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THE SPEAKER (Mr Bamnett) took the Chair at 2.15 pm1 and read prayers.

BUS SERVICE

Maylands: Petition

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands -- Minister for Works and Services) [2.18 pm):- I
present a petition to the House in die following terms --

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

We, the undersigned residents of Maylands, hereby express our dismay and concern
over the fact that the Route 42 bus service has been cutailed to service this area
between the hours of 7.26 am and 10.30 amn to Perth, and between 4.06 pm and 5.00
pm from Perth, Mondays to Fridays only, having been discontinued for Saturdays and
Sundays.

Considering the road plan of the area, die type of development (predominantly flats
and units), the socio-econom-ic status of the residents, together with the large
percentage of aged citizens dependent solely on public transport, we feel that a grave
injustice has been committed.

We feel that the present situation cannot be allowed to continue for the following
reasons:

1. Commnuters are disadvantaged because of the late start of the service (7.26 am) and
the early departure of the last bus from Perth (5.00 pm).
2. Mothers with young children have no public transport after 10.30 am.

3. The elderly have no public transport after 10.30 am, and are therefore confined to
the area during most of the day. If they have to keep any appointment (medical,
financial, social services or other) after 10.30, they cannot return home until after 4.00
pm. and are forced to face extra costs - if only to sustain themselves.

4. The lack of a bus service in the evening and on Saturdays and Sundays means that
the social life of the residents is vetry restricted after dark and on week-ends.

5. The restricted availability of public transport seriously affects the students and the
part-time and shift workers of the area.

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

The petition bears 352 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

( See petition No 80.)

VIDEO TAPES CLASSIFICATION AND CONTROL BILL

Amendment: Petition

INR READ (Mandurah) [2.20 pm]: I present a petition which is couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker, and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia assembled

We, the undersigned, request that Parliament amend the Video Bill to grant the people
legal standing, and power of appeal, and review, so that we can have a ban placed on
those unconscionable videotapes which we find are beyond the pale, and which are
severely damaging the social environment.



We request that Parliament carry out its promise to make possession of child
pornography a criminal offence, and set severe penalties for the possession of child
pornography, bestiality, terrorism, drug promotion, rape and incest rapes;
We request that Parliament legislate that R tapes in shops be displayed separate and
away from mainors.
We request that Parliament legislate to make videotapes be so labelled that parents
can be warned of the contents in regard to sex, language and violence.
Because we no longer will allow the money-makers to have sole right to determine
what is available, we wish to have equal input into decision-making, gain equal
opportunity for concerned parents to have the power also to appeal, and to ban and
remove those unconscionable videotapes which breed crime, jointly with the power to
give pastoral care to our social environment, because we know that children who are
carefully supervised to prevent access to such horrendous viewing, may still become
the victims of those who are not.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration, and your petitioners, as in duty bound, shall ever pray.

The petition bears 26 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
(See petition No 81.)

BILLS (13): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
I. Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance) Amendment Bill.
2. Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill.
3. Pay-roil Tax Amendment eml.

emls introduced, on motions by Mr Bryce (Deputy Premnier), and read a first time.
4. Solar Energy Research Amendment Bill.
5. Minerals and Energy Research Bill.
6. Petroleum Amendment Bill.

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Parker (Minister for Minerals and Energy), and
read a first time.

7. Fisheries Amendment Bill (No 2).
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Grill (Minister for Fisheries), and read a frst time.

8. Door to Door Trading Amendment eml.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Taylor (Minister for Consumer Affairs), and read a
first time.

9. Industrial Relations Amendment Bill (No 4).
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for Labour, Productivity
and Employment), and read a first time.

10. Electoral Distribution (Rontnest Island) Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by M~r Bryce (Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform), and read a first time-

11. Acts Amendment (Port Authorities) Bill.
12. Transport Co-ordinkation Amendment Bill (No 2).
13. Acts Amendment (Totalisator Agency Board Betting) Bill.

emls introduced, on motions by Mrs B eggs (Minister for Racing and Gaming), and
read a first time.
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JUDG ES' SALARIES AND PENSIONS AMENDMENT HILL
Second Reading

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands -- Minister for Works and Services) 12.34 pm]: I
move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.

For some years judicial pensions in Western Australia have lagged well behind the Australian
standard. The recent trend towards the appointment of younger judges has also highlighted
serious inadequacies in the current provisions for surviving spouses and children. This Bill
proposes to address these matters. It is necessary to do so to ensure fair treatment of judges
and their families. If we are to continue to attract top quality appointees, it is also important
that judicial pensions should adequately reflect the high status of judges in the community.

In the Commonwealth and all other mainland States, the basic pension entitlement is 60 per
cent of the judge's retirement salary. The Western Australian and Tasmanian schemes
provide only 50 per cent of retirement salary. The trend elsewhere is for judicial pensions to
be tied to salary movements rather than, as is the case currently in Western Australia, to
annual adjustments in accordance with cost of living movements. Clause 5(c) of the Bill
therefore provides that the basic pension entitlement, subject to the existing requirements to
complete 10 years' service and attain the age of 60 years, should be increased from 50 per
cent to 60 per cent, and be tied to future salary movements.

Consistent with the other provisions of this Bill, these amendments will only apply to judges
who retire in the future. They will not apply retrospectively to those currently in receipt of a
judicial pension; and this is in keeping with other recent changes to Government-funded
pensions and superannuation systems. Consequent upon these changes, the current provision
for judges who are required to retire early due to permanent disability or infirmity -- section
6(2) of the Act -- also needs amendment.
Under the current provision, a judge who is forced to retire due to ill health with less than six
years' service has a pension entitlement of 40 per cent of salary. If he has more than six
years' service, the pension is increased by twd per cent for each completed year of service in
excess of five years, up to a maximum of 50 per cent. It is proposed that the same approach
should be maintained, but that the pension entitlement for a judge who retires with less than
six years' service should be increased to 50 per cent, with a further two per cent for each
completed year of service in excess of five years, up to a maximum of 60 per cent.

Of particular concern are the current inadequate arrangements for surviving spouses and
dependent children. The Act currently provides for a widow or widower of a judge who dies
in office to receive a pension of five-eighths of the pension the judge would have received
had he retired due to permanent disability on that date. This means that the widow of a judge
who dies with less than six years' service would receive a pension of only 25 per cent of the
judge's salary. Even if the judge had 10 or more years' service, the widow's pension would
only be 31.25 per cent of his salary. Particularly in the case of younger judges, this provision
is inadequate to provide a judge with the assurance that in the event of his death in office his
widow is adequately provided for.

Clause 7(a) therefore proposes that the widow's pension, in cases where the judge dies in
office, should be five-eighths of the full 60 per cent judicial pension, irrespective of the
judge's years of service -- that is, 37.5 per cent of the relevant judicial salary. This adopts the
Commonwealth approach.
For dependent children of a surviving spouse the current provision in the second schedule to
the Act is $8 per week. This rate has applied since January 1976. It is again proposed to
follow the Commonwealth approach by providing a dependent child's allowance fixed as a
percentage of the judge's pension.
Clause 7(b) therefore provides for the allowance for each dependent child to be one-eighth of
what would have been the judge's relevant pension, up to a maximum of three children. In
practice, a widow of a judge who dies in office will receive her own pension -- five-eighths
of 60 per cent of the judge's salary -- plus a further one-eighth for each child up to three
children. Thus a widow with three or more dependent children will receive the full judicial
pension.
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The same approach is proposed for orphaned children except that instead of one-eighth of the
judge's pension, it is proposed that an orphaned child should receive one-quarter, up to a
maximum of four children -- that is, where there are four or more orphaned dependent
children, the full judge's pension would be paid.

This approach is more conservative, but in the Government's view more equitable than that
adapted by the Commonwealth, which provides for 45 per cent, 80 per cent, 90 per cent, and
100 per cent of judicial pension respectively.

The opportunity has also been taken to clarify the defiition of dependent children.

Finally, it has been found necessary to ensure that there is complete portability of service, for
the purposes of the judicial pension, between the various courts and tribunals whose judges
are covered by the Judges' Salaries and Pensions Act. Clause 4(c)(3) of the Bill provides an
all-encompassing portability, and the schedule to the Bill repeals provisions in other Acts
which are rendered superfluous by the other provision. T'he effect of these amendments will
be to --

make adequate provision in line with current Australian standards for judges on their
normal retirement or early retirement because of permanent incapacity, and for their
surviving famnilies if they should die in office;

enable lawyers with younger families to accept judicial office with some peace of
mind that their families will be reasonably cared for should they die in office;

ensure that our judicial pension scheme is comparable with that offered by the
Commonwealth which now recruits judges, in a sense, in competition with the State.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Mensaros.

ACTS AMENDMENT (BUILDING SOCIETIES AND
CREDIT UNIONS) BELL

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale -- Leader of the House) [2.40 pm]: I move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill amends the Building Societies Act 1976 and the Credit Unions Act 1979. It reflects
progress to date of the working party on building societies and credit unions and incorporates
amendments passed in the Council. Any further recommendations of the working party will
need to be considered at a later time.
In response to the deregulation of financial markets and, in particular, the banking sector, the
Government decided in October 1986 to establish a working party to review the
appropriateness of current legislation for permanent building societies and credit unions. The
terms of reference of the working party were wide-ranging but special emphasis was given to
pmudential standards, mergers and amalgamations.

Some of the recommendations of the working party were accepted by the Government and
the industry earlier in the year. I will refer to these in the context of the new ownership and
shareholding arrangements for permanent building societies. Despite the constraints of
outdated legislation, the groundwork completed by the working party allowed the
Government to quickly assess and decide on acceptable options for corrective measures when
the situations at the Swan Building Society and the Western Australian Teachers Credit
Society emerged.

The proposed amendments in this Bill seek to update key areas of the regulatory framework.
The Government has taken the view that permanent building societies and credit unions are
functionally similar institutions and where possible the same standards should apply. The
essential differences between the two categories of institutions in their ownership and
member structures have nevertheless been preserved.
The major aspects of this Bill are --
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Prudential requirements;
ownership provisions;

the establishment of financial societies as a new category of deposit-taking institution;

provisions allowing for amalgamations, transfers of engagements, and takeovers by
either membership approval or direction of the registrar; and
the introduction of reserve funds.

I shall now deal wit each of these areas separately, although they are very much interrelated.

Prudential requirements cover a wide field including --

capital adequacy or minimum reserves;

liquidity; and

any controls on liabilities or assets.

Under the existing legislation, permanent building societies were required to achieve by the
end of March 1988 minimum net worth of two per cent of aggregate assets -- as at the end of
the society's 1986-87 financial year. The proposed arnendnments will lift the inimumn net
worth to five per cent of the mean assets for the financial year. The new requirements are to
be achieved over five years from 1987-88.
Credit unions will also be required to achieve a minimum net worth of five per cent over five
years. The current legislation requires credit unions to maintain minimumn reserves of 2.5 per
cent of aggregate assets at the end of the preceding financial year. Net worth as from 1987-
88 will be calculated on mean assets for the financial year.

The existing building society concept of net worth is also to be redefined and applied to both
permanent societies and credit unions. The new arrangements will permit no less than 80 per
cent of the minimum net worth to be in the form of prime net worth; that is, non-
withdrawable share capital, undistributed profits, and realised reserves and revaluation
reserves. The remaining 20 per cent may comprise other approved debt or securities. The
spread of items will be considerably wider thani has been permitted under the Credit Unions
Act.
For permanent building societies, the change will mean a tighter definition of net worth. The
minimum liquidity ratio will be amended for credit unions. It will rise from seven per cent to
10 per cent. The building societies' minimum ratio of 12.5 per cent will remain the same.

The increase in the credit unions' ratio reflects the increase in the volume of transactions they
are now undertaking and the mix of those transactions. The increased use of automatic teller
machines means a higher level of client-activated funds withdrawals over extended hours.
This is a marked increase in accessibility to withdrawable funds compared to the past.

Liability and asset controls also apply under the existing legislation, and their usefulness has
been reassessed. The existing liability controls were aimed at retarding deposit growth by
either limiting the extent to which liabilities could increase in any period -- as is the case with
the present Credit Unions Act -- or by tying growth in liabilities to some multiple of items
comprising net worth, as applies to the building societies. Neither of these controls is
efficient or effective in controlling growth. The proposed higher minimum net worth
requirements will necessitate, after the transitional period, 50 for every new dollar of assets
being held as net worth. Additional assets or growth can only occur if the assets generate a
sufficient margin to service the increase in net worth. Growth in assets will have to be no
faster than the maintenance of minimum net worth will permit. On the asset side, building
societies have not been permitted to advance or guarantee more than 2.5 per cent of aggregate
assets to any one individual. The Credit Unions Act provided the registrar with the authority
to set the maximum amount and maximum term for any secured or unsecured loan and the
maximum credit limit for any secured or unsecured continuing credit arrangement.

Both Acts are deficient and new provisions are provided for in this Bill. The legislation will
limit the maximum amount that may be advanced by a permanent building society to any
individual or associated individuals to 20 per cent -- or a higher amount if approved -- of the
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institution's prime net worth. The registrar will be permaitted to impose similar constraints on
credit unions. Non-withdrawable net worth items are the main resources available to
safeguard depositors' funds from any losses. It is logical, therefore, that prime net worth
should be the measure of allowable exposures. The registrar will also have the authority to
give directions as to the circumstances in which and conditions on which financial
accommodation may be provided and the extent of financial accommodation that may be
provided.

Ownership provisions: The move to higher minimumn net worth requirements may prove
difficult for some institutions. Some building societies and credit unions will consider
traditional methods of increasing their net worth as not appropriate in the present
environment. Others that are near to, or above, the new minimnum may prefer to continue
their reliance on traditional methods of adding to their net worth through retaining trading
surpluses. The Government has recognised that the present deregulated environment has
produced strong competition, and that margins have been reduced, as has profitability. Over
time, retained earnings may not provide adequate increases in net worth and access to non-
withdrawable shares will need to be considered by the respective financial institutions.

Some institutions have, after consultation with Government officials, moved to issue non-
withdrawable shares. In moving to allow the issue of non-withdrawable shares the
Government has been cognisant of the ownership and control considerations that can arise. It
has been a longstanding policy in relation to banks that ownership and control should be
dispersed. The introduction of non-withdrawable share capital may, if not adequately
controlled, permit concentrated ownership and control of State-based deposit-taking
institutions. Building societies and credit unions are, along with banks, the only institutions
permitted to borrow without prospectus.

For historical reasons and their association with the household sector, building societies and
credit unions have considerable borrowing power. Dispersed ownership and control provides
some protection against the self-interest activities that concentrated ownership and control
may attract. This is a particularly important issue for institutions that must retain public
confidence to survive. The maintenance of probity is essential, and dispersed ownership and
control, coupled with adequate disclosure, provides checks and balances that might otherwise
not exist.

The Government's decision on ownership control and restrictions in respect of building
societies was announced on 11I May 1987. The proposed amendments put that decision into
effect by limiting any individual or associated individuals without the approval of the
registrar to shareholdings that do not exceed --

20 per cent of the subscribed capital; and

10 per cent of the maximum number of votes that might be cast at a general meeting
of the society.

The amendments also put into place clearer guidelines for the types of non-withdrawable and
withdrawable shares that may be issued and the votes attaching to each. Non-withdrawable
voting shames will attract one vote per share, while the holders of withdraw able shares will be
permitted one vote per shareholder.

Transitional provisions will require the new voting structures to come into effect within one
year of the commencement of the Act. Shares not complying with the new requirements may
be redeemed to be convented into the new shares. During the Committee debate in the
Legislative Council an amendment was made to the original Bill to preserve the pro rata non-
withdrawable shareholdings in existence prior to 13 October 1987.
Where the new share ownership and control provisions are contravened, the registrar will
have the power to direct that the shares are cancelled and dealt with as a deposit or the shares
are converted into non-voting shares. The existing credit union legislation limits.
shareholdings to 20 per cent of subscribed capital and voting to one vote per member. Those
restrictions will remain.

Financial societies: The existing voting restrictions of credit unions, while consistent with
the collective ownership philosophy, are not entirely conducive to obtaining non-
withdrawable shares. The Bill allows credit unions to convert to financial societies and
requires these societies to meet all the requirements of the Credit Unions Act except with
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regard to voting and share structures. Financial societies will be constrained by ownership
and control limitations applying to permanent building societies. In other words, this Bill
provides for the establishment of fixed credit unions, to be called financial societies.

Amalgamations, transfers of engagements, and takeovers: The amendments provide for a
streamlining and reinforcing of the authority of the registrar to deal with circumstances that
may evolve in individual building societies and credit unions. The present legislation is
unduly restrictive on the registrar's ability to act decisively to correct situations that may
arise. It restricts the speed with which decisions can be made and the possible options to
maintain depositor confidence when the financial stability of an institution is questionable. In
particular, the existing legislation restricts amalgamations and transfers of engagements
between the same institutions; that is, between building societies and building societies or
credit unions and credit unions. If a like institution is not capable of accepting nor willing to
accept or otherwise assist in fulfilling the engagements, the capacity to protect depositors'
funds is diminished. Clearly, the wider the net of possible solutions to problems that might
arise, the greater the degree of confidence depositors can have in their investments.

The new amendments provide for amalgamation and transfers of engagements between
building societies and credit unions. Takeovers of building societies will also be permitted
by banks and other institutions approved by the Minister. The provision for the establishment
of financial societies will also allow credit unions to convert their ownership structure as a
precursor to a takeover. The legislation provides for these events to occur voluntarily or with
ministerial approval under direction.

The Treasurer will move further amendments to provide for transfers of engagements of
credit unions by direction to be full or partial and to extend the nature of the acquiring
institution to include a bank, The first pant of this amendment would provide supervisory
powers that match those exercised by the South Australian Reserve Board. The Government
has agreed to consider that supervisory model and is awaiting a submission from the local
industry. The amendment would correct a drafting oversight that was drawn to the
Government's attention by a local credit union. The latter part of the amendment would
make the transfer of engagements provision consistent with the takeover provisions.
Takeover provisions do not apply directly to credit unions but a takeover-type mechanism is
consistent with desire to have procedures available to allow the registrar to act decisively to
correct situations that may arise.

The Governmnent has acceded to industry recommendations in seeking amendments to the
Bill in the Legislative Council to require where a transfer of engagements or takeover occurs
under direction, that the registrar hear the acquiring institution and the institution to be
acquired, and any other person the registrar considers entitled to be heard.

Reserve funds: As a further component to the protection of depositors' funds, the
Government has decided to make provisions in both the building societies and credit unions
Acts for the establishment of reserve funds. The precise operation of these funds will be
subject to further consultation with the industry.

The Government moved a number of other amendments to the Bill during Committee debate
in the Legislative Council. These amendments were largely made at the request of the
respective industries. Hon Joe Berinson also gave a commitmerit to the Legislative Council
to make amendments if necessary to certain provisions. The Treasurer will move
amendments to fulfil that commitment.

In conclusion, the amendments contained in this Bill are fundamental to the future well-being
of the State's building societies and credit unions in today's highly competitive environment.
The proposed amendments also provide the Government with the flexibility to respond to
changing market conditions and to act swiftly and decisively if the occasion arises.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr MacKinnon (Leader of the Opposition).
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BREAD AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 16 September.
MR THOMPSON (Kalarnunda) [2.55 pm]; During the almost 17 years I have been a
member of the House, dhe Bread Act has come before the House on many occasions. There
has always been a problem with the bread industry over how baking should be controlled.
None of those endeavours has been entirely successful and the Bill before us today, in my
view1 is another exercise in futility.
There are reasons why from rime to time some control should be placed on an industry, and I
believe that over the years there has been justification for there to be some control of the
baking industry, principally to protect the small country operators from encroachment by the
larger monopolies. Indeed, the only justificazion I have been able to get from people in the
industry during the time that I have had to discuss this matter with them has been simply that.
What is intended in this legislation is a move from restricting the hours during which baking
may occur to imposing restrictions on the delivery times of bread. The intention is that no
baker -- or no person -- may deliver bread except between the hours of 4.00 am and 6.00 pmn
on six days of the week. If this legislation passes, no-one will be able to deliver bread on a
Sunday. There has developed in our State in recent times quite a healthy trade in bread on a
Sunday through the weekend markets and in other areas as well. This legislation will prevent
fresh bread from being delivered on a Sunday. It will not entirely cut off the supply of fresh
bread, because those who are lucky enough to be near a baking establishment will be able to
obtain products, but for the vast majority of people in the community fresh bread on a Sunday
will become a thing of the past and I believe that to be a retrograde step, even if we accept
that there are other desirable aspects of the legislation.
The principal concern of the small operators is that their business will be lost to the bigger
and what some people see as being the more efficient producers of bread- I believe that fear
to be rnl-founded. In the first place, under the trms of this legislation, given that the two
major baking concerns have established operations in most of the regional centres, there will
be nowhere in this State where bread cannot be on the shop shelves by 8.00 am if all of the
bread has to come from the ovens of the major producers -- the Tip Tops and the Buttercups.
Tip Top and Buttercup have bought into businesses in Bunibury, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie,
Esperance, and Albany. Clearly, there is nowhere in this State where bread could not be
delivered by one of those major operators within the hours that are laid down in this
legislation; so it is an exercise in futility, in my view, if the purpose of the legislation is to
prevent the small country operator from being impacted upon by the larger producers of
bread.
T1here is a special niche in the marker for small bakers. As I have moved around the State
since this legislation was introduced I have made it my business to talk to people in baking
establishments and those who retail bread in the supermarkets. It has become patently clear
to me that the major bakers have a particular share of the market which, while having some
impact on the smaller bakers, does not entirely preclude them from being able to trade. The
fresh bread which is produced by the smaller country bakers is very much in demand by local
people, and the range of products they produce is far wider than the range produced and sold
by the major chains. Those chains are interested principally in providing sliced, wrapped
bread to the supermarket outlets. However, there are many discerning buyers who choose to
go to shops where they can buy a wider range of products. They are able to do that now, and
they will be able to do it even if this legislation is passed.
It is clear to me that the rime has come to completely deregulate the baking industry. It can
be done without any detrimental impact on people who are currently in the baking business.
Some people will suggest that once the major bakers have gobbled up the small ones
production will return to Perth. That point was put to me by one of my parliamentary
colleagues, so [ addressed that question by talking to the proprietors of the major baking
concerns. I have been told that not only have they bought into the baking firms in regional
centres, and taken them over, but also they have significantly improved the facilities by
investing considerable sums of money. I have every confidence that the major bakers -- the
Tip Tops and the Buttercups -- will continue to operate their country bakeries. Why would

5626



[Wednesday, 11I November 1987] 52

they have bought into these establishments as they have done over the past few years if it was
not their intention to bake fresh bread in those particular centres?

There is still clearly a preference on the part of the buying public for fresh bread, and there
always will be. Buttercup and Tip Top recognise that they can satisfy their customers in
Geraldton, Kalgoorlie, and other regional centres, better by producing bread there. There is,
however, a thriving trade in frozen bread. I was rather surprised recently when helping the
member for Gascoyne to get elect-d to observe that although there is a baker in Exmnouth, a
significant proportion of the bread consumed in that town -- probably half or more -- is baked
in Waroona.

Mr Hassell. As is the bread sold by the Claremont Fresh Markets every Sunday.

Mr THOMPSON: This bread is baked and frozen and transported hundreds of kilometres
before being sold. That practice will make an absolute nonsense of this legislation. The
other thing that will happen is that some inspectors will have a really hard time trying to
enforce this legislation because the Bill provides that bread may not be delivered during
certain hours, and the legislation spells out what is meant by the term "delivered". So when a
Beliway truck leaves Guildford, as they often do at eight, nine or 10 o'clock at night, it will
be breaking the law because those trucks will be carrying frozen bread to be delivered to
Exmouth and many other country centres. I fail to see how it will be possible to stop that
practice.

