you?

Mr PETER JONES: Not absolutely because
you have not revealed the details.

Mr Brian Burke: I will explain the points as
you raised them. In no sense can you make indi-
viduals joint and severally liable as a result of the
operations of any company. We will be operating
a purely commercial entity, and you would criti-
cise us if we did not do that.

Mr Hassell: You would be guaranteeing those
obligations; your second reading speech says so.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not right.

Mr Hassell: Your speech says so.

Mr Brian Burke: In respect of the borrowings.
Mr H-assell: To meet the liabilities.
Mr Brian Burke: For the infrastructure? That

is not what he is talking about.
Mr H-assell: That is precisely what he is talking

about.
Mr Brian Burke: He is talking about the joint

venturer's obligations in respect of the projects.
Mr Hassell: The company is part of the joint

venture, is it?
Mr Brian Burke: Yes, but we are talking about

guaranteeing those borrowings, not just liabilities
in the future.

Mr PETER JONES: I refer to two aspects:
One is the responsibility to provide five per cent
of the capital required for stage two, and five per
cent of the operating costs of the project, and the
other is the obligation under the joint venture
agreement in place for things like loans and
liabilities that relate to the project and all the
responsibilities that devolve upon an operation be-
cause of a joint venture agreement and the joint
venture partners subject to that agreement with
the State. They also have an agreement or an ob-
ligation to their shareholders to produce profits.

3555



3556 ASSEMBLY]

Certainly Ashton Mining has so far shown little
joy in that regard in relation to this project.

At any rate, I want the Treasurer to tell us
whether he has not yet finalised-it might be
judicious if he has not done so-the joint venture
agreement between the partners, or whether he
will merely accept what Northern Mining has
already got in train;, in which case, if he has indi-
cated to the other two partners that that is what
he wishes to do, it will be an ongoing arrangement
in which Northern Mining will provide the per-
sons for the operating committee or operating or-
ganisation for the project and will accept its share
of the responsibilities for loans by management.
and so on. The Treasurer might care to tell us
whether he is accepting exactly what Northern
Mining has in train, or whether he is seeking to
make some alterations.

My concern over the value is not only the diffi-
culty over the point at which we start the value of
a live per cent project, but the fact that, despite
the questions which have been asked about the in-
formation which is sought, the information has
not generally been available.

I question the way in which the Government
has determined after "exhaustive investigation"
that the risk is minimal. Really we must realise
that we are moving into a situation where, apart
from the detail involved, the whole question of the
Government's participation foreshadows a situ-
ation which is fraught with some danger for this
State.

There has been some editorial comment to that
effect in the news media and perhaps the
Treasurer in response will indicate why those who
have made those comments are wrong, because
undoubtedly he will consider they are wrong. I
choose to agree with them. I agree very strongly
that it does create an area of uncertainty because
of the way in which the Government sought to ex-
tract the funds from the joint venture in order to
provide the purchase price for Northern Mining,
and the way in which it was seemingly having sep-
arate negotiations running at the same time, and
going with the three partners in the joint venture
in which it was seeking to extract from them a
price for their not having constructed the town.
We will discuss that when dealing with another
Bill. At the same time, certainly in the latter
stages, it was running a parallel discussion with
one joint venturer regarding using the money it
had extracted ram the three joint venturers in
order to purchase the one company. In no way
could that not be considered to be doubtful. The
Treasurer would be aware that people have made
public comment on this-[ assume he reads the
editorials-suggesting the Government has ap-

proached an area of uncertainty, and this indeed
moves the Government into what I must refer to
as very uncertain areas.

It does not really provide a situation where the
total employment and the total joint resource de-
velopment base of the State is in any way ex-
panded or increased. If the Government had
available to it a sum of money which, as it indi-
cated, was not normal taxpayers' funds obtained
in the usual way-I dispute that definition in
some contexts, anyhow; certainly it might not
have been made available in the normal way, but
ahey are still publicly available funds-

Mr Hassell: Made available out of the future-

Mr PETER JONES: That is correct, from
mortgaged income from the future, which is
available now at the Government's discretion.
However, it has chosen to use it in a way that
does not help the overall development of the
State. What is more, there has been a lack of de-
tail to support the move the Government has
made, in the way in which the Government has
failed to answer the questions which seek infor-
mation as to why it made the decision in the form
that it did, as to the basis upon which it should
reach the final conclusions, as to the way in which
it assesses that the risk is minimal, and as to the
way in which it seeks to assure us that we are
going to have $200 odd million in the year 2005,
2007, or whenever. None of that information has
been made available to this House, or to the pub-
lic, so we have a situation where the deal has been
drawn up in what can be described-and I am
sure members will agree, particularly those who
are pretty close to the project--only as a fairly
deceitful way, certainly in secret.

Mr Brian Burke: Were we supposed to nego-
tiate the contract in Forrest Place?

Mr PETER JONES: Matters of negotiation
obviously need to be conducted with considerable
discretion, but in this case the Government is
using public funds-funds available for its dis-
cretionary use-and it has chosen to use them in a
way which puts it in doubt, and that certainly
places the State and its development, together
with the investment which the Treasurer says he
seeks to attract, in some jeopardy-certainly in
some uncertainty-because how can people who
wish to take on very high-risk, capitaI- intensive
projects in this State ever be free again? They will
not be blackmailed. We have to ransom financiers
to part with funds under a system which can be
described only as coercion by the Government
which now occupies the Treasury benches.
Certainly in this case the Government has not es-
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tablished that the State will be better off
financially, in terms of processing, in its posi-
tion in the international diamond market, or in
any other way by virtue of our embarking upon
this project and having to bail out a company that
perhaps needed to realise funds for its assets.

Shinen suspended from 1.00 to 2.15 p.m.

Mr PETER JON ES: Prior to the luncheon sus-
pension, I was concluding my remarks, but-

Mr Tonkin: I'm pleased to hear that.
Mr PETER JONES: -1 wish to make two

Final comments.
Firstly, I refer to the question of price. We

referred to this the other night and one aspect
which needs to be understood concerns the final
models and projections which can be run. One of
the parties concerned indicated, when 1 discussed
the matter with him last year, that one can pro-
duce in this kind of exercise, as with other mining
ventures, figures to support any kind of share
price that one likes. For example, if one feeds in a
price applying to this situation-the Premier
would be aware from the models he indicated he
has undertaken-and introduces a recovery rate
of diamonds per tonne of ore-for instance, this
could apply to the value of a caret-all sorts of
models and Figures can be produced. If one wants
a figure to support a share value, not much
trouble is involved to obtain it. This applies to the
highly speculative nature of mining stocks and ac-
counts for the way in which some have been
manipulated.

The original value of Northern Mining and the
way the shares increased in relation to Ashton are
examples of what I mean. The point to which I
am referring relates to the financial arrangement,
of which this is an extract, which shows what the
long-term analysis of the project will be.

The Premier asked a question this morning in
relation to what the previous Government would
have done concerning this dilemma. I repeat what
I said: The Government of the day-and indeed, I
accept responsibility for this quite di-
rectly-included in the agreement the responsi-
bility of the joint venture to address the question
of a townsite. That was done in the interest of the
development of the north; and from the beginning
of the project the question of housing of em-
ployees. was addressed and was the responsibility
of the joint venture.

Indeed, if that had not been done, the Premier
would not be in the position he is in today and
would not have the funds he has managed to ex-
tract. Dur~ng the debate the other evening the
Premier mentioned that the joint venturers had

advised that they had been virtually blackmailed
by the previous Government to include tow nsite
provisions in the original Act. That is not what
the joint venturers indicated to me, but they were
not happy to address themselves to that situation.
They would be happy to be relieved of it. We
make no apology whatsoever for what we did.

The other evening, I said that the member for
Kimberley had mentioned what the project would
mean to the north and that we need those things
that would flow from the development.

Mr Brian Burke: We have not criticised you for
doing it.

Mr PETER JONES: The Premier did the other
night and he referred to the fact that the joint
venturers had said they had been blackmailed.

Mr Brian Burke: All I said was that that is
w hat the joint venturers described you as.

Several members interjected.
Mr PETER JONES: As I indicated previously,

there are several precedents for similar situations,
none of which involved the previous Government
in making financial payment in order to be re-
lieved of an obligation, as has been done in this
case. What has been done previously and what 1
assume the Government is currently doing in re-
lation to one or two other areas where there are
obligations-Hamerscy is a case in point-is that
no joint venturer should be relieved of an obli-
gation which it has to the State. The Government
of the day should be flexible and have the oppor-
tunity to tailor an obligation which is no longer
relevant. I refer to BHIP and its obligations, one of
which is the relining and upgrading of the blast
furnace at Kwinana; the other is its equity in
Worsley.

The same situation could have been discussed
with the joint venturers and developers in this in-
stance. I gave examples the other night in relation
to two projects being considered previously which
the Government, if it wished to display the
entrepreneurial flair it speaks of having, could
have done something about. Each project was re-
lated to the mineral sands industry: One was the
titanium smelter at Capel which the people are
very keen to develop; the other was at Wundowie
where efforts have been made, and discussions
held, to put together a project based on silica.
That has not entered these discussions at all,
whereas $50 million or an equivalent obligation
was imposed upon the joint venturers, or one of
the partners prepared to come to an arrangement
with the other two and accept the responsibility.
That was not undertaken and no consideration
was given ia it. However, in this instance two par-
allel discussions were taking place: One where the
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Government negotiators and their financial con-
sultants conducted discussions with the joint ven-
turers-that is, three of' the parties-to extract
$50 million, and at the same time discussions with
one of the three in order to buy the one share.

1 oppose the Bill.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) 12.19 p.m.]: I con-
tinue with this debate mainly on the question as
to whether it is proper, right, desirable, or in any-
way advantageous for Governments to participate
in what is normally the role of private enterprise.
In brief, I query whether Governments should
participate in business. I will also hinge my com-
ments on two remarks made by the Premier. The
first is a comment he made yesterday, I think,
when he said that we on the Opposition side are
retarded and are not keeping up with the times
because we do not realise that the public sector
exists and, indeed, that it is strong in many places
around the world. His second comment was made
by way of interjection or discussion on the mem-
ber for Narrogin's proposals when he said that the
Government's undertaking carries no risk.

Of course, we know that the public sector exists
even in business activities and in countries with
different types of Governments. Broadly speaking,
there are two reasons for the existence of this
public sector. One is that it was created to fill an
undoubted need by the public, the citizens of that
particular country, entity, or State, when no-one
else was keen enough to Fill this need and create
the facility as a private undertaking. Therefore,
the Government of the day had to become
involved. Most of the public sector in Australia
comes into this category; in fact, I imagine almost
all of it. I refer specifically to the railways in the
earlier days, post offices, the Postmaster Gen-
eral's Department, all types of transport, and pub-
lic utilities supplying water, sewerage, drainage,
power, and the like.

The other type of public involvement in
business arises from political philosophy and we
can observe that type in various ways. There is no
doubt that whichever way the public sector in
business was created, that public sector is either a
losing proposition or, if the exact extent of the loss
is not known as in Communist countries where
there is no accountability, it is highly inefficient.

This other type of public enterprise can be cre-
ated simply by expropriation of private enterprise
by the Government in those countries where the
philosophy is 100 per cent for public ownership.
In these cases, even compensation does not arise
because the Government just expropriates the en-
terprise and continues to use it as a public sector
concern, In more civilised countries, there are

other types; for example, the United Kingdom,
where, again out of political consideration, private
enterprise was resumed and compensation has
been paid to some extent. I refer to British Iron
and Steel, the British Coal Corporation which in-
corporates all the coalmines in Wales, and
transport enterprises in Britain taken over from
private enterprise. Even in that situation, there is
no doubt that in due course these enterprises be-
come a losing proposition, albeit in many cases
they enjoy a monopoly. Besides being losing prop-
ositions, they are also highly inefficient-

In an endeavour to prove my point, I shall men-
tion some of my own experiences. In 1976 1 was
in Japan and I visited what was at that time the
most modern steel mill owned by Nippon Steel
and located on the other side of Tokyo Bay. The
mill produced 10.5 million tonnes of steel a year.
When one is conducted through such a complex,
one asks questions, because one is curious. Among
other things, I asked how many people were em-
ployed at the mill. I do not remember the answer
exactly, but let us say I was told it took 10 000
people to produce the 10.5 million tonnes of steel.

Later on in my journey I went to Europe and
visited steel mills there. I took a week off and
went to the country where I was born, Hungary,
to see some relatives. I happened to visit a steel
mill there which produced 1.25 million tonnes of
steel and I asked the usual questions which in-
cluded how many people were employed at the
mill. I point out that steel mill was built by the
Communist Government as a public enterprise.
The number of people employed there was ident-
ical to the number of people employed in the steel
mill I visited in Japan, but the mill in Hungary
produced less than one-tenth of the quantity of
steel produced by the Japanese mill.

I turn now to the position in relation to British
Iron and Steel, which was in a losing situation
until a Government with more sense than its pre-
decessor commissioned a man who is a friend of
Western Australia to help it put its house in
order. That person, Mr Ian McGregor, used to be
the Chairman of Amax Australia Ltd., which is a
part owner of Mt. Newman Mining Co. Pty. Ltd.

As a result of his activities, British Steel's losses
have been reduced to some extent and Mr
McGregor has endeavoured to introduce greater
efficiency into the organisation.

In this connection it is interesting to read some
of the comments made in the EEC Parliament
and some of the papers it produces. I read re-
cently in one of those papers that in Russia, de-
spite vast population increases in the last 60 years
or so, the commune system of agriculture pro-
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duces; less wheat today than was produced by pri-
vate farmers before World War 1. That is a stag-
gering statement and I do not doubt it, because it
was published in a very respectable paper. That
shows the advantages of private enterprise.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I ask the
member to relate his comments to the Bill.

Mr MENSAROS: In my introductory com-
ments I was referring to the advantages and dis-
advantages of Government participation in these
business areas. I understood that the Bill dealt
with the fact that the Government had acquired a
share of this project and I am relating my com-
ments to that.

Many Governments, even those in countries
where private enterprise did not exist, like
countries on the Arabian Peninsula, might partici-
pate as owners in these sorts of ventures, but they
allow private companies to manage the business
there, like ARAMCO.

The Premier has claimed we in the Opposition
are behind the times and we do not realise how
the public sector is progressing. However, I
suggest that perhaps he is behind the times, be-
cause he did not consider that, in all the cases to
which I have referred, even in countries which did
not have private enterprise, great efforts are made
to transfer certain aspects of business from public
to private ownership. This is done in such a way
that the Government does not lose face.

These Governments encourage people to par-
ticipate in small business as occurs in capitalist
countries. As far as large business enterprises are
concerned, they invite overseas companies to build
hotels and become involved in other major proj-
ects of that nature.

The reverse situation applies in the United
Kingdom to what the Government seeks to do
here. In the United Kingdom the Government
does not seek to acquire an interest in business as
this Government seeks to do in the Bill under de-
bate. Indeed, the Government in the United King-
dom is selling its shares in private business, which
were acquired earlier 1by its predecessors.

Therefore, the trend in this State is entirely dif-
ferent from what is occurring elsewhere. It is not
correct to say that the Opposition, which advo-
cates a different philosophy, is wrong. The prin-
ciple that Government should participate in
business is wrong. Such participation is also
wrong in practise, because taxpayers should not
be involved in risk ventures.

The Premier claims he is not involving the
Government and, therefore, taxpayers in undue
risks. He claimed that the share of the project
which he had acquired was a good investment. In-

deed, later in this debate the Premier will prob-
ably try to prove that the price he paid for that
share was acceptable. The Premier might be able
to obtain opinions from people in the finance
world to prove he did not pay too high a price for
the Government's five per cent share of the proj-
ect.

However, it is imprudent for the Premier or
anyone else to claim that participation in a
mining venture does not involve risks. Even the
seemingly safest enterprise is not entered into
without some degree of risk.

Let us compare diamond mining with oil explo-
ration. Let us cast back our minds over only the
last 20 years of the oil industry, Initially oil and
petroleum products were the safest and cheapest
form of energy. I do not think anyone would have
been able to produce 20 years ago a single econ-
omic treatise or opinion which would have pre-
dicted that, as a result of OPEC's decision, the
price of oil would go through the ceiling, it would
not be available for some, it would cause an econ-
omic crisis in the world, interest rates would soar,
and ultimately unemployment, with all the prob-
lems that entails, would increase.

That proves that although a venture may not
appear to be risky today, it is impossible to pre-
dict what will happen in the future.

Let us look further! Once OPEC's decision had
been made and the world became conditioned to
paying extremely high prices for oil and once
everybody started to convert from using oil to
using other forms of energy which were cheaper
and more readily available, as did the State
Energy Commission, in a short period an oil glut
occurred. No-one would have been able to predict
such a situation, but that is exactly what hap-
pented.

Therefore, to argue as did the Premier that the
joint venture in which he holds a five per cent
share is safe and without risk is unbusiness-like to
say the least. It is not a question of proving that in
fact we have not taken the risk, but rather a mat-
ter of looking at recent economic history which in-
dicates that every mining venture-quite apart
from any other sort of venture-involves risks and
the characteristic of such risks is that they are un-
predictable. I repeat nobody could have predicted
nor did predict what would happen to the oil in-
dustry over the last 20 years.

The price could be low as a result of a glut on
the market, or the price could go through the cei-
ling. Western Australia was involved in
Greenbushes Tin NL, and the price was im-
mensely high at that time, but within a few years
the price went down. Always a risk is present, and
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usually it cannot be predicted what will eventuate.
The same applies to bauxite mining and alumina-
aluminum production, or to the price of nickel or
gold,

Only a few hours ago the Deputy Premier
rightly referred to the contracted demand for iron
ore, which in the atmosphere of 15 years ago, or
even 10 years ago, could not have been predicted.
To claim the same contraction cannot happen in
regard to diamonds is not proper. It could be ar-
gued that it will not happen because there is one
main marketing force. We knew that when we
were in Government, but we were criticised for al-
lowing the joint venturers to hinge their market-
ing on De Beers. Is there a guarantee the situation
will always be as it is? Is there a guarantee that
the many hundreds of things that can change the
situation will not occur?

The Premier implied when he interjected to the
comments of the member for Narrogin, and
almost cross-examined that member, that
notwithstanding what we purchase the liability is
limited. We know the company has no liability,
but does he think the State does not run a risk?
Even though the shareholders/owners of North-
ern Mining are not largely responsible for future
development, if large new capital contribution is
required by Northern Mining will the Govern-
ment sit back and let Northern Mining go bank-
rupt? Would thc Government wash its hands of
Northern Mining because the State is only a
shareholder? We could do so because that is the
purpose of having a no liability company; how-
ever, if we were to take that course, albeit a legal
course because we have no liability except as far
as the original purchase price is concerned-

Mr Brian Burke: It has been stated several
times, mainly in response to questions from the
Opposition, that Northern Mining will be run as a
purely commercial entity. You cannot exhort us
to do that and then seek that we undertake ad-
ditional obligations, because it suits you to do so.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not say the Govern-
ment ought to take on additional obligations. By
my emphasising that the Government has bought
a commercial company in which liability of share-
holders of that entity does not exist, I make the
point that the Government's reputation is put at
risk if it does not accept responsibility. I can ex-
plain it in a simple way.

Mr Brian Burke: I understand what you are
saying.

Mr MENSAROS: 1 was in the building indus-
try for 20 years. I did not create a limited liability
company because I wanted to be responsible with
my assets. In that way I was able to obtain more

credit, and everybody trusted me. It was known
that l would not go bankrupt and then start
another company. I was responsible. How could
the Government afford to say it is not concerned
about the liability, even though it is involved in a
commercial enterprise? If something goes
wrong-if what the Opposition says is correct,
although the Government disagrees-will the
Government wash its hands of this venture? I do
not think the Government could take that attitude
because its credibility would be diminished to vir-
tually nil. It could not expect, as it does now, that
companies which invest in this State, whether
they be developers or bankers, to finance develop-
ment in this country, to accept their
responsibi[i ties. It cannot be denied this enterprise
is a risk; it cannot be denied that taxpayers'
money will be used in this risk enterprise; and it
cannot be said the risk is limited as a result of the
commercial rules.

There is total public participation in the SEC,
and my understanding is that even though there is
no special legislation, the SEC has the Govern-
ment automatically standing behind it; the
Government is responsible for the SEC even
though there is no formal guarantee. That is the
interpretation of the Treasury. bankers, and the
Commonwealth.

Mr Brian Burke: The SEC is a public utility.
You can't compare a public utility with this.

Mr MENSAROS: I understand what the
Premier says. The Government's responsibility
does not extend legally beyond Northern Mining,
but the Premier argues the wrong way in regard
to potential investors in Western Australia.

Mr Brian Burke: I would disagree with you,
and I would understand your attitude to reflect a
view of State ownership that is not mine. I under-
stand also that that view of State ownership is
really a prejudicial thing, anid this move marks a
distinct change in this Government's perspective
of what it means.

Mr MENSAROS: I would not argue about
that. Previously I referred to British Iron and
Steel, and the Premier referred to BP Australia.
British Iron and Steel incurred enormous losses.

Mr Brian Burke: There are so many in-
stances-Aquatane, for example. In terms of your
philosophy it is such a flawed world that it is dif-
ficult to argue sensibly, in reality, in support of
your philosophy, because things are just so
wracked with Government participation and
Government ownership-at least, in part.

Mr MENSAROS: That does not mean one
cannot argue that this involvement is wrong. The
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Premier was not present when I raised a few
examples. I do not want to repeat those examples.

Mr Brian Burke: I was listening to you.

Mr MENSAROS: I have referred to facts. If
we lose private incentive to develop, or interest in
this State, ultimately-if not at the begin-
ning-we arrive at a situation where the State be-
comes inefficient.

I imagine that part of the responsibilities of the
political advisers brought in by the Government
was to check inefficiency in Government depart-
ments. No-one can say that the public bureauc-
racy does not in time become inefficient, and no-
one can say it does not have to he checked. When
I was the Minister for Water Resources the new
water centre was established, and roughly 800
people moved to that centre. Only 200 people
came in in their stead, and they now claim the
building is fully occupied.

Mr Brian Burke: Just a small splinter of the
reason you say all of those things might be true, is
your other argument about the Government
standing behind beyond its legal obligation, or the
operation of this company. That argument goes
hand in hand with all those things you are putting
up as problems of Government participation. Do
you see?

Mr MENSAROS: 1 can see that point, but I
still argue that if we want to create a healthy
economny-I do not doubt the Government's en-
deavour to do so; it is the endeavour of all of us
here-instead of its trying to carry on business
itself, it should create incentive to enable econ-
omic possibilities for a healthy economic situ-
ation. Human nature being what it is, endeavour
and ambition will take over. The money so gener-
ated the Government could spend on welfare,
although we would not spend it in the same
areas-

Mr Brian Burke: I agree and that question of
distribution goes to my Labor philosophy, but you
cannot say that one-twentieth of this project rep-
resents Government control. It really is so silly.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not argue that this is
the biggest catastrophe that could occur, but I do
argue that once it starts-based on the statements
of the Premier that this is the right thing and that
this is the world trend-it will be the thin end of
the wedge. The Premier said that this is the world
trend, but I dispute that. I maintain it is the
wrong way. The Premier has the right to maintain
it is the right way, but I simply hope and trust
that the people of Western Australia will ulti-
mately compare this action with that of other
projects which are done in the right way.

Mr Brian Burke: They will have that oppor-
tunity; it is a public company.

Mr MENSAROS: We oppose the Bill, but that
is not the question. The main point is that the
public ought to know that we, as the joint Oppo-
sition parties and as an alternative Government,
do not agree with this. We would not recommend
that members of the public buy shares in the de-
velopment corporation or be part owners of this
enterprise.

No decision has been made by the Opposition
parties yet, but I am quite sure that our policy
will be to sell these acquired businesses as did the
Conservative Government in the United King-
dom. They should be where they belong.

Apart from opposing the Bill, we wish to in-
form the public that we feel that this action is
wrong albeit in itself it is not catastrophic; but it
is the thin edge of the wedge. It is the difference
between our philosophies.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the point and it was
no more clearly crystalised than when we were
deal ing wit h legisla tion on the SGIO0. I f t he mem-
ber cared to stop and think of that debate, he
would recall that major concessions were made by
the Government even to the stage of competitive
tender for Government business. The member for
Gascoyne said at the end of the debate that all
those concessions would mean that the SGIO
would operate on a fair, competitive basis. The
difference is the philosophy.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not deny that. I made
that point when debating the very same matter 10
years ago with the member for Cockburn; we
agreed it was the philosophy.

Mr Brian Burke: I agree too, but the example
st rips down the differences. The point I am
putting is that in the Westminster system of
government, that you talk about so often, that
sort of rejection by the Opposition is on a philo-
sophical basis of a matter that is clearly our pol-
icy; that is. the SGIO. A system cannot work on
that basis.

Mr MENSAROS: In the United Kingdom they
had one nationalisation of steel mills, one
denationalisation of steel mills, and then national-,
isation again. At present-

Mr Brian Burke: They may be right, but the
Westminster system of government presumes that
the parties elected to govern are able to govern. I
am simply pointing out that in the absence of the
mechanical or dispassionate objective impediment
in the SGlO's case, the one fulcrum you have to
reject the Bill on is the philosophy.
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Mr Court: With the SGIO, you could put in a
different management position-

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Across the
Chamber, interjections are highly disorderly.

Mr MENSAROS: I agree that there is a philo-
sophical difference and that is the reason for my
comment that our opposition to the Bill is not so
important as it is important that the public know
that an alternative Government would undo these
arrangements because it does not think they are in
the interests of the people.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) (2.55 p.m,]: This legislation has
two principle issues: One is the issue of whether
the Government should be purchasing into the
deal at all, and the other concerns the price being
paid by the Government.

The member for Floreat and the Premier have
been speaking across the Chamber and the mem-
ber for Floreat has been making a speech about
whether the Government should buy into the deal.
1 will comment about that later. However, I
would like to commence with a reference to the
basis of the purchase price paid by the Govern-
ment to acquire all the issued shares in Northern
Mining Corporation.

There is no doubt in my mind that the Govern-
ment has done a dud deal. It has done a bad deal
at a wrong price and the State will pay dearly for
that deal in the years ahead.

I have been trying to obtain full detail, in some
way or other, of the basis of the calculation of the
price. I have no doubt in my mind that various
forms of justification for the price could be pres-
ented, including valuations based on various fac-
tors whether they he market valuations of shares
for one of the partners or the projected market
valuation of the diamonds that will be produced
over a period, if they are produced, and if the
prices remain at a certain level. However, all of
them are predictions.

My first point is that when introducing this Bill
last week, the Premier, during his very short sec-
ond reading speech, did not explain to the public
in this State the reason he is spending $40 million
of their money to acquire a private company. He
did not explain to them, during his second reading
speech on this legislation which seeks to authorise
the acquisition, the reason it was a good deal and
a fair price.

The brief and offhand manner in which the Bill
was introduced indicates the point that the Prem-
ier was just making in discussions with the mem-
ber for Floreat; namely, that this is an ideological
Bill. It is not a commercial Bill at all; it is a com-
mitted ideology to Government acquisition in a

private development project, without proper re-
gard-of course there has been some regard-to
commercial considerations.