Another practice which has developed with respect to the delivery of bread will be seriously
affected by this legislation and some of those smaller baking outfits which are now able to
sell quite a lot of their bread door-to-door will be disadvantaged. As the cost of home
delivery of bread has increased, so have bakers desisted from delivering it. I do not know
that there is any home delivery in the metropolitan area by bakers. However, there are some
enterprising people around and the milk vendors have discovered that as their costs have
increased they have been able to offset some by taking on the delivery of bread. I was
amazed to be approached by the Milk. Vendors Association in relation to the Bread Act, but
they told me a significant proportion of their income is derived from the door-to-door sale of
bread. As they deliver the milk, so they deliver the bread. The Dairy Industry Authority has
laid down rules about when milk can be delivered. It so happens that at the time when one is
allowed to deliver milk, one is not allowed to deliver bread. One milkman who came to see
me pointed out that 25 per cent of his income will be stripped from him because it is derived
from the delivery of bread. This is an absolute nonsense. If there were some strong
justification or some evidence that small country bakers would be protected by this
legislation I would have to go along with it, but I can see absolutely no such effect being
achieved. The buying public -- the people who eat the bread -- will find it more difficult to
get fresh bread, and they are the ones who will suffer.

As a party we are in favour of deregulation. However, there are some problems in
deregulating because when art industry is regulated and people make investments on the basis
of the rules that are laid down, and those rules are changed, one seriously upsets the lifestyle
of many people and it may cause some of them to go broke. I do not believe that
deregulating the bread industry at this time will have that impact because deregulation has
been going on for some rime. One needs only to look at the many changes that have occurred
to the Bread Act to try to make the regulatory system work to see the indications of the
futility of that exercise.

A commitment was given by major bakers to continue their operations in the country. An
indication of that was given in a letter to ore from Mr Quin, the State General Manager of Tip
Top Bakeries, in which he said --

Following our telephone conversation of this morning I confirm that it is our intent to
continue our operations utilizing Day Bros. Bakery in Albany. We have budgeted
funds to be expended in upgrading plant, equipment and associated facilities at that
bakery. Some of that work has already commenced and will continue during 1988.

In addition we are also making funds available to upgrade retail outlets in Denmark
and Mt. Barker which are operated by Day Bros.

Tip Top did not send Day Brothers broke; Tip Top bought Day Brothers Bakery and invested
money to improve the plant. It also decided to upgrade the plant in the neighbouring towns
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which had hitherto been supplied by Day Brothers Bakery in Albany. That is a clear
commitment from that major baking organisation to keep a healthy country operation going.
I repeat to those people in the country who may feel that this move to deregulate the baking
industry is against their interests that we have made fairly vigorous inquiries and have
concluded that deregulation will have no deleterious effect on them.

I believe that there are many down sides to this Bill's passing this House. I believe that it
will lead to great confusion. It will not provide any form of protection to small baking
operators -- if they need protecting, and I submit they do not -- because there will be no area
in the State to which bread cannot be delivered when delivery begins at 4.00 am. I have been
told that this legislation is based on discussions that the Minister and his department had with
the baking industry and the hours contained in the legislation are the hours that were agreed
to by the industry.

Mr Stephens: They were not agreed to.

Mr THOMPSON: Theo Hanson, who was the president of the country bakers' association,
and another gentleman who represents the city bakers, have been to my office at different
times and have assured me that those hours were agreed to. There was a suggestion that
some people in the industry did not agree to the hours, but it was said that a consensus was
reached after a number of meetings and discussions on the matter. I am not saying that the
baking industry is united in what is contained in this legislation; I can find as many bakers
who will argue against it as those who will argue for it.

Ms Stephens: I agree, but you said they had agreed. They have not agreed. Some have
accepted it with reluctance, but they have not agreed. There is a difference.
Mr THOMPSON: Perhaps I should have chosen my words a little more carefully. From
what one is able to get from an industry that is fairly uncertain about what is happening, its
members agreed to the hours included in the legislation. However, I believe that the
confusion indicates that there is not too much confidence in the changes to the law working.
Many of them consider that this legislation is no better than the legislation under which they
presently operate.

I believe it is a funny way to go about deregulating an industry. We support the legislation,
with one amendment. We support the repeal of sections 8 and 9 and the other sections, but
will vote against clause 8 of the Bill. That clause would effectively take away any control
that the bakers have over the times they can deliver bread.

As I said earlier, the present legislation dictates when a baker may bake bread. There is a
differentiation in the times between bakers who operate within a 45-kilometre radius from the
GPO and those who operate outside that radius. The legislation allows bakers to bake bread
at any time they like, including Saturdays and Sundays, but they can deliver only between the
hours of 4.00 am and 6.00 pmn on every day of the week except Sundays. That is nonsense.
It is time that we considered the consumers of these products and, where no demonstrable
suffering will be felt by the producers, we should put the interests of the consumer first.

I urge the House to support the Opposition.

MR LEWIS (East Melville) (3.17 pm]: 1, like my colleague, the member for Kalamunda,
have difficulty in understanding why this legislation has been presented in this form and at
this time. I believe its introduction has been initiated by the present inspectorial staff because
of their confusion in trying to police the Bread Act, an Act which, to my way of thinkinig, has
sewved its purpose in the past but, as we live in dynamic times, an Act which is anachronistic
and should be reviewed. The only need for this Act at all is to regulate bakeries for health
reasons.

Mr Thompson: That is done under health legislation; it is already covered.

Mr LEWIS: I wonder why we need this legislation at all. I accept that we needed to have
regulations when transport was not as efficient as it is today when bread was delivered by
horse and cart from door to door. Today there is no need for regulation and we on this side
of the House have a very firm commitment to get rid of unnecessary regulation. 'Ibis is a
classic example of a piece of legislation that should be thrown out; the Act should be
repealed.
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It is interesting to note that in the 18 months of my experience in this Parliament there does
not appear to have been any consensus of opinion between the country bread manufacturers
and the metropolitan bread manufacturers. I have read the minutes of various joint meetings
of the two groups and it appears that they continually agree to disagree.

Over the years there have been many proposals to control the hours for baking bread and the
delivery of that bread. It is obvious that bakers do not know why they are being regulated.
As my colleague, the member for Kalamunda, said, there are really only two principal
bakeries in Western Australia and they are Buttercup Bakeries and Tip Top Bakeries. It is
also interesting to note that those two bakeries am owned by two of the largest flour milling
concerns in Western Australia. Another interesting point is that those major bakeries have
purchased bakeries in the country.

The question of regionalism, and the delivering and baking of bread within specific hours is
an absolute nonsense. The time has come when the Government should appreciate that there
is no longer a need for this legislation and it should repeal the Act. After reading the
Minister's second reading speech it appears to me that the only body which may be
accommodated as a result of the amendment is the Transport Workers Union. The hours for
baking bread and the restriction on the delivery of bread appears to have been pitched around
that union's requirements.

In my capacity as shadow Minister for Small Business I have received three specific
approaches from milk vendors who believe that this legislation will place their livelihood in
jeopardy because 25 or 30 per cent of their livelihood comes from the delivery of bread.
Previously, the bread vendors were the only people who delivered bread. Members are aware
that there was once a time when milk vendors commenced their rounds at 2.00 am and
finished at 8.00 am. That is not the case today. Most of them commence their round at
between 5.00 pmn and 6.00 pmo. The Government is putting in place legislation which will
completely prohibit the milk vendor from providing a service which some members of the
public still require. Many people still like to have their bread delivered daily. I refer
particularly to elderly people, those people who do not have the ability to travel to a shopping
centre every day, and those people who do not have deep freezers and are not able to freeze
their bread. This legislation will prohibit them from having their bread delivered daily- I had
been under the impression that the purpose of Parliament was to serve the public. It seems to
me that we go out of our way to make things difficult for the public. The message from that
is surely that the Government's Bill should be withdrawn and reviewed, and the Government
should bring forward a further Bill to repeal the Bread Act.

Of course, another point is that bread cannot be delivered on a Sunday. We are all aware of
the proliferation of fresh markets in most suburbs in the metropolitan region. Part of their
major trade is fresh bread. Some of the markets do not have boutique bakeries in place and
they rely on the delivery of bread, principally from the country, on a Sunday to service their
many customers who purchase bread and other perishable goods on Sunday. The
Government, through this legislation, will alienate the fresh market which is not able to instal
a boutique bakery. It will result in the owner of a market which has a large trade in bread
spending vast amounts of his capital to instal a boutique bakery in order that he can service
his customers on a Sunday. It is an absolute nonsense; the nonsense is that absolutely no
reason has been given for the need to restrict the delivery of bread. The Minister's second
reading speech does not explain the reason for the arbitrary hours from 6 o'clock to
4 o'clock. The Minister has a responsibility to tell the Parliament, the consumers, and the
public of Western Australia the reason for the need for those restrictions and why those hours
will be put in place.

I have a fair amount of respect for the ability of the Minister to put in place legislation for the
benefit of Western Australia. However, he has failed dismally by bringing forward this
amending Bill to which none of the bread manufacturers agreed. None of the people who
cart the bread wants the Bill; none of the people who market the bread wants the Bill; and
none of the Sunday markets and certainly no-one in Western Australia wants the Bil. The
question one must ask is: Is it necessary? It is a case of the Government's having legislative
constipation; it is not able to pass the legislation out of the system. Unfortunately, socialist
Governments need laws and regulations to regulate the people.

Mr Peter Dowding: You introduced it originally.
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Mr LEWIS: As I said, there was a time when there was a valid reason for this legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding: What year?

Mr LEWIS: It was 1972, or whatever.

Mr Peter Dowding: It was 1982 when the Liberal Government put it in place.

Several members interjected.

Mr LEWIS: There is no valid reason why this legislation is required today. As I said, the
Government has legislative constipation -- it cannot pass the Bill out of the system and it
cannot delete it from the Statute book. The time has come when the Government must realise
that Australians and Western Australians have had enough of regulation. They are over-
regulated.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is this your position on the trading hours Bill?

Mr LEWIS: The trading hours Bill is a completely different subject. I have my own
opinions in relation to trading hours -- the Minister may be aware of them. The time has
come for this legislation to be passed by, to be got rid of. The Government should listen to
the Opposition's call and get on with getting rid of unnecessary legislation. I reiterate that
Australians, including Western Australians, have had a gutful of being told to do this and
that, to sign this line, to put something in a particular form, or to do whatever.

Mr Peter Dowding: This is on trading hours, is it?

Mr LEWIS: This is like the Australia Card, that abominable piece of legislation which
people on the Minister's side of politics tried to force on the Australian people and which the
people said categorically they did not want. I am talking about baking hours, not trading
hours. The Minister cannot get this message and is attempting to draw red herrings across the
trail. When the Minister has the courage to bring the Retail Trading Hours Bill forward for
debate in this Parliament, then we might talk about that matter.

Mr Peter Dowding: It is on the Notice Paper.

Mr LEWIS: I know, but the Minister does not know what to do with it. He would like to
drop it off the Notice Paper, would he not?
Mr Peter Dowding: No.

Mr LEWIS: Be honest about it. It is such jolly mess that the Minister does not know what to
do with it.
Mr Peter Dowding: What are you suggesting, then?

Mr LEWIS: I am not talking about trading hours. I am not the Minister who introduced the
legislation. I am putting a case to get rid of this stupid Bread Act.

Mr Thomas: How long has the Bread Act been on the Statute book? Was it there from 1974
until 1982?
Mr LEWIS: I have not researched who introduced that legislation, or why it was introduced;
I know why it was introduced. However, that has nothing to do with the debate presently
before this House. It does not matter whether the Labor Party or the Liberal Party introduced
the legislation, or whether it was predicated by the National Party or the Country Party at that
time. The fact is that it is an unnecessary piece of legislation that should be repealed.
Mr Thomas: It is a realisation that has come late though, is it not?

Mr LEWIS: Why is the Government amending it, then?

Mr Peter Dowding: We will hear your position on ftee enterprise when we get to the Retail
Trading Hours Bill.

Mr& LEWIS: We will listen to what the Minister has to say about trading hours later.

Mr Brian Burke: God made everybody different, so you may have fortitude and courage of a
personal nature.

Mr LEWIS: Come on, Mr Premier! He is at least smiling today, and I am pleased about that.

Mr Brian Burke: What I am saying is that because you have the courage to do things easily,
do not belittle people who do not have your courage.-
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Mr LEWIS: Come on! I thought that the Premier was going to interject and say something
credible about the bread legislation. We live in a dynamic society that is changing day by
day and the Government must realise that it does not matter what regulations exist, people
will do what suits them best, so they will be breaking the law and doing things that they are
not supposed to do. The will of the people will prevail notwithstanding laws and regulations
that are put in place, and that is something that we must all appreciate and realise.

Nfr Thomas: What about the bakers of Waroona?

Mr LEWIS: The baker at Waroona will still cart his bread to Albany, Busselton, or
wherever. If we are to be realistic about things, we will admit that the marketplace must
readjust, find its own niche once again, and settle down.

Mr Thomas: What does the member for Murray-Wellington think about that?

Mr LEWIS: Let me get back to the nonsense --

Mr Wilson: You don't know.

Mr LEWIS: At least 1 have woken the Minister -- he is laughing and taking notice of what is
being said. I turn to the subject of frozen bread, which was touched on by the member for
Kalamunda. I suggest that 50 per cent of households in Western Australia have bread in their
freezers today. It is nonsense that here is a frozen commodity that cannot be put onto a
Gascoyne Trading truck and be shot up to Exmouth, or be put on a Coles truck on a Sunday
night for delivery to supermarkets. I do not know whether the Minister knows it, but most
Coles supermarkets are restocked in the early hours of Sunday morning from about midnight
on. A nonsense now exists where frozen bread in Coles or Woolworths trucks for transport
to major supermarkets in Western Australia will be prohibited by this legislation from
delivering that bread.

Mr Peter Dowding: Where do they come from?

Mr LEWIS: From their frozen food warehouses, I presume.

Mr Peter Dowding: Look at clause 8 of the Bill and you will find that you are talking out of
your hat, which is fortunate, because that is not the place where you want to pass the
legislation.

NMr LEWIS: The Minister is right; if someone has purchased bread from a baker ott Friday
and frozen it on Saturday at a warehouse for delivery to their store on a Sunday, that person is
not breaking the law. I do not know how Coles or Woolworths do their purchasing, but if
they want to deliver frozen bread directly on a Sunday they will be prohibited from doing
that. What the Minister is saying by way of his smart comment is that, with the dynamics of
marketing and warehousing, if the major bakers wish to install facilities to freeze their
product -- which no doubt many of them are doing at this time -- they will not be allowed to
deliver on a Sunday to stores for sale on Monday morning, or that they will not be allowed to
deliver before 4.00 am. Is that reasonable?

Mr Peter Dowding: You are talking out of your hat.

Mr LEWIS: Where am I wrong.

Mr Peter Dowding: Clause 8 does not prohibit the transport of bread from any situation other
than from a bakehouse.

Mr LEWIS: In his arrogance, as usual the Minister heard only what he wanted to hear. I am
suggesting to the Minister that if the major bakers bake bread and put it into a freezing
facility at the bakehouse and they then wish to deliver that frozen product on a Sunday to
replenish the stocks of major supermarkets, they cannot do that. Is that true, Mr Minister?

Mr Peter Dowding: I am telling the member that this legislation does not prevent the major
bakers from doing what they do.

Mr LEWIS: I am outlining a situation where they will be prohibited from buying frozen
bread from a manufacturer and delivering it on a Sunday. Is my hypothesis correct, or not?

Mr Peter Dowding: Don't bore me.

Mr LEWIS: The Minister knows jolly well that he is caught and is not big enough to say that
he has overlooked this anomaly.
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Mr Peter Dowding: Is the member proposing something hypothetical, or an actual situation?

Mr LEWIS: This is something that could be happening at this very moment. I have no doubt
that it will happen in the future, because there is a great swing by consumers to frozen bread;
or did the Minister not realise that? Does the Minister not have a freezer in his new home?

Mr Peter Dowding: I cannot afford one.

Mr LEWIS: Let us look at the down side of this amending legislation. This Bill will impact
on milk vendors and take away up to 30 per cent of their income.

Mr Peter Dowding; Why?
Mr LEWIS: The Minister must be deaf as well.

Mr Peter Dowding: I have already said in other circumstances -- which the member would
surely keep up with -- that these six situations can be dealt with by permit.

Mr LEWIS: Why not get rid of the Bill?

The second down side is that this Bill will impact on fresh markets and on the ability of
consumers to go to a fresh market on Sundays to buy packaged, cut, fresh bread. The
operators of these fresh markets who want to trade will need to spend capital to install their
own boutique baking facilities. The next down side is that it is absolutely unnecessary to
have an arbitrary time of 4.00 am because we all know that with the very rapid transport
situation we have today, something can be put into a truck at 4.00 arn and it can be in
Southern Cross by 8.00 am or in Albany by 7.00 am. I would like the Minister to tell me
where he got the time of 4.00 am from and where he got 6.00 pm from.

Mr Peter Dowding: If the member reads my second reading speech, he would know.

Mr LEWIS: I know where the Minister got it from: The Transport Workers Union has told
the Minister what to do.

Mr Hassell: It is a Bill in which the Minister does not believe, and he has been dictated to by
the trade unions, as usual.

Mr LEWIS: Yes; Mr O'Connor has been flexing his muscles and telling the Labor Party
what it should do.

The fourth down side is that frozen bread cannot be transported on Sunday, and we all know
that frozen bread constitutes at least 50 per cent of the market. The next down side is that this
legislation is completely anachronistic; it is not necessary; it is regulation for the sake of
regulation. The Minister knows that this is the case, and that is why he is smiling and niot
getting uptight.

Let us look at the positive sides to this legislation. The positive side is as blank as this piece
of white paper. I cannot think of one good reason why the Clovernment wants this
legislation. The Opposition rests its case and suggests to the Government that it withdraw
this ridiculous amending Bill and put in place a Bill to completely delete the Bread Act and
remove it from the Statute book.

MR CRANE (Moore) [3.45 pmn]: I feel as though it would be futile to try to defend country
bakers any further; it would be a rearguard. action. I do not blame the Government of the day
because Governments over a number of years have brought about the demise of country
bakers. I have continuously fought to support those country bakers.

Mir Peter Dowding: With whom?

Mr CRANE: With people I thought were my friends.

Mr Peter Dowding: Who were they?

Mr CRANE: Never mind that. It is about time we had some honesty and truth in this place.
The situation has deteriorated to the point where the industry may just as well be deregulated
because there is no point in trying to carry on with regulations any further. The Minister has
received a number of letters from me over the years regarding country bakers and the bread
industry, and he knows that I am aware of the plight of country bakers. However, it is no use
crying now; the sliprails have been let down and the horses have bolted, and it is a waste of
time to put the sliprails back because there are no horses left to round up. There used to be
some very good country bakers, serving a very useful purpose.

5632 [ASSEM13LY]



(Wednesday, 11I November 19871 63

Mr Wiese: There still are.

Mr CRANE: Yes, there are one or two of them, but most of them, particularly in the big
country towns, are owned by the big bakers. The Deputy Premier is flat in his seat at the
moment, but aver the last 12 or 13 years I have heard him continuously attack the
multinationals. Yet who owns these bakeries at Geraldion, Esperace, Albany and Bunbury?
It is the same people whom the Deputy Premier has continuously attacked; and they have also
taken over some of the flour mills. We are all aware of these facts, and I am probably
wasting the time of the House by reiterating them. We must be honest and fair about when
the problem started, and it was a long time ago.

The Minister said in his second reading speech --

Growing public demand and sales from these venues adversely affected the financial
viability of metropolitan bakers whose sales reflected significant downturn in the
early days of each succeeding week.

In an attempt to recapture the sales lost to country producers, metropolitan
manufacturers, faced with diminishing sales, chase to defy the restrictive baking
Statutes applicable to the metropolitan area.

There are some very significant words in that statement. First, the metropolitan bakers were
only trying to win back some area in the country which had been lost to them when they were
trying to penetrate country areas previously. I am sure the member for Stirling would be
aware of what I am saying. There was an attempt -- albeit a half-hearted attempt -- by our
party when we were in Government to stop metropolitan bakers from defying the Statutes. I
remember the fights that I had in my own party room when trying to defend country bakers,
but they were to no avail. So it is not fair for us to blame the present Minister for what has
happened when over the years we have contributed to the downfall of country bakers.

The Minister said that the metropolitan bakers, faced with diminishing sales, chose to defy
the restrictive baking Statutes. A number of country bakers have told me that the present
Government appears to have closed its eyes while these multinationals defied the Statutes. It
has even been suggested to me -- and I am sure this would not be so -- that the Minister must
have taken a financial inducement to allow this to happen.
Mr Peter Dawding, Who has ever suggested that?

Mr CRANE: These are the things that are being said. Quite a number of people have
suggested there must have been an inducement. Whether that was the case or not, the fact
remains that the multinationals have effectively destroyed the livelihood of country bakers.
They are gone, and they will not come back. What is the use of us now trying to pass further
restrictive legislation when, as I have said, it is no use putting up the slip rails as the homses
have already gone?

There are a number of smaller country bakers still operating. The member for Stirling will be
well aware of such a bakery in Denmark, which is still very effective and active. That baker,
through his own tenacity, will be able to secure his own market. There are a few others still
wanting to set up pastry shops, hot bread shops and the like, but the really dinky-di country
baker is a thing of the past. His place has been taken over by the multinationals.

I support what my colleagues have said, even though I was not present during their major
discussion, that we might just as well deregulate. What are we trying to save? There is
nothing left to save. I am not blaming the Minister for having destroyed the industry, but he
is driving in some of the nails --

Mr Peter Dawding: By doing what?

Mr CRANE: By supporting the multinationals in their efforts.

Why does there need to be a restriction on when bakers can start baking? Why not let the
bakers deliver their bread to people when they want it? Let us consider the public, because
that is whom we represent. There is no need to worry about the big country bakers because,
with a few exceptions, they have all gone. Many people in this Parliament have seen that
happen. I make no apology for criticising those on this side of the House as much as those on
the other side of the House. It happened over a number of successive years. I support
deregulation in the industry because there is no point in carrying on with this farce any
longer.
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MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [3.53 pm]: I appreciate, as the Minister pointed out in his second
reading speech, that there has been considerable discussion within the industry leading up to
the introduction of this piece of legislation. It is also understandable that it was impossible to
get a consensus because different sized bakeries are involved, which naturally have different
interests. EI those circumstances it is important that we, as parliamentarians, make decisions
in the interests of all sections. That is what the National Party will be trying to do in this
debate.

The member for Kalamnunda pointed our that the Liberal Party supports the principle of
deregulation. So too does the National Parry. At the same rime, we have a responsibility to
protect the interests of the public and, because of that, it may be necessary to accept some
regulations. We must also be conscious of the fact that if we deregulate entirely it may lead
to a monopoly situation. In the bread industry that situation has nearly arrived with two
major bakeries, Tip Top and Buttercup. If that situation develops further and those two
bakeries become dom-inant, even if Parliament deregulates, those two dominant forces will
regulate the industry in their own interests, and to hell with the public. Parliament has to
assess very carefulfly to what extent it regulates or deregulates.

I have been told that those two bakeries can each bake approximately 36 000 loaves an hour.
The total consumption of bread in Albany and its environs is only 18 000 loaves per day.
Therefore, in half an hour those two bakeries can provide the total requirement for Albany.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is only one sort.

Mr STEPHENS: I accept that, but it shows the scale of their economic operations. The
public may believe they will receive economic benefits through deregulation, but if there is a
monopoly situation that benefit will not be passed on.

Secondly, as a representative of a country area for the whole of my political life I have urged
policies of decentralisation, and it is absolutely essential that this Parliament does whatever it
can to ensure that employment opportunities are maintained in country areas. This legislation
must not lead, in a few years time, to virtually the total bread production of Westemn Australia
being concentrated in the metropolitan area, and the transfer of jobs from regional centres to
the metropolitan area. That has gone on continuously, and there is no need for us to legislate
to encourage it.

Mr Thompson: That has not happened in other States where deregulation has occurred.

Mr STEPHENS: It may not have happened in other States but there is a tendency that way. I
accept that the hot bread shop has a role to play, but it will not be a dominant producer, which
is what we are leading up to.

Mr Crane interjected.

Mr STEPHENS: I do not think the regulation of baking hours has controlled anything. As
the member for Moore has just indicated, under the present legislation we have seen the small
country bakers virtually go out of existence. We can support the deregulation of baking
hours because it has not been effective in protecting anything.

The key to the problem is delivery hours. As the Minister would know, the National Parry
has placed on the Notice Paper an amendment advancing the time from which deliveries can
commence from 4.00 am to 6.00 am. This mechanism, which I hope the Minister will view
favourably, ensures that regional bakers can continue their operation, because it will be
impracticable to get bread out of the metropolitan area into the major regional centres if they
cannot leave before 6.00 am. The change in delivery time has the added advantage of
protecting some of the smaller country bakeries which are situated away from regional
centres. There has been a dog eat dog situation. The bakeries in regional centres have
complained about the dominance of city bakeries, and the bakers in smaller country towns
outside the regional centres have complained about the dominance of the regional centres.

Mr Thompson: What about the baker in Exmouth who was competing with the baker in
Waroona? Two country bakers fighting each other that far away from the city.

Mr STEPHENS: Where there is genuine competition, we can accept that. I have already
painted out the reasons why it is essential to maintain some control over the delivery hours of
bread. In the Committee stage the National Party will move that small amendment to change
the rime from 4.00 am to 6.00 am. It will have a very big impact on protecting employment
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opportunities in country areas. It will also protect the smaller bakeries which are some
distance from the regional centres, and that is very important.

Mr Peter Dowding: That delivery hour will not enable even the metropolitan region to be
adequately serviced. Most deliveries are well and truly in place by 6.30 now.

Mr STEPHENS: I should not think so. Very few shops, other than delicatessens, open their
doors before 8.00 am. That gives two hours to get the bread around.

Mr Peter Dowding: It is not enough.

Mr STEPHENS: I think it is sufficient time, otherwise dhe Government is not protecting the
smaller country bakeries outside the regional areas. That is what we want to do. We want to
maintain the competitive situation as far as possible.

Perhaps the point raised by the member for Kalamunda is best debated in the Committee
stage, but I think he has misunderstood the clause which relates to delivery. He made a point
about a company wanting to transport frozen bread and milkmen wanting to deliver bread
with the mik, but my interpretation of the legislation is that that will be quite possible.

The National Party supports deregulation of baking hours and gives qualified support to
maintaining some regulation on delivery, but we would want to see the hours altered, and we
hope to achieve that in the Committee stage.

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [4.03 pm]: If the country bakeries were being
protected I would be prepared to go along with the idea that we should not support this Bill,
but in the last year or two they have not had the protection which they had in the past.

Mr Peter Dowding: What has changed?

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not know. The big bakeries are coming our way --

Mr Peter Dowding: The level of protection has not changed.

Mr BRADSHAW: Not in the last couple of years.

Mr Peter Dowdinig: Not since 1982.
Mr BRADSHAW: There was protection until then.

Mr Peter Dowding: There has been protection since 1982; what has changed?

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not know. Tip Top, for example, is now coming to the south west, in
Harvey and Bunbury.

Mr Peter Dowding: How would you like to see them protected?

Mr BRADSHAW: The only way is to say they cannot deliver bread outside the metropolitan
area.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is that your suggestion?

Mr BRADSHAW: I would like to see protection for the country bakers.

Mr Peter Dowding: You will be moving an amendment, will you?

Mr BRADSHAW: No, I will not. The bakers are surviving in the country although Tip Top
has done its best to put them out of action by dumping bread in Bunbury at 79c a loaf. I
would like to know why Tip Top cannot sell it at a similar price in the metropolitan area. Tip
Top has tried to dump its bread in Harvey at a reduced margin to move in on the market.
This is the free enterprise system, and it is difficult to say it should not happen.

Going back 10 or 12 years when the Waroona. bakery, to which the member for Welshpool
referred, started buying the local bakeries such as those at Harvey, Pinjarra, and Mandurah,
the result was that those bakeries closed and all the baking was done in Waroona.

Mr Peter Dowding: They did more than that from Waroona. It was that bakery which started
the whole push towards what we are doing. They were breaking the law.

Mr& BRADSHAW: I do not know whether it was breaking the law --

Mr Peter Dowding: You are not very well informed.

Mr BRADSHAW: I do not go and watch what time the bakery delivers its bread. I am
probably still in bed asleep at that stage.
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The SPEAKER: Order! The member should relate his remarks to the Bill.
Mr BRADSHAW: That is the first I knew that the Waroona bakery had brought this on.

Mr Lightfoot: The Minister is saying that the Waroona bakery is breaking the law.

Mr BRADSHAW: It has changed hands in the last 12 months so it may have been the
previous owner who was breaking the law. The Minister is saying that, but I would like to
see the evidence before I make any such accusations. The Waroona bakery bought out the
local bakeries and closed them and started baking in Waroona and delivering to those areas.
That has backfired to some extent because since then another two bakeries have started in
Harvey, although the Waroona bakery still delivers there. Bakers or hot bread shops have
started in Mandurab, so these moves have not stifled the industry. Currently Tip Top is
delivering and trying to muscle in on the market. It will keep the local bakers on their toes
and ensure that their bread maintains its usual high standard.
[ support the Bill from the point of view of deregulation and I would like to see it go further.
I cannot see any reason to restrict the hours.

Mr Peter Dowding. Is that your position on trading hours?

Mr BRADSH-AW: I will tell the Minister that when we get to the Retail Trading Hours Bill.
MR WIESE (Narrogin) [4.08 pm]: I believe there is still a place for the small baker,
especially in the country. That is where the majority of remaining small bakers are. We have
seen what has happened in the city since the big monopoly baking operations took over.
Within a very short time we lost the majority of small bakers who existed around the city and
supplied a major proportion of the bread to the public. If we follow the course that is
proposed and which has been put before us by some members of the Liberal Party today we
will not be far off seeing that situation occur in the country. We wml lose all those remaining
small bakeries. A comment was made earlier that there is a special niche for small bakers. If
we follow the course proposed by some members of the Liberal Party there certainly will be a
special niche for those bakers -- it will. be the type one sees in cemetery walls because baking
as a small business in the country will die.

Mr Thompson: Do you know that the bread consumed at Cataby is baked in Geraldton and
delivered each day to Cataby?

Mr WIESE: A terrific amount of bread comes to the country from the metropolitan area. If
we follow the course that has been advocated arnd that which is included in the Bill more of
this bread will come to country areas and we will lose the bakers we have at present.

A comment was made about pre-packed, sliced bread, and that this is an area of the baking
business that has been admirably supplied by the big bakeries in the metropolitan area.
Basically we are talking about two major bakeries which have been referred to many times in
this debate. Members must remember that many small country bakeries are producing
packed sliced bread and it represents a large proportion of the production of those bakeries.
The ability to supply packed sliced bread is no criterion for deregulation or for the city
bakeries to go into the country and wipe out the remaining bakeries. It will be the expansion
of Buttercup Bakeries and Tip Top Bakeries into the country -- they have already moved into
Albany, Kalgoorlie and other major areas -- which will kill the country bakeries. We are
endeavouring to ensure that this does not occur. This move will only aggravate the present
problems small country businesses, in this case small country bakeries, are suffering already.
This Bill is another attempt by the Government to drive a nail into the coffin. of small country
business, especially small country bakeries.

The member for East Melville said that he was surprised at the Jack of agreement between the
body representing country bakers and the body representing city bakers. I suggest that if he
lived in the country he midght soon begin to get a grasp of the reason there is a gap between
the two organisations.

Mr Thompson: They are fighting among themselves.

Mr WIESE: That is right. They are fighting among themselves because we have a group of
country bakers who are trying to retain their businesses in the country and we have the major
city bakeries expanding their operations to the country.

Mr Thiompson: Within the country group there is a difference of opinion between those
people.
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Mr WIESE: Only because the larger bakeries in the city are taking over the country bakeries.
It results in the regional situation to which the member for Kalamunda referred when he
spoke about Albany, Geraldton and Bunbury.
The city bakeries have expanded to such an extent in the city that there is no longer any
competition and they are still not satisfied. As a result, they are looking to areas where they
can obtain more business and all that is left are the businesses in the country which are run by
small country bakers. They have come in for the kill and will try to snuff out the country
bakeries as well. What will be the end result of this situation? We will lose the family bakers
in the country and the employment they are providing will be lost. The country people will
not gain anything out of it.
Mr Lewis: Will this amending Bill help you?
Mr WIESE: The amendment which the National Party will move will help to some degree.
Mr Lewis: Will the Bill before the Parliament help the country baker?
Mr WIESE: We are faced with a situation where the Bill is before the Parliament and we
have to try to make something out of it to help the country people. That is what the National
Party is trying to do.
Mr Thompson: It certainly will help the Waroona baker.
Mr WIESE: It will not help the Waroona baker one little bit if the Narrogin baker, or the
Duxnbleyung baker, or the Bruce Rock baker can be retained.
It is not happening only with bakeries. When one looks at the difference in attitude between
the country people and the city people he can see why the country people become upset
because their interests are not considered. This applies to the trotting and racing industries.
Quite frankly, the interests of the people in the country are completely ignored by the major
city organisations.
A comment was made earlier that this legislation is an example of a socialist Government
passing regulations to govern the community. I am not prepared to comment on that
statement. All I know is that country people, country businesses and in this case, country
bakers, often require a little legislative help to even up the balance between the voracious city
businesses and the small, defenceless country family businesses. The member for Moore said
that country bakeries are a thing of the past. He may believe that, but I do not. Quite a few
country bakers have businesses in the area I represent. Their businesses are viable, they
provide a service and they need all the help they can get. They are not a thing of the past and
we have a duty to ensure that they remain in business- If we completely deregulate this
industry there will be only two beneficiaries -- the two major city bakeries that are expanding
and are trying to obtain a monopoly on the bread industry in Western Australia. The public
will not benefit because no jobs will be created and existing jobs will not be retained.
As a Parliament one of the major jobs we have to do is to look after the general public and by
endeavouring to retain the small bakeries we will do that. Secondly, we have to try to ensure
that small country businesses, especially small family businesses, retain the position they
presently bold- That is what the National Party is trying to do in the stand it is taking on this
Bill.
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands -- Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment)
[4.16 pm]: I am pleased to receive support from the National Party for the major thrust of the
Bill which is to bring a rationalisation to the baking industry which the Liberal Party, when in
Government in 1982, completely failed to do.
Listening to the member for East Melville today he remidnded me of one of those little lap
dogs which tries to sound like a wolf on the property side of the fence, but as soon as it steps
out on to the footpath it loses its nerve. The truth is that when the member for East Melville
tried to paint the philosophy of deregulation as being the philosophy of his party and tried to
paint the actions of this Government in introducing this legislation as introducing regulation
for regulation's sake, he failed to do two things. First, he failed to acknowledge his party's
role in the most recent amendment to the Act in 1982 when members such as the member for
Cottesloe were in Cabinet and the circumstances of the industry were no different from its
circumstances today.
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Secondly, he failed to be prepared to carry through that philosophy with a commitment to
deregulate trading hours. It will be interesting to hear how the brave deregulators are able to
cope with deregulation when we debate the Retail Trading Hours Bill which is on the Notice
Paper. Unlike the Liberal Party which seenms unable to reach a coherent view of regulation
and deregulation, the Government has sought to provide a workable solution to the problems
of this industry. I said in my second reading speech that the Government would consider all
the contributions during the course of the second reading speeches and then it would be
prepared to look at the amendments in the Comittee stage.

I regret that the Liberal Party has chosen not to recognise the value of the protections that
have been sought by the country bakers from the proposals we have initiated. I thank the
National Party for its support for the principles of the Bill.

The member for East Melville should have done his homework more thoroughly. For
instance, had he bothered to inquire he might have learnt that the number of bakehouses in
the metropolitan area has, in fact, increased during the period of the debate on this legislation.
The number of bakehouses in the country also has increased during the period that this
legislation his been debated and, indeed, there has been a State-wide increase of some seven
per cent during the period under which this has been under discussion. That illustrates quite
clearly that it is a growth industry; that despite fears of a monopoly a number of market
segments have been identified and taken advantage of by entrepreneurial small operators. In
that atmosphere we have been negotiating and speaking with all the participants in order to
achieve a solution with which they can all Live. After protracted discussions -- and I
unashamedly say that [ encouraged those discussions as a way of ensuring the industry had a
proper input -- we made the decision which effected a compromise between the two positions
identified. By and large it will do what the National Party wants it to do; that is, provide a
measure of protection. I thank the National Party for its support.

Mr Thompson: Where in the South West Land Division would it not be possible to deliver
from the two baking establishments in the country area?

Mr PETER DOWDING: The whole point about the delivery hours is that the huge plants
which exist in the metropolitan area have a very considerable edge for the production of a
certain type of bread over the plants which exist in any of he outer metropolitan and country
areas. The key to the delivery hours is that they give the edge to the bakers in the towns to
make their deliveries earlier -- contrary to the comments of the member for East Melville,
that is what many shops want -- and enables an adequate network distribution arrangement
for the area and for the north west. The member has identified the situation with bread going
to Exmouth from Waroona, and Tip Top and Buttercup Bakeries' bread going to Port
Hedland and Kununurra. It allows for the distribution network to be effective but still allows
bakers in country areas to have the edge in terms of delivery.

Mr Bradshaw: That is mubbish.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for Murray-Wellington when challenged with an
interjection could not say what his position was on the Bill and he finally lurched to his feet
because the member for Welshpool teased him a bit, yet he now professes to be some sort of
expert on the Bill. The member can say what he likes but there is a clear acceptance from the
groups that have been invited to participate in the discussion that this will provide a
framework within which they can live.

Mr Lewis: The transport workers did not want to start at 4.00 am.

Mr PETER DOWDING: What has that to do with this? The Transport Workers Union was
not involved in the discussions with the bread manufacturers.
Mr Lewis: You tell me why --
Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for East Melville is about as stiff and upright as a
piece of flaccid dough. He has said this was designed for the Transport Workers Union and I
have told him that the union was not present when the discussions were held about this issue
with the industry.

Mr Lewis: Were they in the tripartite group with which you had discussions?
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Mr PETER DOWDING: To the best of my recollection the Transport Workers Union was
never present during the discussions that I attended wit the industry.

Mr Lewis: In your second reading speech you said that they were.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I said that the union was consulted. The original proposals did not
emerge from discussions with the union but even if they had, I would not be ashamed of that
because they have an important role. The member for East Melville has suggested that they
were absolutely pivotal to the discussions. The original proposals arose out of discussions
with the industry. The member can like it or lump it but that is the position. The member
need not manufacture some hidden agenda because it does not exist.

Mr Lewis: Why 4.00 am?

Mr PETER DOWDINJG: Those reasons are adequately explained and I suggest die member
read the second reading speech, but fair suck of the sauce bottle.

The Government will give further consideration to the points raised by members of the
National Party and will consider those matters in Committee. It will certainly consider the
issue of Sunday deliveries because, as I have indicated all along in private discussions, that
has been a matter of considerable concern to the Government and it will put forward some
proposals during the course of the Committee stage. I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Thomas) in the Chair; Mr Peter Dowding
(Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title --
Pro gress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for
Labour, Productivity and Employment).

FREMANTLE CEMETERY

Administration: Grievance
MR LEWIS (East Melville) [4.30 pm]: My grievance today is about matters which
ultimately affect the 18 000 people in my electorate and, indeed, the 170 000 people within
the south west corridor region of Fremantle, East Fremantle, Kwinana, Cockburn and
Melville. Of course, that region has a collective population of between 170 000 and 180 000
people. My grievance relates to the administration of the Fremantle Cemetery. For the
benefit of the House, I will give a brief background to events which have occurred since the
Fremantle Cemetery came into being, and the status of it today.

Back in October 1898 the site was gazetted as a cemetery and a group of trustees was formed
from concerned people who saw the need for a cemetery. One of the group was the then
Town Clerk of Fremantle. Reserve 6066 was gazetted and set aside fundamentally for
cemetery purposes.

In December 1900, the East Fremantle Road Board was created and it became a separate
local authority to that of the City of Fremantle and, indeed, the Town of East Fremantle. The
cemetery was then included within what was then known as the East Fremantle Road
Board -- now known as the City of Melville. The title was changed to die City of Melville
due to conflict with the tidle of Town of East Fremantle. So we have a cemetery which was
set aside to serve the population of the south west of the metropolitan area, Fremantle and its
environs; and, due to changes to municipal boundaries, it ended up located within the City of
Melville.

Until 1958 the board of trustees, comprising representatives of church groups and various
other concerned citizens within the community, ran the cemetery efficiently. However, in
1957-1958 with a misappropriation of funds, events took a turn for the wonst for a short time.
In 1958 the now administrator, Mr Mc~uire -- who has operated there for nearly 30 years -
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was appointed manager. From 1958 to 1964 the board continued to function but, with the
misappropriation of funds, it found itself in further financial difficulties and never quite
recovered.

The crematorium opening in 1959, and the lack of patronage at the time further exacerbated
the financial viability of the cemetery. I 1964 the late Ron Carroll, Mayor of Melville at
that time, saw that the cemetery was not operating efficiently under the then community
board of management. He saw it as a regional facility, and called together the shires within
the region to form a trustee board. However, because the cemetery board as it existed was in
dire need of money and needed municipal and professional support, it was decided to put in
place a board of management comprising the mayors of the local authorities in the region. In
those days no provision existed under the Local Government Act to form a regional council
or, indeed, to have an occasional commuittee of a municipality. Therefore, the heads of
agreement signed by the five local authorities acknowledged a need for a trustee -- either a
single person or a corporate body. It was considered appropriate that the City of Fremantle
be the tmustee of the cemetery. Since the signing of that agreement the cemetery board has
been conducted by the input of the board members of the various local authorities.

In recent times the Cemeteries Act was proclaimed and the Fremantle City Council for some
obscure reason now sees itself as the sole owner of the Fremantle cemetery. One finds it
difficult to understand why the Fremantle City Council does not wish to cooperate. With the
signing of the agreement in July 1964 Fremantle was made the trustee; in December 1965 it
moved for the land to be vested for cemetery purposes in the City of Fremantle. Due to
technical problems associated with the trustees, the Fremiantle City Council took over the
administration of the cemetery. Now, after all this time, we see the Fremantle City Council
exercising its so-called prerogative to sack the regional council and take over the
administration of the cemetery.

Local authorities which have contributed financially over the years considered the Fremantle
City Council to be exercising powers outside its jurisdiction and threatened Supreme Court
action. I compliment the Minister for stepping in at that time and calling a meeting. lie met
with the Fremantle City Council separately and called a joint meeting of the councils within
the region and said the best way to go was to continue with the way the cemetery has been
managed for many years.

The cemetery is within the City of Melville; the cemetery board has cash reserves of
$764 000 and has a valuable resource in the rental wool stores, with income in excess of
$ 100 000 per year. The Fremantle City Council sees that it could annex that portion of the
Fremantle Cemetery, together with the wool stores which are to be zoned as urban land, into
the municipality of Fremantle. This is the only reason I can see for the Fremantle City
Council wishing to take over this regional facility. It is an act of absolute non-cooperation
and perhaps shows Fremantle's inadequacy and inferiority as a local authority. I see it as a
land grab and a grab for money.

I compliment the Minister for Local Government for having taken action. However, I
suggest rather than referring the matter to his advisory committee the problem could have
been simply solved. The Minister should constitute a cemetery board comprising those local
authorities, vesting within that board the land currently vested in the City of Fremantle. The
Minister should also vest moneys now held by the board with the newly constituted cemetery
board -- which the Minister has the power to do.

The situation is causing concern and argument among local authorities within the region. It is
absolute nonsense to have one local authority attempting to exercise complete control and
showing no deference to the management of other local authorities. I ask the Minister to step
in as soon as possible and to constitute a committee comprising those local authorities.

MR CARR (Geraldton -- Minister for Local Government) [4.40 pm]: I appreciate the
concerns that have been expressed by the member for East Melville. This is an issue with
which I have had some involvement over recent weeks, if not months, and I have to express
my own fairly considerable level of concern at the way the issue has been handled by the
people involved. I am not proposing at this time to become involved in a debate about who
should be blamed, and I am not going to go on a witch-hunt and condemn the City of
Eremantle, for example. However, I would simply leave it at the lesser point that I am
concerned at the way this issue has proceeded in recent weeks.
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I understand that the Fremantle City Council has taken what could be described as unilateral
action to disband the previous board or advisory commnittee -- and there is argument as to
which was the proper form of that body -- and has taken it upon itself to manage the cemetery
as its own. My concern with that extends beyond just the management of the cemetery to the
whole question of good regional relations in the south west part of the metropolitan area.
That is an area which has, over recent years at least, developed an especially good reputation
for cooperation between the councils. There have been a number of cases of major
involvement by the various councils in chat body with the very long name which goes
something like "The South West Metropolitan Regional Councils Management Group". It
would be very disappointing to me if the difficulties relating to the Fremantle Cemetery were
to extend beyond just the Fremantle Cemetery and endanger good relations between local
authorities in the region.

My immediate difficulty in seeking to address the problems relating to the cemetery starts
with the difficulty of interpreting the actuality of the present situation. If one looks for a start
at the recent past and at the committee which has been involved in running the cemetery, one
can see that is where the difficulties of interpretation begin. For example, the Fremantle City
Council regards that committee as merely an advisory committee to the council as it proceeds
to exercise its role as trustee of the cemetery. Let there be no doubt that the Fremantle City
Council has the authority as the trustee of the cemetery at present. On the other hand, the
remaining four mayors on that commuittee or board do not see it as an advisory committee at
all but as a management board which has been running the cemetery.

I find it very difficult to be aware of which of these actualities is correct. Clearly, both
Fremantle City Council and the other group of four councils refer to the past to attempt to
substantiate their positions. Both take the credit for the efficient management of the
cemetery, and it has been put to me, first of all by the Fremnantle City Council, that it has done
an outstanding job of running that cemetery; and secondly, by the other four councils that the
board has done an excellent job of running the Fremantle Cemetery. Quite frankly it is
somewhat difficult to choose which really does deserve credit.

Mr Lewis: There was a heads of agreement signed in 1964 giving the trusteeship to it.

Mir CARR: I was just going to say that. Much of the difficulty goes back to the 1960s when
there were previous difficulties with the cemetery and when a new agreement came about.
Here again, we have different interpretations as to what really was the relationship between
the councils at that time. On one hand we have the Fremantle City Council saying, "At that
time we were made trustees of the cemetery, not the advisory commnittee." On the other hand
the other four councils say a formal agreement was reached which delegated the trusteeship
of the cemetery to Fremantle City Council on behalf of the other four councils.

We in the Department of Local Government are doing the best we can to research a clear
factual appreciation of the position and all I want to say at this stage is that it is not easy to do
that.