Where in the debates in this House or in media
reports, has the Premier, who leads a Government
which has committed itself to openness and to
taking the public into its confidence, explained
the basis of the purchase price, or the basis upon
which 540 million-plus of the taxpayers money
has been spent?

The Government has committed $40 million at
a time when there is a tight Budget and when the
Government has had to impose substantial in-
creases in State taxation and State charges.

In seeking to understand the basis of the price I
have been through not only the Premier's second
reading speech where that information should
have been contained and set out, but was not, but
also through the Premier's remarks in response to
the resolution moved by the Opposition last week
which sought the tabling of papers and documents
relevant to this deal. The Government has not
tabled the papers or the documents, and it has not
made public or explained the basis of the deal ex-
cept in the most general and broad terms.

Mr Brian Burke: Have you checked with your
leader?

Mr HASSELL: Obviously, I know the Premier
made available to the Leader of the Opposition on
a confidential basis some of the papers related to
the deal.

Mr Brian Burke: Everything he wanted. He
didn't say he wanted more, it was entirely up to
him.

Mr HASSELL: I will not be diverted from the
main point by the Premier's interention on
irrelevancies.

Mr Brian Burke: 1 understand he thinks it is an
excellent deal.

Mr H-ASSELL: I have a lot of things to say. I
will not argue that the Premier did not make
them all available or that he made only some
available. The point is totally irrelevant.

Mr Brian Burke: You are saying it is a bad
commercial deal.

Mr HASSELL: The public and the Parliament
are entitled to know the true basis of the deal.

Mr Brian Burke: The commercial information;
is that what you are saying?2

Mr H-ASSELL: I am not suggesting the Parlia-
ment should be told confidential commercial in-
formation that would be detrimental to the
business of the company being acquired, or to the
other partners in the joint venture.
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Mr Brian Burke: I understand that. Be specific.
What information do you want?

Mr HASSELL: I amn saying the Government
clearly has an obligation to justify the expenditure
of £40 million-plus of the taxpayers' money.

Mr Brian Burke: I agree.

Mr HASSELL: It has not done so.
Mr Brian Burke: Be specific about what infor-

mation you want. Here is your chance. Do you
want the price per carat cost? You speak in gen-
eralities and when I give you the opportunity you
do not take it.

Mr HASSELL: I am making my speech. The
Premier is a master at diverting attention from
the main issue. I have been through the debate
and in what was said last week when we asked for
information the Premier spent most of his time at-
tempting to question the member for Narrogin.
The Premier is the responsible Minister and he
must answer the question, not the Opposition.

Mr Brian Burke: What information do you
want?

Mr HASSELL: I want to know in Cull what is
set out-

Mr Brian Burke: And suits you.

Mr HASSELL: if the Premier is prepared to
do that-

Mr Brian Burke: I. want to know what you
want.

Mr HASSELL: I want to know the basis on
which the price has been calculated, the steps
involved and the price. If I had that information I
would not necessarily agree it was a good price
because the price can be determined by a lot of
factors, among which speculative considerations
must be taken into account, and on which op-
inions differ.

I want to go back to what the Premier said in
the debate last week which is the nearest we have
seen to a justification in terms of price for the ex-
penditure of this money. He said on Wednesday,
12 October at page 2999 of H-ansard-

I say that the price paid for the five per
cent equity purchase by the Government
from Northern Mining is an eminently fair
price. It represents a return of 14 per cent On
invested capital to the people of this State.
That is the basis on which I claim that the
price paid is a fair one.

Mr Brian Burke: I agree with that.
Mr HASSELL: The Premier would agree with

it because it is a quote from his own words. He
should not be silly.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be angry.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier is trying to divert
attention from the point I am trying to get across.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be angry; don't be
'thingy" about it, Bill.

Mr HASSELL: Let us look at what the Prem-
ier said about this Bill. The first point is it is a
mining venture; it is not in Cull production and
will not be for some time.

Mr Brian Burke: That is true.

Mr HASSELL: Whether it goes into full pro-
duction will depend on a number of factors in-
cluding further investment and development, the
completion of exploration, and the completion of
setting up the processing.

Mr Brian Burke: Some of that is true.
Mr HASSELL: In addition, it will depend on

the price of~ the product at the time that pro-
duction begins, or is ready to begin. That is a pure
speculation about the future.

The Premier has been crowing to this Parlia-
ment that the deal is a good one because in the
future in a mining venture, the State will get a re-
turn of 14 per cent on its money. I draw to the at-
tention of the House and the Premier The West
Australian newspaper of today. On page 82 in the
classified advertisements under the heading
"Money Mortgages" it states "immediately
available funds for investment, $75 000 and
above, 15 per cent per annum". Hlow ludicrous it
is that the State Government should invest $40
m'Ilion of the taxpayers' money on a speculative,
prospective venture when on the very day it has
the legislation before the House, any investor can
gain 15 per cent on a gilt edged security without
the chance of loss.

Mr Brian Burke: You can get more than 15 per
cent; on the short-term money market, you could
probably get 16.5 per cent or 17 per cent.

Mr HASSELL: Exactly! That takes the point I
was making where I want it to go. It confirms the
point I made earlier that the Government is not
interested in the economic return; it is interested
in its ideological commitment to buy into a pri-
vate enterprise development. That money is
available to it with security and without risk or
problems if the Government is ridiculous enough
to want to invest in that way.

Mr Brian Burke: What is the term of the loan?

Mr HASSELL: Most fixed mortgages are for
three years; some can be longer.

Mr Brian Burke: What is the term Of the return
for this project?

Mr HASSELL: It stretches Over a number of
years, if it materialises.
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Mr Brian Burke: That is true. What is the
term?

Mr HASSELL: It goes past the year 2000; that
is what the Premier said.

Mr Brian Burke: That is 17 years. We have a
guarantee of 14 per cent over 17 years.

Mr Court: What rubbish!

Mr HASSELL: The Government does not have
a guarantee. That is the point I am making. It is a
purely speculative venture.

Mr Brian Burke: You are right, it is not a
guarantee of 14 per cent.

Mr HASSELL: Mining companies are not
floated on the basis of a prospective 14 per cent
return. That is not a good investment; it is a poor
investment, as every mining entrepreneur knows.

Mr Brian Burke: Sir Charles Court knows it is;
he has been ringing everybody up about it.

Mr HASSELL: Had the Premier received ad-
vice from anyone who knew anything about it, he
would know it is not a good investment. I have no
doubt the Premier could produce all sorts of bits
of paper in which the price could be justified
using various criteria. 1 have no criticism of the
people who use those criteria as the basis for their
calculations.

MrT Brian Burke: Which ones do you want to
use?

Mr H-ASSELL: The point I am making is that
the only basis on which the Premier of the State
has sought to justify an investment of $40 million
of the taxpayers' money is that it will produce a
return of 14 per cent. I am saying that return is
not a good one, and does not justify the
investment on economic grounds.

Mr Brian Burke: How does it compare with
other investments?

Mr HASSELL: It is a bad deal-a poor deal.

Mr Brian Burke:. Other investments in resource
development projects?

Mr HASSELL: It varies from one resource de-
velopment to another.

Mr Bryce: You are out of your depth.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier is a master at di-
verting attention from the main issue. We have
available in this State secure investments at 14 or
15 per cent, or even higher percentages. The
Premier's only justification for the expenditure of
$40 million of the taxpayers' money is that in a
prospective mining venture-a speculative ven-
ture-he will receive a return of 14 per cent. I say
simply that this is a bad deal.

Mr Brian Burke: Possibly more.

Mr HASSELL: And possibly a lot less.

Mr Brian Burke: The mortgage broker you
were speaking about could go broke. Your secur-
ity might not stand behind it.

Mr HASSELL: A very good point! Whether
mortgage brokers go broke has nothing to do with
the security of mortgage investments.

Mr Brian Burke: Of course it does. If it is too
highly geared, you may well find a rapid realisa-
tion-

Mr KASSELL: The mortgage broker simply
places the investment. He has nothing to do with
it. If he goes broke, the investment still is there;
the money is still there; the interest is still paid.

Mr Brian Burke: If you want to put it this way,
it may be that the security is not worth the
investment that it secures. What happens then?

Mr HASSELL: The point is not to argue about
mortgages. The Treasurer is at his usual trick of
trying to divert attention from the issue.

Mr Brian Burke: You raised it. Why raise it if
you do not wish to have it dealt with?

Mr HASSELL: Because I am demonstrating
more effectively than the Treasurer could that the
investment in a speculative mining venture of $40
million of the taxpayers' money is not only a bad
investment, but also is less secure than a simple
Mortgage.

Mr Brian Burke: The money could have been
put into the SEC cash and conversion loan and
got more. Everybody knows that.

Mr HASSELL: The money could have been
put into anything. The point is that it should not
have been put into any of these things.

Mr Brian Burke: What would you have done
with it? Where would you have put it?

Mr HASSELL: The essence of the point is that
the Government has done a dud deal. It has paid
too much. It has not demonstrated a good deal in
any way, and the only justification which the
Treasurer has relied upon for assessing the price
which he has paid is a return which is less than
that available today on the money markets and on
security investments. It is not a good deal.

The second point is that this deal does not pro-
duce any employment. I will make more com-
ments about that. The essence of the deal is the
replacement of private capital in a private venture
by taxpayers' capital-by Government funds. It is
not even in the nature of a development project
such as would be supported in the normal course
of events by the proposed development bank.

One assumes that in establishing the develop-
ment bank the Government will be seeking to pro-
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mote development, to stimulate the economy, and
to produce-

Mr Brian Burke: To assemble capital to on-
lender private enterprise. That has always been
the case.

Mr HASSELL: To assemble capital; to pro-
mote new projects, new jobs, new opportunities,
new towns.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes-not necessarily new
towns. I did not say that.

Mr HASSELL: The Treasurer keeps it up, but
he is convincing no-one. H-e is just being smart
and trying to divert me from the point.

Mr Brian Burke: Why are you so angry?
Mr HASSELL: This investment will not pro-

duce a single job. Not one job will be created in
Western Australia as a result of the Western Aus-
tralian people paying $40 million in extra tax to
produce this investment by the Government. Pri-
vate enterprise money is simply being replaced by
Government money. Private enterprise money was
committed to the project; private enterprise was
contractually bound to this project, and the proj-
ect was going ahead. It would have gone ahead if
the Premier had not been elected to Government.
In fact, it would have gone ahead much sooner, no
doubt.

In the Treasurer's Budget speech, he began a
tightening of the availability of loan funds for
Western Australia. At least I join him in that re-
spect, because it is indeed very shortsighted on the
part of the national Government that it has suc-
cessively, over the years, reduced the capital
investment through the loan funds. It was a mis-
take that the Fraser Government made, and it is a
mistake that the Hawke Government is continu-
ing to make.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you know that had we
invested that money into mortgages, in the
example you used, that would not have created
another job either? Do you not think the return
from that investment is capable of creating
certain jobs and it would be More prudent to do
that?

Mr HASSELL: If the Treasurer had been so
foolish as to invest this money in mortgages-I
never suggested that he should, as he knows-

Mr Brian Burke: I said, "If I had".

Mr HASSELL: If he had, he would have pro-
duced, at 14 per cent, some $5 million to $6
million this year to create jobs.

Mr Brian Burke: That's right.
Mr HASSELL: When will the Government re-

ceive its first payment from Argyle?

Mr Brian Burke: There is a positive cash flow
next year.

Mr HASSELL: How much will the Govern-
ment receive?

Mr Brian Burke: I am not sure of the exact Fig-
ure. You see, we are running it as a commercial
entity. I wonder why you are so splenetic about
this matter, and shouting so much.

Mr HASSELL: I will deliver my speech as I
like.

Mr Brian Burke: I am just wondering why you
go on.

Mr HASSELL: Sometimes the Treasurer
makes a quiet speech, and sometimes he shouts.
What is the sense in raising that point?

Mr Davies: You are always shouting.
Mr HASSELL: If the Treasurer had been so

stupid as to invest the State's $40 million in mort-
gages, he would have received nearly $6 million in
the current financial year with which to create
jobs.

Mr Brian Burke: We wouldn't have done that.
We think that is a silly suggestion.

Mr HASSELL: Of course the Treasurer would
not have done that, and I have not suggested he
would have. The point about mortgages-I come
back to it, because the Treasurer is deliberately
trying to ignore the fact that an investment in
mortgages would have produced more return with
greater security immediately than this investment
might return one day-is that in a time of tight
loan funds and when less money is available to
invest in new schools, new hospitals, new police
stations, new roads, and new public facilities of all
kinds, the Government has deprived the State of
the opportunity to make that investment, because
it has used the available funds to invest in a pri-
vate enterprise project and to replace private capi-
tal without producing a single job.

In the lead-up to the State election last January
and February, the key issue was jobs. The then
Opposition-now the Government-was highly
critical of the then Government in relation to em-
ployment. One of the bases upon which the pres-
ent Government was elected to office was its
promise to create employment-its promise to
give people jobs. That might seem a very extrava-
gant promise.

The Leader of the Opposition referred to those
promises this morning in the Budget debate; but
we will leave that aside. Prior to the State elec-
tion, the ALP, in its policy document, promised
jobs on the basis of spending public money to cre-
ate jobs, and in making its calculations as to the
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jobs which could be created, the Government used
the figure of 100 jobs for every $I million spent.

That is a figure which is slightly more than that
used by the then Government in its estimations
that 90 jobs, direct and indirect, would be created
in the construction industry for every $1 million
of capital expenditure.

The Government was confronted with a
company which had an obligation under an agree-
ment with the State to construct a town. For vari-
ous reasons the company did not wish to construct
the town near the Argyle mining field, but instead
proposed to commute its employees from Perth to
the mining area.

Mr Brian Burke: Consistently I asked the mem-
ber for Narrogin to tell me what he would have
required the company to do, because he did indi-
cate he would not have been seeking a financial
payment. He said it was difficult and that he
would tell me what he would have required them
to do, but he has not told me. What would you
have said about their not building the town?

Mr HASSELL: As I was not party to the nego-
tiations, the Premier knows full well it would be
less than responsible for me to say what I would
have required it to do.

Mr Brian Burke: The point I am making is that
it is very hard.

Mr HASSELL: Look, I have not criticised
that: I have not even finished my point,' which is
that the company asked the Government to re-
lease it from its obligations to build a town. Let it
be clearly understood that had the company been
kept to that obligation and had it fulfilled that ob-
ligation-

Mr Brian Burke: It would not. It said the proj-
ect would not go ahead.

Mr HASSELL: I would like to finish just one
point before the Premier interrupts me. The point
is that had the company been kept to the obli-
gation and had it fulfilled the obligation, which
the Premier said it would not have done-and I
accept that and I will not argue that point; I am
not criticising what the Government has done on
that side of the deal, I am leading on to the next
point-considerable employment would have been
generated in the Kimberley region, both in the
construction phase and in the continuing oper-
ations of that town. Kununurra and the
Kimberley region would have benefited consider-
ably. But the Premier has said the company could
not fulfil the obligation and instead the Govern-
ment did a deal with the company to obtain-I
will not say "extract", although that word could
be used if I wanted to be critical-

Mr Brian Burke: Your colleagues have used the
word "extort'-

Mr HASSELL: The Government has done a
deal to obtain an alternative cash payment for the
State. That employment possibility has been for-
gone for better or worse. Maybe it was not a re-
ality, because if the Premier is right, the company
could not have done it anyway.

What the company could have done was to pay
a certain sum of money to the State of Western
Australia-$50 million according to the Premier's
second reaching speech. That money could have
been used in the capital works budget for this
year to create, at the very least, 3 600 jobs im-
mediately in the current year. It could have pro-
vided that number of jobs using the conservative
formula which is accepted in the industry and
which says that $1 million invested in the con-
struction industry will produce 30 direct jobs and
60 indirect jobs.

Mr Brian Burke: For what period of time?
Mr HASSELL: In the period of the expendi-

ture of that sum.
Mr Brian Burke: So you would have 3 000 jobs

for a year.
Mr HASSELL: The Premier was not in the

Chamber at the time I started this point-from
which I have been diverted three times-which is
that the Government's commitment in its policy
speech prior to the election-and the Govern-
ment's figures were based on 100 jobs for every
$I million, and that was the basis on which the
Premier made his promises-was to provide em-
ployment. How long would those jobs last?

Mr Brian Burke: You said it was 90 jobs.
Mr HASSELL: We were being conservative

with job bank because we did not want anyone to
attack the veracity of our figures, and it turned
out to be the only thing that was not attacked.
But how long were the Premier's jobs to last?

Mr Brian Burke: We were thinking of 18
months, but it would depend on the expansion of
the economy.

Mr HASSELL: I was making the point that
there is common agreement between the Govern-
ment and the Opposition that the expenditure of
SI million in the construction industry produces
somewhere between 90 and 100 jobs. It may be
they last for 12 or I8 months; it may be they
stimulate the economy as they are intended to do.
But the point cannot be avoided that what the
Government has done is to forgo the opportunity
to create not less than 3 600 jobs this year for
people unemployed now because of the Govern-
ment's commitment to spend $50 million of the
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taxpayers' money on replacing private enterprise
money in a private project.

Mr Tonkin: That is S50 million you would not
have had.

Mr HASSELL: What absolute nonsense!
Mr Brian Burkc: That is the crucial point.

Your colleagues have been suggesting that to
achieve the payment of what is $27.5 million was
an easy thing, but none of you has said what you
would have asked the company to do with that.

Mr HASSELL: It is a smart debating point,
but the Premier knows we were not party to the
negotiations; he knows we were not privy to all
the details of the company's position.

Mr Brian Burke: The member for Murdoch
said that if the company could make savings it
should be able to pocket the money.

Mr MacKinnon: I did not say that.
Mr HASSELL: I would like to make my

speech without being interrupted on every point
with what I regard as diversions, because they are
just that.

Mr Brian Burke: There would never have been
any money unless this was negotiated.

Mr HASSELL: Of course, but the Government
has the money.

Mr Tonkin: You would not have had it and you
are accusing us because we did get it.

Mr HASSELL: I am not talking about when or
why or how the Government got the money. The
member for Narrogin may have done that, but 1
am talking about what the Government did with
the money. If the Government had done with the
money what its pre-election commitments indi-
cated it would do, it would have put it into em-
ployment generating public works. If the Govern-
ment had done so it would have produced in the
current year not only a significant stimulation to
the economy of the State but also not less than
and probably considerably more than 3 600 jobs.

We have seen from the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services a series of an-
nouncements about the creation of jobs on a joint
basis with the Commonwealth under employment
generating programmes. I have not been critical
of those, but if members read those Press releases
they will Find they represent 200 or 300 jobs here
or there, perhaps 40 or 50 jobs elsewhere, and
even go down to 15 jobs in certain areas-even
these get announced by Mr Willis in a joint an-
nouncement with the State Minister.

Mr Brian Burke: Why criticise. that?

Mr HASSELL: I am saying these jobs are
being announced in small lots, yet here was an op-

portunity for a Government elected on the very
basis of generating employment to create not less
than 3 600 jobs with this money for the benefit of
the people of this State, in the area of new
schools, new hospitalIs-

Mr Brian Burke: It is a very good commercial
deal, and you know it.

Mr HASSELL:-new roads, new police
stations, and new public amenities of all kinds.
They could have been provided with this money in
this financial year to generate those jobs and this
would have been a benefit to the State. Instead,
that money has been used to replace private. capi-
tal in a private venture.

Further, it really is ludicrous for the Govern-
ment to make an arrangement to pay Cornmron-
wealth income tax. It really is quite wrong for the
State Government to place itself in a position of
paying Commonwealth income tax.

That is exactly what this Bill does; it provides
for the Government to acquire a public company
created under the companies' laws, and that
company, as I understand the law, will be subject
to Commonwealth income tax at the rate of ap-
proximately 46 per cent of its taxable income.
Everyone knows that a State Government is not
bound to pay Commonwealth income tax and that
the Commonwealth Constitution specifically pro-
vides that the Commonwealth cannot levy a tax
on a State. Yet this brilliant Treasurer, with his
brilliant financial ability, has managed to pull off
a deal in which he will have to pay Common-
wealth income tax.

Mr Brian Burke: Stop shouting.
Mr HASSELL: How ridiculous it is! I con-

demn the Government for approaching the matter
in this way. The Bill before the House, and to
which the Treasurer has asked us to give ap-
proval, provides for a structure in which Com-
monwealth income tax will have to be paid and
that tax will diminish the return on the
investment of the taxpayers of the State. In other
words, the people of this State, who have had the
Government's hand in their pockets to get the
money to do this deal, will have to pay Common-
wealth income tax on the piddling earnings that
the State Government gets from this investment.

Mr Bryce: The style and the argument do not
suit you.

Mr HASSELL: It really is a bad deal on every
front. It is a bad deal because the price is too high
and because it has not been justified on the basis
of capital value or investment return. The only at-
tempted justification for the price has been on the
basis of a return on investment lower than that
which is available in secure investments to the
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State on a daily basis if the Government were
minded to make such ridiculous investments.

This is a poor Bill because it results in the re-
placement of private capital in a private project
with public capital without stimulating a new
project, without giving a new project a choice,
without helping it to get off the ground, and with-
out doing anything at all, which directly affects
the State. It is a poor Bill because it does not cre-
ate one job. It removes an obligation which would
have produced many jobs. Given that that obli-
gation could not be fulfilled, the Bill could then
be consummated by the investment of the
available funds in capital works in the State,
which would have resulted in no fewer than 3 600
jobs. However, this deal has resulted in not one
single job being created.

The deal further involves future commitments
for capital contributions which will affect either
the revenue or the loan funds of this State in the
years ahead. It involves a mortgaging of the
future income of the State, which is quite
improper on the part of this Government when it
is not forced to do so for reasons of the greatest
importance and expediency. It is a bad deal and it
is one which cannot be justified on any grounds.

It was correctly described in The Western Mail
as a dud Bill. For the first time, The Western
Mail newspaper, which has been so continuously
laudatory of the Government and the Premier, is
being trenchantly critical of the deal done by the
Government. I quote from the article as follows-

BEHIND the bluster and back-slapping of
the Bond/Burke diamond deal is the unmis-
takable odour of a dud deal.

The worst smell comes from the $40.6
million valuation placed on Northern Mining
Corporation's five per cent stake in the
Argyle project.

The share market says it is too high and so
do bankers associated with the other Argyle
partners.

It is a bad deal in every way. It will not produce
benefits for the State. As the member for
Narrogin and the member for Floreat said, it rep-
resents a new form of Government involvement in
private enterprise which is not only unnecessary,
but is also undesirable. It is socialistic. It is not
creeping up on us; it is happening. It is socialism,
and it does not do any good for the Treasurer to
sneer at that term or to avoid its implication. This
is not the first act of socialism by this Govern-
ment, and however much the Government may
snicker and sneer and try to make out that that
term is old-fashioned and out of date, I inform

him that it still has a real meaning today. We see
that exemplified in the Government's actions-

Mr Bryce: I bet you would have fun in the
party room.

Mr HASSELL: -not only in this, but also in
other areas. The whole thrust of the Budget, as
the Leader of the Opposition said this morning,
was to dramatically increase taxation, and this
itself is socialistic, understanding the size-

Mr Bryce: What do you think the people of
Western Australia think about the equity? Have
you got any idea?

Mr HASSELL: -and the role of the Govern-
ment at a time when the taxpayers, the Ordinary
people and those who produce the wealth of the
State, want to get away from that. I strayed from
the point and I do not want to do that. I return to
the Argyle Bill.

Mr Bryce: You are an extremist.
Mr HASSELL: I want to lay the Govern-

ment's-
Mr Bryce: You are on the lunatic fringe.
Mr HASSELL: I point out the importance to

recognise-
Mr Bryce: You are out of touch.
Mr H-ASSELL: -that the Bill will not do our

State any good. It will do nothing for Western
Australia's economy. It will provide no stimu-
lation, no employment, and no new approach.

It provides nothing except a fulfilment of the
Treasurer's and the Government's ideological
commitment to investment in a private enterprise
resource project. The Treasurer has been slapping
himself on the back about this deal for weeks, and
has tried to create the impression that he is an as-
tute Financier. The Treasurer should note that, for
the first time, The Western Mail newspaper was
critical of his Government and has very strongly
criticised the deal he did. It must have been
mightily moved to change direction, because a
week has not gone by since this Government came
to office that one has not seen articles in the Press
about the Treasurer, his family, and his Ministers,
praising everything they have done.

Mr Bryce: Eat your heart out!
Mr HASSELL: The criticisms reported in

these articles have been negligible. However, in
relation to this deal, the Government has been
trenchantly and vigorously criticised by its
greatest public supporter.

Mr Bryce: Who?
Mr HASSELL: The Western Mail newspaper.

It supported the Government before its election
and it has sponsored the Government since then
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right down the line. I am not exaggerating when I
say that this deal is without doubt-

Mr Bryce: A stroke of genius!
Mr HASSELL: -the worst decision this

Government has made.
Mr Bryce: Your grandchildren will be proud!
MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) [3.39 p.m.]: I

support other members on this side of the House
in their opposition to this legislation. Clearly, the
Bill is only a small document, but, as speakers
who have preceded me from this side of the House
have indicated, it does have monumental impli-
cations.

I would remind the Premier and members op-
posite of the motion moved by the member for
Narrogin last week when, in fact, he requested
the Government to table in the Parliament rela-
tive information in order to enable us to make a
proper assessment of the situation. I also remind
the Premier and members opposite that the only
people whom I have come across who have
referred to this matter as a stunning deal, or
whatever term the Deputy Premier used, are
members of the Government. I challenge the
Premier to give me one comment from the media
or elsewhere that indicates this investment is
either prudent, sound, or otherwise.

The Premier, with all his skills at debat-
ing-conimunicating with the public is the one
skill he lacks-has not been able to convince
members on this side of the House, by bluster,
bravado, or by any other means, that it is a good
deal.

I would like to mention seven or eight different
points on which I believe the Premier and this
Government have serious questions to answer in
relation to this investment.

The first point I make is that in any company
takeover whatsoever in the private sector, when
shareholders are involved, the directors of the
company are accountable to those shareholders
for decisions made. It is the directors' responsi-
bility to give information to shareholders when re-
quested to justify their actions. Nowhere to date
has this Government or Premier provided this in-
formation. The Government has made an unpre-
cedented move in Australian history by acquiring
a resource development private company, yet not
once has the Premier had the guts to come out
and give us any indication as to why this action
has been taken and, more precisely, he has not
provided the exact financial details as to why and
how he has done it.

I refer the Premier to question 1515 on today's
Notice Paper and request that he provide the

exact details and not those details he has supplied
to the media. We are now all shareholders in
Northern Mining and require this information to
draw up a proper analysis and to check the deal
he has made in order to make an informed
judgment on the decision. The Premier is in
Governmcnt to do that, but for one reason Or
other he has something to hide and he does not
believe his deal will stand up to close public scru-
tiny. He is not prepared to provide the infor-
mation and that is the first of the reasons for my
opposing this Bill.

Secondly, I come to the point raised so often by
the Premier and, in fact, referred to by him in an
article in the Sunday Independent. He has the re-
sponsibility to explain to the Parliament and to
the people of this State exactly what other options
were examined by the Government in this deal. if,
during negotiations, he was aware that the
Government had the ability to acquire $50
million, what other options did the Government
consider? What are the people of Western Aus-
tralia going without in order that this Govern-
ment might pursue an ideological objective?