Quite a bit of publicity surrounding the Fremantle City Council's action attributed the change
to the new Cemeteries Act which proceeded through the Parliament last year and was
proclaimed this year, if my memory serves me correctly. The Fremantle City Council has
drawn its position from the transitional provisions of that Act, which state that where a
cemetery was previously managed by a trustee arrangement the body or the local authority
that was the trustee shall have the powers of a board of a cemetery. T1hat has been interpreted
by the Fremantle City Council as a means of justifying its taking this action.

I want to place it clearly on the record that the Government maintains that those transitional
provisions were intended to mean that nothing would change -- that whoever had the powers
previously as trustee would continue to take the powers that go with the management of that
facility. I am not prepared to accept any claim from the Fremantle City Council that the new
legislation provided it with the right to take that action.

The member for East Melville mentioned the complications of the cash reserves and the very
valuable land, and it is probably part of the story that that is why the considerable controversy
has continued to gain momentum. Clearly it is an asset weUl worth managing.

The Government's position is that earlier this year it appointed a cemeteries working party
with the responsibility of assessing the need for further cemeteries and crematoria in the
(75)
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metropolitan area, and also making recommendations as to the management structure that
should apply to cemetery and crematorium facilities throughout the metropolitan area. I
understand that body will be reporting prior to Christmas and I do not want to take any
precipitate action prior to having that report in front of me. I expect it will set out a number
of options available to resolve the situation at Fremantle, and it may make a particular
recommendation. I do not intend to take any major action prior to receiving the report.
Of course, in the meantime I have sought to bring about local resolution. I have convened
meetings, firstly with representatives of the Fremantle City Council; secondly with
representatives of cte other four local authorities; and thirdly with all of those parties present
at the same time. A form of interim resolution was agreed which involved the advisory
committee's being reinstated with only advisory committee powers. The other four councils
agreed to that and Fremantle City Council was to give it further consideration. The
Fremantle City Council then made a decision that it would reappoint the advisory committee
provided that its mayor was the chairman of it and that two other persons were added to it.

Ac this stage I have not received a detailed response from the other four councils as to
whether they agree to that, or whether a level of dispute continues. That is the continuing
situation. Perhaps the fact chat I have not had representations in the last couple of weeks
indicates that there has been at least some modest form of rapprochement in the meantime
pending the outcome of the cemetcries review.
All I can say to the member for East Melville is that I do acknowledge and appreciate the
problem to which he refers; it does concern me. I believe it is important to resolve the
problem and it is my hope that when the cemeteries working party reports, from that report
will come a course of action appropriate to the situation.

QUARRIES: GjRAVEL
Extraction: Grievance

IMR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) (4.48 pm]: The grievance I bring to the House
today concerns the lack of cooperation that has sprung up in the last few years between the
Minister for Conservation and Land Management, the Department of Conservation and Land
Management, and shire councils in the south west relating to the extraction of gravel from
State forests or land under the control of CALM.
The problem concerns not only those councils in the south west -- councils such as that in
Kalamunda are affected. Certainly many shires I have come across are having trouble
negotiating with CALM to extract gravel from areas under its control. Shires such as Moora,
Nannup, Serpentine-Jarrahdale, Augusta-Margaret River, and Busselton certainly do have
trouble, and probably there are others that I do not know about. It is only because of a
change of policy by this Government in the last few years that local authorities have run into
a brick wall when trying to obtain access to the land to extract gravel. The Murray Shire has
been trying for a few years to get an agreement with the Department of Conservation and
Land Management. They have written to everybody -- to the Executive Director of the
department, to the Minister responsible and to the Premier and yet they have had no joy in it.
I also tried on their behalf and here I refer to a letter I received from the Executive Director of
CALM, which reads in part as follows --

You will note that leases within State Forest can only be granted for "purposes not
opposed to the interests of forestry", section 97. For this reason as well as for reasons
of conservation, the issue of gravel leases to Local Authorities, for use in roadrnaking
and for subdivision works on the Swan Coastal Plain, well away from State Forests,
are not approved.

That basically is an indication of the type of brick wall the shires are running into. It is only
since this Govemmuent came to power that the shires have encountered this problem. It is all
very well and good to say there are rules and regulations about what one can or cannot do,
but in the past there was an air of cooperation and I feel that this Government should look at
regaining that cooperation in the interest of all Western Australians. The Government should
not have the "them against us" antimude, which currently exists.

The Murray Shire is large in area but has a small population. Consequently it receives a very
small amount of revenue in comparison with more heavily populated shires. The Murray
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Shire has kilomnerres of roads that need to be maintained and upgraded. Since I became the
member for that area, the residents have made me aware of the state of the roads in the
Murray Shire. I am not condemning the Murray Shire but the fact is that the roads need to be
maintained and upgraded, and for that gravel is necessary. It is quite understandable that the
shire should try to get the best value it can for its money when it comes to upgrading the
roads that need to be upgraded. Certainly people who live in many parts of the shire would
like their roads to be bituininised but that is out of the question for many years to come. On
the other hand, when people travel along their roads, they like to do so in safety and at all
times of the year. The Murray Shire has a very bad topography; it has a lot of wetlands so a
many of the roads are fairly low and need to be built up. That takes a lot of gravel yet over
the last few years the Minister and CALM have tried to force the shires to obtain gravel from
private sources.

That is all well and good if gravel is readily available, but in most cases it is not. If it is
available, it might be that it has to be transported over long distances to the roads that need to
be upgraded and that costs a lot of money. There are many shires in a similar condition and
one shire with which I have had some contact is the Shire of Nannup. That shire is able to
obtain gravel from CALM but one of the problems it is running into is a paper warfare with
that department. First of all the shire has to give five weeks' notice to obtain approval for
extracting the gravel; when the shire does receive approval, it is only able to extract that
gravel for a four-week period. One can imagine the paper warfare that goes on between the
shire and CALM. Perhaps it goes on between the shire and the Department of Mines because
somehow or other that department now becomes involved. Apparently when gravel is in
State forest land, it turns into a mineral and thus the shire needs a mining licence to extract
the gravel. When one considers that the Nannup Shire is 19 per cent privately-owned land,
one realises that the shire is mostly owned by the State and has very little private land. Thus
the shire would have trouble getting access to private gravel pits.

It is very important that CALM makes land more readily available from which shires can
obtain gravel. As I said, the Government has a policy on the extraction of raw materials from
CALM land. I refer now to a document which says that basically, because of certain action
and regulations that exist, the department is right to refuse these people and to promote the
type of paper warfare that now exists. I think it is a shame that both the Minister and the
department have taken this negative attitude. We are trying to do the right thing by the
people of Western Australia in ensuring that they have decent roads to travel on. It is
becoming more difficult for the shires to obtain gravel at reasonable cost to ensure that roads
are upgraded as time goes by.
I refer now to a letter from the Murray Shire to the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management, written on 14 April 1986, which reads in part as follows --

Whilst we may well have mentioned previously the difficulties of negotiating an
arrangement with C.A.L.M. through your office for the supply of gravel, we sit and
watch daily the enormous tonnages of gravel being extracted by a private company
from the forest region of our particular shire. I am sure that you will appreciate that
the former Minister's response is therefore difficult to comprehend under these
circumstances.

At the same time as the shire is having trouble getting access to gravel, CALM has been quite
prepared co allow a private company to extract gravel. If it were a question of devastating the
bush I would feel differently, but in many cases there are areas of State forest which could
supply gravel and could be rehabilitated and reforested after that gravel was removed.

I hope the Minister will become more cooperative and show more feeling for these shires.
The shires do the best they can for their residents and I hope that the recent negative attitude
of the Minister and his department will cease.

MR HODGE (Melville -- Minister for Conservation and Land Management) [4.58 pm]-: I
ani disappointed in the contribution from the member for Murray-Wellington. He gave the
House a garbled version of the arrangements governing the removal of gravel from State
forests. I do not know whether it is because of ignorance on his part or whether he has
deliberately tried to create a false impression, but for the benefit of the record, I will explain
to the member for Murray-Wellington and the House what the position is.
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The member for Murray-Wellington implied that the difficulty confronting shires wanting to
extract gravel from State forests was really only my being uncooperative or the department's
being bloody-minded, and a change of policy. That is not the position at all and I have
explained that on numerous occasions to the shires. I think the shires understood.
Mr Bradshaw: Why is it then that this has only happened since you came into Government?

Mr HODGE: I will explain that to the member in a moment. It is as a result of the statutory
requirements in the Conservation and Land Management Act, which went through this
Parliament in 1984, and as a result of amendments to the Mining Act, which are of recent
vintage also. As a result of the amendments to those two pieces of legislation, a Crown Law
opinion was sought and Crown Law's advice was that the removal of gravel, or sand, or any
other product such as that from State forest, should be considered as the removal of minerals
from the forest and should thus require a mining licence. Crown Law advice was that it
should be treated as a mining application and go through the normal application process for a
mining licence. The only exception to chat is if it can be interpreted that the extraction of the
gravel is for the benefit of the forests. If CALM can certify that the use of that gravel is for
the benefit of the forest, CALM can enter into a lease for the gravel to be extracted.

That has been interpreted to mean that if the road that the gravel is going to be used on is
within five kilometres of the forest, it could legitimately be regarded as being of benefit to the
forest -- that is, it could assist in maintaining the forest by clearing fire breaks and generally
attending to matters that need to be done in the forest for good management. In that
circumstance, CALM can enter into an arrangement to allow gravel to be extracted. If it is
not within a five-kilometre radius of the forest, the shire or whoever else wishes to extract the
mineral, be it gravel or sand, has to go through the normal procedures laid down in the
Mining Act. That has been explained to shires on numerous occasions . It is very unfair for
the member for Murray-Wellington to try to paint the picture that this is just a fetish of the
Minister or that the department is being uncooperative.

Mr Bradshaw: Can't you change it?

Mr HODGE: I suppose this Parliament could change the statutory provisions, but I happen to
agree with them. I do not think that State forests should be seen as a cheap source of
minerals and that any shire that wants to go into those forests to extract gravel should be able
to do so. I believe that the State forests are a unique and valuable asset owned by the State.
If people want to extract minerals, they should do so in accordance with the requirements of
the Mining Act.

Requests are properly evaluated according to laid-down criteria. One of those criteria is the
impact that extraction will have on conservation values in State forests. The Minister for
Minerals and Energy seeks my opinion on those conservation values and I am guided by the
experts in my department. To the best of my knowledge, only one shire has applied for a
mining licence and it was not successful because I did not agree to it. I also recommended
that the Minister for Minerals and Energy not agree to it because the advice to me from
departmental officers was that the extraction would have an adverse effect on conservation
aspects of the forest.
A responsibility has been vested in me to protect State forests and national parks. I take that
responsibility very seriously. I do not apologise to the House or to the member for Murray-
Wellington for that. I hope this clarifies the issue for him. It is not a matter of our trying to
be difficult; it is a matter of our applying the law according to the advice we received from
the Crown Law Department. If shires wish to extract gravel, they have to follow the laid-
down procedures. If that extraction is for the benefit of the forest, it will be allowed. Many
shires obtaining gravel now should be able to show that they are extracting the gravel for use
on roads that will be of benefit to the forest.

I believe that, in many instances, shires have not explored the possibility of obtaining gravel
from private sources. My investigations have revealed that there are alternative sources of
gravel on private property, but many shires seem to be reluctant and unwilling to exploit
those alternatives.

Those are the facts. I hope that the situation is now clarified for the member for Murray-
Wellington.
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CIGARETTE SALES
Children: Grievance

DR WATSON (Canning) (5.06 pm]: I have spoken before in this House about the greatest
single preventable cause of death and illness in our society -- tobacco smoking. I have
spoken also about the need to protect children from advertising and the promotion of tobacco
products to prevent them from smoking. Since then I have been contacted by a number of
people about the ease with which children can buy cigarettes fronm small shops, delicatessens
and supermarkets. The people who have contacted me include teachers and parents and my
colleagues, the member for (3osnells, the member for Perth, the member for Warren, and the-
member for Balcatta.

While adults are giving up smoking, children are beginning to smoke. If a child starts to
smoke at the age of 10, he or she is likely to have cancer by the age of 40 if they continue
smoking. People have told me that shop owners sell single cigarettes to children as young as
eight or nine years. While public opinion has changed substantially inasmuch as bans on
smoking in aircraft will exist from 1 December, more and more workplaces are exercising
controls over smoking, the "Quit" campaign has been marvellously successful and smoking
prevention programmes in schools have been implemented, children still buy cigarettes far
too easily. In Western Australia alone last year they spent $2.4 million on cigarettes and
throughout Australia $30 million.

By the age of 15, one-third of Australian children smoked regularly once a week or more. In
Western Australia, 37 per cent of girls had experimented with cigarette smoking by the age of
12 and 75 per cent of all children by the age of 15. The same proportion of 15-year-olds
smoke as adults, but adults smoke more heavily. By the time children leave school, they are
set for a rapid acquisition of the smoking habit. The only law protecting our children is the
Sale of Liquor and Tobacco Act 1911 which states in one of its sections that no person shall
sell, give, or supply tobacco in any fonn or cigarette papers to or for the use of any person
under the age of 18 years. The penalty for doing that is still two guineas which translated to
today's amount would be $30. That provision clearly needs upgrading. It is interesting to
note that the penalty for the sale of liquor to juveniles is $1 000.

We know that the number of girls taking up the habit has increased by 25 per cent so that
30 per cent of girls aged 13 to 15 smoke cigarettes. We know that 23 per cent of smokers in
year 7 buy cigarettes from delicatessens and 50 per cent of smokers, by the time they get to
year 12, buy cigarettes from delicatessens and supermarkets. Shop owners are clearly
assisting with the promotion of tobacco products and although the penalty needs to be
increased, it is important to reduce the demand for cigarettes. Shopkeepers are victims too
and, although there is no excuse at that individual level, they are as much victims of the
tobacco industry's advertising campaign and are as keen to recruit new addicts to spend more
money in their shops, and make additional profits by breaking the law. As far as I know,
only one parent has used this section of the Act to convict a delicatessen owner and that
happened in February this year. Fines can go some way towards discouraging the sale of
cigarettes but it is important to stop children smoking.

We need, and have implemented, smoking prevention programmes in schools and we need to
free children from the pressure of advertising and promotion. As I have argued before in this
place, there is no doubt that children are being seduced into smoking and I am concerned at
the rate at which girls are smoking. For the reasons I have previously outlined, women
smokers find it more difficult to free themselves of this addiction than do men. We can do
nothing to bring back the 19 355 people who have been killed by tobacco so far this year in
Australia -- that is about 66 people a day. The costs of tobacco-related deaths and diseases in
Australia are about $2.5 billion a year. We cannot bring back the 1 700 Western Australians
who die every year because they smoked. We spend approximately $220 million a year --
four times greater than the amount raised in tobacco taxes -- but we have to act to protect
those people who have not yet started smoking. I wish that my debate had been delayed a
little so that it may have had some impact on some of the potential smokers who have just
come into the public gallery.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie -- Minister for Health) [5.12 pm]: I thank the member for
Canning for her contribution in this area. It is based on very real concern, that I share, about
the activities of the tobacco industry in promoting cigarette smoking among young people.
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In recent weeks I have had a number of discussions with senior executives of the tobacco
industry in Australia, particularly those from one company. Those discussions have centred
firstly, around the need to bring about a dramatic. change from the point of view of
sponsorship and, secondly, the nature of tobacco advertising as it exists in Australia today.
With regard to the advertising side, I have emphasised to the industry that there has been a
significant change in attitude as far as the community is concerned and also a significant
change in the attitudes of political panties to the role of the tobacco industry, especially as that
role relates to the promotion of cigarette smoking among young people. Most members in
this Chamber share my concern and the concern expressed by the member for Canning that
the industry aims its advertising campaign at young people. That is evident if one looks at
the Peter Jackson, Alpine and Freeport advertisements and a whole range of others that
deliberately set out to make cigarette smoking for young people appear to be a sophisticated
pastime that can be directly related to good times, and to athletic and outdoor activities. As
the member for Canning said, it is far from that. There is no doubt whatsoever that cigarette
smoking is a danger to people's health and that should young people take up the habit, in
years to come they will pay the price. The attitude expressed by the cigarette industry to my
concerns has been reasonably positive, certainly with regard to young people. I shall be
advising that industry that it must bring about a change itself; if it is not prepared to do so I
have no doubt that this Government and other Governments throughout Australia will bring
about the changes for it.

Last Friday I attended the ministerial council on drug strategies in Canberra and at that
meeting I put forward a motion, which was accepted by all Ministers at the council, that I
lead a delegation, with the New South Wales and Victorian Ministers for Health, to meet with
senior executives of the tobacco industry to discuss the sorts of concerns raised by the
member for Canning. I shall tell that industry that it must agree to change the nature of its
advertising so that no longer will I or any other member of Parliament or any parent ever be
able to say when looking at an advertisement for cigarettes that the advertisement is designed
to attract young people into taking up or continuing smoking. The industry, therefore, will
have to significantly change the nature of its advertisements. The industry will also have to
agree to do away with vending machines in places where they are not under some adult
control; all fonms of tobacco advertising near schools; and the sort of handouts we see in
places like the Hay Street Mall when good looking young women parade and give people free
samples of cigarettes. The industry will have to agree to completely abandon its target of
introducing packs of 15 cigarettes which I think are particularly aimed at the young market.
It will also have to agree to abandon -- not immediately but over a period, as sponsorship
deals mun out -- its sponsorship of participatory-type sports in Australia. I refer to sports such
as football, cricket, and basketball which are without doubt attractive to young people and, as
those young people play the sports themselves, they identify with the people playing the
sports. Therefore, it is particularly inappropriate to have tobacco sponsorship of those sports
and that message will also be given to the industry.

I shall ask those things of the industry and I hope the response will be a positive one because
although it may not share the views expressed by me and the member for Canning today and
at other times in this place, it is aware that the time has come for these changes. It is
important that the changes be made on the basis of self-regulation. That is the appropriate
form of regulation but only if the industry is prepared to do it properly. The industry will
have to be tougher on itself than the Government would be. If it is not prepared to do that I
have no doubt that it will face further legislation similar to that passed in Victoria and under
consideration in South Australia and other States of Australia.
I am always astonished that a retailer should sell cigarettes to young people. I could
understand the difficulty if the customer looked about 16, 18 or 20 years of age because it is
difficult to be sume about people of those ages. But, when retailers sell cigarettes to children
who look about 12, 13 or 14 years of age, I do not know how they can go home and sleep at
night. For that reason I do not think a fine is always an appropriate deterrent. There is no
doubt that a large number of retailers are prepared to sell cigarettes to anyone, no matter what
his or her age. For that reason we must introduce legislation in this place which will
substantially increase fines to let retailers know that we mean business in this area. By the
end of this year some sort of agreement could be reached with the tobacco industry and
Governments throughout Australia that will bring about significant changes in terms of the
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way that industry promotes its product. It is worthwhile pursuing that line, and I intend to
pursue it hopefully to a positive end. If the industry is not prepared to play ball, I shall have
no hesitation whatsoever in coming back to this Parliament and asking members on both
sides of the House to support legislation where the Government has been forced to take
action.

REAL ESTATE AGENT
Activities: Grievance

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) [5.20 pm]: My grievance this afternoon arises out of the
activities of a real estate agent in Gosnells which have resulted in a considerable number of
my constituents finishing up in very dire circumstances. This real estate agent, Clive Birch,
was well known in the Gosnells area, and seemed to have a particular capacity for gaining
people's trust. Many of these people were quite elderly.

One couple who came to see me had sold their family home for approximately $50 000. At
the time the husband had just retired from work, and the couple decided to use their
accumulated savings as well as his retirement funds to purchase a new family home. The real
estate agent, Clive Birch, persuaded them that it would be a good idea to keep the funds from
the sale of the previous family home, have them placed in his trust account, and he would
look around for a suitable property for them to use as a rental proposition to supplement their
pension. They considered themselves fortunate to have sufficient funds to buy a family home
without using the proceeds of the sale of the previous home, and the idea of a small rental
property seemed very satisfactory, so they readily agreed to this. The mother of the woman
and the mother-in-law of the husband, who is in her seventies, also sold her home for
$70 000. She was also persuaded by this real estate agent to place her money in his miust
account, and he said he would look around for a suitable property for her. Meanwhile the
mother-in-law moved in with the daughter and son-in-law.

Clive Birch had collected from that family over $120 000 which he placed in his trust
account. They gave him that money in good faith, and then, unfortunately for them, Clive
Birch did what is known as a midnight flit. He took off to Britain with at least $800 000.
My grievance relates to the means by which those people are able to seek compensation for
the money they had left with him in good faith, believing it was in his trust account. Those
people sought to make claims against the Real Estate Agents Fidelity Trust Fund. A firm of
chartered accountants was given the task of managing the claims against that fund. When my
constituents contacted those chartered accountants to inquire about the likelihood of
recovering some of their money, they were told that because their money had been placed in
an account for the purchase of another property, the real estate agent was acting as an
investment agent and they would not be able to recover any of their money.

The Real Estate Agents Fidelity Trust Fund was established to provide protection to the
clients of real estate agents in the event of a real estate agent suffering pecuniary loss, or loss
of property. The word used to describe it in the Act is defalcation. That means the
misappropriation of money or property. It can be defalcation by the registered licensee or
agent himself or herself, or by anyone else associated with that agency. The fund has been
established by all real estate agents contributing to it and the interest earned from the
investment of that money goes into that fund. The fund is managed by the board and is
subject to audit by the Auditor General. A problem arises when the fund deems, as it has
done in this case, that this real estate agent was not really acting as a real estate agent at the
time he took these people's money. In fact he was acting as an investment agent. I suggest
that we should look at the protection which was originally intended to be provided to people
dealing with real estate agents.

I do not know how common it is for real estate agents to take funds from the sale of a
property and suggest to the person that they hold the funds in trust in order to purchase
another property. In Western Australia it is not common for real estate agents to do the
midnight flit which Cive Birch did. But if it is common for real estate agents to do this, we
should obviously look again at the guidelines of the Real Estate Agents Fidelity Trust Fund to
ensure that in a situation like this, where someone has taken off with some $800 000
belonging to other people in the community -- and the people from whom he collected seem
to be quite elderly -- those people are not left out of packet because at the moment the
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guidelines of the fund are so tight that they do not provide protection for those people.
Obviously the accountants acting for the Real Estate Agents Fidelity Trust Fund would seek
to limit the claims against the fund, and claims amounting to $800 000 would obviously place
a strain on the fund. However, the Act establishing the fund provides for the situation where
claims are extraordinarily high, and it sllows for the imposition of a levy on real estate agents
to allow for additional funds to be gathered to protect those consumers.

The point of my grievance is that here we have a fund set up specifically to protect
consumers. If a practice has emerged which is common, and it falls outside the guidelines of
that Real Estate Agents Fidelity Trust Fund, we need to look again at the way in which
moneys from that fund are disbursed. I am very concerned about my constituents. The
couple who camne to see me are both in their sixties. They have nothing moire than their
pens ions to l ive on. They have just lost $50 000. The ir elderly mother is in her seve ntie s and
she has lost $70 000. She has no home at all now, except that she lives with her daughter and
son-in-law. Seemingly this real estate agent who gained their tnust has no assets of any real
value which could be liquidated. Most of his assets remaining in Western Australia have
several mortgages against them.

I suggest that we have a good look at this Act to see whether there is some way in which we
can provide protection against this sort of thing happening.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie -- Minister for Consumer Affairs) (5.28 pml: The member for
Gosnells is quite obviously looking after the interests of her constituents who have been taken
to the cleaners by a crook. There is no doubt that the way this real estate agent has operated
is quite fraudulent, and I have no doubt that the police are at the moment trying to track him
down. It is said that he may be in Europe, but nobody is sure. All that can be said is that he
has disappeared.
The matter raised by the member concerns the operations of the Real Estate Agents Fidelity
Trust Fund, under the guidance and trust of a committee appointed under the Real Estate and
Business Agents Act 1978. That fund is controlled by trustees, and I am not certain whether I
have any power over the fund. I doubt it, but I shall be happy, having listened to what the
member has had to say tonight, to refer the matter back to the trustees to see whether the
commnittee can have another look at it to see if it is possible to do something about the
problem.