I quote the following from an article written by
Neil Naessens of the Sunday Independent and
published in that paper on 16 October-

The negotiated pre-payment of $50 million
in royalties could have been ploughed back
into the community directly through a
reduction in Government charges, grants to
deserving causes, or however else the Govern-
ment could have chosen to disperse the
money in a more tangible way.

There are many other ways in which the Govern-
ment could have used the money. Why will not
the Premier come forward and tell us, the rep-
resentatives of some of the people of this State,
what it is that he would have spent the money on
or what he gave consideration to spending the
money on?

As the member for Narrogin quite clearly indi-
cated, the Premier was not truthful when he said
that that member had not answered his question
in relation to what we would have done if we had
been in Government. We, the same as the Prem-
ier, would have had to face the issue and would
have sat down and discussed what options were
available. I say quite categorically that one of the
options would not have been the purchase of
Northern Mining. Let us consider some of the
options.

Firstly, there is an existing agreement, as the
Member for Narrogin has indicated. When we
were in Government, negotiations were carried
out and in the subsequent agreement we gave a
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commitment to endeavour to improve the
Kimberley by including the construction of a town
in the development project. Why could not one of
the options that was considered by the Govern-
ment have been an investment of that $50 million
in the Kimberley? It could have been a develop-
ment of a long-term and permanent nature.

Why have we not heard the member for
Kimnberley stand up in this House and defend the
people he represents, those people who would have
had better facilities-hospitals, roads, schools,
and swimming pools-as a consequence of the de-
velopment had the Government chosen to spend
some of the $50 million in that area?

In my view, there are three advantages, in an
economic sense, in the Kimberley. It has mineral,
agricultural and pastoral resources, and tourism
potential. Why did not the Government sit down
with the joint venturers and ask what else could
they do in the Kimberley in a mineral sense? Why
could they not have spent further funds in that
area? The Premier says there is a world recovery
in sight. Why could the Government not have sat
down and decided to use the $50 million to make
a start on the Mitchell Plateau bauxite project?
This is another exciting project for the Kimberley.
Why did not the Government consider these mat-
ters?

Mr Bryce: You had nine years in which to con-
sider them.

Mr MacKINNON: The Deputy Premi er seems
to forget that what I am talking about is the
renegotiations which his Government had to carry
out. Why he did not negotiate that himself, we
will one day find out when he, or the Premier,
write their memoirs. The Deputy Premier is sel-
dom in this Chamber.

Mr Bryce: You are getting so upset, I think I
will have to leave.

Mr MacKINNON: We were in Government
for nine years and they were good years. In any
negotiation that we made, we ensured that the
people in Western Australia would gain some real
benefit. The people in the Kimberley would see
some return. I ask the Deputy Premier; Would he
like the Mitchell Plateau bauxite development to
proceed?

Mr Bryce: Yes, and I am looking at it now.
Mr MacKINNON: Why could not the joint

venturers be encouraged to put money towards
the development to make it bigger and better and
perhaps have more processing in Western Aus-
tralia?

Mr Bryce: Because the critical question is
world markets.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier keeps re-
minding us daily that there is a world recovery
and that we will be part of it. We will not be part
of it unless we want to participate. The way the
Government is going it will certainly not assist to
do that.

Let me come to the second point. The
Kimberley, as members would know, has a
tremendous agricultural potential. Why could not
some of that $50 million be spent on establishing
a sugar industry on the Ord River which this
Government professes to support? The money
could have been put to use to that end and the
people in the Kimberley and the State would have
benefited. It would not have a finite life like the
Argyle diamond mine which will not have an
everlasting effect on the people of this State. It
would have been a lasting return on funds
invested.

Similarly, the Deputy Premier and in particular
the Premier, as Minister for Tourism, would know
a lot of interest has been shown in the Kimberley
from a tourism point of view. Why could not the
Government have encouraged the joint venturers
to invest in a major tourist development on the
shores of Lake Argyle? Private developers already
have looked at the proposal. Surely if CRA had
done its sums with the other joint venture part-
ners it could have been encouraged to examine the
idea. Did the Government do that? There is no
answer from the Government.

The Government has a real responsibility to
come foward and explain to the people of this
State what other options it examined. Which
options were cast aside? What did the people of
this State lose that they might otherwise have
had?

Let us leave aside the Kimberley and examine
other areas where the Government could have
used the funds if it desired. There are many areas
where the Government's investment would have
lasted well into the 20th and 21st centuries. Let
me give a couple of examples.

Some of the $50 million could have been
invested in the area of the member for Mt. Mar-
shall in encouraging the beginning of the Agaton
water scheme. Those farms have the potential to
be much more productive than they are today. If
they had a regular water supply the potential in-
crease in productivity would be staggering. West-
ern Australia, and Australia, have a significant
comparative advantage when it comes to dry land
farming. Why could not the $50 million or part of
it be put into that area to give a lasting
investment? It would be a real return on funds,
and would have benefited many Western Aus-
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tralians. Again, there is no answer from the
Government.

Why did not the Deputy Premier and his col-
league the Minister for Mines make represen-
tations to the Government and say "Look, we
have in Western Australia one of the greatest gas
resources in the world, and one of the biggest gas
reserves"?

Mr Bryce: Do you think we should have an
equity?

Mr MacKINNON: No, I do not.
Those gas reserves are largely uncommitted.

Why is that? No market exists for gas because
insufficient research has been done into alterna-
tive uses for it. Why did not the Government
make a forward looking move and be bold, and
get together with the joint venturers and perhaps
BHP which as the Deputy Premier should know is
doing a lot of work in this area? Why could not
they have come up with a research project-high
technology, our Deputy Premier's Favourite-and
give this State and Australia the potential for
enormous foreign income? The benefits to be
gained from the development oF this gas resource
are unparalleled. If a market existed for the gas,
exploration in this State would increase
significantly. With that exploration would come
many more oil discoveries. Why did this
tremendously forward looking Government-
those are the Government's words, not mine- not
give that consideration?

The Government did not consider it because it
was blinded by ideological blinkers. It could not
see past them. If it was considered, the Premier
has a responsibility to explain what areas were
looked at.

Another area which leads me to oppose this
legislation is in relation to the unemployed, and I
ask the Premier what explanation he has for those
people. Our deputy leader indicated the Premier
was elected on one basic promise which can be
summed up in one word-jobs. Because of the
Premier's ideological fetish-if that is the right
word-he has thrown away an opportunity to cre-
ate $50 million-worth of jobs in this State.

In fact it is more than that. The Premier has in-
dicated many times that an investment of that
size has a multiplier effect. He uses a figure of 2.5
times. If one multiplies $50 million by 2.5, one re-
alises it is a much bigger investment in Western
Australia and a lot more jobs.

The unemployed of this State need an expla-
nation as to why the Premier chose an ideological
approach rather than a direct and real interest in
the future of those employed people. Some of his
unemployed friends I am sure, and some of mine

whose lives are at the moment without direction
and future, would like an answer. Why did he not
give them some consideration? Why did he sell
their Future down the drain for an ideological
wish?

The fourth reason the Government needs to be
brought to task and why we in Opposition will
vote against the Bill has been explained by people
in industry. The Premier claims to have great
rapport with industry and trumpets loudly that we
have lost touch with the business community and
do not know what it is thinking. He claims we
have no relationship with that community and
that the ALP Government is the best bedfellow
business has. That bedfellow has just been kicked
out with cold feet. I remind the Premier of com-
ments reported in the media, to give him an indi-
cation of how his friends in the private sector view
his Government. The Sunday Times of 9 October
carried an article which said-

A leading WA mining executive has
strongly criticised the State Government's
plans to become a shareholder in mining ven-
tures.

Hamersley Iron's director and general
manager (marketing and development), Mr
David Karpin, yesterday warned that State
Government involvement in mining would re-
tard the State.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you know who owns
Hamersley7

Mr MacKINNON: CRA has an interest in
Hamersley. What does the Premier have against
it?

Mr Brian Burke: Nothing. They are one of our
partners.

Mr MacKlNNON: One of the Government's
partners' employees is not happy with what the
company has been forced to do by the Govern-
me nt.

The article goes on-

"if one looks at the experience of
European governments who have become
involved in decision-making on what world
markets want we will see the governments do
not have a very good record," Mr Karpin
said.

We are heading down the same road. On 13
October The Australian Financial Review carried
an article under the heading, "WA diamond move
antagonises miners". The article States-

One major company-which, because it
does business with the Government, chooses
to remain anonymous- -
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It shows how the Government is holding these
people to ransom. To continue-

... has claimed it will not now move ahead
on a project it was planning.

Thai is the impact of the decision. The company
claims it will not now go ahead with a project it
was planning. The private sector is voicing clearly
its view about the Government's move.

I quote Mr John Karasinski of the Perth
Chamber of Commerce from the Daily News of
12 October. The article states-

The acting executive director of the
chamber, Mr John Karasinski, said today the
Government should take a supportive and not
an active role in resource development.

"The precedent has now been set for
further Government intervention in the econ-
omy," Mr Karasinski said.

It is a precedent the private sector fears and one
this Opposition fears as well.

John Mcllwraith, a well respected journalist in
this town, had this to say in The Australian
Financial Review of I I October-

Government officials conceded that they
held all the cards in discussions with the
Argyle partners over the $50 million pay-
men t.

"it was a form of bluff poker. Both sides
had something to lose if talks broke down,
but the companies would have lost more."

That is a quote from a spokesperson for this
Government involved in the negotiations. Is it
likely to encourage resource developers to come to
this State and enter negotiations with this
Government-a form of bluff poker? This
Government has sent shock waves through the
world in relation to resource development indus-
tries and it stands condemned.

Finally, I quote the editorial in The West Aus-
traliaun of 13 October as follows-

The Argyle partners are not crying black-
mail, but the awkward position in which they
found themselves is bound to disturb poten-
tial overseas investors.

I concur with those remarks and it is another
reason I will be opposing the legislation.

Mr Bryce: Tell us why you want to support the
Malaysian Government.

Mr MacKINNON: I will come to that in a mo-
ment.

The fifth point I raise is why the Government
has acquired equity in a company that was West-
ern Australian and had its base and bead office

here. I quote from the political comments of
Brian Burke of 13 October as follows-

We believe that for too long interests out-
side the State have dominated the exploi-
tation of WA resources without people from
this State having a chance to become
involved. For example, the Malaysian
Government has a 19 per cent stake in the
Argyle project.

We are seeking to improve the chances of
West Australians.

It gets even worse. I continue-
In time, we might sell all or part of the

Government's holding in the Argyle project
to West Australians, with strict conditions to
ensure that all the share-holdings go to local
people and that each parcel of shares is rela-
tively small.

How naive can a man get? Firstly, only one part-
ner in the Ashton Joint Venture was a Western
Australian company the shares of which were
available on the Stock Exchange of Western Aus-
tralia. Those were shares available to any West-
ern Australian in the Bond Corporation through
Northern Mining. If this Government is so con-
cerned, in the words of the Premier, that interests
outside the State are dominating the exploitation
of WA resources, why did it not acquire part of
the equity about which it is so concerned and
which is owned by the Malaysian Government?

Mr Bryce: Has it occurred to you it might not
have been available?

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, it has. It was a form
of bluff poker with the Government holding all
the cards. If the Government wanted to do so, it
could have negotiated to acquire some of the
s hares of the company against which it apparently
holds a grudge. However, it chose to buy the
shares of the only Western Australian participant
in the joint venture. What a lie it is to say the
Government believes that, for too long, interests
outside the State have dominated exploitation of
the resources of Western Australia, when the
Government is buying one of those companies
that has taken the time to become involved and
which has stood up and been counted among
Western Australian companies.

Another point the Premier seems to forget is
contained in his comment that in time the
Government might sell all or part of its shares to
Western Australians with strict conditions being
applied. If one tries to restrict people in selling
shares, I venture to say the market price of those
shares will be below the price which otherwise
they would have been. People will not buy shares
on which restrictions have been imposed. The
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Premier again demonstrates his business and
economic naivety in such a statement. Obviously,
the acquisition of Northern Mining has nothing
whatsoever to do with his allowing the people of
Western Australia to own a share in their re-
sources. It has to do with the Government's ideol-
ogy and the trend followed by the Government.

Previously, comments about the financial side
of the project have been made by the Leader of
the Opposition, the member for Narrogin, and the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Why will the
Government not come clean and give Parliament
the facts? Why is there such great public concern
that the Government has done a poor deal?

I quote from articles which also throw doubt on
the Government's deal and I also comment that
the Premier should be endeavouring to respond to
those articles. I refer in particular to an article by
Tim Treadgold of The Western Ai0. I have seen
no response to that article, which is very unusual
because the Premier watches the media closely
and responds almost immediately to articles con-
cerning the Government.

Mr Brian Burke: I have submitted a response to
The Western tvfail and provided it with an article
for publication. However, newspapers will not
carry responses to feature stories covered in dif-
ferent publications.

Mr MacKINNON: I take note of that expla-
nation from the Premier, but it does not absolve
him from my other comments. The Age, which is
a prestigious newspaper widely read by the East-
ern States business community, also carried an
article on IlI October from which I quote as fol-
lows-

The Bond Corp was widely regarded as
having paid too much for its stake in the
Argyle venture and it was happy to sell out
without loss.

The other two joint venturers, Ashton
Mining, which has 38.2 per cent, and CRA,
which has 56.8 per cent, are understood to be
furious with the use to which the compen-
sation payment, which they regard as excess-
ive, has been put.

The 5 per cent stake purchased by the
Government has always been a thorn in the
side of the other two joint venturers.

That article, together with the one in The West-
ern Alail and others, throw serious doubt on the
Government's financial judgment. The Govern-
ment should be coming forward and providing
Parliament with a proper explanation of the
investment details. We should be informed on
exactly how the cash flow is calculated and we
should have an opportunity to examine the full

details of the cash flow. I am now a shareholder
in the company and I also happen to be an ac-
countant. I am interested to see exactly how these
negotiations and calculations were arrived at.

Mr Brian Burke: We do not own Northern
Mining, and it is not in our province to release de-
tails about its position. I understand the Leader of
the Opposition has gone exhaustively through the
whole deal and 1 cannot be fairer than that. Ask
him what he thinks about it.

Mr MacKINNON: It is simple to answer those
points. The Government has acquired Northern
Mining with public shareholders' funds. The
shareholders in this project or investment are the
public of Western Australia.

Mr Brian Burke: Not until the Bill has gone
through.

Mr MacKlNNON: If the Government is to use
taxpayers' funds, it has a responsibility to provide
a proper explanation of why those funds have
been spent, how the return will be given on the
investment, and how the Government arrived at
those figures. To say that, by providing the
Leader of the Opposition with documents, the
Government is explaining the situation, is a com-
plete cop-out. I have not seen the figures, and I
will not ask to do so because I understand they
are confidential to the Leader of the Opposition.

I cannot look at the figures and say to those
people I represent, who are now to be share-
holders in this venture, that I think the Govern-
ment has done a good deal and has invested their
money wisely or, on the other hand, that it has
done a bad deal. If my constituents ask for advice,
I cannot give a valid answer because the docu-
ments handed to the Leader of the Opposition
were provided on a confidential basis.

Mr Brian Burke: Have you spoken to the
Leader of the Opposition? He can tell you what
he thinks of it.

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, I have. However, I
will not question him on the deal because the in-
formation given is confidential to him.

Mr Brian Burke: You are making two mistakes;
firstly, you are not a sharehbolder until this Bill
goes through-

Mr MacKINNON: An amount of $50 million
of funds have been committed once it goes
through.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, that is right.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier is suggesting

that I make judgments on the investment without
sufficient explanation.

Mr Brian Burke: Although the information pro-
vided to the Leader of the Opposition was on a
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confidential basis, that does not prevent his telling
his view of the deal.

Mr MacKINNON: It could well be. However
the Leader of the Opposition, as the Premier
knows, is certainly not a qualified accountant or a
trained person who could put these figures under
deep scrutiny.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: I suggest the Premier is not

properly qualified to analyse a financial state-
ment, either,

Mr Brian Burke; What gross disloyalty.
Mr Court: Don't be so stupid.
Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: I will not take the word of

a journalist who is the Premier that he has done
the best financial deal in Western Australia. I
would prefer to base my judgment on the opinions
of other accountants better qualified than 1, fol-
lowing their examination of the paperwork. The
Premier does not have the gumption to let me
have a look at the documents.

The claim has been made that a 14 per cent re-
turn on equity is a good deal. This again demon-
strates the naivety of the Government. I challenge
the Premer to go to Alan Bond or to any other
dealer in this town with an investment on equity
on this basis for a 14 per cent return after tax.
How many developers in this town are trading on
that basis?

Mr Brian Burke: Who are the accountants bet-
ter qualified than you whose judgment you would
like on the papers?

Mr MacKINNON: There are myriads of ac-
countants better qualified than I to judge the
deal.

Mr Brian Burke: Would Price Waterhouse do?
Mr MacKINNON: Price Waterhouse, C.P.

Bird, or any one of a number of others.
Mr Brian Burke: We will settle on Price

Waterhouse then.
Mr MacKINNON: I am aware the Govern-

ment has Price Waterhouse carrying out an
examination of the figures. I would rather have
the figures at my beck and call so I could examine
them. If Price Waterhouse has done an examin-
ation, why do we not have the information here to
examine so we can make a proper judgment of the
investment?

Mr Williams: Perhaps Price Waterhouse told
the Government it was a lousy deal.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier has made a
great statesmanlike address in the Eastern States
and has said we must protect the interests of

Western Australia; the interests must be
protected because of the encroachment of the
Commonwealth into the activities of the State,
particularly in regard to revenue.

As the member for Nedlands said to the Prem-
ier by interjection, the Premier cannot have it
both ways. I believe the Premier should be known
as "both-ways Burke" because he always tries to
have it both ways. One cannot support the High
Court decision in the Tasmanian dam case, which
the Premier did, and then use it as a basis for
investing funds into this project.

The selfsam~e man came back from the Prem-
iers' Conference in the Eastern States and said,
"Mr Hawke has given us a great deal! He is a
very reasonable man. Look at the arrangements
we have obtained. They are better than ever be-
fore". In the next breath he said, "Because of the
bad financial deal we are getting from the Com-
monwealth, we have to protect our future by
investing in this project". What a lot of poppy-
cock.

As I have indicated, the Government cannot
have it both ways. Either it says that the Com-
monwealth is giving us a bad deal and believes
what it is saying, or it does not. I challenge the
Premier to come back into the House and say that
he is getting a bad deal from the Commonwealth
and that Mr Hawke is not treating him well, be-
cause that is not what he said previously.

Finally, what concerns both me and other mem-
bers on this side of the House-it concerns mem-
bers of the public, also--is the precedent that has
been set. I know that the Deputy Premier always
scoffs when I quote from the State platform of the
ALP-

Mr Bryce: Here is the expet! The pages are
numbered!

Mr MacKINNON: Let me make two com-
ments: Firstly, if the Deputy Premier treats his
own platform with such disdain-

Mr Bryce: It is your use of it.
Mr MacKINNON: -why does the Labor

Party go through the charade of having such a
conference every two years? I am only quoting
the Labor Party's words. Secondly, if this docu-
ment is to be considered, I ask you, Sir, to look at
what has happened in the short time since this
Government has been elected, and compare that
with what is said in its platform.

I quote from page 24, under the heading
"Diamonds"-

In order to maximize the potential value of
the diamond industry to the Western Aus-
tralian economy, a Labor Government will
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work to achieve an equity in the diamond in-
dustry equivalent to that held by foreign
governments.

The Government still has a way to go to reach
that equity. However, it has made a start. It is as
good as its word and I never doubted that it would
be. The Deputy Premier would know I have been
saying that here for years. I quote item 41 from
page 27 of the Labor Party's platform, under the
heading "Nuclear Energy", as follows-

A Labor Government will allow no new
uranium mine developments to commence or
come on stream.

True to its word again, the Government has not
lifted a finger to help Yeelirrie to proceed and it
will not do so. The Labor Party's platform pre-
cludes it from doing that.

Item 6 on page 15 of the platform reads as fol-
lows-

6. extend the operations of the State
Government Insurance Office to provide
comprehensive and fair insurance for all;
consideration will be given to ways and
means of achieving greater efficiency in pro-
viding insurance where it is compulsory by
law;

We are about to see what the Government intends
to make compulsory by law; that is, the SGIO will
be a sole insurer in many areas. The Government
is true to its word. It is practising what it
preaches. I did not doubt that it would.

However, what concerns me and many other
members of the public are some other parts of the
Labor Party's platform. On page 14, the following
statement appears-

A State Labor Party will take action to as-
sist in providing greater Western Australian
participation and equity in development
projects rather than leaving all major devel-
opment to largely foreign-owned interests.

It is easy to see what this Government will do in
the future. It will want to be a participant in all
the resource projects of the future. By the way,
that statement is wrong, because 50 per cent of
the developments in this State are Australian-
owned; so it is hardly fair to say all major devel-
opments are largely foreign-owned.

A further point to which I draw attention reads
as follows-

A Labor Government will take action to
establish public enterprises to provide essen-
tial community services where the private
sector is unable or unwilling to do so and to
provide a leadership role to establish indus-
tries based on new technologies.

Mr Bryce: You blokes have been doing that for
years.

Mr MacKINNON: Are we to see, as has been
foreshadowed in the Press, that the technology
park will be filled with companies in which this
Government has a direct equity involvement?

Mr Brian Burke: There will be some good news
on the technology park shortly that even you will
not be able to knock.

Mr MacKINNON: I am a great supporter of
the technology park. I was the Minister who pro-
posed the damn thing! However, I am not sup-
portive of the Government's taking direct equity
investment in participants in the park.

Another area which is causing grave concern to
many people can be found in the following two
clauses in the Labor Party's platform-

A Labor Government will re-negotiate
upwards the royalty levied and the other
state charges upon the alumina industry to
ensure that direct payments to the State
Government are commensurate with the
value of the commodity to the producers.

I am aware the producers know what is in that
document. They are aware of the recovery that
has been taking place in their industry worldwide.
They are fearful that, as soon as they are on top
of the situation, rather than their being allowed to
recoup some of their losses, this clause will be im-
plemented by the Government.

Mr Brian Burke: How did we win the last elec-
tion?

Mr MacKINNON: There are lots of good
reasons for that, but in the four minutes left to me
I cannot expound on them. One of the reasons
was that we made some mistakes.

Mr Brian Burke: You made lots of them.

Mr MacKINNON: This Government will lose
the next election because of some of these policies.

The final point I make in relation to the
Government's platform that is obviously causing
concern to many people is this-

Accordingly, in the event of an aluminium
smelter being established, a Labor Govern-
ment would, in the right economic circum-
stances-

The Premier is saying they are right at the mo-
ment. A recovery is on the way and things are
looking good-

Mr Brian Burke: Don't knock it!
Mr MacKINNON: I am not knocking it. To

continue-
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-through the agency of the Western Aus-
tralian Development Corporation, acquire
substantial or majority equity in the smelter.

For those reasons, many people in the community
are concerned about the activities and actions of
this Government. That is also why I am opposed
to what the Government is doing. In my view, and
as I said in relation to the S010 legislation, the
Government does not have a role to play in this
area when plenty of private enterpri se parties are
willing to take the role, to pay, and to take that
risk. Why should we be risking taxpayers' funds
in this way? Why should we be enlarging Govern-
ment to enable it to control the project?

I have no confidence that the Government has
made the right decision. I have not been given any
information which gives me confidence to say the
Government's decision is right. Without doubt,
the editorial in The Western Mail of I5 and 16
October last is right, and I shall conclude my
comments by quoting from it.

Mr Parker; It is not often that you agree with
the Editor of The Western Mail.

Mr MacKINNON: There is very little in The
Western Mail with which I agree.

Mr Bryce: You forgot to refer to the issue of
the Malaysian Government's involvement.

Mr MacKINNON: I have not forgotten to do
that. I referred to the hypocrisy of the Govern-
ment in criticising the Malaysian Government in
this regard and then itself buying into the joint
venture. If the Malaysian Government wants to
invest in a project, it may do whatever it likes. I
for one, however, will not be supporting our
Government's taking the same sort of investment
risks or involvement.

Mr Bryce: You don't object to the Malaysian
Government investing in this State's resources
and providing benefits to the State but you object
to our own Government doing it.

Mr MacKINNON: Does the Deputy Premier
object to being a joint venture partner of the
Malaysian Government? What hypocrisy! I con-
clude by quoting from the editorial to which I
referred as follows-

All of this means public money being
pushed in the wrong directions. There is so
much for the Government to do in its normal
areas that playing at mining magnate is an
ideological indulgence the State cannot
afford.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [4.25 p.m.]: I shall
make some brief comments on the Bill, because
much of what I would like to say has been said
already by members from this side of the House. I

sat here and listened to the Premier a few days
ago tell us he was the architect of this great piece
of financial wizardry. Now the Deputy Premier
says it was he who was involved in it.

Mr Bryce: I was involved for the first three
months and then subsequently when I returned.
Don't try to distort the truth.

Mr COURT: So the Deputy Premier has been
heavily involved all the way through.

Mr Brian Burke: The Deputy Premier has been
closely involved in everything that has gone on in
relation to this matter.

Mr Coyne: So you should not be taking any
great credit yourself.

Mr Brian Burke: No; I am quite happy.
Mr MacKinnon: You said in the Press that it

was your idea and your idea alone.
Mr Brian Burke: The question was: Whose idea

was it to purchase the equity? I said it was my
idea.

Mr MacKinnon: You took full responsibility
for the negotiations?

Mr Brian Burke: I realise that they talk about
it in that context.

Mr Pearce: We are a team over here.
Mr Bryce: A good team!
Mr COURT: I say, "good luck" to the private

enterprise people involved who managed to sell
their stake to the Premier.

Mr Peter Jones: They saw him coming!
Mr COURT: It was certainly a good deal for

the private enterprise partners, but the Premier
and the taxpayers are the bunnies in the deal.

Mr Pearce: Didn't they sell at a loss?
Mr COURT: The Premier made a big public

relations fuss about the fact that, "You all own an
interest in a diamond mine". However, if the
Premier intends to get involved in these commer-
cial transactions, such as in buying into these pub-
lic companies, he should make clear to the public
the responsibilities he has taken on by doing so.
When one moves into the high risk mining field,
one has to understand that losses can occur. The
Premier says the conservative return will be 14
per cent on the capital invested. He says that is
conservative and the return could be 30 per cent.
Indeed, I agree that it could be 100 per cent; but
there could also be a negative return. It could be a
disaster.

Going back a few years, the Bougainville cop-
per project made millions of dollars in profits
each year inititally and everyone said it was liter-
ally a goidmine. However, very quickly that proj-
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cl started making massive losses and that just
happens to be the nature of the mining business.

The public should have been made aware that
they have not bought into guaranteed profits, but
they have bought into the possibility of losses. The
Government seems to have brushed that aside.

Mr Brian Burke: You would like this project to
collapse, wouldn't you?

Mr COURT: Does the Premier agree that
could happen? When one is making an investment
decision, one looks at both sides of the matter.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, and you make the best
judgment on balance.

Mr COURT: The Premier has not mentioned
one side of the issue.

Mr Brian Burke: What is that?
Mr COURT: The Premier has not mentioned

that there could be a downside to this.
Mr Brian Burke: Of course, but we are doing

this on the best possible assessment.
Mr COURT: One should remember that, with-

out the Government's getting involved in this, the
royalty payment was very attractive to the tax-
payers of this State. That was the case without
the Government's taking this risk.