The biggest problem in taking the large amount of money which is missing is that Birch was
not acting as a real estate agent but as some sort of nondescript, uninsured investment agent
and con-man who took money off people saying he was going to invest it. His activities
cannot be directly related to the fund we are talking about here. There is no doubt that any
losses people face as a result of Birch's business as a real estate agent will be covered by the
fund. I shall be happy to take the matter up with the trustees of the fund, but I cannot
promise a positive outcome. They are very responsible in their approach to the job, and this
is the First complaint I have known against the operation of the fund, which is, of course, a
very good idea. It is an idea which was established in 1978 and it has worked well since that
tune.

The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

[Questions taken.]
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 pm

BILLS (4): RETURNED

1. Government Employees' Housing Amendment Bill

2. Taxi-car Control Amendment Bill

3. Mines Regulation Amendment Bill

4. hron Ore (Channar Joint Venture) Agreement B ill

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.

5648 [ASSEMBLY)



[Wednesday, 11I November 1987] 54

PERTH CITY COUNCIL: CORRUPTION ALLEGATIONS
Royal Commission Inquiry: Motion

MR CLARKO (Karrinyup) [7.19 pm]: I move --

That this House requests the Government to appoint a Royal Commission to --

(a) meet the request by the Perth City Council for an independent inquiry
into claims made about corruption in the Perth City Council, and

(b) recommend new procedures to allow members of the public to raise, in
confidence, matters of official corruption

and that this Royal Commission reports to this Parliament.

I begin by informing the House of the Government's position on this issue -- that is, let us
blame the Press for what happened and for the public concern about this issue. The Minister
for Local Government's ministerial statement suggested that what happened was the Press's
fault and that we should all blame the troubles caused by the member for Perth's huge gaffe
on the Press to get us off the hook. The Government's line has been to attempt to twist the
words and give them other meanings and to give a new meaning to corruption to distinguish
it from official corruption. When the Government has that out of the way, it will set up two
lightweight inquiries which will ignore the main issue of the allegations of corruption in the
Perth City Council.

The Government has done a two-step, one forward and one backwards. In fact, I believe this
issue could be described as Alexander's ragtime band. The ragtime band includes the Leader
of the House who said that he discussed the parliamentary speech of the member for Perth
with him and, having discussed it, said on the Sattler programnme on 6PR this morning that
the member for Perth went too far.

Mr Pearce: I did not say that.

Mr CLARKO: I have the exact words used here. I wrote them down.

Mr Pearce: Well, you wrote them down wrongly, and it is not the first time you have done
that.

Mr CLARKO: I will tell the Minister the exact words he used. I will find them during my
speech. I challenge the Minister to listen to that programme. Perhaps this issue was cooked
up by the member for Perth and the Leader of the House while the Premier was in the Eastern
States. Perhaps they decided it was a good time to pour the bucket on the Perth City Council.
On Howard Sattler's programme this morning, the Leader of the House said that the member,
in his speech to the House, went too far and later, in other comments to the media, again said
he went too far.
In addition, as part of Alexander's ragtime band, the opening remarks of a particular story in
last Sunday's Sunday Times stated unequivocally that the Minister supports a Royal
Commission. The Opposition is asking questions tonight because the Minister for Planning
also said on television during the weekend that he supported a Royal Commission and
subsequently he was rolled by Cabinet, which obviously does not want a Royal Commnission
into this matter.
There are several rumours around town that many people with close connections to the Labor
Party do not want a Royal Commission because a number of things might come home to
roost.

This member of Alexander's ragtime band, the Minister for Planning, said in an article
headed "Pearce won't apologise to PCC" in tonight's newspaper --

I've never said the council was corrupt. I've said on two or three occasions I don't
believe there's ovent bribery in the council.

He is saying to the member for Perth, "You are on your own mate because I did not say the
Perth City Council was corrupt. You are the one who said it is corrupt. You are the one who
is talking about bribery."

This issue brings forth the pens of two cartoonists of Perth and in this morning's paper we
saw a cartoon depicting a vehicle being driven by the Minister for Local Government,
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alongside him is the Premier and alongside the Premier there is a person who is wearing
glasses -- why does he nut move to contact lenses like his other heir apparents? The cartoon
shows them dumping a bucket of rubbish on the media. They said it was the media's fault.
Thar is what they said, but their argument is not strong.

In the cartoon in tonight's paper the Government says that it is all media exaggeration and the
Right Honourable Mick Michael said, "Since when has Hansard been a part of the media?"

I should also mention that today's editorial in The West Australian is headed "A Clayton's
inquiry". That is the term I gave to the inquiry conducted by Dr Forrest.

We have Alexander's ragtime band and I have dealt with one member of it who is playing out
of key. We also have the Minister for Local Government living the dolce vita life in Rome.
He received a telephone call saying, "Alexander has put his foot in it in Perth and when you
come back you will have all these problems. You will have to put everything to one side."

The SPEAKER: Order! [ do not want to mess up the frivolous side of the member's speech
because it probably has some merit in the debate. But I am getting a little concerned about
some members in this place who are referring to other members by namne. It is not proper
and, in fact, the Standing Orders prohibit it. While I can see there is a need for the member to
name members in putting together the threads of the band he is talking about, I do not think
he should overstep the bounds of that.

Mr CLARKO: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I will call it the ragtime band. Th1e Minister for
Local Government was in Rome and when he returned he found there had been a report and
in his ministerial statement to this House he blamed the Press -- the Press got it wrong. It
used the word "corrupt" in a front page story of The West Australian. It mentioned
allegations of corruption and suggested that people read Hlansard because they were the
words that were used.

Mr Thompson: Did the member seek to have that story corrected?

Mr CLARKO: I do not know. The Minister for Local Government, who is a good fellow,
had the rubbish dumped in his lap on his return. He read the Forrest report which said that
the way to duck out of the corruption issue was to say that the member for Perth did not mean
"corruption", he meant something else. The Press played it up. However, there is a term
'.official corruption". Those members who are not familiar with the Local Government Act
and who do not keep it under their beds probably think they cleverly said --

Mr MacKinunon: That is probably what the Premier reads when he has his head under the
sheets.

Mr CLARKO: It might be, when he stayed in bed one day.

Members may think that the Government wriggled off the hook by saying the member only
meant corruption and did not mention official corruption because "official corruption" is what
is in the Local Government Act. He did not say that so it is not an offence. I invite members
to read section 664 of the Local Government Act. It does not mention the word "official" at
all. It simply says, "corruptly gives". It does not use "official corruption". Do not be taken
in by that. It is something dreamed up by someone who has a Ph D and a flexible semantic
mind. Of course, the people of Perth know nothing about that. We have tonight another
member of the ragtime band -- the Premier. He says there are serious questions to be
answered. In one of his usual short answers in question time tonight the Prem-ier said that the
member for Perth failed to make a case for criminal corruption.

I was wrong. I said the other night that if one wants to find out what corruption means he
looks up "0" in the dictionary and he will find "official corruption", but today the group who
rewrites the history books says that one must look up "C" and he will find "criminal
corruption"'. The member for Perth never used criminal corruption and that means that it is
okay. What palpable balderdash.

We have the ragtime band which includes the Minister for Planning, the Minister for Local
Government and the Premier and they are all dropping the member for Perth. Each one of
them -- the three green bottles -- is saying, "Not me sir." What does the member for Perth
say? When I first read what he said in the paper this morniing I had to read it again. I
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thought that the remarks which were attributed to the member for Perth must have been the
words of the Leader of the Opposition. I invite members to read the article again. one
would think it could not have been a member of the Government asking about a Minister; it
would have to be a member of the Opposition. That is not true. I have checked with the
Press. When he was asked what he thought about the ministerial statement which rests on
that argument -- to blame the Press -- the member for Perth says, "When all else fails, blame
the Press." He says the Minister for Local Government blames the Press. I say they should
not have because the member for Perth says do not blame the Press - but the Government's
entire story is built on blaming the Press.

The Minister for Local Government has been stabbed in the back. The ministerial statement
has no merit or value whatsoever because if one takes away the point about blaming the Press
one is left with nothing. In the article in this morning's newspaper the member for Perth
attacks the Premier, the Cabinet, and his colleagues when he says the Government is trying to
distance him from his remarks. His colleagues are trying to distance themselves from him.
Of course, they have good reason to do so. It is Anntistice Day today but clearly there is no
armistice on the other side of the Chamber -- just a huge rift in the Government.

The member for Perth's unsubstantiated claims remain. The Government is not addressing
his claims, which is similar to leaving a splinter in the finger. It will become red, fester, and
eventually foreign matter will burst out and cover the Burke Government. The situation is
disgraceful and can only be compared wit the John O'Connor affair -- a very tawdry part of
the Burke Government's existence. John O'Connor broke the law. Four senior people, either
at the police level or the prosecution level of Crown Law, recommended he be prosecuted,
yet this Government failed to take action. It seems we have one law for John O'Connor and
another for the rest of us. The Government has kicked justice in the face.
The reputations of the councillors of the City of Perth have been tarnished by an
unsubstantiated claim made in the most general way possible. If this Government has its
way, the issue of unsubstantiated claims of corruption against these councillors will never be
answered. The questions on everyone's lips are: Are the claims correct? Does corruption
exist in the Perth City Council regarding town planning decisions? The people of Western
Australia with any interest in community affairs want to know. Allegations have been put
forward and people want the answers to those questions.

The member for Perth would like a Royal Commission because he does not mind if some
putrid excrescence attaches itself to the people involved, even if the people are close friends
of the Labor Party. An expert examination of these very serious accusations is needed, not
some mickey mouse inquiry which is proposed to inquire into pecuniary interests. Claims of
corruption are the most serious kind and we on this side call for a Royal Commission.

My leader will put forward the Opposition's reasons for and the advantages of a Royal
Commission. The recommendations coming from such a Royal Commission should resolve
the issue. If these three people who carry out the mickey mouse inquiry simply recommend
that the pecuniary interest section 664 be altered in some way then that will not in any way
affect these unsubstantiated claims of corruption and manipulation.

If a Royal Commuission were held and corruption was found within the Pert City Council,
then the law should take its proper course. If no corruption were found then the member for
Perth should resign from Parliament -- not just apologise as suggested in recent days. The
member for Perth should fully recompense those people he has falsely accused. Only a
Royal Comnmission could deal with the allegations of corruption made by the member for
Perth against these councillors. The most serious claim a politician can make against
members of local government and of Government is to call them corrupt; it is the most
serious allegation one could make against a public figure or a public institution. It matters
not that the member for Perth has totally failed to produce any evidence of corruption. The
claim has been made and must be clarified. A Royal Commission with proper terms of
reference can impartially and expertly examine the matters and make recommendations
which will be acceptable to the community.

The Opposition was the first to call for a Royal Commidssion because it sees it as a fair and
efficient way to conduct an inquiry. The Opposition does not miust the Government with any
other form of inquiry as the Government would put its cronies in the box seat to conduct such
an inquiry.
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Mr Thomas: Who are the cronies?

Mr CLARKO: The whole of the Public Service is filled wit the Government's cronies.

If there are examples of corruption in the planning areas of the Perth City Council, they
should be exposed. The Government should set up a proper inquiry into the allegations of
corruption and manipulation in the Perth City Council.

The Forrest report has been virtually useless. I have described that report as the Claytons' s
report as it dodged the issue and failed to appropriately address the matter of corruption. In
fact, that report tries to protect the member for Perth by stating that no official corruption
exists -- a made-up phrase.

In a pathetically confusing way, in his parliamentary speech the member for Perth defined
what he meant when he used the word "corruption'. His definition was: Corruption means
action by individuals that subverts legitimate public objectives for private advantage. That
pseudo-academic approach hides more than it reveals and is totally confusing. The definition
does not then define a legitimate public objective. The minority would say that the
introduction of the Australia Card is a legitimate public objective. Does that mean those
people who work to subvert the introduction of an Australia Card -- because they believe it to
be disadvantageous to their private affairs, or human rights -- are guilty of corruption?
According to that definition they would be, and that would be sheer unadulterated piffle.

I withdraw my remark regarding the peculiar definition approach being pseudo-academic. It
is sheer nonsense. The phrase used by the member for Perth is the centrepiece of his
understanding of the definition of corruption. It is so vague it could mean almost anything
and I will demonstrate to members that it could have two totally opposite meanings. Many
people in Western Australia support the forestry department policy in the south west of
Western Australia of a sensible sawmilling programme, whereby it produces relatively cheap
timber for housing with the result that Western Australian housing is probably more
affordable than anywhere else in the world. It is also a significant employer of labour and if
times were tough and the forestry department and industry were closed down there would be
a great deal more unemployment. It would be reasonable to say that thousands of people in
Western Australia consider that our forestry policy of cutting down trees in a planned way is
a legitimate public objective.

At the same time in Western Australia there is a conservation lobby of people who strongly
attack the forestry department's activities. They argue that tres are being cut down when
they should not be and they are being taken from the wrong areas, and many people are
totally opposed to woodchip operations. It would not be unreasonable to say a large group of
people in Western Australia -- some greenies and same conservationists -- believe their
policy is a legitimate public objective. According to the member for Perth's twist of logic or
improper use of the English language, people who oppose either of those two propositions are
corrupt. He asserts by his peculiar definition of corruption that a person is corrupt if he
opposes or subverts the use of our forest products, which I have shown is a legitimate public
objective. The member for Perth's logic also means that a person is corrupt if he opposes a
protectionist forestry policy which seeks to preserve forests in their natural state. The effect
of the ridiculous definition given by the member for Perth is that both conservationists and
forestry workers are corrupt. They are totally contradictory points of view, yet they fit the
member's silly, stupid definition of corruption. His definition must be discarded because it is
vague, contradictory, inaccurate and totally misleading.

When the public of Western Australia read The West Australian reporting the member for
Perth's original allegations of corruption at the Perth City Council, they believed that he
accused the councillors of the City of Perth, especially its town planning committee members
and the Lord Mayor, of being corrupt in the ordinary sense of the word. If they were not too
sure and went to their dictionaries they would have found that the popular Oxford dictionary
defines corrupt as rotten, tainted with vice or sin, depraved, influenced by bribery, or forms
of bribery. The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines it as depraved, wicked, influenced by
bribery.
The community, as well as the persons accused of being corrupt, need this matter to be
cleared up. The Government's method of resolving the matter is totally inadequate. The
Premier arranged for Dr Forrest to carry out an inquiry because he said the allegations were
of sufficient gravity.
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Mr Brian Burke: That is not true, I was quoting the Minister who said that. I did not mrange
for the inquiry.
Mr CLARKO: The Premier is muining the Forrest report still further.

Mr Brian Burke: You are just inaccurate.

Mrs Buchanan: Get your facts straight.

Mr CLARKO: That is straight. I have said that the Premier said there would be inquiry
because-
Mr Brian Burke: You said I arranged for it.

Mr CLARKO: That is right.

Mr Brian Burke: If it is there, read it. Whereabouts did I say that I arranged it?

Mr CLARKO: The report by Forrest states that in the Legislative Assembly on Tuesday, 22
September 1987, the Premier in answer to a question said, inter alia, 'that the Government
regards the allegations as of sufficient gravity to refer them to the Secretary of the
Department of Local Government".

Mr Brian Burke: I did not refer them.

Mr CLARKO: The Premier arranged it, he is the Government. Is he trying to distance
himself from the Government?

Mr Brian Burke: Everybody knows the answer even if you do not.

Mr CLARKO: The Premier is a halfwit and a fathead. I quoted him exactly, yet he made
great play of the fact that I could not find that quote. The Premier has egg all over his face.
The only thing he has done today is have an argument with the member for Perth who
dropped a bucket on him in this morning's paper.

In further clarification, earlier I could not find the paper on which were written the words
used on the Howard Sattler show but I have now found that small piece of paper. Mr Pearce
said on the programme that Mr Alexander went a bit stronger in Parliament and a bit stronger
to the Press.

Mr Pearce: That is right. You said that I said he went too far -- he did not go too far. That's
rubbish.

Mr CLARKO: Is there a huge gap between a bit strong and a bit far?

Mr Pearce: You cannot even quote right.

Mr CLARKO: The Leader of the House said today that he went a bit stronger. That means
he built up the argument and he had put more into it than had been agreed. I bet the Premier
has been caning the Leader of the House for allowing the member for Perth to go on as he did
when the Premier was in the Eastern States. The Leader of the House allowed the member
for Perth to tip the bucket over members of the Government, which he continued to do this
morning. I said a moment ago that the Premier and his Government arranged for Forrest to
carry out the inquiry.

Mr Brian Burke: You did not say that a minute ago.

Mr CLARKO: The Premier is responsible for setting up this inquiry. If that is not the case,
let him deny it.

Mr Brian Burke: You did not say that.

Mr CLARKO: Is the Premier responsible for setting up this inquiry in any shape or form?

Mr Brian Burke: No, I am not the Government; the Government is responsible.

Mr CLARKO: The Premier has retired already. He is a lame duck Premier, just like two
other leaders in the news -- Joh and Ronnie. He is the third leader who will not be in office
several months down the track. The Premier said that the allegations were of sufficient
gravity to hold an inquiry; if he did not think so, why was the inquiry held?

Mr Brian Burke: If you could only hear yourself you would go red.

Mr CLARKO: The Premier would go bald. When my photographs are in the paper I do not
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get people with black pencils to darken the top of my head or get the friendly Press to cut off
the head from the hair upwards. The Premier is the only one in this State who regularly has
photographs in the Press which go only as far as the middle of his forehead. Theme is nothing
in his head, either inside or outside. He should keep his remarks to himself or else they will
come back to him much harder.
It is incredible that the Forrest inquiry involved only reading Hansard and interviewing the
member for Perth. If the Government considered that the issues were of sufficient gravity to
hold an inquiry, why did the person carrying out that inquiry only read Hansard and meet the
person who made those allegations?
Mr Pearce: Now you are reflecting on Hansard.

Mr CLARKO: In order to expand on what was available in Hansard, Dr Forrest called in the
member for Perth. The Forrest inquiry raises many questions, and I jotted down a few of
them. What directions were given to Dr Forrest?

Mr Pearce: None.

Mr CLARKO: Why was the Perth City Council not contacted on the matter, either seeking
its comments in general or specifically regarding the statistics given by the member for Perth
regarding declaring an interest? Thirdly, for how long was the member for Perth interviewed
by Dr Forrest? What questions was he asked? Did he provide any written informnation to Dr
Forrest? If so, what information did he provide? Have there been any previous associations
or contacts between the member for Perth and Dr Forrest? Was this the sort of inquiry one
would carry out in a court, where the judicial officer is quite distant from the person
concerned? Or were they colleagues at university, or friends in some other way?
Fifthly, what research did Dr Forrest undertake to establish the accuracy or otherwise of what
Dr Alexander stated in Parliament? Sixthly, did Dr Forrest specifically check the statistics
provided by Dr Alexander with the primary source in any way and thereby their accuracy or
otherwise? Seventhly, is this report virtually entirely based on the claims of the member for
Perth with no appropriate checking of h-is assertions?
The editorial of The West Australian on 4 November this year stated, "The Local Government
Department inquiry was inconclusive." It went on later to say, "And it did nor confinn claims
of graft." The Forrest report asserted the central allegations by the member for Perth as being
twofold. First, public interest is being subverted by the way in which planning matters are
being handled; and secondly, the private interests of individual councilors and the Lord
Mayor are being considerably benefited by planning decisions. The Forrest report fails to
provide any evidence to sustain either of these claims, namely that the way in which the Perth
City Council handles planning matters subverts the public interest, and the councillors'
private interests are being improperly benefited by the planning decisions of the Perth City
Council. I do not believe he provides any evidence to clarify those claims.
The Forrest report states that the member for Perth is not alleging official corruption as per
section 664 of the Local Government Act. That word "official' is poked in there just to
confuse. The word "official" does not appear.
Mr& Can: It does, actually, in the heading.

Mr CLARKO: The section reads "corruption". I apologise if the heading is "official
corruption"; I just read the section and official corruption is not described.
The truth of the matter is that one does not need to be officially corrupt hut just corrupt,
according to this section. This, shrewdly or wisely, distances the report from being
principally about corruption. Dr Forrest moves the inquiry to pecuniary interest and who
should control planning in the central business district. In the sumnmary, referring to the
allegations of the member for Perth, Dr Forrest talks about the evidence he presents. He
wants to keep away from it being him, Dr Forrest, so he continually talks about the evidence.
Dr Forrest says, "It is a strong case for reviewing the Local Government Act." Where in the
report is there any evidence of a strong case for reviewing the Local Government Act? The
words he used are, "to consider whether wider ranging provi sions are required to ensure that
councillors do not benefit personally from their public involvement in council decision
making." That recommendation is hardly earth-shattering, when the Government and the
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officers of the Department of Local Government should be doing that already, if it is
necessary, on a day-to-day basis. I think it was in 1985 that the pecuniary interest section
was amended by this Government, and that actually made the issue of pecuniary interest less
restrictive on councillors.

Yesterday I asked the Minister for Local Government how many cases involving pecuniary
interest there had been since he became Minister in 1983, nearly five years ago. In that time
he said there had been 46 written allegations. I asked him how many were proceeded with,
and he told me there were 36. I asked him how often action was taken, and he said action
was taken in all cases. Action apparently can mean, according to that answer, simply a letter
of warning, or a rap over the knuckles. I have a letter in my file claiming that the Minister
was not even-handed. That letter appeared in the paper a few days ago. There have been
13 prosecutions since 1983. Only 13 prosecutions in regard to pecuniary interests have
occurred in the last five years from 1 400 councillors handling millions of items every year. I
hardly believe that that is evidence that under the present pecunliary provisions there is a great
deal of scandal amongst local government councillors. Members will remember that in his
speech the member for Perth widened his allegations by saying that he had received letters
from other people saying that this manipulation and corrmption happens in other councils as
well. He impugned virtually all the councillors of Western Australia.

We should consider the specific issues and statistics used by the member for Perth as set out
in the Forrest report. The report refers to the city planner's advice being overturned at five
times the rate when an interest was declared compared to when one was not declared. Even if
that is true, what corrupt manipulation does that illustrate? What is heinous or improper in
overturning a planner's decision? If the member for Perth were a council planner, one would
need to be very cautious before supporting his recommendations, in the light of what he has
done to date in this House. I greatly admire planners as a class.

Dr Alexander: They certainly do not admire you.

Mr CLARKO: The member would not have any idea. I have disagreed with many of their
recommendations. The planning field is, at best, an inexact science. Many of their
recommendations are based on the subjective opinions of the planners themselves. I was
listening this momning to one of the best-known planners that this city has ever had, Paul
Ritter, on the ABC. He is a most entertaining fellow, but the Ritter-rings and things of that
sort did not work too well.

Another statistical area of the report stated there was a 60 per cent chance of major
concessions being granted for a development project if an interest was declared as opposed to
only five per cent if it was not. Members could say, so what? But I ask if the figures are
accurate. The Town Clerk of the City of Perth has produced different figures. The Minister
for Local Government would not defend it. He said, "You know, you can have differences in
figures." The Minister for Planning was prepared to say that these figures have a little more
substance, because, with his usual penchant, he attacked the personality. The Minister for
Planning has attacked almost every public bureaucrat in this State. He does it on a regular
basis. Unfortunately, this attacking of the person rather than the argument has still left us
with the planning process of Western Australia at the State level in a complete shambles.

Mr Thomas: You have just attacked Dr Forrest.

Mr CLARICO: I have not attacked the person of Dr Forrest; I have attacked his report, and
that is quite different from what the Minister for Planning does. On 8 November, on Channel
9, the Minister for Planning said that the figures which were produced were manipulated. If
the Minister for Planning is not careful he will finish up tied to the accuracy or otherwise of
the member for Perth's figures, and that might not be a wise thing.

Another paragraph in the Forrest report, dealing with statistics, refers to a statement by the
member for Perth that the rate of refusal to make concessions of any kind for development
projects, if an interest was declared, was I11 per cent compared to 75 per cent when no
interest was declared.

Mr Thomas: Three to one, that is a pretty interesting correlation, isn't it?

Mr CLARKO: My comment is that that does not prove corruption at all.

rehe fourth paragraph in that section refers to the high rate of involvement of the Lord Mayor
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in major city development. The rate does not indicate corruption. Only one example of
corruption would be sufficient. Last night the Minister for Local Government tried to
strengthen his argument in a reply to a question of mine by saying that I said there was no
specific allegation. I was calling for a specific allegation. I was seeking not just comments
about corruption and manipulation, but for the member for Penth or the Minister to give us an
exact example, an example where, in relation to the Palace Hotel, the Merlin Hotel, the Boans
redevelopment or some other case, a councillor or the Lord Mayor approached councillors
and used illegal tactics to get them to vote for a particular project for which he would later get
the electrical contract.

Any councillor may approach another councillor -- and no doubt this goes on every working
day of the year -- and tell him of his interest in a particular matter to be dealt with by the
commnittee and request his support. That is not corruption. The member for Perth is using
these innuendos and half-truths because he is suffering from sour grapes because he could not
get onto this committee.

An interesting remark at the end of the Forrest report says that there may be perfectly
adequate explanations for each of these points. My comment on that is if there are perfectly
adequate explanations for each of the issues raised by the member for Perth, then he has no
case. His attacks could then be described as scurrilous in the extreme, and his reputation and
veracity would be completely destroyed.

Why did Dr Forrest not ascertain whether there were perfectly adequate explanations to
refute the claims of the member for Perth? His failure to do so shatters the credibility of this
report. Conversely, why did Dr Forrest not confirm that the member for Perth's claims were
correct? It is amazing that he should say, regarding these criticisms and nebulous allegations,
that at the end of it all there could be a perfectly adequate explanation? It is a very funny
report which, having been asked to investigate certain matters, comes to that conclusion.

Mr Stephens: There are a lot of funny reports which come out of local government
departments, I can tell you.

Mr CLARXO: I would appreciate hearing about those at a later date.

Dr Forrest's failure to examine and substantiate these allegations means that he has failed to
substantiate the member for Perth's claims, since the onus surely rests on the member for
Perth to prove his claims. He has to prove corruption. It is not the job of the councillors or
the City of Perth to prove that they are not corrupt. That would be the reverse to our system
of justice. If Dr Forrest failed to substantiate the member for Perth's claims he should have
simply stated that fact. He should have said, "The member for Perth has made allegations of
corruption and manipulation, but he has failed to provide me with evidence to substantiate
them." if he had written that, the whole of Western Australia would know that the member
for Perth's allegations could not be verified and would judge him accordingly.
Alternatively, Dr Forrest should have said that he was unable to determine whether the
member for Perth's claims were accurate, but felt that it was essential that a more elaborate
inquiry or a Royal Commission should be set up to determine whether they were true or false.
A cloud would then hang over the head of the member for Perth, and it would clear only if he
was proved to be correct. The member for Perth has alleged corruption against councillors of
the City of Perth, and the Forrest inquiry has failed to substantiate his allegations. A cloud
now hangs over the heads of the member for Perth and all the councillors of the Perth City
Council. That is why we call for a Royal Commnission.

The pecuniary interest three-man inquiry is a mickey mouse inquiry, and is not addressing the
essential issue of corruption in the Perth City Council. That particular report deals with
various matters, but at least the Minister's report gives some guidelines as to what constitutes
a pecuniary interest.

Mr Pearce: This is really pathetic. You have all those documents in a cardboard box --

Mr CLARKO: What is pathetic?

Mr Pearce: Your speech is pathetic. If you had those documents in a cardboard box, like one
of your predecessors on your side, it would have given at least a humorous levity to one of
the most pathetic and pitiful efforts this Parliament has seen in many a long day.
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Mr CLAR.KQ: That is a unique interjection and is absolutely brilliant by the Minister's
standards. That interjection has been used in Westminster Parliaments on billions of
occasions. The Minister has an hour off and comes back here refreshed to say that my speech
is no good. It is original, and does him justice. I sin glad he is the Minister for Education.

Mr Pearce: You did not understand what I said about the cardboard box, did you?

Mr CLARKO: I ask the Minister when he is going to promise yet again to bring in
pre-school education.

With regard to pecuniary interest the best suggestion is that councillors should leave the room
when issues in which they have an interest are being discussed. It is reasonable to investigate
whether that should be mandatory, as has been suggested by the Premier. He said there are
some councils which already do that. He also said the Perth City Council and the Stirling
City Council did not do it. I was on the planning committee of the City of Stirling for five or
six years and, when a member of that committee had an interest in a matter which we were
discussing, he left the room.

The only positive thing the Premier has said tonight is that he has already told the member for
Perth that he made a serious mistake in making those remarks. The member for Perth has
ohviously embarrassed the Goverrnent. It should be remembered that the Premier did not
want the member for Perth to be the member for Perth. This matter, which has caused the
Government a good deal of embarrassment, is as serious as the O'Connor affair. This is an
allegation of corruption, laid by the member for Perth, in a most nebulous way, without a
single specific example to justify allegations of corruption or manipulation. If this
Government has its way, those allegations will remain forever and a day. There will be an
inquiry into pecuniary interest, which we do not need. All Governments, from time to time,
have reviewed the Local Governent Act and decided that the pecuniary interest section
needed some amendment. They usually get officers in their department to make inquiries and
offer amendments. As I said, we had an amendment here a couple of years ago. That is the
way it should be done.

We then come to the suggestion that councillors should provide more details of the nature
and scope of their interest. At the moment all a councillor needs to do is to declare that he
has an interest. The pecuniary interest section is, in my opinion, peculiar. One can have a
negative pecuniary interest. If one is going to lose out financially one could be said to have a
pecuniary interest. There is a large grey area between what is an interest in common and
what is a pecuniary interest. At the Institute of Municipal Management luncheon, about three
years ago, I sat next to te man who was, I think then number two in the local government,
Michael Harding. I put to him that there was much confusion in local government circles
about what was a pecuniary interest. I cited him an example involving Councillor Grierson
of the City of Stirling, who lived on a busy street. The local community association -- and I
do not think she was involved with it -- decided that the council should be approached to
have roundabouts installed in the street to deter or slow down traffic. When the matter went
before the council she asked the town clerk whether she had an interest and he said, "I think
you have -- you can't vote on this."

If we are not careful, councillors will not be able to vote on anything. Take, for instance, a
tiny town where all the people live in a couple of streets; if the sewer, or something affecting
them all, were to be installed that could be seen as an interest in common, or as a pecuniary
interest. They would certainly all gain from such an installation. I doubt that we will solve
all the aspects of pecuniary interests by having a person from the Department of Local
Government, such as Dr Forrest, or Dr Wood if he has returned by then, and a representative
of the local government associations meet, because there is quite a difference at times
between the views held by the Local Government Association and the Country Shire
Councils Association. There would also be somebody from the Crown Law Department to
deal with the legal side of matters as to what should or should not be a pecuniary interest. It
would be interesting if that judgment could be made.

Mr Stephens: One way around this problem is to transfer this decision-making power to the
Parliament where we do not have to declare our pecuniary interests.

Mr CLARKO: Yes, although I take it that there are cases in this Parliament where we would
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have what is a pecuniary interest and would have to withdraw from a debate. This is
peculiar, because as I understand it farmers are entitled to vote on the Grain Marketing Act
even though they are grain growers as it is considered to be an interest in common. However,
there is no example of farmers having done something that has advantaged them.
This is a delicate area, because if a person is a good local government councillor everything
he does in his municipality could be seen as having a pecuniary advantage for him --
everything he did to wisely improve his municipality, or anything going on in the
community, could be seen as a pecuniary interest.
Mr Thomas: Do you stirn want a Royal Commission?
Mr CLARKO: We strongly want a Royal Commission into corruption. What we have here
is a suggestion that there should be a rotation of councillors. This Government says
continuously that it wants to give greater independence to local government and wants to give
local government rater opportunities to make its own decisions. It seems that the person
who put this set of recommendations together is suggesting that we rake that power away
from them.
A council might have the best town planning or finance committee possible, yet the
Government wants to introduce a system of rotation so that if there are a lot of logs on the
council who know nothing about financial matters and there is also an excellent group who
know everything about finiancia. matters then it wants to rotate them and put the logs on the
convnittee and take those who know all about financial matters off it. That is a sensible
course of action -- about as sensible as the way in which the Government has operated in
relation to this matter all the way through!
Mention has been made of a situation where several councillors declare an interest while on a
committee and of other councillors being co-opted in their place to provide a full complement
of disinterested members. Does whoever wrote that suggestion know what goes on in the
creation of committees in the City of Stirling where I was once a member of the planning
commuittee? It has alternative members, and if a member is unable to attend the ocher person
is asked to attend in his place, so there is already a backup person for every member on the
City of Stirling's committees. I wonder whether this person knows that this happens in local
government.
There is also mention of creating a register of interests, which is a great aim of socialists, who
will pull down the middle classes by forcing them to declare their financial interests and to
provide long lists showing the value of their shares and things of that nature so that other
people will know of their private interests. Today the socialists are great friends of the
millionaires of Perth. They go to their weddings and sit at the top table.
Members of this Government, these great friends of the waiters, would not know what a pair
of Yakka. overalls is. They would not know what a blue singlet is. Where does one find them
on Friday afternoons? At the Mediterranean Restaurant, or out with the millionaires on their
yachts and launches. They have left the people with dirt uinder their fingernails thousands of
miles behind. Even their most famous member, Mr Keating, with his very upper class
collection of clocks, has done that -- and I might be wrong, but I thought that I saw him
driving a Mercedes to a function that he attended in Canberra one day. I know that he was
there as a friend of many of the nouveau riche millionaires.
That is the mob over there, Alexander's ragtime band -- they do not know where they are
going, all they know is that the member for Perth opened his mouth and made
unsubstantiated commnents about corruption, about which he came up with a peculiar
definition which I have shown can actually give the opposite impression.
There was talk of manipulation and things being done for personal advantage -- no doubt
financial advantage -- and he talked about powerful interests. I ask members of this Chamber
to think about who are the powerful interests involved in Perth development. Have they ever
been seen? Have they all been photographed by someone from The Western Mail and been
shown to be great friends of this Government?
I do not know whether it is true, but people have said to me that this Government does not
want a Royal Commission because it is afraid of what might come out -- the unsubstantiated
comments of the member for Perth. There is common talk in Perth that it is known who are
the friends of the Government -- they know the people involved in major development
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projects. It is said chat people have made a good guess at why the Government is not having
a Royal Commission - it is afraid of what might come out.

The Government has put together a complete evasion of the central issue of corruption and
manipulation. The ordinary citizens of Perth, and of the rest of Western Australia, are
concerned about whether there might be corruption in the City of Perth. It took ages to
instigate an inquiry. The Minister was asked a question about eight weeks' delay, and so on.

This is a serious matter. As I have said previously, the most serious allegation that a
politician can make against another politician or against a Government insrwnentality is to
say that he, or it, is corrupt, but that is what he said. That matter is not to be dealt with, and
that is why we want a Royal Commission.

I will touch only briefly on this matter, because my colleague, the member for Mt Lawley,
has been in local government and will touch on it. Apart ftomn claims that these people are
possibly great friends of the Government and great financial supporters of its party, how
much of what is happening is related to that and how much is related to the intent to take
away central business district planning from elected councillors?

An article appeared this morning in The West Australian entitled "Bring in experts, urges city
report", reporting that the New South Wales Cabinet will consider a radical plan that instead
of having councillors there should be a group of experts to breathe new life into the city. The
commissioner who conducted the study said that the time had come to give the job of running
the city to proven administrators rather than residents. Can members imagine this
Government choosing the people who would run the City of Perth instead of its councillors?
1 am sure that it would be chock-a-bloc full of people opposed to the Government. They
would not put any of their friends on such a body. Just imagine what would happen to the
City of Perth if they chose those people. I believe that a Royal Commission into this matter
is essential.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch -- Leader of the Opposition) [8.20 pm): I have pleasure in
supporting the motion moved so ably by my colleague the member for Karrinyup, who
outlined accurately the ragtime band antics of the Government and also indicated how the
member for Perth has been absolutely sold down the river by the Government, and in
particular by the Premier. It is no wonder that this action has been taken when we recall the
reports in the newspapers when the member for Perth was selected by his parry to contest the
seat of Perth; the Premier was rather upset at having been rolled by his own party in his
nominee not being selected. It would seem that the Government, via the Premier, is now
seeking retribution against that particular member.

We will see the ultimate irony tonight, when we look at the commnents of the member for
Perth on 17 September, in that, first, I doubt that he will be able or allowed to contribute to
this debate this evening; and secondly, when he votes against this motion to set up an inquiry
into the allegations that he claims were so severe.

The comments made yesterday by the Minister for Local Government in relation to this
inquiry are enlightening. The Minister announced in his speech to Parliament that there
would be an inquiry into the pecuniary interest provisions of the Act, and the Government
accepted this view, notwithstanding that significant amendments were made to the pecuniary
interest provisions of the Act during the term of this Government. The Minister went on to
say that at the time of making those amendments, he had promised the House that he would
monitor the progress of the legislation with a view to further amendment if that proved
necessary. The Minister did not say that there would be an inquiry into the allegationis of the
member for Perth, serious as they were, but rather that there would be a nebulous -- in the
words of the member for Karrinyup -- mickey mouse inquiry into the pecuniary interest
provisions of the Act, which the Government inquired into and amended a couple of years
ago.

The Minister's explanation chat this action was merely part of his promised review of the
activities of those provisions flies in the face of the comments made by the acting Minister,
the Minister for Health, who said on 18 September, when ordering the Forrest inquiry in the
first place, that this was being considered as part of a total review of the Local Government
Act now under way. So the acting Minister says it is pant of the total review; the Minister
says it is part of the ongoing review.
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Mr Brian Burke: Boring!
Mr MacKINNON: The only person boring me is the lame duck Premier, with his boring
interjections. [ do not know how else one could describe a Premier who admits publicly at a
meeting that he stays borne and keeps his head under the bed and cannot face the light of day,
and he says, when asked about red tape, that he does not have any answers to red tape; he has
given up. The Premider is the one who is boring: he is too tired to face the light of day and the
problems confronting him. He keeps his head under the blankets, which presumably is the
best place for him to stay.
Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: The second point is that there is absolutely no justification for the inquiry
that has already been announced in terms of the Premier's previous commuitment -- no
justification in the Premier's own words this evening What will this inquiry examine? If
members refer to the comments made yesterday by the Minister, the inquiry is going to
examidne precisely nothing except that which has already been examined. Why will the
inquiry not examine the serious allegations made by the member for Perth? Let us have a
look at the comments made by the member for Perth. In Hansard of 17 September, after a
point of order was taken, the member is recorded as saying --

I would point out that last week, when I was preparing my speech notes, I consulted
with the Speaker of the House. on this very matter, and he confirmed the ruling which
the Deputy Speaker has just made, requesting that I be suitably careful in my remarks,
which I am certainly planning to be.

The member said he warned to be suitably careful in his remarks.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I can understand members wanting the Leader of the Opposition to
go and get his own job, but I have been trying to call for order for quite some time, and the
Leader of the Opposition does have the floor.
Mr MacKIhJNON: It is quite clear where the competition for jobs is -- it is on the front bench
over there, with the Deputy Leader --

The SPEAKER: If the member is going to be provocative, I am not going to give him
protection.
Mr MacKINNON: -- being asked dorothy dix questions in order to get a question in
Hansard, which is the only way the Deputy Premier can get a run. He is a lame duck if ever I
saw one. The Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment has dorothy dix questions
asked of him every night because nobody else will ask him a question. Other Government
members are changing their glasses and doing everything they can --
The SPEAKER: Does the member think it would be reasonable of me to ask him to address
his remarks to the motion before the House?
Mr MacKINNON: I find it strange in the extreme to blame the media -- as the Premier and
the Minister for Local Government do -- for these very carefully considered remarks, bearing
in mind that the speech made by the member for Perth took him at least a week to prepare.
The member for Perth said, "More specifically, I want to talk about manipulation of planning
and development control by powerful interests." I remind members of the Premier's
comment tonight: 'The member for Perth performed a valuable function for this Parliament."
Mr Brian Burke: I agree with you.
Mr MacKJJNNON: Does the Premier agree with the comment made by the member for Perth
that there is manipulation of planning and development control by powerful interests in the
City of Perth?
Mr Brian Burke: I certainly agree it is very odd to have people declaring an interest and then
staying in the room to debate the issue.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier will not answer the question. Does he support those
remarks?
Mr Brian Burke: I think it is very strange.
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Mr MacKINNON: I would go and put my bead back under the blankets if I were the
Premier, because he is not even prepared to answer the question.

Mr Brian Burke: I cannot cope any more; you have beaten me. I am running off.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier is running away because he will not support the member for
Perth and will not support the comments made by him.

I ask again: Will this mickey mouse inquiry that is being set up by the Government examine
this very serious allegation made by the member for Perth? The process of log rolling -- that
is, I will vote for your project if you will vote for mine -- is apparently quite common. Does
the Premier -- who is now absent from the Chamber -- support that tenet? Does the Premider
support the claim that there is log rolling in the City of Perth? The only place where the logs
are roiling is on the other side of this Parliament. There is a whole group of logs over there.

Let us go on to the most interesting quotation of all, bearing in mind again that the speech
was very carefully put together, the member for Perth having discussed the contents of his
speech with the Speaker prior to delivering it. Bearing in mind of course that the Minister for
Local Government blames the media, as my colleague the member for Karrinyup said
previously, for all of these claims of corruption, we should remind ourselves again of what
the member for Perth said. He said --

Since Perth is the capital city and since developments here are often of a large scale,
detracting from the amenity of the city centre to the detriment of all Perth residents
and all the residents of the hinterland, action is urgently needed to rid the city of this
manipulation and corruption.

He then went on to say --

I use the word corruption advisedly for it is easy to make unfounded allegations. I
believe, however, that a definition of corruption which reads as follows: "Action by
individuals that subverts legitimate public objectives for private advantage', clearly
applies in this instance.

They are carefully considered comments. I ask the Premier again whether he supports these
further comments by the member for Perth. The member for Karrinyup interjected, "Are they
all corrupt?" The member for Perth replied --

I did not say that. I said that the city planning committee was dominated by powerful
interests which manipulate processes to their own advantage.

The member for Perth was condemning every single member of that committee of the City of
Perth. Does the Premier support that comment? Does the Premier believe that the city
planning committee was or is dominated by powerful interests which manipulate processes to
their own advantage? They were carefully considered comments which the Premier now
refuses to endorse. The member for Perth sits up the back, plaintively saying, "The Premier
supports me." That is not what the Premier said tonight; the Premier said, "You have made a
mistake." The member has made a mistake all right.

Mr Brian Burke: Why do you have to use me to threaten the member for Perth?

Mr MacKINNON: I thought the Premier was the leader of this Government -- or is that not
true? Would the Premier like to answer the question? Does he believe that the city planning
committee is dominated by powerful interests?
Mr Brian Burke: I do my very best to support all of the members of the Government.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier will not answer the question. He will not face up to that
issue and put on the record clearly whether or not he supports that statement. Does he accept
or deny it?

NU Brian Burke: You are a very hard man.

Mr MacKINNON: Ilam not hard. All I am asking for is a simple yes or no. Yes or no might
be pretty hard for the Premier, I admit. It is very difficult for the Premier to face up to the
facts. What the Premier and the member for Perth are doing by that statement is condemning
each and every member of the planning committee of the City of Perth, who are entitled now
to have their names cleared by a Royal Commission. Those people include Mr John Gregory
Bissett. Was he one of the people the member for Perth was saying was one of the planning
committee members being dominated by powerful interests?
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Dr Alexander. Is that the past planning commnittee or the current planning committee?
Mr MacKINNON: It is the one I was provided with by the City of Perth today.

Dr Alexander I was referring to the 1982-85 planning committee.

Several members interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister for Planning seems to want to denigrate and attack the City
of Perth at every turn. The list was provided by the City of Perth on 11 November.

I ask the member for Perth whether Mr Roderick Philip Evans was a member of the
committee.

Dr Alexander I was referring to the t982-85 planning committee.

Mr MacKIhJNON: So Mr Roderick Philip Evans was a member of the commnittee and the
member for Perth's answer to the question is yes? He was one of the people dominated by
powerful interests. Was Charles Francis Hopkins a member of the comminittee then?

Dr Alexander: I thought you had the list. I do not have the list here.

Mr MacKINNON: The member for Perth made the speech and now wants to run away from
it.

Dr Alexander: No, I do not.
Mr MacKINNON: The member for Perth said, "I said that the city planning committee ... -

there were no qualifications; the speech was very clearly thought out.

Mr Clarko: He did not say the year.
Mr MacINNON: He said that the city planning committee was dominated by powerful
interests which manipulated processes to their own advantage. The point now is that the
member for Perth said tonight to the Parliament that every member of that committee at that
time was referred to then. So each and every one of those members of the planning
committee at that time was condemned. The inquiry which the Government has established
will do nothing whatsoever to clear the names of the members of that committee. T'hat is the
very least they are entitled to. The member for Perth, having besmirched each and every one
of those people, having damaged irrevocably their reputations in the community, now has the
temerity to sit in here like one of those laughing clowns at the show and think it is funny. I
do not think it is funny at all to hide behind the privilege of Parliament and attack those
people in the savage and malicious way he did.

I am not surprised that the Premier wants to disown the member for Perth. I am not surprised
that the member will be thrown off the deep end by the Government, because I would want to
do exactly the same thing if anybody on this side of the House had said the same thing about
those people in such an unprincipled way.

How will the inquiry address the Press statement of the member for Perth dated 8 November
in which he savagely attacked the staff of the City of Perth? Will this mickey mouse inquiry
address that issue? No, it will not. What did the member for Perth say on 8 November? He
said --

The Council data has been distorted to suit their own ends.

That is what the member for Perth said; but what did the Minister say?

Mr Pearce: I said it was rigged.

Mr MacKINNON: I am pleased to see the Minister admits that on the record.

Mr Pearce: And I'll tell you what -- a prominent academic rang me and told me exactly how
they rigged it, too.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister for Planning says about the City of Perth that Reg Dawson,
the most senior public servant in local government in this State, had rigged the figures.

Mr Pearce: I did not say it of him, I said it of the council. The council rigged it; that is the
truth.
Mr MacKIN4NON: He said that Reg Dawson, the most senior public servant in local
government in this State had rigged the figures because it was Dawson who released the
f Igures.
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Mr Pearce: He released them but he did not prepare ten. They were prepared on certain
instructions you are not aware of.

Mr MacKINNON: As the senior public servant he was responsible for the preparation and he
released ten. It is the Minister for Planning who says that the figures were rigged. This
Minister cannot help his hatred of the City of Perth.

Mr Brian Burke: Why would he hate the City of Perth?