Mr Brian Burke: But on the downside, there
will not be any royalties.

Mr COURT: I am saying we should not have
to contribute to the losses. If the company makes
a loss, the taxpayer is now responsible for that
loss. Does the Premier agree with that?

Mr Brian Burke: Of course I do.
Mr COURT: However, if the company made a

loss under the previous arrangement, the Govern-
ment did not have to pay for that loss.

Mr Brian Burke: And it did not get any royalty
payments, either.

Mr COURT: That is right.
Mr Bryce: The previous member for Nedlands

could only see the bright side of everything!
Mr COURT: The Bill before the House expects

us to be making a commercial decision about
buying an investment in a company. I would have
thought the whiz-kids opposite would realise all
the responsibilities they have taken on and would
have explained them to the public. The Govern-
ment should have explained to people the possi-
bility I have just mentioned.

The second issue relates to the capital contri-
bution to expansion. It has been said the line of
credit is arranged already, but the fact of the
matter is the Government still has to meet its
share of the obligations for capital required in the

venture. It could be that a major overrun in the
cost of the next stage of the project could occur,
and thus it may be asked to contribute more. That
is pretty common in business. Things often do not
go according to plan.

I am opposed to the Government's getting
involved in this sort of high-risk mining venture.

Mr Brian Burke: What it amounts to really is
that you are philosophically opposed to it.

Mr COURT: The other aspect which annoys
me about this is that it is not new investment in
Western Australia, as another member said; it is
simply shifting it from one Western Australian
owner to another Western Australian owner,
when the Government has had the opportunity to
use its bargaining power to encourage new
investment into this State and certainly to encour-
age more employment.

The Premier glibly talks about this 14 per cent
return on the capital investment. He answered
today that this return will be eight per cent in real
terms, taking into account taxation and royalties.
As I said earlier, I do not believe these figures
mean much at all. The figures must be projected
three or four years, as the member for Floreat
said. It is difficult to predict what the earnings
will be in such a project.

Mr Brian Burke: You have to do that all the
time, otherwise you would have no investment at
all.

Mr COURT: The Premier has said the return
will be 14 per cent, but he could produce figures
to us to back up whatever Figure he wanted to put
to us.

Mr Brian Burke: I could have said it would be
40 per cent.

Mr COURT: That is correct, which indicates
the nature of the mining industry and, in particu-
lar, this part of the mining industry.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you not accept that West-
ern Australians should through their Government
own a one-twentieth share of a major and rich re-
source project in their State?

Mr COURT: I am trying to get the point
across that this 14 per cent return the Premier has
said the public will receive, and the public have
accepted, is a supposition. It is based on a number
of different projections.

Mr Brian Burke: You might call them
sensitivities. That is what they are normally
referred to as.

Mr COURT: It is a supposition, and the Prem-
ier should make it clear to the public that that is
what it is. They have accepted there will be a 14
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per cent return, and probably think it is okay be-
cause it is near the building society rate.

Mr Brian Burke: It could be as high as 25 per
cent.

Mr COURT; That is the point I make-it
could be anything. The Premier should not be
dogmatic about the 14 per cent return. He knows
that from time to time the return could vary a lot.
Earlier he, the Deputy Premier, and a few others,
jibed in to say, "Well, what sort of earnings do
other mining companies return?" That is a good
question. If we go through the list of returns for
mining companies, we find that their earnings re-
lated to their share prices show a great deal of
variance all over the place.

I will refer to a couple of examples. The mem-
ber for Esperance-Dundas can back me up on this
point. The Whim Creek company with its gold
mining earned 50c to 60c a share, and is selling
currently at $2.50 a share. If we apply the usual
multiplier of 10 times the rate of earning to deter-
mine the value of the share, a share in that
company should be selling at $6.

Mr Brian Burke: Why do you apply that multi-
plier?

Mr COURT: That is the multiplier usually ap-
plied to the share earnings. Hill 50 has I50
million issued shares earning 1.Sc a share, and
under the rule of thumb the market price should
be I Sc a share, but those shares currently sell at
43c each.

Mr Parker: It depends on a whole range of
things, not just on the earnings.

Mr COURT: That is just the point, BHP pres-
enttly earns 40c a share, and the shares sell at $12
each. The very nature of the mining industry
means that the earnings on share prices are all
over the place, and we must be careful if we start
to quote what the return will be on a particular
project. Many questions must be answered, and I
hope the Premier will answer some of them. One
relates to this company's paying Federal tax.

It seems absurd that the State Government will
hold an interest in a company which will pay vir-
tually half its profits to the Federal Government
before the State gets its share. The board of
Northern Mining we are told will continue to
have Sir Lennox Hewitt as its chairman, but who
will be the representatives of the company
involved with the running of the joint venture?
The Premier says we will earn a positive cash flow
next year, and he referred to that 14 per cent.
Will those earnings be paid back to the Govern-
ment, or will it be necessary for them to be re-
tained within the company? It could well be that
construction does not continue as planned, and

mare money is needed, It may be decided to keep
the profits within the company. These are the
questions we should have answered. We will not
get anything back into the coffers for some years.
The present situation is just not good enough.
People who have been involved with similar types
of projects know that early in the piece the profits
may have to be ploughed back into the company.

The money the Premier talks about as the pre-
payment of royalties, a matter that was referred
to by another speaker, is money we get only once.
In years to come, it will not be available to us. Of
course, the money has been locked into the project
and we have forgone the opportunity to invest it
in a wide range of other projects where many jobs
certainly could be created.

It is unfortunate the member for Kimberley is
not here. He would have a lot to say on this mat-
ter because he must be concerned that if the town
is not built funds will be taken from the region.
He will not have the opportunity to see funds put
into many other projects- We can discuss this
matter when we debate the next Bill. We can con-
sider what should have been done to assist the
Kimberley region.

Mr Brian Burke: If this company wasn't paying
Federal income tax, I suppose you would say that
would enhance the investment.

Mr COURT: I am saying that the State
Government has an interest-

Mr Brian Burke: The problem is that you want
it all ways. You want us to operate on a purely
commercial basis, and if we were to make an ar-
rangement by which this company avoided in-
come tax, you would say the company was not op-
erating on a commercial basis.

Mr COURT: I think we should not get
involved, full stop.

Mr Brian Burke: We are involved, and do you
want us to be commercial or not?

Mr COURT: I do not agree with it at all.
Mr Brian Burke: That is up to you, but do you

want us not to pay income tax?

Mr COURT: Let us return to the question of
the town.

Mr Tonkin: Oh, come on!
Mr COURT: Of course the company has to

pay income tax. I am criticising the way the
Government has organised this purchase.

Mr Brian Burke: Would you prefer it not to
pay income tax?

Mr COURT: The royalties would give the
Government a part of the action anyway.
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Mr Brian Burke: All right, but if we arrange
for the company not to pay income tax, would you
give us your support?

Mr COURT: No.
Mr Brian Burke: Well, don't criticise us.
Mr COURT: An agreement already exists

whereby the Government could obtain 22.5 per
cent of the profits.

Mr Brian Burke: That is another subject.
Mr COURT: Why should the Government take

this risk with a five per cent interest in the
company, and subject the taxpayers of Western
Australia to possible losses?

Mr Brian Burke: All right, that is one point,
but I want to know what you think about the in-
come tax. You criticised us for paying the income
tax.

Mr COURT: I do not criticise the company for
having to pay income tax-it must by law. I criti-
cise the Government for the way it has dealt with
this matter.

Mr Brian Burke: If we have a deal not to pay
the income tax, would that meet with your ap-
proval?

Mr COURT: Look, we are talking about this
legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: You change what you are
talking about when you get into trouble.

Mr COURT: The Premier has been outspoken
when it has suited him about the resource proj .ects
organised by the previous Government. The
Leader of the House, when he is here, chants in
and says that we sold out the State. Does the
Premier believe that the agreement negotiated by
the previous Government was a good agreement?

Mr Brian Burke: I will answer that when I
speak.

Mr MacKinnon: I bet you will.
Mr COURT: I thought it was a simple question

to answer. Does the Premier believe that the
agreement we are discussing is a good agreement?

Mr Brian Burke: I will still answer it when I
speak.

Mr COURT: I will put it another way: Does he
think it is good that the previous Government
negotiated to have written into the agreement that
the company construct a town?

Mr Brian Burke: I will answer that too when I
speak.

Mr COURT: The Premier will not answer that
because in public he does not mind saying that the
previous Government did dud deals with its re-
source projects.

Mr Brian Burke: It didn't do good ones, but I
didn't say it did dud deals. I said it did less than
best.

Mr COURT: I will quote remarks made by the
Premier on radio last Friday. I will not try to de-
fend any particular personalities. In referring to
the construction of the town, the Premier said
this-

..and if you look back on some of those
deals done in the 60s and 70s. They were
very bad arrangements for the people in this
State. Sir Charles Court whenever a mine
was opened, wherever it was, built one town
and hopefully two and caused such gigantic
social problems that we have been regretting
them ever since,what we have done is sen-
sibly say to people who wanted to save money
by not building a town in the Kimberleys
that yes, we would go along with their
improved efficiency and not force them to
build the town, but the savings should be
shared with the people of this State. They
seemed happy. The only people who aren't
happy is the Opposition.

The Premier wants to have two bob each way. He
held the diamond agreement up and said it was a
great agreement, and we have now managed to
get five per cent of the action.

Mr Brian Burke: Who said it was a great
agreement?

Mr COURT: Why does the Premier want the
Government to have a five per cent interest?

Mr Brian Burke: The project is not the agree-
menit.

Mr COURT: Very well, the project.
Mr Brian Burke: You hold the project up, not

the agreement.
Mr COURT: There must be an agreement be-

fore there is a project. The Premier cannot say the
project is great, and that is why we have a five per
cent interest in it, but then say in public on a
radio programme that the deals negotiated by the
previous Government were dud deals, which
forced companies to build towns. The Premier
knows that because the provision was written into
the agreement, this Government is able to invest
money in the five per cent equity. He should not
knock the fact that there was provision for a town
in the agreement.

What the Premier says is that towns such as
Dampier have grave social problems, and that the
people living in their homes in those towns do not
love the places and will not stay there the rest of
their lives and raise their families. Nothing is
wrong with an iron ore project's building a
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town. We are getting on to the subject of towns in
mining areas, but I must ask the Premier this:
Does he want to have Perth as the domicile area
for the people working on these projects, and to
have those people fly to and from the remote
areas?

Mr Brian Burke: You are a bit out of date. We
are now in 1983.

Mr COURT: Why?
Mr Brian Burke: It is the philosophy you are

expounding.
Mr COURT: Does the Premier refer to the

construction of a town at a project?
Mr Brian Burke: Everywhere.
Mr COURT: If we were commencing the

Hamersley project today, would he think it better
to fly the workers to and from it? This Govern-
ment does not want to do a damn thing for the
north-the Pilbara and the Kimberley.

Mr MacKinnon: Or for decentralisation.

Mr COURT: So much for decentralisation.
Does the Government say the work force should
be flown back and forth in executive jets? It could
be that grave social problems occur by these
people being flown back and forth every three
weeks.

Mr Jamieson: Especially if they arrived back a
bit early.

Mr COURT: I agree. One does not know what
happens at the mine town while they are away. I
think the member has hit the nail on the head.

This Premier finds it convenient in public to
switch the argument around as it suits him. He
must either say the project is good, and that is
why the Government wants some of the action
and has committed the people to ive per cent in
the venture, or say otherwise.

Mr Brian Burke: Surely, we have said that.

Mr COURT: The Premier has not. He has said
all the deals were duds-all the arrangements.

Mr Brian Burke: There is a fundamental differ-
ence between an agreement and a project. The
agreement represents the terms under which the
project is developed, taking into account the
State's intercst.

Mr COURT: If agreement cannot be reached,
the project cannot be commenced.

Mr Brian Burke: That is true.
Mr COURT: The agreement must be nego-

tiated. If the Premier had been in Government
when the diamond agreement were negotiated,
what would he have done?

Mr Brian Burke: A project can get off the
ground even with a shoddy agreement which does
not protect the State.

Mr COURT: It certainly can; and I have asked
the Premier to indicate whether the agreement is
a good one.

Mr Brian Burke: I will answer when I make my
speech.

Mr COURT: I think it is important for the
Government to say it is a good agreement, be-
cause the Government has just bought five per
cent of the action.

Mr Brian Burke: I will still answer when I
make my speech.

Mr COURT: Another matter which does con-
cern me is the way in which the Government has
gone about these negotiations.

When I visited this particular mine site as a
backbencher, I asked some questions about flying
people in and out and whether they supported the
establishment of a town in the area. The
impression I received was that they wanted to try
the experiment and fly the employees in and out
to work. They wanted to see whether such a pro-
cedure would create social problems. [f it did not
work out, they would then take the option of
building a town. However, the options have been
cut because they have not built a town and they
are very much stuck. I would like to think that in
conjunction with other developments in the area,
there is a natural progression towards people liv-
ing in the area, instead of flying them in and out
of the town.

Mr Blaikie: The other point is that with people
flying in and out of the town, there is no guaran-
tee they will live in Western Australia.

Mr COURT: That is a good point. It may be
that the people are flying in from Darwin or that
some resort may be developed elsewhere.

Mr Blaikie: What companies normally do is fly
people back to their general place of residence.

Mr COURT: This Government is really
playing with fire by involving itself in this type of
transaction. I think it has gone in over its depth
because many questi ons need to be answered. The
public should be made aware of the responsiblity
that has been taken on with this agreement.

I believe the Government has paid too much for
this investment. I agree with the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition when he highlighted the fact
that money available for employment
opportunities has been foregone to fulfil some of
this Government's ideology. I am opposed to this
legislation.
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MR COWAN (Merredin) [4.47 p.m.]: Success-
ive Governments in Western Australia always
have bad a reasonable amount of involvement in
resources development, but that has always been
on the basis of controls through environmental re-
view and management programmes, and the
Govcrnmcnts have received incomc from re-
sources development through royalties. However,
to my knowledge, this is the first time there has
ever been active participation, by a Government,
in resource development. This is something to
which I and my party are opposed.

I am certainly not competent to be able to go
into some of the detail that has been given by
members on this side of the House, so I will con-
fine my remarks to a discussion of philosophy. I
say to the Premier that the National Party is op-
posed to this legislation on philosophical grounds.

Mr Jamieson: It worked quite well with
Wundowie.

Mr COWAN: If the member for Welshpool
wishes to use Wundowie as an example, it pleases
me because it will help my case. The Wundowie
plant is now very much something of the past.
It was a dead loss. I would suggest that if we use
that as an example of precedent for investment, it
will help my case.

Mr Jamieson: I do not think you are right be-
cause Wundowie had to compete with other ven-
tures and initially gave a good return.

Mr COWAN: As I said, we are opposed to this
legislation on philosophical grounds. Even though
the member for Welshpool has stated one
example to my knowledge there has never been a
Government involved in resource development, as
a developer.

My party prefers resource development to be
retained strictly within private enterprise. We
have no argument with the Government's having
an overview and being involved in environmental
review and management programmes or with its
being able to claim royalties. After all, we know
that, under the Mining Act, minerals are the
property of the Crown and the Government. We
have no argument that royalties are paid or with
the requirement for stringent environmental re-
view and management programmes.

We object to involvement in the Ashton dia-
mond venture purely and simply because dia-
monds are very much based on an artificial mar-
ket and for the Government of the day to claim
that this particular investment is an extremely
good deal is ridiculous. The Premier should know
that being based on a completely artificial price,
diamonds are highly vulnerable. It has been said
quite often that the Central Diamond Selling Or-
ganisation, which is controlled by the De Beers

group, is running more and more into financial
strife. No-one will convince me that a market
which is propped up artificially is a good one.
However, we have the Government of the day
claiming that it has taken $50 million worth of
prepaid royalties and invested that money to ac-
quire a five per cent share in the Argyle venture.
That action is contrary to the philosophy of our
party and as far as the marketing of diamonds is
concerned, it is very much an artificial market
and any prediction of profits could be proved to
be quite wrong. As the member for Nedlands
said, if diamonds lose their value, there could
possibly be a negative result for the people of
Western Australia.

By way of interjection, the Premier referred to
the SGlO and the extension of its franchise and
said that was Government involvement and par-
ticipation in a resource. We do not see service in-
dustries in the same light as we see resources de-
velopment. We see no correlation between the
two. We are quite prepared to support the exten-
sion of franchise in the provision of services, but
we are not prepared to support Government
involvement in resources development. Certainly.
we would not advocate or support capital
investment of public money in resources develop-
ment; therefore, we are opposed to the Bill.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balcatta-Trasurer)
[4.55 p.m.]: I have listened with interest to the
contributions made by the various Opposition
members who have spoken to the legislation. The
Leader of the National Party summed up the situ-
ation as honestly as it could be put-and more
honestly than most of those who did contrib-
ute-when he said that it was essentially a differ-
ence in philosophy that reflected the Opposition's
decision not to support this legislation.

At the outset, let me simply say that this
measure is part of the Budget and obviously we
would not be expecting that the Opposition would
reject part of the Budget, but then in another
place the Opposition has the numbers.

The second point I would like to say is that by
every commercial criterion we are able to discern
and apply the arrangement made in this particu-
lar case.

Mr Cowan: If you are going to claim that this
is part of the Budget, really you can say any Bill
that requires a Message is part of the Budget. In
this case you are talking about a very large figure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think the mem-
ber has looked at the Budget papers.

Mr Cowan: I have.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member will find
that it shows appropriation to the Stale develop-
ment fund for this purchase.

Mr Cowan: There is also appropriation made
for quite a lot of other items which are not in-
cluded as part of the Budget. All they require is a
Message.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As part of the Budget,
certain changes are to be made in stamp duty and
I would regard stamp duty legislation as part of
the Budget. One might say that is a result of the
mechanical nature of the Budget, but that is not
the case. Payroll tax amendments are part of the
Budget. That is a separate piece of legislation,
that is true, but it is part of the Budget.

Mr Stephens: The decision was made to put it
into the Budget, but it is not part of the Budget in
the normal concept.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying the Leader
of the National Party can apply the same
yardstick to each of these measures, but we would
regard each of them as a part of the Budget.

Mr Thompson: What if the Legislative Council
defeats this Bill?

Mr Tonkin: It is pretty obvious.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will not be drawn into a
situation where the member will claim that I am
threatening the Legislative Council.

I would like to address myself to some of the
matters raised by various speakers. The first point
relates to the question of the price paid for the
Five per cent interest. I have said that there are
two ways in which one might assess whether the
price paid is fair or unfair. I have said the pro-
spective return on the investment is one method
by which to evaluate the value of the investment
and whether the price is fair. The Leader of the
Opposition has adopted other ways to assess
whether the price paid is fair. In that manner, I
am quite happy to state that I will work from the
basis that the member for Narrogin has outlined
to the House and the different variations which
influence the price. I will then leave it to the
House to decide whether the price paid is fair.

The member for Narrogin applied the yardstick
of a reflection of the value of the Ashton mining
industry and said that if we were to take a five per
cent share of the project and to assess the value of
that share one would arrive at $27 million as
being a fair price. I suppose no one would argue
with that. Let us take the $27 million as a fair
price and First look at the factors that affect the
price.

If one were to buy 13.01 per cent of Ashton
Mining company which is the percentage of the

company one would have to buy to gain a five per
cent equity in the project-the Ashton Joint Ven-
ture-one would not have the right to be rep-
resented and to vote independently at meetings of
the joint venture. That is an added advantage in
the purchase of Northern Mining. As a minority
shareholder in the Ashton Mining company, one
would not have the ability, I would think, to be
represented on the board of Ashton, let alone to
be represented on the board of the joint venture.
That is one reason the yardstick used by the mem-
ber for Narrogin is faulty. As far as we are con-
cerned, a value can be assigned to the fact that
the discrete ownership of Northern Mining per-
mits the added advantage of representation on the
joint venture.

Northern Mining has the right of marketing its
share of production independently of the other
joint venturers. There is a value to be attached to
that. I am not sure how the member for Narrogin
would assess that value, but it would add some-
thing to the $27 million. In addition to that extra
value in the matter of prices fetched for the prod-
uct, there is the added value of the absolute con-
trol over the marketing, sorting, cutting, pol-
ishing, and developing of downstream processing,
in the general sense, of the five per cent share of
the Ashton Joint Venture. A value can be at-
tached to the $27 million floor value on account
of that downstream processing advantage.

In addition, as a minority shareholder in the
Aston Mining company, the Government would
have no control over what happens to the profits
Ashton earns. By owning Northern Mining, the
Government is able to say that we want the
profits earned from that investment to be used in
a certain way. There is an added value to be put
on top of the $27 million minimum value as a re-
sult of that ability of Government to say the
profits earned by Northern Mining shall be ex-
pended in a certain manner.

If we were to buy into Ashton Mining
company, we would have less ability to determine
the use of the profits earned by Ashton than does
the Malaysian Government because it would be a
bigger shareholder in Ashton than would be the
Western Australian Government. So if Ashton
decided in relation to earning of profits to use the
money for a development in Malaysia, we would
be unable to change that decision as a minority
shareholder in Ashton Mining. So there is an
added value to be accorded to the share Northern
Mining has of the joint venture because of that
discrete ability earned by the Government in its
purchase.

There is one other very compelling reason that
an added value exists on the Northern Mining
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Corporation share-Northern Mining has the
ability to demand five per cent of the maximum
capacity of the Ashton Joint Venture regardless
of the level of production set by the joint ven-
turers. As the member for Narrogin said, it may
be that in time, output from the Ashton Joint
Venture will be controlled. When that happens,
CRA and Ashton will not be permitted to take
the share of the joint venture's production that
would reflect their share of the product. Northern
Mining will be able to take that share. So another
added value may be accorded to Northern
Mining's share and must be placed on top of the
$27 million minimum price about which the mem-
ber for Narrogin spoke.

Many reasons exist to say the Northern Mining
share is worth well in excess of the very primitive
and superficial calculation in which the member
for Narrogin decided to involve himself. Another
point is that if on the share market one were to
buy a share of Ashton, one would not be buying
an equity. One would be buying a share in a
mining company. We are buying an equity-a
share in the project.

Mr Peter Jones: What will you be selling when
you sell shares in the development corporation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will be selling shares
in the corporation that holds the equity.

Mr Peter Jones: In a whole range of projects?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, in Ashton Mining.

Mr Peter Jones: So the corporation will have
only the one asset?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have said several times
that I have no knowledge of any further nego-
tiations to add assets to the Northern Mining
asset. I have said that before; all I can say is that
at this time we would be selling shares in the
asset-the ive per cent equity of Northern
Mining.

I do not know why the member for Narrogin
did not bother to explain those five, six, or seven
added factors that are so important and which
render his position a touch less than honest.

Mr Peter Jones: No it doesn't.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: One compelling indict-

ment exists of his calculations. He talked about a
$27 million value reflected through the shale of
Ashton in the stock market price today and ex-
pects the House to believe we could go into the
market and buy 13 per cent of Ashton without the
price rising.

Mr Peter Jones: That is not quite right. I said
to have a five per cent equity did not make $42
million.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member said we
could have bought five per cent by buying Ashton
shares.

Mr Peter Jones: Did I say that today?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member said it the

other evening.
Mr MacKinnon: It would not necessarily be on

the share market. It could be an off-market deal.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I suppose so.
Mr Peter Jones: What about the rights issue?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am aware of that. If

the member expects to be able to buy 13 per cent
of Ashton on the share market, he should know
the value of that percentage of the Ashton
company cannot be calculated according to
today's prices.

Mr Peter Jones interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member knows it

is true, why does he use the $27 million value fig-
ure?

Mr MacKinnon: The share market price is a
good guide.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is less than honest of
the member for Narrogin to do that.

Mr Peter Jones: It is not.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not only is there the ef-

fect of a purchase of that size on the share price,
but also there are the five or six other factors that
make Northern Mining unique.

We have said consistently that the investment is
completely justified on the basis of the return that
is estimated on the most conservative of
sensitivities. I know members opposite in their
political search will claim we should reveal all
sorts of details. The Opposition when in Govern-
ment chose not to do that itself.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We do not own Northern

Mining and it would be less than fair of us to re-
lease all the details sought by the Opposition if
only on the basis we would be releasing details
about someone else's property, leaving aside the
commercial sensitivity of the material. We tried
in good faith to provide the Leader of the Oppo-
sition with access to the information he required.
We gave him access to whatever he wanted and L
note he has been uncritical of the arrangement
since then., We cannot do any more than that. I
suggest Opposition members talk to their leader if
not to obtain commercially confidential infor-
mation, at least to obtain from him his view of the
arrangement into which the State is entering. If
that is not good enough, we have gone to further
lengths because of the queries raised by the Oppo-
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sition, and commissioned Price Waterhouse to
carry out an exhaustive examination of the entire
basis on which the decision was made. I am
pleased now to be able to distribute to all mem-
bers a copy of the opinion from Price Waterhouse.
I will read only the last paragraph which states-

In our opinion, based on the documentary
evidence and the computations presented to
us, there is nothing to indicate the assump-
tions and estimates are not within the ranges
customarily adopted in such determinations
of values and which are not given reasonable
credence by the information and the formal
reports given to us to assist in, our review and
referred to in the first paragraph of the
opinion.

Price Waterhouse was open to all the infor-
mation-

Mr Peter Jones: No it was not, It was given ac-
cess to the information you gave it, based on the
projections you had.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Price Waterhouse was
open to all the information we had on which we
made our decision and has said in its view the ar-
rangement is a very sound one. I am happy to dis-
tribute a copy to all members and I think it will
be of interest to them.

That deals with the question of the price. I will
deal quickly now with some other matters raised
by the Opposition. The member for Narrogin
spoke about the marketing arrangements and the
one-year sanction on the ability to market and
sort outside the State. There is a simple answer;
the agreement Northern Mining has entered into
in respect of marketing of its share of the project
requires it to provide Arslanian Freres with any or
all of its share. Complete discretion rests with
Northern Mining as to the marketing of its share.
I presume it despatches that point because the
Government or Northern Mining depending on
whom you assign the responsibility, has the ability
to send all or part or none of its share of pro-
duction to Arslanian. I cannot see where the
member for Narrogin has a problem with that.

Mr Peter Jones: I was drawing attention to the
fact that you cannot have it both ways. If you
have a unique marketing arrangement in Antwerp
which you have arranged to continue, and at the
same time retain the product in Western Aus-
tralia for sorting and processing, you will embark
on one of the two options.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: With due respect, I am
pointing out that the Government or Northern
Mining has the flexibility to meet its obligations.
It is also true to say the marketing arrangements
do not necessarily relate to sorting. On that basis

there should be no problem in Northern Mining's
complying with the terms of the agreement.

Mr Peter Jones: The official marketing ar-
rangements do relate to sorting.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We understand the obli-
gations of the agreement, and Northern Mining
will comply with the agreement. That is that.

The next point raised was the question of value,
and I think that has been attended to. The third
point was the question of ongoing capital oper-
ations. The Government has never made any
secret of the fact that there attaches to Northern
Mining's share of the project an obligation to con-
tribute to capital requirements of the joint ven-
ture. As the member for Nedlands said, a facility
is in place funded from the cash flow of the share
of the project owned by Northern Mining and
that provides if we needed to pursue it, all the
financial support that is required. I do not see a
problem with that; it is normal project financing.