Mr MacKINNON: Because it stands in his way when he wants to do things. It is as simple
as that. But I was not talking about the Minister for Planning. In fact it was the Minister for
Local Government who was the poor bunny who had to carry the can. They could not rely
on the Minister for Planning to do it; they had to get the Mintister for Local Government to do
it. The member for Perth said that the council data had been distorted to suit their own ends;
the Minister for Planning has said that the figures were rigged. What did the Minister for
Local Government say in Parliament last night about those figures?

Mr Brian Burke: Give us three choices.

Mr MacKIN4NON: The Premier is not intelligent enough to make the choice. He said,
'Whereas the Press reports told us of allegations of corruption, the speech did not make
specific allegations" -- I am sorry, that is the wrong statement.

Mr Brian Burke: I told you to give us three choices. You will get it right even if we don't.

Several members interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: We are all human, we all make a mistake. Let us see whether the
Minister for Local Government and the Minister for Planning laugh after we compare the
statement that the figures were rigged with the statement by the member for Perth. These
were the words of the Minister for Local Government.

The SPEAKER: Order! Order! I think I have probably achieved my aim.

Mr MacKINNON: We should bear in mind the comments of the member for Perth that the
only way this can be explained is by a desire to play down the significance of development
where planning rules have been bent to suit vested interests, and his comments on 8
November that the council data had been distorted to suit their own ends. We must also
remember the comments of the Minister for Planning that the figures were rigged. The
Minister for Local Government said in his statement --

Differences in figures prepared by separate panties can readily occur through to use,
for example, of slightly different definitions of the items under scrutiny. There need
be no intent to mislead for this to occur. However, both sets of figures appear to
suggest that development applications for the period examined were more likely to be
approved --

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MacKINNON: I continue quoting the Minister's statement --

-- or to gain major concessions in cases where interests had been declared.

That is a far different cry from the word "rigged". Does the Minister for Local Government
believe that the figures were rigged?

Mr Can: It does not matter which set of figures was used. They both make the same point.

Mr MacKINON: Were the figures rigged?

Mr Can: They both proved the same point.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister for Local Government will not answer.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you asking whether the figures were rigged or not rigged? I will
answer you.

Mr MacKINNON: All right, were the figures rigged? Yes or no.

Mr Brian Burke: You are asking me whether or not the figures were rigged.

Mr MacKUNNON: Members should listen to the Premier trying to get out of answering with
a yes or no.



Mr Brian Burke: You are asking me whether or not the figures were rigged. The answer is
yes.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier accuses Reg Dawson --

Mr Brian Burke: No, I did not. I just said they were or they were not.

Mr MacKINNON: Reg Dawson is a senior officer of the Perth City Council and the Premier
is accusing hinm of rigging the figures.
Mr Brian Burke: That is not what I said at all.

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, it is.

Mr Brian Burke: You asked me whether or not the figures were rigged. The answer is: Yes,
they were or they were not.

Mr MacKINNON: Who prepared the figures?

Mr Brian Burke: I have a three-year-old son who could knock the spots off you.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier and the Minister for Planning can say whatever they like
about the preparation of the figures; they were released and the person responsible for their
preparation was Reg Dawson. The Premier said that Reg Dawson rigged the figures.

Mr Brian Burke: No,!I did not. You asked me whether the figures were rigged or not --

Mr MacKINNON: Who prepared the figures?

Mr Brian Burke: You asked me whether the figures were rigged or not --

Mr MacKINNON: The proof of the pudding is here. The Premier and the Minister for
Planning have both said that the figures were rigged and Reg Dawson prepared the figures.
Is the Minister for Local Government now prepared to say that the figures were rigged?

Mr Carr: )Which ones?

Mr MacKll'JNON: The ones the Minister referred to in his statement yesterday when he said,
'Differences in figures prepared by separate parties ...... Were the figures released by Reg
Dawson rigged?

Mr Pearce: They were not released on Sunday, you drongo.

Mr MacKINNON: Well, released on Friday, Saturday or Sunday -- whenever Dawson
released them. Were they rigged?

Mr Can: They make the same point as the member for Perth's figures.

Mr MacINNON: It is interesting that the only person not prepared to say that the figures
were rigged is the Minister for Local Government, who knows how highly respected Reg
Dawson is in this State. The Minister for Local Government is not prepared to prostitute
himself like the Premier and the Minister for Planning in front of the people he is responsible
for administering. The Minister is not prepared to do it. It is very interesting -- the Premier
is prepared to say the figures were rigged; the Minister for Local Government is not.

Mr Brian Burke: No, what I said was that they were either rigged or not rigged.

Mr MacKINNON: The point is that the Minister for Local Government is not prepared to
say that the figures were rigged. The Government is prepared to attack the very integrity of
the officers of the City of Perth -- not the councillors, the officers.

Mr Pearce: That is untrue.

Mr& MacKINNON: That is whom you are attacking.

Mr Pearce: We attacked the council because I know that the council had a meeting on the
Thursday and it laid down the guidelines under which the figures were rigged.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister for Planning can wriggle all he likes because he knows as
well as I do that there was a meeting of the senior local government officials of this city on
Sunday, calling on the Minister for Planning to apologise for his attack on Mr Dawson.
Those people, like the Opposition, have faith in the integrity of the public servants of the City
of Perth and local authorities throughout the State. We do not believe that they would
maliciously rig figures. Why would they?
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Mr Pearce: Because the Town Clerk on the radio with me on Friday conceded that he acted
under instructions on the whole matter.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister is now saying that Reg Dawson was instructed to rig
figures. Is that what the Minister is saying?

Mr Pearce: He was instructed to present them in a way which made them not directly
comparable with the figures --

Mr MacKINNON: Run, rabbit, run.

Mr Cash interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: I thank the member for Mt Lawley for providing me with this article from
The West Australian of 9 November, which reads as follows --

Mr Dawson said he might consider legal action if the two did not apologise.
That is, the Minister for Planning and the member for Perth. The article continues --

'My analysis of the council minute book was compiled without any direction from
councillors," he said.

Is the Minister saying that Mr Dawson is a liar?

Mr Pearce: I am saying that that statement, if it is correctly reported, is not true.

Mr MacKlINNON: In other words, the Minister is now calling Mr Dawson a liar. First he
said that Mr Dawson rigged the figures; then he said that it was not Mrt Dawson who rigged
the figures, it was the Perth City Council which directed him. In effect he is saying that all
the members of the Perth City Council are corrupt. Thirdly, he is saying that Reg Dawson,
the State's most senior local government officer, is lying. AUl of those things were said by
the Minister for Planning.

The mickey mouse inquiry set up by the Government will not answer any of those questions.
It will not answer the allegations made by the Minister for Planning as to whether there was
any such rigging of the figures, as both he and the Premier claim there was. They both said
the figures were rigged --

Mr Brian Burke: Hang on a second, I said that the figures were either rigged or not rigged.

Mr MacKINNON: And the Premier said, "Yes, they were", and this inquiry will not
determine whether that is the case. However, a Royal Commission would -- a Royal
Commission which is backed up by an Act of Parliament that would give it the proper
powers. Given that the Government has set up a conmnittee, composed primarily of
Government officers, what will happen if it wants to make any inquiries into pecuniary
interests and somebody refuses to go along with that inquiry? Absolutely nothing. But the
full. force of a Royal Commission would ensure that all the evidence was presented, that all
witnesses attended and that the penalties applied appropriately as outlined in the Royal
Commissions Act of 1968. A Royal Commnission is the only way that we could now get to
the truth of the very serious allegations now levelled by the Premier and the Minister for
Planning, not the member for Perth. That is, that the figures were rigged and that Reg
Dawson was instructed by the councillors of the City of Perth to rig the figures, and,
according to the Minister for Planning, that a senior of the Perth City Council was a liar.
Those matters could be cleared up by a Royal Commission which could then also examine all
of the other matters referred to by the member for Perth. I would remind the House that the
member for Perth did not make those comments in the heat of the moment; he made them
after preparing a speech over many weeks.

Dr Alexander: How do you know how long I worked on it?

Mr MacKINNON: Because the member said so in his speech.

Dr Alexander: I did not say "many weeks." Absolute nonsense. I referred to the question of
sub judice, not the speech.

Mr MacKINNON: The member consulted the Speaker to make sure that what he said was
okay in terms of the court case, and he said very carefully that he did not use the word
"corruption" lightly. He said that he used the word "corruption" advisedly; that is what the
member for Perth said. Not one of those allegations in his speech of 17 September will be
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cleared up by this clayton's inquiry that has been set up; and not one of the serious
allegations levelled by the Minister for Planning and the Premier tonight will be cleared up
either. There is only one course of action that any reasonable or responsible Government
should take -- that is, to order a Royal Commission to clear the matter up once and far all. As
the member for Karrinyup said, the matter will not go away; it will fester and grow until such
time as it bursts and some action then will be inevitable. The Royal Commission moved by
the member for Karrinyup has my total and unequivocal support.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga -- Premier) [8.50 pm]: I do not suppose many of us in this
place have heard two such disappointing contributions in support of something the
Opposition would have us believe is a serious matter. The absurdity of the central
proposition put by the Opposition is clear to everyone. The Opposition maintains there is no
truth in allegations it believes the member for Perth made. The Opposition believes he has
not supported those allegations -- those the Opposition says he has made -- with any
evidence, and on the basis of the Opposition's saying there is no substance to the allegations
and no evidence to support them, it concludes it is necessary to have a Royal Commission.

In other words the Opposition's central proposition is that there should be a Royal
Commission into the absence of any support for allegations which the member for Perth
maintains, rightly or wrongly, he has not made.
Mr MacKinnon: To clear the names of all the people involved whom he has besmirched.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the absurdity of the central proposition put by the Opposition.
The next logical step from that glaring absurdity is this: That the Opposition wants to carry
out a witch-hunt rather than a substantial inquiry into matters that are serious and have been
raised by the member for Perth. Confronted with the glaring absurdity of that central
proposition that there should be a Royal Commission into something the Opposition does not
believe -- it says an allegation was made by the member for Perth and he maintains he did not
make the allegation of which the Opposition complains, but they both agree, as does Dr
Forrest, that whether or not that allegation was made, there is no evidence to support it.

So the glaring absurdity is that the Opposition should put forward a call for a Royal
Commission into that proposition. The next logical step to be taken is to see why the
Opposition maintains that there needs to be a Royal Commission. The reason is quite simple;
it is a not uncommon reason for Oppositions in seeking their own political advancement to
maintain propositions that sometimes defy justification or explanation. Quite clearly the
Opposition wants a witch-hunt while the Government is trying to address serious and
substantial matters. The Government will not be deterred by members of the Opposition
from addressing the two serious issues we believe the member for Perth has raised.

Mr Cash: Tell us about Baymis Ugle.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will tell the member for Mt Lawley about Baymis Ugle. I have a
feeling that in the years that unfold while I set a record for being Premier for the longest
period in the State's history I will have plenty of time to tell the member about Baymis Ugle
and lots of other things. Let me first tell him about the motion before the Chair.

The next logical step from the absurd proposition his side puts is to the conclusion that they
want a witch-hunt and that they do not want serious questions addressed as to the nature of
the financial interests provisions of the Local Government Act or the planning procedures of
the Perth City Council. The member for Perth raised serious mailers that warrant the
Government's attention. Those serious matters on which we are going to act surround firstly
the question of the financial interests of members of local governiment when they debate and
decide issues that involve their own interests.

As we have said repeatedly, leaving aside the argument we can have until the cows come
home about what the member for Perth meant when he made certain statements -- members
opposite can argue that they understand it to mean something, and we can argue that we
understand it to mean something else -- the area in which we should not be taking issue is that
which addresses the financial interests of councillors confronting issues in which they may be
involved.

As the Minister for Local Government has clearly said, we will inquire into and review those
provisions of the Local Government Act which touch upon the financial interests of
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councillors in local government bodies. For example, the member for Perth has quite rightly
raised the spectre of whether counciliors who declare an interest should remain in the room
while the issue in which they declare an interest is debated.
Presently at the City of Perth councillors remain in the room after declaring an interest. If at
the town planning committee meeting, as has been the case in the past, four, five, or six
members of the committee declare an interest in an issue and remain in the room and debate
the issue, how genuine is that debate or the conclusion at which it arrives? How would one
feel as a disinterested councillor if one was in the room with five or six colleagues, one of
whom was the IL.ord Mayor, all having declared an interest and all contributing to the debate?
Would members think that was a situation in which there might be some sort of feeling on the
part of councillors that they were constrained from speaking their minds? I do not know.
Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition has the mental toughness and personal courage to
always fly in the face of that sort of intimidation. Perhaps lesser mortals would feel a touch
intimidated if they knew the issue being debated was one in which five or six colleagues who
were present and contributing to the debate had declared an interest. That is one thing we
will inquire into and review.
We are also keen, as a result of the serious matters raised by the member for Perth, to decide
whether councillors should provide more detail and scope about the nature of the interests
they declare. I think the member for Karrinyup said this was something which probably
required attention. What sort of detail is appropriately declared when a councillor decides he
has an interest he should publicise? We also need to address as a result of the member for
Perth's speech the question of the greater availability to the public of the declaration of
interests. Should the interests book be available to the public at any time? Should councils
be required on an annual or biannual basis to advertise in the Press the fact that on these
issues, when the issues are listed, certain councillors declared an interest?
That is one of the things that should be inquired into, and it is an area of review we will be
attending to. We need to know whether there is a complete and up-to-date, regularly updated
register of financial interests.
Mr Cash: Excuse me, we heard all this the other day.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is right, and members are hearing it again now.
Mr Cash: The Minister for Local Government has runi through this.
Ms BRIAN BURKE: Members opposite are getting it again now.
Mr Cash: Are you saying we did not understand it the first time or it was not recorded?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is par for the course that members opposite would not understand it.
If they heard it three or four times there is a chance they might understand it, but they would
not if it was less than that.
The next thing we think should be looked at is that which was referred to by the Minister and
the member for Karrinyup when he spoke -- the possible rotation of councillors. The
member for Karrinyup does not think it is a good idea.
Mr Clarko: It is absolute nonsense.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Perth clearly pointed out that the absurd situation can
be reached in which a significant number of councillors on a committee declare an interest
and serious questions then have to be asked about whether the commidttee can continue to
operate. The Government believes there are situations in which the numnber of councillors
declaring an interest is large enough to bring into question the ability of the committee to
operate. That then brings into question whether there should be a rotation of councillors on
commnittees.
Opposition members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Lawrence): While there is a break in the proceedings, I inform
members that I have been very tolerant of the constant refrain coming from the Opposition
benches. It is difficult for me to hear the Premier above the continual interjections.
Mr Clarko: There was no objection when the Leader of the Opposition was making his
speech and the Premier prevented him from speaking by interjectinig.

5667



5668 (ASSEMIBLY]

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for Karrinyup to take notice of my
ruling.

Mr Cash: Why don't you get on with it? Other members wish to speak on this matter.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to do everything the member for Mt Lawley tells me to do.

MW Cash: Move along then. We want evenhandedness, too.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Do not blame me, then.

Mr Clarko: You were the main interjector during the Leader of the Opposition's speech.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not stopping the member from interject ing. I like his interjecting.

That then raises the general question of whether there should always be a Muf complement of
disinterested members on the town planning commnittee when an issue is decided.

Mr Cask: Has the Local Government Association approached the Minister on this matter?
Your ignorance of these matters is often absolute by the way you speak, but you are trying.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do my best. The member for Mt Lawley should understand that very
few people have his capacity.

Mr Cash: [ thank you for recognising that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to encourage the member.

That raises the general question of whether there should be a full complement of disinterested
councillors attending a committee meeting at any time. We think that should be inquired into
and, if appropriate, changes should be made to the Local Government Act.
After taking the very significant matters raised by the member for Perth, what has the
Government decided to do? It has decided to appoint a commnittee to carry out an inquiry and
recommend changes that will flow naturally from its findings, which committee will
comprise a Crown Law Department representative -- I know that the member for Kanrinyup
referred to these people as cronies of the Government --

Mr Clarko: I did not.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought the member did. It will also comprisc a member of the
Department of Local Government, who would chair the inquiry, and a nominee of the
associations of local government. I do not know what is wrong with that. I suppose it can be
criticised for not going far enough, but we certainly cannot be criticised for doing the wrong
thing. Even Mr Dawson, about whom we have spoken so much tonight, indicated the inquiry
was warranted but did not go as far as it should. That is what I understood him to say.

No-one is arguing about what is proposed. I suppose the argument is that what is proposed is
not far-reaching enough. I suppose the Opposition can put that argument and I can say what I
said at the outset -- that is, that there is a fundamental absurdity about the Opposition's
central proposition, and that absurdity is followed by the logical step to the conclusion that
the Opposition seeks not a substantial inquiry to right any wrongs or to change policy, but a
witch-hunt designed to fur-ther its political ends.

The next thing that is important from my point of view is the question of the planning
procedures of the City of Perth. [ do not know whether the questions that have been raised
about the friction between the Minister and the City of Perth over the old brewery site, the
bus station, or the arguments with the council about other matters from timne to time are
serious questions. However, I do know that difficulties have been referred to by disinterested
parties and there are areas of disagreement that need to be addressed and substantial questions
as to planning procedures touching upon things like car parking, the heights of buildings, the
best way in which the city can be nut for the constituents of the city, and other things that
also need to be addressed. The Government's response to that is to have someone carry out a
complete review of the planning procedures.

Perhaps the Opposition can again argue that we are not going far enough and that we should
be doing something else. However, I do not know how any right-minded person could argue
that what is proposed is not warranted. Most sensible people would say that if a series of
decisions highlights the fact that the council does not seem to have any cohesive or coherent
parking policy -- that is, it is providing parking bays that are three or four times the number
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of those which would not normally be provided wider its own parking policy -- that them
seems to be an inconsistency, and the planning procedures that would permit that
inconsistency need to be reviewed. It may be that, as far as the inconsistency is concerned, it
is justified by the council's decision. It contradicts the planner's advice, that is true, but as Cr
Evans said, the experts are there to give advice, not to make decisions. I can understand and
accommodate that. However, it is strange that the council's planning policy states that there
can be 350 parking bays and the council gives approval for 1 000. I am not saying there is
anything wrong with that; what I am saying is that it is very difficult to discern what planning
principles the council follows if that is the sort of decision-making we are going to see
emanate ftom it.

As a result of the matters raised by the member for Perth, we will review the planning
procedures. We will encourage the Perth City Council to develop a parking policy and we
will encourage it, for example, to look beyond the interests of its own retailers only and
consider the broader interests of the city generally and of the suburban parts of its local
authority area. We will encourage it to look beyond simply a parking policy and to work
with the Government in considering ways in which we might be able cooperatively to relieve
the pressure under which the central city area, the roads that serve it, and the parking places
provided for it are placed by the present policies. We do not think there is anything wrong
with that.

I hesitate to stir up the Leader of the Opposition, but let me try to repeat for him something I
have said to him on four or five occasions and on each occasion he has misunderstood me.
The Minister for Plumning said that subtlety goes unnoticed in tis place. I am beginning to
fear that he is right. When the Leader of the Opposition asked me whether the figures were
rigged. I said to him, "You are asking me whether the figures are rigged and the answer is
yes, they are or they are not." I would not know.

Mr Cash: Oh, come on.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have said that three times.

Mr Cash: You are a lame-duck Premier, but you can claim the honour of being the greatest
twister of words in this House. You are now trying to change the very words that you used
before.

Mr BRIALN BURKE: I may be a lame-duck Premnier, but the Opposition does not call for
anything much more than a lame-duck Premier.

Mr Cash: You are really twisting your words now because you know that tomorrow morning
Reg Dawson is going to be on the phone to you talking to you about your comments.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member should look at his own performance.

Mr MacKinnon: If you don't believe they are rigged, when will you reprimand the Minister
for Planning? He reckons they are rigged.
Mr& BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Opposition does not listen, that is his problem.

Mr MacKinnon: The Minister for Planning said they art rigged.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He may have.

Mr MacKinnon: Do you agree with him?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether they are rigged.

Mr MacKinnon: Now you don't know. You can't have it three ways.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I really have tried.

M~r Cash: I think you are a trier.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Thank you.

Mr Cash: That's not good enough.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It may not be good enough but the member adds to his own stature by
being encouraging of others. I have not been so critical. Tonight, in the most hurtful fashion,
the member for Karrinyup has called me bald.

Mr Cash: If you would look in the mirror, you would find it is probably a fact.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I know it is but it is not an argument to call for a Royal Commission
into the Perth City Council.

Mr Cash: The member for Karrinyup ridiculed you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes.

Mr Cash: Don't you ridicule people?

Mr BRL4AN BURKE:- I have never ridiculed the member for Mt Lawley. I have always built
him up. People ask me about himr and I say, 'He is a nice young chap. Limited, but
pleasant."

Dr Gallop: We cannot take the Leader of the Opposition seriously either -- he is the first to
arrive at a blue movie and the last to leave a keg.
Mr BR1AN BURKE: That makes him a man's man. The member for Victoria Park is having
a bit of a joke. He did not say the Leader of the Opposition is bald, and he was not being
hurtful. The member for Karrinyup has been very hurtful and now he is sorry; he could bite
his tongue for the things he has said.

Mr Clarko: I struggle desperately to think of something good to say --when I find it I will
speak out.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Okay. I have tried to do three things. I have tried to demonstrate the
absurdity of the central proposition --

Mr Clarko: Here he is -- the Deputy Premier.

Mr Bryce: The Opposition could not pull the skin off a rice pudding.

Mr Clarko: You look like a rice pudding.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Karrinyup cannot help himself. He just said the
Deputy Premier looks like a rice pudding. The Deputy Premier has not been nasty to the
member for Karrinyup. What is the matter? Why does the member for Karrinyup go round
making enemies.

Mr Blaikie: What about this corruption?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: You are corrupting the debate.

Mr Clarko: What do you mean by that?

Mr Cash: Is that "official", or "maybe".

Mr BRIA.N BURKE: I have tried to demonstrate the fundamental absurdity in the
proposition that no justification exists for the allegation which we believe the Opposition has
made, and which the Opposition denies having made. However, because there is nio
justification, and hearing the Opposition say it has not made the allegations, we should have a
Royal Commission into that. Secondly, the explanation for that absurd centrality of the
Opposition's proposition is that the Opposition wants a witch-hunt and not the substantial
nature of the action sought by the Governiment.

I have tried to say that the member for Perth outlined serious matters relating to financial or
pecuniary interests, and to the chagrin of the Opposition I listed them. I said I would inquire
into them and review the financial interest provisions of the Local Government Act- I do not
think anyone disagrees that that is a good thing to do. The Opposition says we should have a
Royal Commission as well.
Thirdly, I have tried to say in respect of planning procedures and policies that on a number of
occasions shortcomings have been highlighted. There will be a review into that, and I do not
know what else the Government can do. I do not know whether this debate is the means for
the Opposition to take the opportunity to demonstrate the Government is divided and
somehow there is a major schism between the member for Perth and myself, or between the
member for Perth and the Minister for Local Government. or between the Minister for
Planning and the Minister for Local Government and me. I am not sure whether that is what
the Opposition is out to prove.