Mr Court: You are so naive; you are borrowing
the money.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is normal project
financing. How does the member want us to ob-
tain the money-rbb someone?

Mr Court: Okay, you are borrowing the money.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course we are, and it

may surprise the member to know CRA and
Ashton have borrowed money.

Mr Court: You do not get it; you pay interest
and the interest can be anything.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course.
All we can do is take the most authoritative ad-

vice available from all around the world, make up
a computer model of the joint venture, and base
our best estimates on that model.

Mr Court: That is not the business Govern-
mients are in.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is really hitting it
on the head! I can understand that philosophy,
although it is the wrong philosophy and it is one
from the 1960s, not the 1980s. What the member
is saying is that Governments should not be
involved in this sort of thing.

The member for Floreat best answered the
question about the Government's liability when he
attempted to define the difference between legal
liability and what one could term "moral liab-
ility" or the Government's reputation liability. I
do not need to add much more, except to say that
the Opposition implores us to act in a commercial
manner, and then criticises us by saying that we
should not accept the legal limit to the liability
for which the State might become involved. The
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Opposition cannot have it both ways. It wants the
Government not to trade on the same terms and
conditions as private enterprise, but it wants us
not to have a special advantage. In true free en-
terprise and Liberal fashion, we are content not to
take a special advantage. We will do as the mar-
ketplace dictates, on a commercial basis;, and the
arrangement will be very profitable for the State.

As far as the income tax question is concerned,
by the same argument that we are now to be a
commercial entity through Northern Mining, so
we are obliged to pay income tax. However, as the
member for Nedlands thinks it is advisable to
make some arrangement about income tax, acting
on his advice 1 have instructed my advisers to do
that, and I hope they will be able to report to me
in due course that it was possible to do so.

Some other points were raised, and one was
whether the agreement was a good one. In some
respects, the agreement was not a good one. The
idea that we can impose on every mining develop-
ment the obligation to build a town is not gener-
ally an appropriate obligation-

Mr Court: When will you have your first agree-
ment to bring to this House?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Is that so that the Oppo-
sition can criticise us, in the same way as I have
been criticising it?

As far as the town is concerned. I do not know
of anyone who wanted it built. The local com-
munity did not want it.

Mr Stephens: We did.

Mr Court: What is the local community?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The shire council came
to see us, and it did not want it. Even the Aborigi-
nal community representatives did not want it.

Mr Peter Jones: Did the shire want something
spent in its area-in the Wyndham-East
Kimberley Shire area?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes. However, it did not
want the town.

Mr Peter Jones: The shire was aware of the
social problems; but it wanted the funds spent in
its shire.

IMr BRIAN BURKE: The shire people told us
they did not want the town.

Mr Court: Which Aboriginal communities did
not want the town?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am sorry, I do not have
the details of the names. The ERMP, which dealt
with the environmental impact of the project as
opposed to the town, clearly set out-

(113)

Mr Court: You go on about this Aboriginal
thing, and you know that very few of them live
within 100 miles of that place.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No-one wanted the town.
In fact, no-one apart from the member for
Nedlands wanted the town. We were approached
by many people, including the companies, and
they did not want the town. The local authorities,
the Aboriginal communities, and the State
Government did not want the town, so we did not
insist on it.

Mr Peter Jones: That is no reason for us riot to
insist on developing the north, simply because the
company did not want to do it.

Mr BRI[AN BURKE: I agree with that. I agree
it is not a sufficient reason in itself.

Mr Peter Jones: For any reason.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: When we talk about a
town, we must consider the size of the town, and
its nature from a social point of view.

Mr Peter Jones: I mentioned all those things.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let us settle this matter
once and for all. Is the member for Narrogin say-
ing that, were he the Minister, he would have in-
sisted on the town?

Mr Peter Jones: No.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Okay, we have made the
right decision. The member for Narrogin should
not cavil about our making a decision. He should
tell the member for Nedlands that we will not
have the town that he wanted.

This is an excellent deal, but I have been absol-
utely appalled at the information relayed to us in
the past week that Sir Charles Court has been ap-
proaching members of the upper House on an in-
dividual basis, urging them to vote against this
legislation.

Mr Court: Do not go on hearsay. Deal with the
facts.

Opposition members interjected.
Mr Court: You are taking the Deputy Prem-

ier's account.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I wish that members of
the Opposition would treat issues on their merits.

am sure-

Mr H-assell-. We have, and that is the problem.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If we were to look at this
arrangement, we would find that it could not be
said that we are entering into it with ideological
blinkers on.

Mr Hassell: It is your ideological commitment
that has got you into trouble, because the value
does not stand up.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: On the basis of the infor-
mation supplied by Price Waterhouse, we are sat-
isfied. On the basis of the Treasury advice, we are
satisfied-

Mr H-assell: You are obviously pretty desperate.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We are not desperate at
all.

Mr Hassell: You are on the run, because you do
not have a good deal. You have a poor old deal.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am sorry. Perhaps 1
reel comfortable on the run. The member for
Cottesloe knows that people outside the Parlia-
ment would not attempt to influence the consider-
ations of those within it. If I am wrong, all right, I
am wrong; but I believe 1 am telling the truth. I
have reliable information on the matter.

Mr Peter Jones: Your information is not re-
liable.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: God only knows whether
it is true. 1 put the information forward for the
digestion of members opposite.

Mr Court: That is the remark of the week.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is an excellent ar-
rangement into which the State is entering. It will
be highly profitable for the State, and it has been
applauded by the public generally.

The Government
stands alone in the
ment that is to the
State.

believes that the Opposition
way it cavils at an arrange-
benefit of the people of this

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

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

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Ciarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Grayden
Mr H-assell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes 28
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
M r 1. F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 20
Mr McNce
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
M r Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Treihowan
Mr Williams

Ayes
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr Bridge
Mr Tom Jones

Pairs
Noes

Mr Watt
Mr Tubby
Mr Laurance

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer) in charge
of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-
Mr MENSAROS: It would not be proper to let

go unchallenged the Treasurer's remark that this
is a Budget Bill. We have no definition in any of
the Statutes of a Budget Bill; but in the Common-
wealth sphere a Budget Bill is regarded as any
legislation which the Treasurer mentions in his
speech, and which the various Ministers introduce
on the same night.

I know of one Bill in the present session which I
have adjourned, and that is the Land Drainage
Amendment Bill, which facilitates the spending of
moneys for which an appropriation has been made
in the Budget.

The Treasurer claims that because this Bill fa-
cilitates something for which the Budget contains
an appropriation, it is a Budget Bill;, but that is
drawing too long a bow.

If that interpretation is followed, the member
for Merredin would be correct in saying that
every Bill in this Chamber which necessitates a
Message from the Governor is a Budget Bill, be-
cause every Bill with a Message relates to the
spending of money for which an appropriation is
made in the Budget or alternatively to the receiv-
ing of revenue for which an allowance is made in
the Budget.

I have no purpose in mentioning this, except for
tidiness. I did not want to leave unchallenged the
Treasurer's remark because if it were unchal-
lenged, he would be able to claim that virtually
every Bill brought into this Chamber is a Budget
Bill.

(Teller) Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is a Budget Bill in
the same way as the Stamp Amendment Bill and
the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill are Budget
Bills. There is an appropriation to the State devel-
opment fund in the Budget, and the income is
clearly shown as an item of income in the Budget
papers. Whether or not the member for Floreat
thinks the Government is drawing a long bow, the
Government does believe this is a Budget Bill.

(Teller)
Clause put and passed.
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Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again at

a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr
Cowan.

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 p.m.

BILLS (2): MESSAGES

Appropriations
Messages from the Governor received and read

recommending appropriations for the purposes of
the following Bills-

I . Northern Mining Corporation N.L.
(Acquisition) Bill.

2. Diamond (Ashton Joint Venture) Agree-
ment Amendment Bill.

NORTHERN MINING CORPORATION
(ACQUISITION) BILL

In Committee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair, Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer) in charge
of the Bill.

Progress was reported after Clause 4 had been
agreed to.

Clause 5: Treasurer may guarantee financial
obligations of company-

Mr COWAN: This clause makes provision for
the Treasurer to be able to issue money or to issue
guarantees, on behalf of the State, to the
company.

I would like to use the debate on this clause to
remind the Premier of some other projects for
which previous Governments have issued guaran-
tees and which have been called upon. Guarantees
were issued several times for political
reasons-this decision to purchase Northern
Mining is political; it is based on the philosophy
of the Labor Party. Perhaps they acted on advice
received, although f hope I am wrong. I hope no
member of the then Department of Industrial De-
velopment advised the Government to issue
guarantees to some of the projects I am about to
name. Some were Southern Ocean Fisheries,
Bunbury Foods, Kamballin Farms, and others of
that nature. They were extremely costly to this
State and I would have thought this would be
another example where a guarantee that may be

issued by this Government is likely to be exercised
in the future.

I will always hope that does not happen, but
nevertheless I think it is appropriate at this stage
to mention that many political decisions have
been made in the past under which Govcrnmcnt
guarantees have been issued, and the projects
have failed; and the Government of the day has
had to resort to meeting the guarantee. I sincerely
hope that it does not happen in this case, but with
our experiences in the past, it is quite likely that it
will.

As I have stated before, the diamond market is
extremely vulnerable because of its artificial floor.
Therefore I do not see how anyone can make any
predictions, with any certainty, about the
profitability of this company.

I would like the Government to know that I be-
lieve that the guarantee, if it is issued, is likely to
be exercised at some future date because the de-
cision is based on a very dicy commodity. If it
does happen, I hope the Government does not
mind if I say, N' told you so".

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I rise only to say that I
heard the comments of the member for Merredin
and we accept that much of what he says is true.
Nevertheless, he will be the first to acknowl-
edge-

Mr Cowan: I certainly will.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -that it is our job to

govern and in the light of that we will pursue the
policies that we think are appropriate. I would
add that we have left no stone unturned in trying
to ensure that the risks to which the member for
Merredin referred are minimised.

I am sure the member for Merredin will be the
first to acknowledge that the fruits of this profit-
able investment will be obvious to us all. We wel-
come the member's words of warning, but in this
event they prove not to be necessary.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 6 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Coun-
cil.
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DIAMOND (ASHTON JOINT VENTURE)
AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 13 October.
MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) t7.26 p.m.]:

As I indicated earlier, the Opposition supports
this Bill and does not intend to pursue any great
debate on it. It is a machinery Bill which seeks to
amend the agreement Act relative to the project
we have been discussing in this House today. The
Government is seeking to enshrine in the Bill the
changes that will be made as a result of the
Northern Mining Corporation (Acquisition) Bill.

There are three aspects of this Bill on which I
want to comment. Firstly, it provides for the
Government to become involved in discussions
should this be required. I noticed that there is no
requirement placed on the joint venturers to agree
with anything that the Government cares to put
up. It simply states that the joint venturers are
obliged to participate in discussions between now
and 1988 in relation to any matters concerning
the hydro-electric project on the Ord River and
the possible involvement in utilising power gener-
ated from the project.

The amendment states that, following 1988, the
joint venturers may involve themselves in dis-
cussions. Therefore, there is an obligation, be-
tween now and then, on the joint venturers to
enter into discussions, but not necessarily to agree
with anything.

The Government also seeks to enshrine in the
Bill an amendment to the royalty payments. It in-
dicates that royalties will be diminished and ex-
plains how the $50 million will be repaid.

The third point relates to the question of a
townsite. This obligation has been removed as has
the obligation concerning administrative matters,
which are required under the Mines Regulation
Act.

I refer again to the townsite and point out that
if I were negotiating the agreement now, there
would be an obligation to build a town and there
would be an obligation to ensure that the joint
venturers were aware of the responsibilities to ex-
pend capital for social, and community develop-
ment in the north of the State. In this case the
area concerned lies within the Shire of
Wyndham-East Kimberley.

I believe that the Premier has not adequately
answered the question concerning the reason the
Government chooses not to use some of the ad-
ditional funds available to it. lt should be estab-
lishing facilities in the north and particularly in
the shire in question.

Members on this side of the House have indi-
cated there are projects-some of which I will ac-
cept-which need considerably more funds that
the Government might have available to carry out
work on projects already undertaken.

The Premier, as the Minister for Tourism,
should have given consideration to making some
of the funds available to the hotel and tourist
complex which it is proposed wili be built on the
shores of Lake Argyle. The developers have made
arrangements with various tourist bodies and
travel organisations such as Airlines of Western
Australia, io assist with their project. This is a
tourist project which is ready to get off the
ground and could well have benefited from funds
which the Government has available. However,
the Government chose not to spend money on that
complex.

There were capital works in the north that
could have been accommodated by the Govern-
ment and they have been referred to by the mem-
ber for Kimberley on several occasions. He spoke
of them in 1981 when the original agreement Bill
was before the House.

I believe that the Government has failed to ad-
equately apply the funds it has available. What it
has done with those funds has been the subject of
an earlier debate and does not intrude into dis-
cussion on this Bill.

We support the Bill in order to allow the proj-
ect to proceed as soon as the Bill has finished its
passage through this Parliament. I hope that its
passage will be a speedy one so that we can have
employment where it is needed.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [7.30 p.m.): I want to
make a brief comment in connection with the es-
tablishment of towns in relation to mining
companies. I am fully aware of the situation with
this particular mining project and the problems
involved in siring a town on the project. I ask the
Premier to comment on the question of commut-
ing. The Premier should not get me wrong and
say that I am supporting the construction of a
town on the mine site; I am not saying that. I am
saying that a number of options exist and it could
well be that by trial and error the people running
this project could have found a suitable way to
house the work force. With regard to the work
force commuting from Perth, is it likely that
many of them will travel from Darwin? It could
well be that people may choose to live in Dar-win
and fly across to the mine site. If that happens,
Western Australia will lose the benefit of the
work force being located in this State. As I men-
tioned earlier, I think the options have now been
closed to a large extent.
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Mr Peter Jones: The Premier is not listening; he
is reading the election results. Will the Premier
comment on the questions being asked and will he
be able to, since he has not been listening?

Mr Brian Burke: I will do my job. You'll be
right.

Mr COURT: I mention the matter of commut-
ing and whether in fact people will start to com-
mute from Darwin.

Mr Brian Burke: Have you read the amend-
ment? They must be from within the State.

Mr COURT: Does it say they must be? Could
they come from Darwin to Kununurra and then to
the mine site?

Mr Peter Jones: Are you saying they must be
domiciled in the State?

Mr Brian Burke: Yes.
Mr COURT: I think it will be hard to enforce.
Mr Brian Burke: You ascribe motives to the

joint venturers that we would not have. We be-
lieve they will comply with the agreement.

Mr COURT: I believe a little trial and error is
required to establish the best place to house the
work force.

It could well be that it is not a good practice for
social reasons to fly a reasonable number of the
work force to the site with three weeks on and one
week off, even though it has been the practice
adopted for offshore oil rigs.

Mr Bryce: They cannot commute them from
Ku nun urra.

Mr Brian Burke: All the investigations carried
out by the joint venturers and the people who are
likely to commute, and similarly in the Santos op-
erations, indicate that is the preferred method for
the work force in this sized town.

Mr COURT: I think the Premier would agree
that a certain type of person likes working on
shifts on the oil rigs with three weeks on and
one week off. It fits in with their lifestyle. How-
ever, I query whether, after a few years, such a
practice could create social problems. I refer also
to the large oil find at Jabiru which is currently
being serviced from Wyndham. I query where the
people on that project are travelling from. It
might be possible to build a facility at Kununurra
and with projects such as the diamond project and
the offshore oil company, if they become large
producers, there would be a need for suitable ac-
commodation in the area. However the options
appear to have been cut off.

My other concern is the investment of the funds
the Government has received in lieu of the town. I
think those funds should be used to encourage

new projects in the Kimberley region. We have
heard much about the sugar industry where there
is a superb facility in the Ord which requires de-
velopment. It is a pity that the Government has
not taken the initiative in getting off the ground
some of those projects which would certainly ben-
efit that area. The member for Kimberley would
want the Government to take the initiative in this
direction instead of its locking up the money and
buying equity in the project. The funds could have
been put to better use in the area.

Finally, I mention what has been said in a cas-
ual fashion in connection with Aboriginal com-
munities living around this project. I think it is
reasonable to say that some Aborigines live
around this project, but they tend to live on
stations with 30 or 40 of them in a community.
Much work has already been done by the ven-
turers to assist those communities. It is a red her-
ring for the Government to suggest that the
reason for the town's not being built is the Abor-
iginal communities. I am concerned that the
Government has restricted the options and has not
taken advantage of the situation. It has allowed
the joint venturers to get out of this commitment
and out of putting those funds towards stimu-
lation of investment in the Kimberley region.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [7.37 p.mn.]: Part of
the National Party policy document deals with
decent ra lisat ion. Our party feels strongly about
this issue to the extent that we would reconstitute
a department which would handle decentralis-
ation. Such a department was abolished many
years ago, but we favour decentralisation and for
this reason we cannot support the proposals in this
legislation.

Mr Bryce: What do you reckon the Department
of Industrial, Commerical and Regional Develop-
ment is?

Mr COWAN: It certainly is a new title, but it
does nothing towards decentralisation, and if that
department was responsible for preparation of this
legislation or proposal it certainly says nothing for
it.

Mr Parker: Have you heard of the south-west
development authority?

Mr COWAN: Yes, but that does not indicate
to me that the south-west will be developed any
faster because of the existence of the authority. It
does not matter how many words are pushed out
in this Chamber; only time will prove whether the
election promises of the Government will be met.
Only time will prove whether its promises have
substance, and I think it is a little premature for
the Minister to claim that because or the estab-
lishment of the authority wonders will be per-
formed in the south-west.
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Mr Grill: Nonetheless, it is going very well at
the moment.

Mr COWAN: When the proof is there, I will
be the First person to concede that the authority
has contributed to the development of the south-
west.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you want the proof before
the authority is established?

Several members interjected.

Mr COWAN: This is not the time to make a
judgment as to whether the south-west develop-
went authority has achieved or furthered develop-
ment in that region.

Mr Brian Burke: Give it some support and
don't knock it.

Mr Stephens: The Premier should listen to the
debate and not read his paper. He might make a
better contribution.

Several members interjected.

Mr Brian Burke: You would like to see it col-
lapse.

Mr COWAN: I would like to see it succeed.
Mr Brian Burke: You even supported Bunbury

Foods Pty. Ltd.
Mr COWAN: I did not.
Mr Brian Burke: Well somebody did.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr COWAN: This proposal gives the project
operator three options: It can choose to operate
from any town in Western Australia, to commute
from Perth, or to place the work force in any town
within the Kimberley region. The Minister for
Employment and Administrative Services should
take note that these three options sound fine, hut
the Premier in his second reading speech clearly
indicated that the workers would commute from
Perth. There is a difference between the words
and the actions.

Mr Brian Burke: That is because the joint ven-
turers told us that.

Mr COWAN: We have just debated what was
claimed by the Premier to be a good deal because
it related to a five per cent share in the diamond
project. If it were such a good deal I am quite
certain the venturers would have built a town or
established the work force in a town in the
Kimberley and would not have decided to com-
mute them from Perth.

Mr Blaikie: Is there any obligation for the
workers to live in Western Australia?

Mr COWAN: Yes, there is. The member for
Nedlands raised this question and, while it is not

my place to answer other member's queries, I
have examined the provisions and a specific re-
quirement is included that the work force must
come from a town within Western Australia.

Mr Court: Is that constitutionally legal?
Mr COWAN: I have no idea about that; that is

for a constitutional lawyer to decide. However, I
assume if the agreement is signed by both parties,
it would be legal and binding on those parties and
the work force must be based in Western Aus-
tralia.

The project is supposed to be extremely profit-
able. If it is so profitable, I fail to see how the cost
of $80 million spread over a period of time would
be the straw that broke the camel's back and put
the project in a position of not being
worthwhile. In addition, regardless of whether
people commute from Perth, facilities will still be
required at the mine site. While the cost of those
facilities may be cheaper than that required for
the establishment of the infrastructure of a town,
a cost will still be involved. No-one has mentioned
what the difference will be between the cost of
siting this commuting work force in the town and
the cost of providing facilities.

Mr Brian Burke: The cost of building the town
would be £83 million and the extra cost of
running the commuter option as opposed to
running the town was the subject of much argu-
ment. My best guess is £1.3 million a year. The
joint venturers say a little higher but I do not
think so.

Mr COWAN: I am talking about the cost of
providing accommodation and facilities at the
mine site for the commuters. There is a cost
involved in that and I do not think that sum of
$1.3 million a year would incorporate that cost.

Mr Brian Burke: I understand that in the costs
taken into account, the extra cost was $ 1.3 million
a year for the life of the project.

Mr COWAN: I find that hard to accept.

Mr Brian Burke:, Do you think it should have
been more?

Mr COWAN: I am sure it would have been.

Mr Brian Burke: I don't think so.
Mr COWAN: I would have thought there

would be a higher capital cost for the provision of
facilities at the mine site for the commuters
travelling backwards and forwards. Nevertheless,
I shall have to take the Premier's word for it, be-
cause I would be the first to admit that I am not
competent to make a judgment one way or the
other.

However, the point I was making was that it
was stated $83 million would be the cost of the
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town, but no comment was made about the cost of
the provision of facilities. The Premier said the
cost of commuting was $1.3 million, but I am not
sure whether that figure is just the cast of com-
muting or whether it includes accommodation
costs at the mine site also. If the Premiecr says
that is the case and the $1.3 million is the correct
figure, 1 shall have to accept his word.

Mr Brian Burke: I can see your point, but I
cannot say they said at any stage there was, for
example, $11 million to provide lesser facilities at
the mine and then $1 .3 million a year for com-
muting. Perhaps the cost of diminished facilities
was included in the mine cost and not the com-
muting cost.

Mr COWAN: The other issue is this: Every-
body knows all mine sites have terminal Jives.
Somewhere along the line the mine is no longer
profitable and the town is redundant. The best
example of that recently is Koolyanobbing. The
mine there was closed much earlier than antici-
pated and unfortunately for the State of Western
Australia no compensation clause was included in
the agreement between the Government of the
day and BHP or its subsidiary, Dampier Mining
Co. Ltd.

Mr Brian Burke: That was one of those less
than best deals.

Mr COWAN: I would accept that. The mine
closed prematurely and now there is a townsite
there. However, with all due respect to
Koolyanobbing, while some entrepreneurial per-
son may be able to utilise the facilities of that
town as some form of tourist resort, it would not
equate with anything that could be offered in the
Kimberley. If a town were constructed in the
Kimberley at the mine site, it would have
tremendous tourist potential. Therefore, I would
not think the townsite would naturally die if the
mining activity were terminated. Perhaps the
Deputy Premier would be aghast at the thought of
tourists coming into a very high security risk area,
but it is a possibility.

Therefore, it was a little premature of the
Government to give tne joint venturers the option
so readily to move away from the establishment of
a townsite and to allow their workers to commute
from Perth.

if we follow that practice, it could be said by
Canberra, if it has not been said already, that
Western Australia is no longer viable and from
now on we can operate from Canberra and every-
one can commute. Bringing the situation back to
our own area, the people involved in that other de-
centralised industry, agriculture, could determine
that they themselves no longer have to live within

the areas in which they farm and they too can
commute from the metropolitan area.

Mr Bryce: A lot of them do actually commute
from the towns in which they live, don't they?

Mr COWAN: That is a 10 to 15 minutes drive.

Mr Bryce: It is a matter of principle. You are
talking about commuting.

Mr COWAN: Even the Deputy Premier would
accept that commuting from Perth to the
Kimberley is not quite the same as commuting
from a town to a farm. Would he agree with that?

Mr Bryce: I can see there is a degree of differ-
ence.

Mr COWAN: I am very pleased the Deputy
Premier can see the difference. There is some
hope for the State after all!

Mr Brian Burke: This is not like you. Are you
trying to reunite the Country Party?

Mr COWAN: I have been provoked! The fact
is, if we are to accept the commuting principle
and take it to its end limit, one day someone in
Canberra will say, "Western Australia is no
longer viable and we can forget about it. Those
who have any business there can commute from
the Eastern States". Where will that leave the
State of Western Australia?

Mr Brian Burke: About where it is now.
Mr COWAN: The Government has been too

eager to collar $50 million; it has been too eager
to carry out its philosophical promise that it
would purchase or gain equity in the diamond
venture and it has done everything possible to do
that. In order to get the $50 million the Govern-
ment had to sacrifice the construction and
utilisation of a town in the Kimberley, That is a
disappointment to us. It is very much against our
philosophy of decentralisation and, for that
reason, we must oppose this amendment to the
agreement.

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Premier) 17.51
pm.]: I shall make a few comments about one Or
two questions of principle which have been drawn
to the attention of the House. The good, old
question of the township has been the focus of
some detailed attention. I am pleased the member
for Merredin did the House the honour to point
out the reality that this is not a compulsion Co
commute the work force. In fact three options are
provided. Until the member for Merredin spoke it
seemed members of the House were under the
impression that there was a direction to commute.
The reality is that the options are there, but it is
true to say also that the joint venturers have ex-
pressed a real preference for at least commencing
with the commute option. One wonders just how
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valid it is these days, based on a degree of inferi-
ority complex about open spaces, to simply with-
out question impose the argument that a townsite
must be established where a mineral bearing ore
body is discovered.

Let us look at the reality in the Kimberley. I do
not doubt that we are at the beginning of a rather
exciting stage of development in the Kimberley
which, as a region, is relatively unexplored and
certainly undeveloped.

Mr Peter Jones: Why not put the same money
into the infrastructure as well?

Mr BRYCE: For years we have had this dis-
cussion in this place and most intelligent people
have agreed on the principle that it is not appro-
priate to spend the royalties derived from the iron
ore companies exclusively or even highly
significantly just in the Pilbara. Had it been done
for example, on the goldfields, over the years,
Kalgoorlie might be a more substantial town than
it is today, but nobody has ever suggested that the
returns from gold-

Mr Court: You pulled out $50 million and left
it at that.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRYCE: The suggestion has been made

already that we ought to be spending the money
on another one of the list of interminable exten-
sions to the water supply in the rural community.

Mr Peter Jones: What was wrong with that?
Mr BRYCE: There seems to be no end to it. it

is rather inconsistent to say on the one hand the
money should be spent in the Kimberley and, on
the other hand, to say, "No, it should not be. It
should be spent in the electorate of the member
for Mt. Marshall".

Mr Peter Jones: You have locked it up. You
have not put one cent into any project.

Mr BRYCE: Members opposite may find it a
bit uncomfortable to go without today so that we
shall have a capacity to do something effective
with that resource in a few years' time. Some
members opposite fiercely opposed the principle
of a heritage fund a couple of years ago when
members from our side of the House suggested
that at least a portion of the return from the de-
velopment of our resources ought to be placed to
one side for the future. Nothing is wrong with
that concept and there is an implication in this
move that something which is to be earnied today
should be put to one side so that Governments of
the future can do real and effective things for
communities.

Mr Peter Jones: It is a pretty broad compari-
son.

Mr BRYCE: That should be done so that
today's generation of Australians will not be liv-
ing on all the income which is being generated.

I return to the question of the townrsite option.
The shire council in that district did not want a
new mine town built out at the mine site.

Mr Peter Jones: That is not true.
Mr BRYCE: When the member for Narrogin

was in Government and negotiated with those
people, I would have expected him to know, as a
result of those negotiations, the views of those
people, given that he sat opposite them at the
negotiating table.

Mr Peter Jones: You are implying they did not
want investment in their shire.

Mr BRYCE: No, I did not say that.

Mr Peter Jones: What did you say?
Mr BRYCE: I said the shire council concerned

did not want a new townsite at the mine.
Mr O'Connor: They wanted to develop

Ku nun u rra.

Mr BRYCE: Of course their preference was to
see a maximum number of dollars spent in the
township of Kununurra.

Mr Court: And you have brought it back to
Perth.

Mr BRYCE: Perhaps the genius from
Nedlands can get over all the logistical problems
which are involved in Commuting a workforce of
400 or 500 employees from Kununurra out to the
mine site and back each day or even less fre-
quently than that. We looked at all those options
and for every interesting idea proposed there were
engineering and logistical problems, social arid
financial difficulties, arid, indeed, a whole range
of impracticalities which made the commuting
option from Kununurra unworkable.

The shire council did not want the townsite out
at the mine. The Aboriginal communities in the
vicinity did not want the townsite at the mine.

Mr Court: Which communities?
Mr BRYCE: I forget the names of all the indi-

vidual communities. I can give them to the mem-
ber. They are written on a piece of paper here.
However, there are a few hundred people in that
area, not thousands, and I have never suggested
that there were. Earlier today the member for
Nedlands referred to, "no one within 100 miles".

Mr Court: I said that there were less than 1000
people within 100 miles.

Mr BRYCE: The ERMP did not come out in
favour of the establishment of a town at the mine
site. The company certainly did not want it and
the Government had to weigh up quite seriously
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just exactly where the benefit lay for all the
people involved.

We do not intend to subscribe to the old view
that everywhere there is a mineral bearing ore
body there has to be a town for the sake of build-
ing a town, because one aspect I considered very
seriously-I am surprised some members op-
posite, given their professed concern for the indus-
trial relations problems which have plagued the
Pilbara, did not mention it also--was the type of
person who would be likely to take up employ-
ment in this sort of mining industry. When one
sits around the table with the company represen-
tatives and they refer to all the surveys they have
conducted as to the type of worker who will be
involved and indicate quite unequivocally that
they strongly prefer the commute option, when
the company produces its evidence and argues
convincingly that it believes industrial relations
problems at this mine site under this system
would be significantly better than they have been
in the Pilbara, are we to say, "No. Everything
everybody has ever said about the Pilbara and its
problems with regard to white Anglo-Saxon
people working under those conditions is quite
irrelevant, to be forgotten, or discarded"?

Are we to be responsible and say, "Look,
maybe it is time we experimented"? I have no
qualms about saying I listened reasonably to that
argument. If this does produce a different experi-
ence it may prove to be worthwhile. I am quietly
confident that expanded and new towns will come
about in the Kimberley, especially in the foresee-
able future.

Mr Cowan: With new development a start
should have been made on this one.

Mr BRYCE: I will not go on a shopping list of
all the minerals to be developed.

Mr Cowan: A precedent will be set and no
other town will be built.

Mr BRYCE: I do not share the member's view
that they will all commute, It is not like the mem-
ber for Merredin and the member for Stirling to
be so extreme they are likely to drop off the edge
of the argument, but tonight for some reason they
are being slightly irrational.

Mr Brian Burke: I have noticed that!

Mr BRYCE: I wind up my comments by saying
that the township option was carefully considered
from all those angles. I for one, given the experi-
ence of the Pilbara, am happy to say I supported
in the end the decision to write into the agreement
an opportunity for the company to commute its
work force. If it subsequently decides it prefers to
put some of its work force in Kununurra-

Mr Peter Jones: There will not be many in
Ken unurra.

Mr BRYCE: It is a small number considering
the total.

Mr Peter Jones: You are missing the point
made by the member for Merredin that the
companies have some obligation to contribute to
decentralisation and development in the north.

Mr BRYCE: That is simply not the case.
Mr Peter Jones: Why not?
Mr BRYCE: I am sure the Premier will take

the greatest of delight to indicate to the member
that a special arrangement has been made
whereby special funds will be spent inside that
local authority. I am not sure exactly how much
of the information has been released publicly, and
I am not sure where the latest set of discussions
has led.

Mr Court: You haven't been here for a while.
Mr BRYCE: Perhaps not. The local authority

will benefit from these arrangements,
Mr Stephens: You might give consideration to

giving Albany incentive by having the work force
based in that town and commuting to the
Kimberley,

Mr BRYCE: In the few seconds I have had to
think about it I can indicate that in the deep
south, where the cold of Western Australia is felt,
it may not be ideal for these people during the
months of June and July. It is one of the problems
with commuting from Perth, and that problem
probably rules out Albany for good reason.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) 18.05 p.m.]: I
refer to allowing the company not to build a town.
I do not know how many people in this House
have experienced commuting. I commuted for
four years and I can tell members that it produces
social problems. A worker is unable to have a
full-

Mr Cowan: As a fellow country member you
must recognise that travelling from home to work
causes great problems!

Mr Bryce: Let the record show that the House
collapsed.

Mr THOMPSON: Or clapped?
Mr Bryce: And clapped. .

Mr Brian Burke: I think we should find out
what has got into the National Party tonight, be-
cause this is just not normal.

Mr THOMPSON: For four years I commuted
between Bunbury and Perth. I went down on
Monday and came back on Friday and I found
that experience fairly difficult to handle because I
was unable to involve myself in the social activi-
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tics of Bunbury and I could not involve myself in
the social activities of my borne town. I found that
hard to take.

With this experiment the Government will rail.
I confidently predict that a town will be built to
service this development.

It is not all that long ago that members who
now sit opposite were on this side of the House
and made speeches calling for decentralisation. I
remember the Leader of the House moving a mo-
tion to say what great social problems would beset
us in the metropolitan area as Perth grew. This
sort of decision before us will result in this city's
getting bigger. If the social problems foreseen by
the member for Morley-Swan come to fruition,
how much quicker will they come to fruition with
decisions being made by the Government similar
to the one embodied in this legislation?

If commuting to the site is a viable proposition,
the point from which the people ought to com-
mute should be somewhere like Geraldion, which
is a town of reasonable size and which could be
allowed to expand. There would be an
improvement of the amenities as a result of the
significant increase in population.

I very much question the wisdom of not build-
ing a town to service this development. I appreci-
ate the Government has considered the options,
but I believe the wrong decision has been made.
In the fullness of time the experiment will have
proved to fail and a town at the site will be built.
There will be something of a town there anyway
because the workers who go there will be accom-
modated in some way.

Mr Bryce: A motel to accommodate 500 people
is a pretty fair-sized facility.

Mr THOMPSON: That is right. It will be
quite a big facility, and there will be associated
sporting and other amenities. Some people will
have to live there full-time, so the nucleus of a
town will be created. I predict the number of
people who want to live there will increase fairly
dramatically, and gradually a town will be devel-
oped. That is a natural process; it is unnatural to
cart people in and out.

We are not talking about people taking a half-
hour ride in a bus; we are talking about four
hours in an aeroplane. It is the same distance
from here to there as it is from here to Sydney.

Mr Bryce: It is the same time as it takes the
member for Merredin to get home to Narembeen.

Mr THOMPSON: It is a ridiculous situation,
and ultimately a town will be built at the site.

I had some experience years ago of the work
undertaken by the Woodside-Burmah company

when it drilled for oil off the North-West Shelf. I
visited one of the rig ships anchored 120 miles off
the coast. The workforce worked either one week
on and one week off, or two weeks on and two
weeks off, and I asked those people what they
thought of the conditions. They said they hated
the conditions, but the nature of the job was such
that they could not do anything about them.
Under those circumstances workers will accept
difficult conditions, but I do not think ultimately
workers at the mine site will accept that they be
transferred from Perth to the Kimberley to work
in a place where they could just as easily have
their homes and families with them.

I know it may seem attractive to some people to
be able to get away from mum and the kids for a
while, but I know as a family man I cannot think
of anything more soul destroying than to be
carted away from my kids for a couple of weeks
at a time, albeit that I would have a couple of
weeks at home with them on the turn around.

The experiment will fail and ultimately a town
will be built at the site.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer) [8.10
p.m.]: I thank members of the Opposition for
their general support of the Bill, and in particular
thank the Leader of the Opposition for his co-op-
eration in respect of this measure and the one
which preceded it.

In respect of the arguments raised, and firstly
to that raised by the member for Nedlands, I can
say only this: The joint venturers in their ap-
proach to the Government stressed they did not
think it was in their capacity to construct a town.
They did not believe it was an efficient use of
their resources and they were particularly con-
cerned the construction of a town would require
an ERMP to be completed, and that this could
mean a delay of up to 18 months.

They were particularly keen to begin a project
prior to the onset of the wet season and believed
an early decision on the commute option was es-
sential, if it were to happen. I cannot tell the
House whether they had properly judged their
financial position, but whether they had, they
reflected the position to us as I have outlined.

As to the commute option, the joint venturers
informed us they had surveyed potential workers
and had found that a big majority of those
workers favoured the commute option.

Mr Thompson: Had those workers experienced
commuting before?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand that some
of them had. This was the advice given to us by
the joint venturers and it was not a case that we
went back to check their preliminary information
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or method of research. That is simply the position
they put to us.

They also put to us the way in which ihe Santos
operation had been much more efficient in terms
of less downtime. In the view of the joint ven-
turers, commuting caused fewer social problems
than had some of the mining towns, especially of
the scale that would have been the case with this
development. It was not as though we were
talking about a Karratha, a Dampier or even a
Goldsworthy; it was a matter of talking about a
much smaller town and all the social problems
involved with a town of that size.

The shire council indicated clearly to the
Government it did not want the town constructed.
It said that because of the size proposed a drain of
resources would be put upon it in providing the
social infrastructure that the company regardless
of the size of its heart would not provide, and
what happened was this: When the representa-
tives of the local authority came to see me 1 said
the Government would stand squarely behind any
proposition for contributions to social infrastruc-
ture that were reasonable and that the shire re-
quired.

I asked them to tell us from their experience
what amount of money they thought was appro-
priate, and they said $2 million was what they
wanted as a contribution towards the infrastruc-
ture they would be required to provide. I am
pleased to be able to announce the joint venturers
have agreed to pay $2 million to the local auth-
ority. It did not ask for any more and it did not
ask for any less-what it sought it has been given.

The $2 million is based on the normal formula
of 2/3-1/3 with the State providing the 1/3. In
addition to that, with respect to Government in-
frastructure, $2 million is to be provided for edu-
cation, health, police and public works, which was
the amount we sought and were able to justify.

Certainly, there are three or perhaps five, Ab-
original communities directly involved. A number
expressed their reservations about the town. The
ERMP was completed prior to the proposals
being submitted, and that made it perfectly clear
that it was not in the interests of the Aboriginal
communities, in the interests of the environment,
or in any other discernible interests, that the town
be built. I do not know where the Opposition
members' strength comes from except from their
own experiences in commuting to Bunbury, and so
on, that it will be soul -d estroyi ng, or it -will bring
about social problems which might be avoided.
There is no evidence to suggest that.

There is a possibility that a town will be built to
service this particular project. That possibility

depends for fulfilment on whether further
significant diamond finds are made in the area,
and that is essentially what the joint venturers are
punting against. It will become more economical
for them to build a town should the size of the
diamond field be expanded to any large degree.

That is the situation put as honestly as it was
put to us. Were the Government to insist on the
construction of the town, the anguished cries of
the joint venturers would cause the Opposition to
say that we were being unreasonable.

Mr O'Connor: On that point of the joint ven-
turers, was security of the product ever brought
into discussions?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes it was, and the joint
venturers pointed out that, without a town, the
security problems would be far less than had there
been a town on the site.

Mr O'Connor: How important was that with
regard to that particular point?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My impression was that
it was not of major importance. The major factor
was cost. The joint venturers did not want to
spend money on constructing the town.

Mr O'Connor: Although that is a major project
to that region and to the State, the usual multi-
plier effect of benefit to the region will not apply
to the same extent as normally.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is no doubt that is
true. I agree with that: but there was a situation
in which the project developers did not want to
build the town. That is a very difficult problem.
Had we said that they need not build the town,
and there was no compensation, we would have
been roundly criticised. Had we insisted on a
town, that decision would have been sharply criti-
cised. Having agreed to a certain amount of
money as compensation, we are criticised for ex-
torting money from the joint venturers. Having
taken at least partial prepayment of royalties, we
are criticised for mortgaging the future. Having
agreed to reinvest the money so that the return in
cash terms to the State is no different from what
it would have been in any year of the project, we
are criticised for being creeping socialists.

Mr Blaikie: What about alt the other
precedents for building towns in the country?
These were not criticised.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not privy to
whether those project developers asked to be re-
lieved of that obligation. I know that in respect of
downstream processing, Hamersley has been re-
lieved of certain obligations. I can only set out the
strength of the argument put to us. It is not a pos-
ition from which we could win. The Opposition
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was not going to accept that it was the right
thing, whatever we did.

Mr Blaikie: You have to give leadership. You
must not worry about us.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not worry about the
Opposition.

Mr Blaikie: You are trying to blame us.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not trying to blame

anybody. We cannot win, even by explaining the
problem we face. In any case, as the Deputy
Premier reminds me, the town would have de-
layed the project for 18 months, and various costs
running as high as $8 million a month were
involved. We took a stand, and we are glad the
Opposition supports the position, and thank it for
that support.

Question put and
lowing result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
M r G rayden
Mr Grill
Mr Hassell
Mrs Henderson

a division taken with the foI-

Ayes 39
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr Mclver
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Parker
Mr Read
Mr Rushton
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Spriggs
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
MrTroy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Williams
Mr Wilson
M r Gordon Hill

(Teoler)

Mr Cowan
Noes 2

Mr Stephens
(Teller)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report

adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.

Dill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Coun-

cil.

ACTS AMENDMENT (STUDENT GUILDS
AND ASSOCIATIONS) BILL

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Premier), and transmitted to the Council.

House adjourned at 8.27 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
-~Best Deals"

1514. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(I) Which resource development contracts

signed in the 1960s and 1970s does the
Premier consider were not "the best
deals" for Western Australia?

(2) In what way were these contracts not
"the best deal" for Western Australia?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) A ministerial statement will be

made on this matter in due course.

MINING: DIAMONDS

Equity Purchase: Cash Flow

1515. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

In relation to the Government's Argyle
diamond mines investment will he ex-
plain precisely how the Government's
$42 million investment will generate a
cash flow of more than $270 million by
the year 2007?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Under the joint venture arrangements,
Northern Mining Corporation NL will
obtain 5 per cent of the diamond output
from the Argyle project. An analysis
provided to the Government by consult-
ants forecasts that revenue from sales of
these diamonds on the production levels
proposed by the joint venturers less costs
associated with loan repayments, income
tax and royalties, and less marketing,
operating and exploration costs will re-
sult in a total cash flaw for Northern
Mining amounting to more than $270
million by the year 2007.

I1577. This question was further postponed.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTE

Pilbara: Ministerial Adviser

1592. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
What action was taken by his adviser on
industrial relations during the course of
the recent lengthy industrial disputes in
the Pilbara?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
My adviser was involved with a view to
facilitating an early end to the dispute.

WATER RESOURCES

Sawyers Valley

1595. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Further to his answer to question 1329

of 1983, is he aware that the owner of
lot 76 and other owners have been
seeking the assistance of the Metropoli-
tan Water Authority and the country
water supply authority in obtaining a
water connection?

(2) Will he direct these authorities to try to
find out what can be done to help?

Mr TON KIN replied:
(1) 1 am aware of approaches by the owners

of lot 76, but there is no record of re-
quests from other land owners in the
same vicinity.

(2) The property is located Within the
MWA supply area, and that authority
has thoroughly investigated the water
situation and consistently offered to
negotiate with the land developer a basis
on which the necessary extension and
upgrading of its water reticulation could
be arranged.
As pointed out in reply to question 1329,
this subdivision was approved on the
basis that water was not available and
this condition was required to be advised
to prospective purchasers by the de-
veloper.

HOSPITAL: ROYAL PERTH
(REHABI LITATION)

Day Hospital: Budget Allocation

1597. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Will the 1983-84 State Budget enable

the new $3.2 million day hospital at
Shenton Park to be used to its full ad-
vantage in assisting severely disabled
patients?

(2) Ifr not, why not?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Royal Perth Hospital tequested an extra

69 staff in its 1983-84 Budget sub-
mission. This request was granted and
funded.
The allocation of these additional staff
to the various sections of the hospital is
a matter for the hospital itself to deter-
mine.

(2) See answer to (I)
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HEALTH

Tronado Machine: Withdrawal of Benefits

1603. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Has the Government had any response

from the Federal Government in respect
of its representations regarding the de-
cision to withdraw medical benefits for
Tronado treatmenit?

(2) If the Federal Government's response is
unsatisfactory, will the State Govern-
ment ensure that the clinical evaluation
of Tronado treatment which is currently
being conducted will be enabled to con-
tinue?

(3) lf not, why not?
Mr

(1)

HODGE replied:
No. but I understand benefits have not
been withdrawn but reduced.

(2) I would certainly be most anxious for
the clinical evaluation to continue and
depending on the Federal Minister's re-
sponse I will discuss this with the Can-
cer Foundation of Western Australia.

(3) Not applicable.

MINING: DIAMONDS

Northern Mining Corporation NL: Purchase

1617. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier:
(1) With regard to the proposed purchase of

Northern Mining Corporation NI by
the Government, what is the estimated
rate of return on the purchase price in-
(a) real terms;
(b) cash money terms?

(2) What estimated price per carat from-
(a) the alluvial terraces;
(b) the AK I pipe,
has been assumed to produce the esti-
mated rate of return?

(3) What ore tonnages were assumed, and
rate of recovery per tonne estimated to
produce the financial models and rate of
return?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) (a) Eight per cent after tax and after
royalties;

(b) fourteen per cent after tax and after
royalties.

(2) and (3) This information would nor-
mally be confidential to the company for

commercial reasons. Although the
Government is buying the issued capital
of the company, it will continue to trade
in the same way as other companies en-
gaged in the venture. For that reason
ibis commercial information should re-
main confidential.

MINING: DIAMONDS

Northern Mining Corporatlion NL: Purchase

1620. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier:
(1) In view of the Government's proposed

acquisition of Northern Mining Corpor-
ation NL, what is the Government pro-
posing to do regarding retaining trained
diamond personnel?

(2) Are all experienced members of the staff
of Northern Mining Corporation NL
intending to remain with the company?

(3) Who will be the Northern Mining rep-
resentatives on the joint venture op-
erating committee?

(4) What arrangements does the Govern-
ment propose to-

.(a) satisfy any requirements of the
Auditor General, especially where
public accountability is concerned;

(b) ensure full disclosure of all
valuations and financial
transactions to provide the Western
Australian public with account-
ability regarding the Government's
activities?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) To date much of the company's business

has been conducted by staff of the ven-
dor company. One member of staff, situ-
ated in Antwerp, will transfer to North-
ern Mining under its new ownership and
arrangements have been made for a
senior officer from the vendor company
who has been responsible for the dia-
mond marketing arrangements to be sec-
onded to Northern Mining for a period
until other personnel can be recruited
and trained.

(2) Answered by (1).
(3) This is still to be decided.

(4) (a) and (b) It is important to appreci-
ate that the Government is buying
the issued capital of an established
company which will continue to
trade under its articles of associ-
ation and be required to meet all
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legal requirements as to account-
ability imposed on public
companies. It is not the Govern-
ment's intention to interfere with
the day-to-day operations of the
company nor to impose requi re-
ments on it beyond those normally
expected of a company in relation
to its shareholders. The company's
accounts will be subject to audit in
the normal manner.

1635. This question was postponed.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Northampton District: Budget Allocation

1636. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Edu-
cation:
(1) What development is proposed with the

$500 000 allocated in the Budget to the
Northampton District High School?

(2) Is this amount to be spread over the
whole school as general upgrading?

(3) I f not, is it planned to complete a section
of the school redevelopment to the ex-
tent of funds allocated?

(4) What has been the cost to date for pre-
vious plans, documentation, and calling
of tenders connected with the now can-
celled plans?

(5) What has been the cost of placing
transportable classrooms on site to cope
with original plans for complete
redevelopment of the school?

(6) Will these transportables be surplus to
requirements now that the original plans
have been cancelled?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The project is at present under

investigation prior to redocumentation.
(2) Yes.
(3) Refer to (1).
(4) Should be referred to the Minister for

Works.

(5) $42 000.
(6) No.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Northampton District: Contract No. 23391

1637. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Works:
(1) The Government Gazette of 19 August

1983 listed that contract No. 23391 had
been awarded to W.F. Busby and Co.

for mechanical services at the
Northampton District High School, ten-
der price being $58 042: Would he
please advise what the contract
involved?

(2) Has the contract been completed?
(3) If not, would he please advise approxi-

mate commencement date?

Mr MOlVER replied:
(1) Tender No. 23391 involved an

upgrading proposal for the
Northampton Senior High School, com-
prising beating, ventilation, hot water
and gas service.

(2) No. The head contract for these works
was not let and this subcontract has
been cancelled.

(3) Not applicable.

1638. This question was postponed.

WATER RESOURCES

Jerramuiigup

1639. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Water Re-
sources:
(1) What is the area of-

(a) bitumen catchment;
(b) roaded catchment,
provided for the Jerramungup water
supply?

(2) What is the estimated water
from-
(a) the bitumen catchment area;
(b) the roaded catchment area,

from falls of rain of-
(i) 5 mm;

00i 10 mm;
(iii) 20 mm; and
(iv) 25 mm?

Mr 70NKIN replied:

(1) (a) 12.5 hectares;

yield

(b) 11.3 hectares.
(2) The runoff from catchments varies

markedly depending on the nature of
each particular rainfall event and the
time elapsed since the previous fall.
Major factors are the rainfall intensity
and its duration. On the assumption that
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the catchment is moist runoffs of the
following order can be expected-
(a) (i) 400 cubic metres;

(ii) 900 cubic metres;
(iii) 1 900 cubic metres;
(iv) 2 400 cubic metres.

(b) (i) 100 cubic metres;
(ii) 300 cubic metres;
(iii) 900 cubic metres;
(iv) 1 500 cubic metres.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Warwick: Extensions

1640. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Edu-
cation:
(1) On 19 September 1983, 1 wrote to him

concerning the timetable for extensions
to the Warwick High School, urging
that the construction scheme be brought
forward. He replied on 12 October 1983
stating that "Funds for the project will
be approved by Parliament when my
first Budget is presented and thus
November is the earliest that any work
can begin." floes this mean that moneys
are never spent between I July and the
passage of the Budget, on school build-
ing projects which are planned for the
forthcoming financial year?

(2) He also stated in his letter that to ad-
vance the programme would be more ex-
pensive. Would he please detail such
added expenses?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Advancing the programme would have

required more money than was available
for the project in the 1983-84 financial
year.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Income Tax Sharing Scheme

1641- Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Local
Government:

Further to question 1372 of I I October
1983 concerning the sharing of the 2 per
cent personal income tax which is allo-
cated by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment amongst the local government
authorities of Western Australia,
wherein I sought to obtain what effect
the recent decision by the State Govern-
mcnt to distribute the funds so that 30
per cent is calculated on a population

basis and 70 per cent on a general needs
basis, which is the reverse to the pre-
vious Government's policy, would have
on the allocations to the City of Stirling
and the Shire of Wanneroo this year. As
I was told the allocations would be the
same, would he please explain in detail
how the amounts can still be the same
when the formula for allocation has
been changed so significantly?

Mr CARR replied:
The Local Government Grants Com-
mission has made it clear that it arrives
at its recommendations for element "B'
grants for councils by assessing a total
grant for each council and then de-
ducting from that total the amount of
the council's element "A" formula allo-
cation.
Provided that a 70 per cent element "A"
component would not provide a particu-
lar council with a formula allocation
which was greater than the total grant
assessed by the commission, the amount
of that council's total grant would be the
same irrespective of whether the element
"A" component was 30 per cent or 70
per cent.

EDUCATION
Budget: Allocation

1642. Mr CLARKO, to the Premier:
(1) Does he agree that he repeatedly indi-

cated to the people of Western Australia
and to teachers specifically, in the lead
up to the last State election that a Labor
Gover-ment would allocate a
significantly larger proportion of the
Budget to education?

(2) Does he agree that in his first Budget he
has actually allocated a smaller pro-
portion to both the Education Depart-
ment and all education sources than in
the O'Connor Budget of 1982-83?

(3) How does he justify this apparent con-
tradiction?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No. The O'Connor Budget allocated

23.5 per cent to the Education Depart-
ment, 23.8 per cent to the Minister for
Education and 25.9 per cent to all ex-
penditures classified on a functional
basis to education.
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Excluding the planned acquisition of
equity in the State's diamond resources
which is the subject of special funding
arrangements and changed accounti ng
arrangements relating to Medicare, the
1983-84 Budget allocates 24.1 per cent
to the Education Department, 24.5 per
cent to the Minister for Education and
26.3 per cent to all expenditures classi-
fled on a functional basis to education.

(3) Not applicable.

ROADS

Bicentennial Programme: Source

1643. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What percentage of the increased roads

programme funds for year 1983-84
come from the Commonwealth bicenten-
nial road funds?

(2) Was the source of these bicentennial
road funds gained from a levy on fuel?

(3) From what sources was the 1983-84
roads programme of $216.3 million
financed?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Commonwealth funds including ABRD

(2)

(3)

arc estimated to increase by 48.2 per
cent in 1983-84 over 1982-83.

Yes.
The member is referred to Budget table
23 on page 46 of the 1983-84 financial
statements presented to the House by
the Treasurer. The major sources of
funds are Commonwealth road grants,
ABRO funds, State vehicle licence fees,
fuel franchise levy and other miscel-
laneous sources.

RAILWAYS

Midland Workshops: Budget Allocation

1644. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What items are to be provided in this

year's General Loan Fund estimates of
$385 000 towards Midland Workshops
reorganisation?

(2) What items and recommendations still
remain to be implemented to complete
the five year S5 million reorganisation of
Midland Workshops?

(3) What new items of railcars and wagons,
etc. are to be built at Midland Work-
shops this year-
(a) for the State Government;

(b) for private purchasers?
(4) How many prefabricated staff amenity

units were installed at Midland Work-
shops last financial year?

(5) Are the amenity units in place from last
year's Budget considered to be success-
ful by the employees?

(6) What decisions have been taken to mini-
misc the losses being incurred at Mid-
land Workshops due to the fall-off of
new works?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Reorganisation of diesel and fitting
shops for locomotive repairs. Installation
of locomotive load testing facilities.
Wagon tanker testing facilities and elec-
tric lighting will be upgraded.

(2) Apart from some minor items the pro-
gramme will be substantially completed
in 1983-84.

(3) (a) 62 wagons;

(b) 10 wagons.

(4) 10.
(5) Yes. Management has had regular

meetings with the various welfare com-
mittees on the amenity units. Responses
to date have been very favourable, both
on the quality of the units and on the
rate at which they are being installed.

(6) The work force at Midland Workshops
is being reduced and to this end a volun-
tary severance scheme was introduced.
Additional work is being actively sought
from outside Westrail in order to keep
the work force fully employed.
Opportunity is being taken to give atten-
tion to Westrail's high revenue earning
steel wagons which have been in service
now in excess of 15 years.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Deficit: Amount

1645. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What was the actual Westrail deficit

calculated on a commercial basis for the
year ended 30 June 1983?
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(2) What is the estimated Westrail deficit
calculated on a commercial basis for the
year ending 30 June 1984?

(3) Will he picase let me have a schedule
comparing the detailed commercial
items making up the Westrail actual
deficit as at 30 June 1983 and the esti-
mated deficit as at 30 June 1984?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) $46 915 000.
(2) $70 000 000.

(3)

Income
Expenditure
Loss

1982-83
$000

226.199
273.114

46.9]15

1983-84
$000

227
297

70

RAILWAYS
Wesira il: Reimbursement

1646. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Having regard to reimbursement of

costs of running the suburban rail ser-
vice by the N4TT to Westrail, what was
the amount of the reimbursement paid
by the MTT for the financial years
ended 30 June 1981, 1982 and 1983?

(2) Having regard to the reimbursement al-
lowed for in the Budget estimates for the
year 1982-83, what was the amount of
the reduction negotiated between the
MTT and Westrail to that allowed for in
reimbursement in the 1982-83 Esti-
mates?

Mr GRILL replied: 1io
( 1) Reimbursemeni to rail-....................

30-6-81 .............. _.............. ......
30-6-82.........................................
30 -6-8 3-............_............................

15 .625
19.063

(2) Original estimates May 1982-S$18.826
million
These estimates were revised on 18
November, 1982 to $19.545 million; the
reported reasons were-

Fuel....... .......... ..... ...... .
Debt Chariges ........................ ........
AdminisIraiion ..............................
Other... ................................

Million

up .420
up .145
up 1265

down .111

These estimates were revised again 6
May 1983 to $19.065 million; the re-
ported reasons were-

Labour .......................................
Materials........................................
Fuel..... .............................
Debt Charges ......................... .
AdMMInaration .................................
Reopening Perth-Fremantle ..............

Million

down .495
down .225
down .140

Lip .130
down .150

.400

The above alterations to estimates were
as a result of Westrail recalculating the
cost and not because of negotiation of
lower charges.

PUBLIC SERVICE

Board: Staff

1647. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:
Will he please let me know the numbers
of employees staffing the organisations
and methods section of the Public Ser-
vice Board as at-

(a) 30OJune 198 1;
(b) 30 June 1982;
(c) 30 June 1983?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
For the member's information, the
board's organisation and methods sec-
tion was retitled management advisory
services division in August 1981. This
change in title reflected a fundamental
change in the role of the unit from an
organisation and methods function to a
consultancy and advisory service.
The number of staff appointed to pos-
itions in the unit on the dates in question
were as follows-
(a) 12;
(b) 9;,
(c) 10.

TRANSPORT: AGENCIES

Staff. Number

1648. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Will he please advise the numbers of

people employed by each of the depart-
ments and agencies within the Transport
portfolio as at 30 September 1983?

(2) Will he please present the figures for
Westrail adjusted to show numbers on a
full-time employment basis?

M r G RILL replied:
(1) and (2)

Main Roads Department ...
Marine and Harbours.......
Co-ordinator General of

Transport ..................
Metropolitan TransportTrust.
Transport Commission ....

2627
129

12
2 094

88
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WA Coastal Shipping Com-
mission.....................

Westrail (adjusted) .........
Fremantle Port Authority..
Albany Port Authority ....
Bunbury Port Authority ....
Esperance Port Authority..
Geraldion Port Authority..
Port Hedland Port Authority.

300
8 170

806
26
26
16
28
27

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEiES

Day Labour

1649. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Works:
(1) How many people were employed by the

Government on a day labour basis as
at-
(a) I March 1983;
(b) I October 1983?

(2) For each of the dates stated in (1), how
many Govcrnmcnt employees were
involved in-

(a) construction

Mr

(b) maintenance?
McIVER replied:

(1) Number of people employed in the Pub-
lic Works Department on activities
which comprise the Transport portfolio.
on a day labour basis, as at-

(a) I March 1983-I 346;
(b) I October 1983-I 350.

(2) (a) Construction-
I March 1983-410;
1 October 1983-432.

(b) Maintenance-
I March 1983-495;
1 October 1983-474.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Number

1650. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:
(1) Will he please advise me the total

number of people employed and paid a
salary or wage by the Government as at
I March 1983 and I October 1983?

(2) How many people were employed by
each department, commission and
Government agency as at I March and I
October 19832

Mr
(I)

BRIAN BURKE replied:
The Public Service Board's statistics
concerning the number of staff em-
ployed by the State Government do not
distinguish between those being paid a
salary or wage and those on leave with-
out pay.
Also the latest available statistics, which
are collated as at the end of each month,
are as at 31 August 1983.
The total number of State Government
employees as at 28 February 1983 and
31 August 1983 is as follows-

28/2/83: 96840
3 1/8/83: 96606

(2) The number of staff employed in each
department, commission and Govern-
ment agency as at 28 February 1983
and 31 August 1983 are set out in the
tabled schedules.

The schedules were tabled (see paper No. 351).

RAILWAYS: FREIGHT

Less-than-Carload: Report

1651. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has the Transport Commission com-

pleted its report on monitoring the re-
sults of the first year of transport
deregulation of LCL Freight?

(2) Will he table a copy of the report and let
me have a copy?

(3) If the report is not yet available, when
does he expect to table the Transport
Commission's report?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) and (3) The report was received by me

only yesterday and as yet I have not had
the opportunity to examine it in its en-
tirety. When I have, the report will be
tabled and made publicly available. I
will let the member have a copy.

RAILWAYS

"Light Rail Bus Vehicles ":-Study

1652. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(I) Will he please table a copy of the

Westrail report upon the viability of
light rail passenger vehicles which was
completed during June-July this year?

(2) If "No", when is he expecting to do so?
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(3) Will he please advise the actions he is
taking to evaluate the report?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) Yes, I propose to do so after the

next recess.
(3) The member knows that the study,

which he commissioned, was constrained
by terms of reference, which effectively
limited the review to evaluating the rail.
bus alternative. The precise nature of
future suburban passenger rolling stock
has to be determined on a much wider
basis, in the context of the overall plan
for Perth public transport which the Op-
position has never done. At my request,
the Metropolitan Transport Trust, in as-
sociation with the Co-ordiniator General
of Transport and Westrail. is currently
developing the first comprehensive plan.

LOTTER IES: COM MISSION
Chairman: Remuneration

1653. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for Em-
ployment and Administrative Services:
(1) What remuneration is provided for the

Chairman of the Lotteries Commission?
(2) Is the chairman provided with a Govern-

ment vehicle?
(3) What rcmuneration is provided for the

Chairman of the Western Australian
Greyhound Racing Association?

(4) Is the chairman provided with a Govern-
ment vehicle?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) $6 000 per annum plus $600 per annum

expense allowance.
(2) The chairman is supplied with a vehicle

by the Lotteries Commission.
(3) $5 000 per annum plus $600 per annumn

expense allowance.
(4) The chairman is supplied with a vehicle

by the WA Greyhound Racing Associ-
ation.

HEALTH
Diabetes

1654. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(I) What is-

(a) the approximate number of bed-
days occupied annually by diabetics
in Western Australian hospitals;

(b) the approximate cost of such hospi-
talisation?

(2) Are any plans in hand to ensure that the
requirements of diabetics are more fully
understood and that these requirements
receive more sympathetic consideration
by the Government and medical
agencies?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) (a) 22 297;

(b) $5 million.
(2) 1 have already indicated I will take this

matter up with the Federal Minister for
Health. This Government is sympathetic
to the requirements of diabetics; how-
ever, "more fully understood", and
,more sympathetic" are comparative
terms, and I am not sure with what the
comparison is to be drawn.

HOSPITALS

Expenditure: Budget Allocation

1655. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Treasurer:
(1) What items comprise the $718.3 million

expenditure on hospitals and related
medical and health services which he
quoted in his 1983-84 Financial State-
ment?

(2) What is the estimated expenditure on
each item?

(3) What is the amount allowed for hospi-
tals revenue in the gross total of $718.3
million?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The items comprising part 11 of the

Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates.
(2) Public Health-$66.9 million.

Hospital and Allied Services-$565.8
million including $157.6 million offset
by hospitals revenue.
Mental Health-$8l.9 million.
Western Australian Alcohol and Drug
Authority-S3.6 million.
,Nurses Board-SO.lI million.

(3) $157.6 million.

HEALTH

Diabetes

1656. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

As it can cost an insulin-dependent dia-
betic between $18 and $36 a week for
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needles, syringes and testing equipment
with no financial recompense from
health funds, will he include the latter
two items in the representations which,
in answer to question 1398 of 1983, he
undertook to make to his Federal
counterpart?

Mr HODGE replied:

Yes, as I advised the member yesterday,
a submission to the Federal Minister for
Health is being prepared and Cull details
of costs and other disadvantages suf-
fered by diabetics are being obtained for
inclusion in that submission.

HOSPITALS: PRIVATE

Medicare: Effect

1657. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Have discussions on action which the

Government intends to take to minimise
any adverse effects which the
introduction of Medicare may have on
private hospitals, been completed as yet?

(2) If so, what action is intended?

(3) If not, when is it expected that the dis-
cussions will be finalised?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) Before I February.

H EA LTH

Acupuncture

1658. Mr GRAYDEN. to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is it intended to introduce legislation or

regulations appertaining to acupuncture
during the current session of Parlia-
ment?

(2) If not, is consideration being given to
such legislation or regulations?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) and (2) No.

1659. This question was postponed.

H EA LTH

Infant Formula Companies

1660. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Are infant formula companies promot-

ing their products through Western Aus-
tralian Government hospitals?

(2) I f so, is this i n breach of the
international code of marketing of
breast milk substitutes adopted at the
world health assembly in 1981 ?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1)
(2)

Not to my knowledge.

Not applicable.

HEALTH: INSURANCE

Medicare: Antenatal Education

1661. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is he aware that the Royal Australian

Nursing Federation (WA Branch) has
recently made a submission to Medicare
on ancillary table benefit for antenatal
education and preparation for childbirth
classes conducted by registered
midwives?

(2) Has the State Government supported
the Royal Australian Nursing Feder-
ation submission?

(3) If not, will the Government do so?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Yes. However, ancillary care benefits

are a matter for Commonwealth
Government decision for application
throughout Australia.

(2) The matter is under consideration.
(3) See (2).

HOSPITAL: KING EDWARD MEMORIAL

Neonatal Nursery: Budget Allocation

1662. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Has the 1983-84 Budget enabled the

King Edward Memorial Hospital to
commission the hitherto
uncommissioned nursery at the hospital?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) King Edward Memorial Hospital's

budget submission for 1983-84 did not
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propose increased clinical activity, which
would suggest that a need does not exist
now to commission further neonatal
care facilities to the extent of opening a
45 place ward. The hospital is keeping
the situation under constant review.

(2) See answer to (I ),

HEALTH

Advisory Committee: Establishment
1663. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for

Health:
(1) Has a decision been made as yet, in re-

spect of the establishment of a health
advisory committee?

(2) If not, when is it expected a decision will
be made'!

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) and (2) The Government announced the

appointment of the health objectives
stecring committee in July of this year.
When the steering committee has sub-
mitted its recommendations to the
Government, I will be in a better pos-
ition to proceed with establishment of
the health and hospital advisory com-
mittee, hopefully early in the new year.

1664. This question was postponed.

HOSPITAL

Armadale- Kelmscott Memorial: Budget Allo-
cation

1665. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Answer to question 1558 of I8 October

indicates the Government has disre-
garded the past commitments by
Governments to provide a permanent
carc unit at the Armadale-Kelmscott
Memorial Hospital: Is he aware of the
planning for the permanent care ward to
be built in this financial year?

(2) Is he aware of Government commitment
to provide a permanent care unit to re-
place the old hospital when it was con-
verted to Dorset Hostel?

(3) Why is the permanent care unit not
being built at Armadale-Kelmscott
Memorial Hospital this year?

(4) Is he aware of the magnificent support
given by local people and service clubs
to the hospital?

(5) Because of the urgent necessity to pro-
vide additional beds at the Armadale-
Kelmscott Memorial Hospital for gen-
eral and permanent care use and be-
cause it is the most economic way of
providing for the increasing number of
elderly citizens in the Armadale region,
when will the permanent care unit be
built at the Armada le- Kel mscott Mem-
orial Hospital?

(6) What is the estimated cost of building
the additional ward?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) On 26 July 1983 in reply to a question

from the member I advised that plans
for the total future development of the
hospital are the subject of a consultant's
report which is yet to be finalised. The
recommendation in respect of the
psychogeriatric extended care unit and
day hospital are to be implemented
shortly. There is no allocation of capital
funds in the 1983-84 financial year for
projects other than those advised in my
answer to question 1548 of I8 October
1983.

(2) A 1977 long range plan for hospital bed
provision in the metropolitan area pro-
vided for additional beds on the Ar-
madale- Kelmscott Memorial Hospital
site but not before 1986. However, the
current review of bed provision in the
metropolitan non-teaching hospitals is
intended to update that earlier projec-
tion to ensure that adequate provision of
beds in all categories is provided for the
Armadale-Kelmscott district.

(3) See (I) above.
(4) Yes.

(5)
(6)

See (1) and (2) above.
The cost of any extensions to the Ar-
madale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospital
must await the outcome of the consult-
ant's report and more detailed develop-
ment of its recommendations.

A BOR IGIN ES

Sacred Sites
1666, Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for

Youth and Community Services with special
responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Have all Aboriginal sacred sites been

catalogued?
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(2) If not, when is it expected the catalogu-
ing will be completed?

(3) Will a list be available when complete?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) Information on Aboriginal sites is held

in the Aboriginal sites register at the
Museum of Western Australia in ac-
cordance with the Aboriginal Heritage
Act 1972-80. Approximately 10000
sites have been registered so far of which
between 10 and 20 per cent are of
secret/sacred mythological importance.
Estimates of the total number of Abor-
iginal sites in the State vary but there
could be several hundred thousand.
They include sites of all kinds.
mythological, ethnographic and
archaclogical. With additional staff, it
would Still take several years to register
those sites significant to living Aborigi-
nal people.

(3) Information on Aboriginal sites in the
register at the museum is available sub-
ject to certain conditions including re-
spect for confidentiality concerning de-
tails of sites of special significance to liv-
ing Aboriginal people.

ELECTORAL

Enrolments: Cockburn

1667. Mr A. D. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) What is the present number of electors

on the roll of the seat of Cockburn?
(2) How many of this number of electors re-

side within the boundaries of the Town
of Kwinana?

Mr TON KIN replied:

(1) 18632.
(2) 5 946.

TRAFFIC: MOTOR VEHICLES

Trucks: Licences

1668. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:
(1) Under the provisions contained within

the 1983-84 revenue Budget, what in-
creases are now involved in the regis-
tration. annual licensing, and transfer of
motor trucks?

(2) What is the average estimate of in-
creased cost to each truck operator?

Mr CARR replied:
(1) Increases announced in the 1983-84 rev-

enue Budget in so far as they affect
motor trucks are-

(a) On registration-
Initial vehicle examination fee for
articulated vehicles has increased
by $2 from $20 to $22, and the fee
for motor wagons has increased by
$2 from $18 to $20.
Vehicle plate fee has increased by
$2 from $6 to $8.
Recording fee has increased by
$ 1.50 from $7 to $8.50.
Stamp duty has increased by $1 .50
from $1.50 per $100 value to $3 per
$ 100 value or part thereof, and the
maximum limit of $900 stamp duty
payable has been discontinued.

(b) On annual licensing-
Recording fee has increased by
$1.50 from $7 to $8.50.

(c) On transfer-
Transfer fee has increased by 55
from $5 to $10.
Stamp duty has increased by $1.50
from $1.50 per $100 value to $3 per
$100 value or part thereof, and the
maximum limit of $900 stamp duty
payable has been discontinued.

(2) Average estimate of increased cost to
each truck operator is-
(a) On registration-$5.50;
(b) On annual licensing-$SI.5;

(c) On transfer-$5.
These average estimates do not in-
clude stamp duty, which is imposs-
ible to average or estimate because
of its variable nature according to
value. However, for example, stamp
duty payable on the initial regis-
tration or transfer of a truck valued
at $50 000 would increase from
$750 to$l1 500.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTE

Pilbara: Reputation

1669. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier:
(1) Following the recent serious industrial

disputes in the Pilbara iron ore industry.
does the Government agree that damage
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has been done to our international
trading and investment reputation?

(2) Is the Government satisfied with the
settlements reached for both companies?

(3) Could the Government have done more
to assist the companies, particularly
Hamersicy Iron Pty. Ltd., in resisting
the industrial disputes from occurring
and escalating?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The erosion by industrial disputes of our

State's international reputation as a re-
liable resource supplier is a matter of
deep concern to the Government which
is closely examining its options for
achieving improvements.

(2) The Government is satisfied that the
settlements for both Hamerslcy Iron
Ply. Ltd. and Mt. Newman Mining Co.
Ltd. are the best which could have been
achieved given the constraints applying
to the circumstances of both disputes
under bad industrial laws imposed by
the O'Connor Government last year.

(3) The Government was just as bound by
the Industrial Arbitration Act 1982 as
were the companies, the unions and the
State Industrial Commission, and there-
fore could not have offered any more as-
sistance even if it wanted. Both disputes
were unnecessary and could have been
resolved rapidly by normal industrial ar-
bitration processes if the State Industrial
Commission had full power to act. The
Government intends to introduce new in-
dustrial laws which will restore the
powers of the Industrial Commission so
that rapid settlements of future disputes
can be achieved in the correct and
nationally recognised manner.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

OperatIions

1670. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:
(1) Regarding the Government's proposed

development corporation, by what
method is it intended that the public
may own shares in the corporation, and
consequently have an interest in the cor-
poration's assest?

(2) Is it intended to register the corporation
as a public company?

(3) Would it be expected that the corpor-
ation would pay dividends?

(4) By what method is it intended to attract
public investment at a more attractive
rate of return than other direct public
company investment?

(5) Is it still intended that the Government
may use the corporation as a vehicle for
giving industry assistance and develop-
ment grants?

(6) Will the corporation have a board of di-
rectors, involving members of the private
sector?

(7) Is it intended that the corporation will
be an entrepreneur and promoter, or
merely a shareholder or similar equity
partner in projects?

(8) Will the corporation be able to advance
loans to assist business development, or
is equity participation a basic objective?

(9) Is it proposed that the Industrial Lands
Development Authority be merged into
the proposed corporation?

(10) What discussions have so far been held
with the private sector regarding the
proposal, in the same way that the
Government has consulted a wide sec-
tion of the community regarding the
Small Business Development Corpor-
ation?

(11) When is the Government intending to
proceed further with this proposal?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) to (I i) No details are available at this

stage.

167 1. This question was postponed.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT: MEMBER
FOR NARROGIN

Expenses
1672. Mr JAM IESON, to the Premier:

(1) What was the total amount spent in
travelling fares, etc. by the former Min-
ister fo r Resources. member for
Narrogin, during his last term as a Min-
ister?

(2) What was his total amount of entertain-
ment expenses during this term?

(3) What was the total daily allowance pay-
ments claimed by the Minister during
this period?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) The information requested by the

member will require considerable re-
search and the staff resources to under-
take the research arc not immediately
available because of other pressures on
the department. However, the Govern-
ment will attempt to compile the infor-
mation sought as soon as possible.

1673 and 1674. These questions were further
postponed.

HOUSING

Land: Signs

1675. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Will he give an undertaking to place

large signs on all land owned by the
State Housing Commission so that pur-
chasers of adjoining or adjacent proper-
ties are aware of commission owned land
holdings'?

(2) If not. why not'?
Mr W ILSON replied:

(1)
(2)

No.
The commission normally places si gns
on broadacre holdings referring to
rubbish dumping, trail bikes, etc, where
required.
It is impracticable to place signs on indi-
vidual lots.
It is believed that intending purchasers
of land have adequate opportunity to es-
tablish ownership of adjacent lands prior
to purchase through Lands Titles Office
and local authority.

REVIEWS AND INVESTIGATIONS

Initiation

1676. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(1) Who implemented the study entitled

Australia's Energy and Energy In-
tensive Industries-Prospects and
Opportunities as listed by him in his re-
sponse to question 561 of 1983?

(2) When was the study announced and by
whom'?

(3) What are the terms of reference of the
study?

(4)
(5)
(6)

Who is carrying out the study?
When will the study be completed?
Will the study be made public?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The study is a multi-client study in-

itiated by the consultants. The Western
Australian Government is participating
as the Findings are of relevance to the
State's aspirations in the energy
intensive industries.

(2) Refer to (I).

(3) To provide clients with an objective, fac-
tual, authoritative statement of current
and prospective states of the energy in-
dustries in Australia.

(4) McLennan Magasinc Associates.

(5) October 1983.

(6) The consultants have indicated that con-
Fiidentiality to clients will be maintained.

MINING

Mines Department: Budget Allocation

1677. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

Why has the Budget allocation for the
Department of Mines under the heading
"Services and Contracts" increased from
an expenditure of $144828 in 1982-83
to a Budget figure of $732 000 for the
year ended 30 June 1984?

Mr BRYCE replied:
The major contributing factors in the
1983-84 Budget are for computerisation
within the Department of Mines and for
the services of the Government diamond
valuer.

MINING

Mines Department: Explosives Section

1678. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

If the information in question 1558 of 8
October 1983 is incorrect, why in this
year's Estimates are there only I I in-
spectors listed as employed under the ex-
plosives section of the Mines Depart-
ment, whereas there were 13 listed
under this heading for the last year
198 2-83?

Mr BRYCE replied:

The 1983-84 Estimates indicate one
chief inspector and eleven inspectors.
This is the correct situation.

3609



3610 [ASSEMBLY]

EDUCATION

Western Australian School of Mines and Further
Education

1679. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

What funds have been provided in this
year's Budget to assist the WA School
of Mines and Further Education in
Kalgoorlie to improve its research into
improving mining, milling arnd treatment
technology?

Mr PEARCE replied:

None. The WA School of Mines is
funded by the Commonwealth as part of
the operations of the Western Aus-
tralian Institutc of Technology.

However, the school of mines benefits
indirectly from the allocation of
$300000 in the 1983-84 Budget to the
WA Mining and Petroleum Research
Institute.

MINING

H-ard Rock Miners: Training School

1680. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

When will the Government be moving to
honour its commitment to establish on
the goldfields a training school for hard
rock miners?

Mr BRYCE replied:

This matter was raised very soon after
the last State election by the member for
Kalgoorlie with the Minister for Em-
ployment and Administrative Services.
The matter is currently under examin-
ation and discussions between Govern-
ment and industry have commenced on
this proposal.

PUBLIC WORKS: DEPARTMENT

Country Areas Water Supplies: Rates

1681. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Adverting to question 79 1 of 1983, does

his reply mean that the $5.918 million
subsidy is only for items 1-10 of division
40 of the 1983 CRIF Budget, or for the
grand total of division 40, being all
items from 1-26 inclusive?

(2) If the former is the case, what was the
subsidy towards the total of division 40,
i.e. $64.858 million?

Mr TONKIN replied:

(1) The amount of $5.918 million is for ad-
ditional revenue estimated to be received
in respect of water supply undertakings
controlled by the Public Works Depart-
menit.

(2) The amount of $64.858 million referred
to was the estimated expenditure for the
financial year 1982-83 in respect of all
water, sewerage, irrigation, and drain-
age undertakings. The total estimated
additional revenue for these undertak-
ings for 1983-84 is $7.033 million.

WATER RESOURCES: UNDERGROUND

Ground Water: Harding River

1682. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister For
Water Resources:

Has it been recently established that
ground water levels at the Harding
River aquifer and pool system were
overpumped and that significant damage
has been done to the environment, about
18 months ago?

Mr TONKIN replied:

The Roebourne aquifer is being utilised
at a level in excess of its long-term safe
yield. This was not a problem, due to
frequent recharge events, until the
current drought commenced some I8
months ago.

It is believed that the aquifer draw, in
conjunction with the lack of rainfall and
river flow, has contributed to recent en-
vironmental stress in the bed of the
Harding River upstream of the road
crossing at Roebourne.

As a result of these problems provision
has been made for the connection of
Roebourne to the west Pilbara water
supply scheme this financial year instead
of 1984-85 as originally planned.
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WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY AND COUNTRY

AREAS WATER SUPPLIES
Amalgamation: Independence

1683. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Will the proposed amalgamated water
authority have the independence to pur-
chase materials needed and organise its
own contracts like the State Energy
Commission does, or will it have to go
through other Government departments
like the Government Stores or Tender
Board?

M rTON K1IN repl ied:
This matter has yet to be considered by
the steering committee, but the need for
efficient and responsive purchasing ar-
rangements suitable for an organisation
the size of the proposed authority is rec-
ognised.

PUBLIC WORKS: DEPARTMENT
Architectural Division: Expertise

1684. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Should the architectural division of the
Public Works Department he a separate
department, as intimated in his replies
to my questions, after the merger of the
water authorities, what provision will be
mnade to cater for those engineering ex-
periences and expertise in the architec-
tural division which so far has been
utilised from the engineering division,
Public Works Department, e.g., sewer-
age planning?

Mr TONKIN replied:
Should the re-formed architectural div-
ision require assistance from the new
water authority on sewerage matters,
this will be available at cost from the
authority, as it is at present from the
Metropolitan Water Authority.

PUBLIC WORKS: DEPARTMENT
Country Areas Water Supplies: Bunbury and

Harvey Water Boards
1685. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) Did he have further discussions with the

Bunbury and Harvey water boards as
promised at his first meeting with these
boards?

(2) When did he have his last meeting with
the Busselton water board?

M r TON KIN replied:
(I1) Yes.
(2) 1 met representatives of the Busselton

water board at 10.00 a.m. on
Wednesday 5 October 1983.

WATER RESOURCES

Excess Water: State Housing Commission Ten-
ants

1686. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Referring to his reply to question 1163
of 1983, is the correct interpretation
then that the Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority recovers the total outstanding
amount for consumption beyond allow-
ance from the State Housing Com-
mission as far as their tenants are con-
cerned, and that if there are any
unrecovered debts outstanding that is a
loss to the State Housing Commission
and not to the Metropolitan Water
Authority?

M r TON K IN replied:
Overdue consumption beyond allowance
debts incurred by State Housing Com-
mission tenants are received from the
State Housing Commission.

PUBLIC WORKS: DEPARTMENT

Architectural Division: Operational Requirements

1687. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Should the architectural division of the

Public Works Department be a separate
department after the merger of the
water authorities, what provisions will
be made to cater for its independent
need of accounting, printing, large
photocopying activities, records, library
facilities. etc.?

(2) Can he give an assurance that the sol-
ution from point of view of capital ex-
penditure and recurring cost-taking
into consideration the normal growth
which would occur in any case-will be
a more economical or at least not a more
expensive one?
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Mr TONKIN replied:

(1) The necessary staff and facilities will
generally be available from those now
employed by the Public Works Depart-
ment.

(2) Yes-there will be no significant differ-
ence.

HOUSING

"Spot Purchase" Plan

1688. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Housing:

In connection with the recently reported
spot purchase plan by the State Housing
Commission, to what extent will such
homes represent a better or worse econ-
omical rental proposition to the State
Housing Commission, expressed in the
percentage of what the net rent received
represents of the net capital outlay.
being the proportion cost of land, and
building with normal rental homes and
the purchase price of the spot purchase
homes?

Mr W ILSON replied:
In recent years the commission has been
charging standard rent rather than econ-
omnic rental. In the metropolitan area it
is based on a market related rent as
stipulated in the 1981 housing agree-
ment.
For example the weekly standard rental
of a three bedroomed dwelling in the
metropolitan area is $54.50.
The spot purchase is considered to be a
more acceptable social development and
it is expected that the acquisition cost
will be comparable to the construction
cost of a dwelling plus land acquisition
and development costs.

CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT: LESCHENAULT INLET

Laportc Australia Ltd.: Effluent

1689. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Works:

Has any different method been decided
yet and recommended to the company
for the disposal of Laporte Australia
Ltd's effluent?

Mr McI VER replied:
Strategies for the disposal of the
Laporte effluent have been suggested by

the Laporte effluent disposal committee
and the Environmental Protection Auth-
ority. These proposals have been re-
viewed and the review committee will be
making a recommendation to the
Government in the near future.
It is pertinent to note that this matter
comes within the responsibility of my
colleague the Deputy Premier and Min-
ister for Economic Development and
Technology.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS: MOTOR VEHICLES

Wrecking: Licences

1690. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs:
(1) How long does it usually take for the

Motor Vehicle Licensing Board to issue
a licence for a new owner of an existing
motor vehicle wrecking business?

(2) As even a temporary discontinuance of
business activities is obviously to the
great disadvantage of the business itself,
the owner(s) and employees, is there any
provision for the new owner to carry on
the business during the interim period
before his licence is issued?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) A maximum period of 22 working days

provided that the applicant does not
delay supplying any of the required par-
ticulars.

(2) The Act is silent on this matter but
board practice has been and continues to
be to allow the existing licence to remain
current until a licence is issued to the
new owner.

FUEL AND ENERGY

Fuel Tax: Revenue

1691. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Since its inception, what has been the

annual revenue from the State fuel levy
on-
(a) petrol;
(b) distillate?

(2) (a) What were the initial levies on pet-
rol and distillate;

(b) when have they been increased; and
(c) what are they now?
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(3) How much money so gained has been
spent on-

(a) road maintenance and construction;

(b) MTT capital funding;

(c) other areas?

(4) If money from the levy has been spent
on items othcr than roadworks, what
section of the Act provides for this?

Mr GRILL replied:

I have interpreted "petrol" as "motor
spirit". The reply is as follows-

(I) (a) 1979-80 11 762952
1980-81 18067957
1981-82 22 119085
1982-83 26225 130

(b) 1979-80 5 135836
1980-81 6364652
1981-82 6908642
1982-83 8209002

(c) In addition, there is a fixed li-
cence fee collected and the
amounts received are as fol-
lows-

1979-80 ............
1980-81.............
1981-82 ............
I1982-83 ............

6 000
6 000
4 000
4 000

in 1979-80 $640000 was collected
on fuel used in Government vehicles
and this was paid into Consolidated
Revenue.

(2) (a) Motor spirit 0.9c distillate 3c;

(b) 1 July 1980, 1 July 1981, 1
July 1982, l July 1983;

(c) Motor spirit 2.1c distillate
3.85c.

(3) (a) 1979-80-$l6 264 788
(includes administration)
1980-S 1 -S24 438 609
(includes administration)
198 1-82-$29 031 726
(includes administration)
1982-83-S34 438 132
(includes administration)

(b) and (c) Nil.
(4) Not applicable.

RAILWAYS

Crossing: Mfidland

1692. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is he aware of concern that has been ex-

pressed by mcmbcrs of the H-azelmere
progress association regarding the safety
of the Archer Street-Great Eastern
Highway railway crossing and
intersection at Midland?

(2) Is he aware that motorists turning right
into Great Eastern Highway from
Archer Street at peak periods can do so
only with great difficulty and some risk?

(3) Is it a fact that the Swan Shire Council
and the Main Roads Department
investigated this situation earlier this
year?

(4) Has this investigation been completed?
(5) What has been the result of this

investigation?
(6) Will he give consideration to changing

this intersection in order to overcome
the current problems?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) It must be conceded that a right turn

into Great Eastern Highway is difficult
in peak 5eriods due to the volume of
traffic on the highway.

(3) to (5) An investigation undertaken
earlier in the year by the Main Roads
Department did not find a satisfactory
solution for immediate implementation
due to difficulties associated with a four-
way intersection in close proximity to
the railway crossing.

(6) The department will continue to monitor
the location in terms of traffic and de-
lays.

TAXATION: PAYROLL

Confederation of Western Australian Industry
(Inc) and Trades and Labor Council

1693. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
(1) Is it necessary for the Confederation of

Western Australian Industry (Inc) and
the Trades and Labor Council (W.A.) to
pay payroll tax if they are over the pre-
scribed minimum payroll level?

(2) If "Yes", do these organisations pay
payroll tax?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The secrecy provisions of the Pay-roll

Tax Assessment Act 1971 prevent me
from answering ibis part of the question.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

HEALTH: TOBACCO

Legislation: Mr Glen Smith

396. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is he aware of the article on the front

page of The West Australian in which
British expert Mr Glen Smith denied
statements made about him by the Min-
ister in the House yesterday?

(2) Will he explain why he tried to mislead
the House and the public about Mr
Smith's attitude or, if he did not try to
mislead us. why he made misleading
statements without foundation for
them?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) and (2) I did nothing of the sort alleged

by the Leader of the Opposition. Of
course, I could hardly have missed the
article on the front page of this morn-
ing's The West Australian. The article is
inaccurate because I never said Mr
Smith had changed his mind about our
antitobacco legislation. I took the pre-
caution of getting a copy of Hansard to
find what I actually said, and if the
Leader of the Opposition cares to peruse
my comments he will see I did not say
what appears in this morning's article.
What I said wvas that Mr Smith had
been to my office and discussed the
Government's antismoking programme
and he had been filled in about the full
details of our education campaign, the
increase in taxation on tobacco products,
and all the other measures the Govern-
ment is planning and is implementing. I
indicated that he went away with a dif-
ferent attitude towards what we were
doing. I have never said that he changed
his mind about our legislation, and if
members read Hansard they will see
that this is correct. The newspaper has
misquoted me.

Mr O'Connor: You implied in the House
yesterday that he had changed his mind
and was now not opposed to the legis-
lation.

Mr HODGE: I cannot help what inference
the Leader of the Opposition draws from
my comments. I said Mr Smith had
gone away with a different attitude to
what the Government was doing, and I
stand by that, because I did not say he
had changed his mind about the legis-
lation.
If members read my answer they will see
that I referred only in passing to the
legislation.

If anyone has mislead the House about
the tobacco question, it is the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. That became
abundantly clear yesterday when it was
divulged to the House that he had-_
instructed that juveniles in detention
centres be allowed cigarettes in blatant
breach of the Sale of Tobacco Act 1917,
as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
should know, being a lawyer. So if any-
one has been guilty of misleading this
House on the tobacco issue, it is not I
but the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition.

STATE FINANCE

Government Spending: Curtailment

397. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Premier:
(1) Is he aware of the claims made by the

Leader of the Opposition today that he
would save $30 million from the 1983-
84 Budget by curtailing Government
spending and a further $30 million by
containing the growth of the Public Ser-
vice?

(2) Did the Leader of the Opposition outline
where and how he intended to contain
the growth of the Public Service and
how he proposed to curtail Government
spending?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I)
(2)

Yes, l am aware of the claims.

No, the Leader of the Opposition was
delightfully vague in his claims that he
would be able to do all sorts of things
that he made no effort to do while he
was Premier. He should also reconcile
his sweeping claims to curtail spending
and contain the growth of the Public
Service-
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Mr O'Connor: We cut $40 million off the
Public Service through the razor gang.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -with his colleagues'
complaints that the Government's 50 per
cent nonreplacement policy for public
servants was very harsh. Perhaps the
Leader of the Opposition will let the
House know whether he intends to sack
nurses and teachers and whether his
curtailment of Government spending
would involve less funds for small
business, social welfare, housing,
schools, or hospitals. Perhaps he can rec-
oncile his desire for reduced spending
with the Opposition spokesman on edu-
cation's allegations that not enough is
being spent on education, or the Oppo-
sition spokesman on health's desire to
open up hospital wards and purchase
equipment.

Mr Clarko: We said you are not spending
enough on the Education Depart-
ment-and you are not, in terms of your
promise.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Op-
position's claims are meaningless politi-
cal rhetoric which will not stand up to
even casual inspection.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Cannirngion: Political Speech

398. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Edu-
cation:
(I) Does the Minister recall that I wrote to

him several weeks ago about the politi-
cal activities of his Federal Labor col-
league, Mr Gear, at the Cannington
High School, where he gave a political
speech when presenting flags to that
schools.

(2) Does he recall that recently I asked him
a question about a reply to my letter and
he advised me that he was to make a
ministerial statement?

(3) Does he recall making that statement
yesterday in which he made the position
clear?

(4) Has he seen the article in tonight's Daily
News in which Mr Gear said he was
unrepentant and that he would defy the
Minister for Education's very proper
guidelines which, for my part, I was pre-
pared to accept as a resolution of the
issue?

(5) Will the Minister now take steps to ban
Mr Gear from State schools unless he is
prepared to give a written undertaking
to abide by the proper request of the
Minister?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) to (5) 1 thank the member for the

question, the answer to which is quite
simple. I made my ministerial statement
yesterday quite deliberately in order to
spell out to all members what I saw as
acceptable procedures for members
going to schools. I had had complaints
about members from both sides of the
House, but it is the case that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has been the
only person to publicly raise an alle-
gation of this kind. In the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition's letter to me
on the issue, he was not able to do any
more than repeat the allegation: that is
to say, no proof was involved. In making
my ministerial statement and in state-
meints I have made outside the House, I
have wanted to make it clear that I was
not making a judgment about whether
any member had, in advance of my
statement, contravened the principles I
laid down.

Mr H-assell: Mr Gear has not denied he has
contravened them.

Mr PEARCE: In the story in the Daily
News, as I understand it, the member
for Tangney was saying he did not make
a political statement in the school. That
is his position. Ini this morning's The
West Australian, the Hon. Peter Wells
also denied that he had made a political
use of schools by writing to them to get
the attitudes of students so that he
might use that information in debating
the tobacco Bill. I am not intending to
ban either of these members, but it is
my intention to have personal dis-
cussions with both those gentlemen to
clarify their attitude to the guidelines I
laid down in the House yesterday.

REVIEWS AND INVESTIGATIONS

Sa vings

399. Mr GORDON HILL, to the Premier:
(I ) Is he aware of claims made today by the

Leader of the Opposition that his
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alternative approach to State budgeting
this year could have resulted in a $1.5
million saving through the absence of
Government inquiries?

(2) Arc the Leader of the Opposition's
claims concerning the need for and cost
of Government inquiries correct?

Mr Hassell: Another abuse of questi on time.
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) Yes. I am aware of the claims

made by the Leader of the Opposition
and I advise that they are, as usual,
grossly incorrect.
Thc cost of inquiries is nowhere near the
estimates of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and I can conclude only that the
figures were invented by the Leader of
the Opposition to suit his own purposes.
I challenge the Leader of the Opposition
to tell the House which of the inquiries,
if not all of them, he would discontinue
if given the opportunity. For example,
would he dismantle the working party
looking at the safety of children
travelling on school buses?
The Leader of the Opposition's criticism
of the number and cost of inquiries by
the Government must surely be tongue-
in-cheek in view of his own behaviour in
Government. Between 1980 and 1983
more than 120 inquiries were under-
taken at a conservative cost estimate of
almost $7 million.

Mr O'Connor: You have had about half as
many in six months.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This occurred even
though the Leader of the Opposition
when he was Premier, in answer to
question 519 of 8 April 1982, listed 49
inquiries since 1974, and only 19 for the
period 1980-82.
Further, it would appear that rec-
ommendations from only about half of
the inquiries were acted upon, the rest
being deferred or under consideration.
Inquiries are a necessary part of the de-
cision making process. Rather than
making ill-informed decisions, the
Government has undertaken a number
of inquiries and studies in major policy
areas, including education, land use, in-
dustrial relations, and Aboriginal land
rights.
There would no doubt be much criti-
cism. and rightly so. if the Government

had gone ahead and made important
policy decisions without adequate con-
sultation and without an adequate infor-
mation base.

AGRICULTURE

Research Station: Denmark

400. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

My question is supplementary to my
question 1622 asked yesterday concern-
ing the Denmark Agricultural District
High School and its proposed exchange
of land with the Denmark Research
Station. My question is as follows-
(1) Is the Government really interested

in maintaining the dairy herd and
carpet wool sheep project in
Denmark in an attempt to salvage
something of the decision made by
the previous Liberal-Country Party
Government to close and sell the
Denmark Research Station?

(2) Does he realise that seasons play an
important part in agricultural
planning and that if the Denmark
Agricultural District High School
advisory committee is to proceed
with negotiations, it requires an
answer now?

(3) As the committee has been
awaiting a reply, virtually since
August. does he realise that the
reply contained in his answer
yesterday, "when the matter is fi-
nalised" may be too late?

Mr

(1)

EVANS replied:
to (3) The Government has displayed an
interest in maintaining a presence that
will enable research to continue in the
Denmark area, albeit at a reduced ca-
pacity to that which existed prior to its
taking office. I recognise that the mem-
ber for Stirling, as a member of the ad-
visory committee, does have some proper
concern about having the matter re-
solved as expeditiously as possible-so
do 1. At present negotiations are con-
tinuing between the Education Depart-
ment and the Department of Agriculture
to resolve some points about the land,
and as soon as they have been clarified I
will ensure the member is among the
first to know.
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COMMUNITY WELFARE

Juveniles: Smoking

401. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Youth
and Community Services:
(1) Does he recall that last night after

question time I asked him whether he
would show me the evidence he said, in
question time yesterday, he had of my
alleged direction about smoking in wel-
fare institutions?

(2) Does he recall that he indicated he
would make that evidence available to
me and that earlier today he indicated
he was prepared only to table it?

(3) Will hc table it?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) to (3) 1 am happy to table the letter at

the request of the Deputy Premier.
The letter was ta bled (see paper No. 352).

COM PUTERS

IBM Australia Lid,

402. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Economic
Development and Technology:
(1) Did the Minister try to encourage IBM

Australia Ltd. to establish its manufac-
turing plant for its personal computers
in Western Australia instead of Vic-
toria?

(2) Will he encourage IBM to produce
software for its new personal computer
ranges in Western Australia?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 hesitate to give anybody in any

other State the benefit of any inside
knowledge about our discussions in
order to give the member for Nedlands
the details that he seeks in this question.

Mr MacKinnon: It is too late to stop IBM
From doing it.

Mr BRYCE: On the contrary, it is not. As
the cynic in this place, the member for
Murdoch would be prepared to concede,
we arc presently conducting discussions
with IBM about the establishment of a
very important aspect of its operations,
as it can best be described, as affecting
the Pacific region. I do not want to say a
great deal more about it at this stage be-
cause it is a fairly delicate matter and I
do not particularly want people in one or
two other States to know what we are
talking about.

TOBACCO (PROMOTION AND SALE) BILL

Hon. John Williams. Threat

403. Mrs BUCHANAN, to the Minister for
Police:

(1) Has the Minister's attention been drawn
to the front page story in today's The
West A ustralian containing allegations
by the Hon. John Williams MLC that
his wire had received threatening tele-
phone calls from a doctor relating to the
passage of the Tobacco (Promotion and
Sale) Bill?

(2) Is the Minister concerned at the claim
that a member of Parliament has appar-
ently received a threat in connection
with the passage of the tobacco Bill, and
has he taken any action in regard to this
matter?

(3) Has Mr Williams lodged a complaint
over this matter with the police?

(4) Is the Minister aware of the nature of
the threat made and can he confirm that
the so-called threat in reality consisted
of a person making the statement that if
Mr Williams wasn't prepared to support
the Bill he might lose support at the next
election and lose his scat?

Mr CARR replied:
(1) Yes.
Mr Blaikie: Adequate notice?
Mr CARR: Yes, adequate notice of the

question was given.
Mr Clarko: Did it take you long to cook your

answer up?
Mr Wilson: I did not like the question.
Mr CARR: To continue-

(2) Yes. The claim of a threatening
phone call is a serious allegation. I
have inquired of the police as to
whether any report has been re-
ceived of Mr or Mrs Williams.

Mr Clarko: A person does not have to report
every telephone call he thinks is threat-
ening.

M r CARR: To contin ue-
(3) No complaint had been lodged with

the Police by Mr or Mrs Williams
as of this morning.

(4) 1 am not aware of the nature of the
alleged threat, although I have
heard it suggested that it might be

1114)
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of only a minor nature as outlined
in the question. The fact that no
complaint has been made to the
Police would appear to support the
suggestion that Mr Williams is not
taking the matter as seriously as he
claimed in the Parliament
yesterday.

Several members interjected.
Mr Clarko: He could have been threatened

to be killed.
Mr MacKinnon: Because the police have not

received a complaint does not mean it
did nor occur.

COMMUNITY WELFARE

JIuveniles: Smoking

404. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Youth
and Community Services:
(1) Will he acknowledge the letter he has

now tabled contains no indication of any
direction given by me to allow smoking
in any juvenile institution?

(2) In light of the letter he has tabled, will
he acknowledge having dishonestly mis-
lead the House in his answer yesterday?

Mr 1. F. Taylor: Absolute rubbish!
Mr Hlodge: Can't you read it all?
Mr HASSELL: There is no indication in the

letter of any direction given by me.

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) and (2) I inform the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition that I have no intention
whatsoever of acknowledging anything
of the sort.

A member: You should be ashamed of
yourself!'

Mr Hassell: It was a dishonest answer and
you know it.

Mr WILSON: When I want the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition to stand in
judgment of me, I will ask him to do so.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKinnon: You are supposed to be one

person who tells the truth.
Mr WILSON: It may well be said of the

Deputy Leader of the Opposition-to
quote Sir Winston Churchill-"There,
but for the Grace of God, goes God".

Never have I seen such a pompous self-
righteous attitude as that or the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, who is seeking
to make capital out of children.

Several members interjected.
Mr Old: Mr Shining!
Mr McNee: You were trying to make capital

out of this.
Mr WILSON: Come on, you loud mouthed

country bumpkin.
Several members interjected.
Mr Clarko: What right have you to call him

a country bumpkin?
Mr WILSON: He is here only by favour of

Labor preferences.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will

come to order.
Mr Hassell: My question got you to ban

smoking which was more than you had
done before.

Mr WILSON: To get back to the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition's question-

Mr Hassell: It would be a good idea to get
back to some facts.

Mr WILSON: If I were concerned about
facts I would not be talking about him.

Mr Clarko: You have enraged everybody
who lives in the country.

Mr Court: You are the one who did the slur-
ring!

Mr Clarko: Country bumpkin indeed! What
an ignorant person you are.

Mr WILSON: If they do not want an
answer, Mr Speaker. I will sit down.

HOUSING

Mr. Magnet

405. Mr COYNE, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) How many State Housing Commission

homes were moved from Big Bell to Mt.
Magnet, following the closure of the Big
Bell mine in 1953?

(2) Initially how many of these houses were
used as rental accommodation?

(3) H-ow many of these houses are still hab-
itable and how many are occupied, and
what has happened to the remainder?
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Mr WILSON replied:
(1) to (3) Mr Speaker-
Mr Blaikie: 1 hope his answer is an

improvement on the last one.
Mr WILSON: Unfortunately, I do not have

those facts available to me on the spot.

Mr Rushton: You didn't have the facts
available on the last one either.

Mr Parker: Talk about 1953!
Mr WILSON: If the member puts his

question on notice I will ensure he gets a
considered reply.

Mr Clarko: And dream up another answer
like you did yesterday.

RAILWAYS
Fremantle-Perih: Leader of the Opposition's

Claim

406. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Minister for
Transport:

IS it Correct that, by not reopening the
Fremnantle passenger railway service, the
State would have saved $6 million, as al-
leged by the Leader of the Opposition
today in his alternative approach to
State budgeting?

Mr Rushton: The answer is yes!
Mr O'Connor: That is not what I said. Have

a look at what I said.
Mr GRILL replied:

This claim, if true, is a very extravagant
overestimation of the possible costs
saved if the Perth to Fremantle line were
not reopened.
The actual possible cost saving is
$817 000.

Mr Rushton: That is untrue.

Mr GRILL: This figure is clearly set out on
page 5 of the summary to the report on
the reopening of the line by Dr John
Taplin, the Co-ordinator General of
Transport.

Mr O'Connor: What are the 138 additional
people required for?

Mr G RILL: Even if refurbishing costs of the
line of $8 10 000 were added in, the cost
to taxpayers would be only $1.627
million.

MrT MacKinnon: Only? God!

Mr Mclver: You gave more than that to the
brewery.

Mr GRILL: However, as 1 have previously
pointed out, such refurbishing would
have been necessary for freight, even if
the line were not reopened for passenger
traffic.

Mr I. F. Taylor: Quite right.

Mr GRILL: The second year figure will drop
to $799 000-

Several members interjected.

Mr Rushton: You are just a joke.

Mr MacKinnon. That is about as good an
investment as the Government's dia-
mond mine.

Mr GRILL: -and in the third year the Fig-
ure will go up to 11.272 million-as we
take delivery of new rolling stock, and
will increase the next year to $2.180
million for the same reason. For the fifth
year the extra costs to taxpayers will be
S1 .603 million.

Mr MacKinnon: That is a disgrace.

Mr GRILL: Inexplicably, the Leader of the
Opposition has freely stated that $5
million was the loss to the State on the
reopening of the line.

Even more inexplicably, the figure that
the Leader of the Opposition now cares
to use is $6 million.
These figures invented by the member
clearly fly in the face of the quite
specific figures quoted by me and used
by Dr Taplin in his report, a highly re-
spected transport economist-

Mr Clarko: Are you claiming you are only
wasting a couple of million dollars?

Mr GRILL: -with a very fine reputation
Australia-wide.

LAND: AGRICULTURAL

Release: Fitzgerald Reserve

407. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Lands:
Noting the decision to defer the land re-
lease in the North Fitzgerald area pend-
ing a study of the possible presence of
ground parrots, could the Minister ex-
plain the rationale which influenced the
decision to be made to also defer the re-
lease of two blocks in the south
Coujinup area?
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Mr McIVER replied:
We are awaiting a report from the De-
partment of Fisheries and Wildlife in re-
lation to the particular species of ground
parrot because, as the member well
knows, it is a species about which not
many of our scientists know. Because of
correspondence from interested people
not only in Western Australia, but also
throughout Australia, the committee set
up by the Government to look at agri-
cultural land release in Western Aus-
tralia unanimously decided that before
any release of land in the Fitzgerald re-
serve took place a full study would be
undertaken by the department. There-
fore, we reel it would be most unfair if
the Coujinup area were released and not
the Fitzgerald reserve.

Mr Old: It would take the ground parrot two
years to march up there.

Mr MOIVER: It does not concern only the
ground parrots; other species of flora
and fauna also are involved. If the Op-
position when in Government had done
its homework this delay would not be oc-
curring now.

Mr Old: You arc not denigrating officers of
the Public Service, are you?

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Numb er Unemployed

408. Mr TROY, to the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services:

Will the Minister please comment on
the current state of the Western Aus-
tralian labour market?

Mr PARKER replied:

I thank the member for his question. It
is particularly appropriate that he
should ask it at this time, bearing in
mind the comments made in response to
the Budget by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition earlier today. The Government re-
mains concerned about the employment
situation and clearly that was reflected
in the creation of a State employment
fund in the Budget along with the other
mneasures which will result in more jobs
in Western Australia.

Mr MacKinnon: Like the Ashton diamond
mine joint venture investment!

Mr PARKER: The labour market is ex-
tremely complex and the Opposition's
lack of appreciation of it reflects the
depth of any previous analytical work in
this State.
The Leader of the Opposition obviously
does not appreciate how careful one
must be in looking at employment and
unemployment figures per se, part icu-
larly since we are so dependant on infor-
matiorn supplied by the Australian Bu-
reau of Statistics.
It is disturbing that the language of the
Opposition is still restricted to mere dis-
cussions about the number of jobs
available, and that it remains totally un-
concerned about the whole range of vari-
ables which constitute any essential and
effective analysis of the labour market.
For the purposes of educating members
opposite, factors such as participation
rates, employment rates, labour supply
rates and school retention rates all have
to be looked at if we are serious about a
comprehensive appreciation of the
labour market.

Mr Clarko: Did you do it last year? Of
course you didn't!

Mr PARKER: The member can wait until I
have finished giving my answer. This
Government will not be restricted by the
simplistic level of discussion by the Op-
position, other than to say-just to show
that what the Leader of the Opposition
said this morning was untrue-that on a
jobs basis alone, according to A BS Stat-
istics, 14 900 more Western Australians
are presently in employment than at the
end of February of this year when the
former Government went Out of office.

Mr Clarko: Is that figure seasonally ad-
jus ted?

Mr
Mr

MacKinnon: Full-time or pars-time?
PARKER: I acknowledge that one needs
to be very cautious about interpreting
these ABS statistics. As I said, this is
one of the problems in the area. Even on
the basis of the March figure which the
Leader of the Opposition likes to quote,
8 000 more people are in employment
now than at that time.

Mr O'Connor: How many more unemployed
since May?

Mr PARKER: None.

Mr O'Connor: You arc wrong.
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Mr PARKER: I think the May figure indi-
cates that between 8 000 and 14 900
more jobs have been provided since
March.

Mr O'Connor: You are wrong. There has
been more unemployment since May.

Mr PARKER: What I am saying is that
8000 is the lowest, limit, and 14900 is
the highest limit on a seasonally ad-
justed basis, as requested by the member
for Karrinyup. I do not have the May
figures with me but it is somewhere in
that range.

Mr O'Con nor: There are now 6 000 more un-
employed people than there were in
May.

Mr PARKER: The point is that since the
Government came to power, strong
growth has occurred in employment in
this State and I suggest that is at least in
large part due to the positive policies
which have been pursued by this
Government and the new Common-
wealth Government, which have restored
a great deal of confidence to this econ-
omy,

COMMUNITY WELFARE

Juveniles: Smoking

409. Mr BLAlKiE, to the Minister for Sport
and Recreation:

Would the Minister give details to the
House of those parts of the letter he

tabled which gave rise to his answer to a
question yesterday to the effect that the
former Minister had encouraged smok-
ing by minors in State institutions?

Mr WILSON replied:
I am pleased to do so and I am amazed
that the member for Vasse requires me
to do it because the letter has been
tabled and if he could read he would be
able to see it for himself.

Mr Hassell: You said it was directed by me
and it is not true.

Mr WILSON: I will sit down again if the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants
to take over.

Several members interjected.

Mr WILSON: The born-to-rule people on
the other side of the House have not yet
accepted that they lost the election.

Several members interjected.

Mr WILSON: The problem with the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is that he
counts too much on his blue-blooded
background.

Mr McNee: Your answer to the question is
as bad as your manners.
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