The loyalty and support amongst people on the Government side of this Parliament is
doubtless way and above that which is evident in the Opposition benches. As far as the

5670 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 11I November 1987] 67

member for Perth, the Minister for Local Government, and the MinLister for Planning are
concerned, each of them has my full and absolute unqualified support. Each of those
members of this Parliament are better than and have more capacity and ability than any of the
members who sit opposite.
During debate tonight we have seen a desultory performance by the member for Rarrinyup
who largely dwelt on personal abuse; and then - to say the very least -- a very uneven
performance by the Leader of the Opposition, a performance that left a little to be desired in
terms of coherence. In the light of those two contributions we see the Opposition with its
tongue in its cheek pursuing what it thinks is its political advantage.
The Government rejects the motion, and will not bother to emend it or to demonstrate the
Opposition's lacking in the way in which it has framed the motion. The Opposition should
withdraw the motion and join with the Government in addressing the substantial policy
questions outlined during this debate, the questions the Government intends to address.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [9.17 pm]: As the Premier's contribution has quite amply
illustrated, this motion has no substance at all. The Opposition's tactics have not succeeded
yet again. First of all, the only reason for the Opposition's first requesting a royal
commission was that it wanted to clear the names of the Perth City Councillors. Then,
tonight the Opposition brought forward another spurious reason: The Opposition claims the
Government's answer in the form of inquiries was not adequate.
The Opposition has completely neglected the fact that in September I presented to the
Parliament -- although the Leader of the Opposition has made futile attempts to pick it to
pieces -- evidence that has been judged by the Department of Local Government to be
extremely serious. The conclusion to the Forrest report reads -

The evidence he --

He, being the member for Perth --

-- presents in this regard makes a strong case both for reconsidering the way in which
planning and development decisions are made in the City of Perth and for reviewing
the Local Government Act to consider whether wider ranging provisions are required
to ensure that councillors do not benefit personally from their public involvement in
council decision-making-

That is precisely what the announced inquiries will address; on the one hand, the adequacy --
or more accurately, the inadequacy -- of the pecuniary interest provisions of the Local
Government Act, and, on the other hand, the appropriate form of planning procedures for the
Perth central district.
The Opposition fails to distinguish between illegality and manipulation. The member for
Karrinyup has made great play about my use of the word "corruption". The member for
Karriny-up lists himself in Mansard as having the following qualifications: The first is "AE* --
I do not believe it is a formal qualification; I understand it is in aerial excellence but I thought
it might refer to Actors Equity. That is followed by "BA, Dip Ed"'-- the only thing he left out
was "failed". That is followed by "MACE' which I am reliably informed does not refer to
the instrument on the Table of the House but indicates he is a member of thle Australian
College of Education. It must have some dubious standards. One would have expected a
man with the great background of the member of Karrinyup to understand that there might be
more than one widely accepted definition of the term "corruption", but one would be wrong.
The member for Karrinyup said that his only notion of corruption is that of bribery.
Mr Clarko: I did not say that.
Dr ALEXANDER: I understood the member to say that and it is on the record. The other
part of the argument which the member for Karrinyup, neglected to mention is thai there are
alternative definitions of the word "corruption". He has clearly failed to peruse the extensive
literature on the definition of corruption in political science termns. He has failed to read for
example ileidenheimers's treatise on political corruption. In that area there is a widely
accepted notion of public office-centred corruption, that is "the misuse of authority as a result
of considerations of personal gain". That is what!I amn talking about. That is the definition of
corruption I have used and the Opposition has consistently ignored it in a vain attempt to
obscure the issue.
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The figures I used in my analysis are correct and I stand by them. The council's figures
purport to produce a comparative set of data but it is quite clear chat they are not comparative.
A closer look at those figures will indicate why they are not comparative. There is no
definition of categories on the table it presented..

Mr Clarko: Were they rigged?

Dr ALEXANDER: I will not be side tracked, I have already put out my Ness statement.

Mr Cash: Are you saying you do not support the Premider's contention that those figures were
rigged?
Dr ALEXANDER: The figures were rigged, I admit to that absolutely and readily, and I will
demonstrate why. First, no explanation was given as to the categories in this table whereas in
the table incorporated in Hansard a detailed explanation was given of which developments
went into which categories. The council analysis contains no such justification. Secondly,
the council has not defined the criteria used in classifying its developments so we do not
know whether these developments are major concessions, minor concessions or no
concessions in terms I used.

Mr Clarke: What does it matter?

Dr ALEXANDER: It mailers a good deal, as I shall demonstrate. The figures clearly point
to the manipulation of planning by vested interests, aided and abetted by a small but powerful
group of councillors. The figures clearly show that there is a conflict of interest between
private interests and public duty. The figures have been clearly vindicated by the Forrest
report. They indicate that an unduly high rate of concessions were made to developments in
which councillors had declared an interest. That is the matter for concern. The developments
include high-rise offices, hotel complexes, professional offices, housing, warehousing and
retail developments, and they certainly comprise more than the six development applications
included in the council's figures.

The concessions granted to these developments cannot under any circumstances be reduced
to six cases, as the Perth City Council figures suggest. I have outlined the details of these
developments in a previous paper presented at a conference and I seek leave to incorporate a
copy of the table in Hansard.

The mnaterial in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.

(See p S690)
Dr ALEXANDER: My further point is that according to the council, the city planner's
advice was only overturned once out of the 30-odd declarations of interest it identified. I
have copies of minutes of council meetings and I will quote from them to demonstrate that
that conclusion is totally spurious. The first development is the Merlin development to which
I previously referred and I shall read from the minutes of 6 September 1982, which is in the
first 18-month period of the analysis. The city planner stated --

It is emphasised that serious concern is held about the applicants' submission and its
implications in the event the Council supports the modifications and the requested
modifications would provide a safeguard for the developers--

A safeguard originally not approved. It continues --

-- originally approved development Plans as it would protect Withernsea from any
further change in overall planning should the existing approval lapse. Such protection
of planning approval for individual developers is unwarranted and it is a privilege not
available to other City developers or landowners and for the Council to allow the
modifications would indicate preferential treatment for one landowner over another
who may find themselves in similar circumstances.

The development was subsequently approved with those concessions. Case No 2, quoting
from the minutes of May 1982 --

Mr Clarko: Were you on the council at that time?

Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, [ was. This case involved the Elaine Foundation Development and
the minutes state --
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The city engineer advises that without compliance wit a number of conditions and
implementation of some modifications to the City street system the project will cause
unacceptable service levels and during the morning peak period the street system is
already heavily loaded and the traffic generated by the development would create
significant congestion and delays over and above those currently being experienced....
The City Planner is of the view that the condition of delaying the opening time of the
Tenant Car Park would be difficult to enforce and would not be appropriate.

He therefore recommended against that concession. The result is that the concession was
granted and the planner's advice was overruled. These are all applications with declared
interests.

Mr Lightfoot: Were your apprehensions ever minuted?

Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. If the member reads the council records he will see that they are.

Case No 3: North west corner of Milligan Street. Applicant seeks a concessional plot ratio
for apparently providing public facilities. The planner comments --

As the so-called plaza area is totally enclosed with public accessibility subject to the
owner's discretion and benefits the office development generally ... the area does not
warrant consideration for plot ratio bonus and should be assessed as prescribed by
plot ratio definition.

The planner recommends no concession. Council agrees to the concession against planning
advice. An interest had been declared in that development.
Case No 4: 1 am quoting from the minutes of July 1983. The city planner recommended that
in view of --

. . . the intensity of activity generated . . . The proposed markets would certainly
create more activity than the existing Hotel and the aspect of Sunday trading is of
concern in view of the proposed use's proximity to a low-density housing area.

In view of this the planner recommends that the development be deferred, residents be
consulted and the application come back for further consideration. The result was that the
recommendation was ignored, the residents were not consulted, and the application was
approved with a plot ratio 70 per cent in excess of that under the regulations.

Mr Lightfoot: What you are saying is that you are supporting our motion. Is that what you
are saying?

Dr ALEXANDER: No.

Mr Clarko: What was that example called? Was it approval of a market?

Dr ALEXANDER: It was approval of a retail market.

Mr Cash: Where?

Dr ALEXANDER: Victoria Park.

Case No 5 is an application for a professional office in North Perth. I am quoting from the
Town Planning Minutes of November 1982. The planner comments --

The type of consulting room proposed is not included within the range of uses which
may be permitted under either the existing or proposed zoning of the property in
question. In view of the predominantly residential nature of the surrounding locality
it is not considered that there is sufficient justification to support the requested re-
zoning, nor to recommend that Council discretion be exercised --

The recommendation was that the council was not prepared to use discretionary powers.
Result: Planner's advice overruled. It was approved at the next council meeting.

Mr Blaikie: What was the area?

Dr ALEXANDER: That was in North Perth.

Case No 6: This is the November 1982 meeting of the council. It is in relation to an office
block development in West Perth. I quote --
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Council has exercised discretion in special circumstances to approve office buildings
in the West Perth area with reduced setbacks, but it is considered that in this case
there is overall too a great measure of non-compliance . .. The applicant has
produced no written justification for the council to exercise its discretioni to the extent
required.

Recommendation: Do not approve the development. Advise the applicant to revise it. What
happened? The application was approved in the form submitted and the planner's advice was
overruled.

I have documented six cases where development concessions were granted where pecuniary
interests were declared, which totally contradicts the council 's claim that there was only one
case of major concessions where a pecuniary interest was declared.

Mr Lightfoot: Surely you are supporting a Royal Commnission? Surely you are supporting
us?
Dr ALEXANDER: I am not supporting the Opposition. I am certainly not going to vote in
favour of such a tawdry and hypocritical motion.
Several members interjected.

Dr ALEXANDER: The Opposition calls on me to support its motion. I cannot understand
why. A Royal Commission would look at the legality of the situation. What I have clearly
pointed out is that the council used its discretionary power -- there is nothing illegal in that,
but they were favouring developments where declared interests were stated, as I originally
said in my speech on 17 September. It is my opinion -- clearly it is not the Opposition's
opinion -- that planning processes have been corrupted by those practices.

The Government's recommendation is to hold inquiries into the pecuniary interest provisions
of the Local Government Act on the one hand, and the planning powers of the Perth City
Council on the other. That is an eminently wise decision. It deserves full support, not the
scare tactics which the Opposition uses to claim that I have made unfounded allegations. As
I have just demonstrated, those allegations were totally substantiated. I have the data to back
them up.

l am convinced that the council was under the control of that small group of councillors in the
council chamber. I also point out that the figures released on Friday were not approved by
the ful council, they were not even presented to the full council. The council was not
allowed to see those figures. They were taken away and prepared in secret, and no
explanation was offered as to why they differed from my figures. The explanation is that
they have clearly cooked the books in order to downplay the significance of the
developments with declared interest.

Mr Crane: You don't know what to say.

Dr ALEXANDER: I know precisely what to say. The council stands condemned on the
basis of this analysis -- or at least a small group of councillors who manipulate certain
planning development applications to their own advantage.

The Government is saying that, as certain people have manipulated the planning process to
their own advantage, clearly the system needs to be changed so that such manipulation will
not take place so easily. It needs to be altered in two ways.

Mr Crane: In other words, it's corrupt.

Dr ALEXANDER: Corruption in the termns as I have defined it, certainly.

Mr Crane: They cooked the books.

Dr ALEXANDER: They did.

Dr Gallop:. Perhaps they should be reminded of the phrase "justice has to be done and be
seen to be done".

Dr ALEXANDER: The member for Victoria Park makes a very valuable point. In a
handbook accompanying the pecuniary interest provisions of the Local Government Act, it
says that justice should not only be done, it has to be seen to be done. There is widespread
apprehension in the community that in the city of Perth planning processes are being
manipulated to serve minority interests, certainly not the public interest. Pecuniary interest
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provisions and the planning processes of the City of Perth need changing once and for all in
the public interest, not for private interests.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [9.38 pm]: The National Party supports the motion. I will be
brief in giving the reasons why we do.

Quite simply, an allegation of corruption has been made which is obviously damaging to the
reputations of the councillors involved. The Perth City Council itself quite understandably
requested a Royal Commission in order that all the facts could be established and their names
cleared.

The National Party believes tern are only two methods in which the Perth City Council can
be exonerated. One is for the member for Perth to unreservedly withdraw his remarks. The
other is for there to be a full inquiry. It is not sufficient for the Government to rely on a play
on words. Irrespective of whether it is called official corruption, criminal corruption or
simply corruption, the public are aware of the suggestion of corruption as a result of the
allegations made in newspaper reports. T'herefore, I repeat it is important that either it is
withdrawn or there is an inquiry to allow the public to be reassured that everything is above
board. Certainly, there should be no playing around as the Government has done on this
occasion, with the Minister saying to the Parliament in his statement that he had confirmed
that Cabinet had examined the advice prepared by the Acting Secretary for Local
Government and had concluded that no evidence had been presented in relation to official
corruption on the part of councillors of the City of Perth.

In his speech on 17 September, which is reported at page 3 886 of Hansard, the member for
Perth said --

... action is urgently needed to rid the city of this manipulation and corruption.

He goes on to qualify that word by saying --

I use the word corruption advisedly for it is easy to make unfounded allegations. I
believe, however, that a definition of corruption, which reads as follows: "Action by
individuals that subverts legitimate public objectives for private advantage," clearly
applies in this instance.

I say that if someone is using their official position for private advantage, that that is a corrupt
practice. Dr Alexander has made that allegation. Not only that, but a few moments ago he
added to that by saying that the Perth City Council has cooked the books. That is certainly
not a remark that I would like made about me, iff1 were in charge of books. That is another
serious allegation, and the council has been accused of compounding its original error.

It is quite clear that in his comments the member for Perth, far from substantiating the course
decided by the Government, has given strong support to the motion before the House. As for
the report -- and I know that the Minister would expect me to make the comment that I am
about to make -- we really must look at the credibility of any report coming out of the
Department of Local Government.

I have made many substantiated allegations in this House in relation to impropriety by the
Town Council of Albany. One such allegation was that the town clerk had been overpaid for
six months. The Minister had an officer investigate that matter and a report came back that
no overpayment had been made, yet in the meantime the town clerk admitted in open Council
that he had been overpaid for six months and that an error had been made by a 17-year-old
clerk. That gives an indication of the credence that one can give to reports prepared by the
Department of Local Goverrnent.

I hope that the report currently the subject of debate has a bit more validity than the one to
which I just referred, which was useless. Senior officers from the department have told me in
private that there was clearly a mistake made in that report. The Minister has done nothing
about that mailer, even though I have drawn his attention to it. I find it passing strange that
we have a case here --

Mr Brian Burke: You have a bit of a bee in your bonnet about Albany.
Mr STEPHENS: I do not have a bee in my bonnet, at all. Everything that I have ever said
has been factual and has never been disproved. It is very easy for the Premider to attempt to
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denigrate by way of that sont of comment. I have not got a bee in my bonnet. I am trying to
fight for justice for people in that area. If the Prem-ier is not interested in justice, then he
should say so.

Mr Brian Burke: I am interested in justice.

Mr STEPHENS: Thank you. Perhaps the Premier will support me in my attempt to get
justice for people in the region where I live. The Department of Local Government and the
Minister have done nothing about this matter.

Mr Brian Burke: Perhaps my saying that the member has a bit of a bee in his bonnet was the
wrong way to put it -- he has a strong commitment to that particular problem.
Mr STEPHENS: Yes, I do have a strong commitment to that, and to many things. It was my
strong commitment to my principles that saw me resign from Cabinet in 1975 -- the Premier
is not going to criticise me for that, is he?
Mr Brian Burke: No, but you axe taking it too seriously.

Mr STEPHENS: I am not taking matters too seriously. I do not want the Prem-ier, by way of
interjection, denigrating a stand that I have quite rightly taken in the interests of certain
people. If the Premier were the person suffering as a result of bad decisions made by others
he would be the first to stand and make a song and dance about it.
Mr Brian Burke: I spent a lot of time vying to get to the bottom of the matter, too, and what
happened was that when I disagreed with the people who were complaining they said I was
crooked.

Mr STEPHENS: 1 did not hear that, but I have heard it said that the Premier has said,
"Convince Les Smith and you have convinced me." I am certainly of the opinion that Les
Smith was convinced.
Mr Brian Burke: No, that is not right -- they turned on Les Smith as well.

Mr STEPHENS: No, they have not. The group with which I am associated definitely has not
done that. I want to be on the record as saying that I have the highest respect for the integrity
of Les Smith, make no mistake about that.
Mr Pearce: Are you going to refer, even obliquely, to the Perth City Council at any point
during your speech?

Mr STEPHENS: I have been talking about the Perth City Council and my last comments
were an aside. I was provoked into going further by the stupid interjection made by the
Premier. There has been great play made about pecuniary interests. There is nothing new in
this problem as it has been around for some time.
Mr Pearce: The member has not been making speeches about it -- it has taken a new
member, the member for Penth, to bring the matter to the attention of the House.

Mr STEPHENS: if every member of this House rose and made a speech about every
problem that exists the Minister, as Leader of the House, would be the first to complain, so he
should not try that cheap criticism on me. This problem has been widely recognised by
successive Governments, which have considered it and tried to do something about it but, by
raising it in the way it has been raised now, by inferring that there is something improper
going on in the Perth City Council, he is creating a problem in the public mind.
Mr Brian Burke: The member for Perth said tonight that he did not say that they were acting
illegally -- he said that they were using their discretionary powers against the interests of the
city.

Mr STEPHENS: HeI said that they were corrupt. The Minister for Local Government, when
the Premier was not here earlier, acknowledged that irrespective of the way one plays with
words there is a public perception of corruption there. By issuing a report which indicates
that there is no corruption but that there is a problem with pecuniary interests the Minister is
maintaining that idea of corruption in the public perception and that is why there is only one
way to overcome the problem; that is, to have a full inquiry, there is no question about that.

The inference is, of course, not only in relation to pecuniary interests but also the inquiry that
the Minister for Town Planning will provide details of in the near future, and the terms. of
reference it may recommend, that they will decide that these decisions should be made by the
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Govenrment. I feel strongly about this matter, and wonder who will watch the pecuniary
interests of Government members or their advisers if it is being transferred from local
government to Government. I do not know whether anything is being achieved in that
respect. We would be reducing the power and autonomy of local government.

This is in conflict with claims made by the Minister and the Government that they want to
increase the power and autonomy of local government, yet they are setting up an inquiry to
do something quite different.

The second pant of the motion refers to recommending new procedures to allow members of
the public to raise in confidence matters of official corruption and that this Royal
Commission report to the Parliament. In broad terms, that is an idea that the National Party
has advocated for some time. I have suggested previously that we should set up a Standing
Committee on local government in this Parliament. Then, when any such matters arise, the
people concerned can go to that Standing Committee and their matters can be investigated,
either in confidence or in public, as the case requires. Perhaps some of the matters that are of
concern to local government could be thoroughly investigated through the procedure of a
Select Committee. This is one area which the Government would be well advised to pursue.
The way in which this matter has been handled leads me to the belief that we should have an
investigation into a case of conspiracy. I believe that Government members have conspired
to set up a situation in order to create the idea in the mind of the public that it is necessary for
the Government to take over planning in the City of Perth. The Government is not prepared
to do that directly, but it is going to do it obliquely by undermininig public confidence; and it
has done so in this conspiratorial manner. We support the motion.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [9.51 pm]: There is no question, given the remarks made tonight by
the Premier -- and supported by the member for Perth and by interjections from the
Government side -- that we have a clear indication that when the member for Perth rose to his
feet on 17 September to address this House, he had a preconceived idea, a premeditated plan,
to try to destroy the councillors of the City of Perth.

It is my view that the member for Perth is a dangerous and malicious person. That view is
based on the comments that he has made in this House and on the comments we have read in
the newspapers and various reports about this particular issue.

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not think it is appropriate for the member to refer to the
member for Perth in those terms. I do not propose to ask the member to withdraw his
remarks at this stage, but I want all members to remember that we are all required to comply
with the Standing Orders of this House, and some members -- either unknowingly or
deliberately -- are frequently contravening those Standing Orders. No matter how members
may feel about other members of this House, they should not refer to them in these sorts of
terms. I ask the member who is now making his speech, and other members who make
speeches in the future, to be very careful about how they address other members of this place.
Mr CASH: I take the point made by the Speaker in respect of the words that I used, and I
must say that I gave considerable thought to the use of those words, which were certainly not
made in the heat of the moment; they were very deliberate words and were based on the
comments that the member has made in this place and his comments as recorded in various
newspapers in the last few weeks and months.

Members will recall that when the member for Perth rose to his feet on 17 September, he
made it clear to the House that the Lord Mayor of this city, the Right Honourable Michael
Michael, had issued a writ against him and a number of other people. The member said at the
time that the writ had not been listed for hearing in the Supreme Court, and as a result of that,
he made it very clear that he intended to use this forum and the privileges that were conferred
on him as a member of this place to try to destroy both the Lord Mayor and other councillors
of the City of Perth; and I find that totally obnoxious.

I said earlier that I believe that the planning of the member for Perth was premeditated. If
one looks at the evidence in Hansard, and listens to the words spoken in St George's Terrace
and around the City of Perth, and to the comments of the media, one will be able to show that
it was a premeditated act by the member for Perth. The member was not interested in
whether there is corruption in the City of Perth; he was not interested in getting to the bottom
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of that alleged corruption; he was not really interested in planning matters raised by other
members in respect of the City of Perth. The member was only interested in one thing: He
wanted to get even for some of the treatment that he believed he had been subjected to during
his three years on the Perth City Council.

As I have said before in this House, the situation existed where there was so much il will felt
towards the member for Perth that he was battling to get someone to second any motion that
he moved in that council. It was that sont of breeding ground which caused the member to
stand in this House and make the comments chat he made.

Mr Lewis: He is bitter and twisted.

Mr Lightfoot: He is rejection motivated.

Mr CASH: Yes, obviously, if one reads the words that have been printed and if one
understands the sort of treatment that the member for Perth believed he was receiving from
councillors. I do not believe for one moment that the member for Perth was treated any
differently from other councillors, and perhaps it was just his general attitude or demeanour
which caused other councillors not to wish to associate wit him.

They are the facts as I see them, and worse than the fact that it was a premeditated act on
behalf of the member for Pernh, I believe the member for Stirling has just touched on the truth
of this whole planning debacle, which is chat it was the first stage of a well planned
conspiracy which the member for Perth, the Minister for Planning, and ocher Government
members had hatched so that they could take away from the City of Perth the planning
powers which the council now enjoys.

The member for Perth admitted tonight that there was animosity between the Perth City
Council and the Minister for Planning in respect of three projects, the Brewtech proposal for
the old Swant Brewery site; the Perth bus station; and some other planning matters which
have been the basis of discussions between the council and the Minister. Members will be
aware that on each of those issues raised by the member, the council resisted the attempts of
this Government to try to impose its wil on the council, and because of that refusal to buckle
to the whims of Government members, and particularly the Minister for Planning, I say that a
group of people conspired to cause the member for Perth to rise and make the allegations that
he made.

It is clear that the Premier was embarrassed by the situation because when the member spoke
on 17 September, the Premier was in the Eastern States, and as I said to a number of
Opposition members during the member's speech, "The Premier is not going to be happy
about these comments. They are going to severely embarrass the Government. You can be
sure that the only reason that the member for Perth is raising these issues is because the
Premier and a number of other members are not present in this House." They acted behind
his back. I put it to the House that this conspiracy was not just in respect of planning matters
alone; it was also in respect of the leadership of the Parliamentary Labor Party. We all know
that the current Premier is now a lame duck Premier.

Mr Pearce: That is not the truth.

Mr CASH: Now the Minister for Planning wants to interject by saying that is niot the truth. I
have just accused him of being part of a conspiracy.

Mr Pearce: That is not the truth either.

Mr CASH: I am quite surprised by his comment in the interjection that he is trying to deny
that situation.
Mr Clarko: [t may not be true, because he has not switched to contact lenses.

Mr CASH: I do not know about that. I saw a picture in the paper the other day which
showed the Minister for Planning without his glasses. I think at home he probably has some
contact lenses. The white stick was probably in the lounge room.

Mr Pearce: If I did not have my glasses on, I could not have seen the photographer.

Mr CASH: I have said before that I believe the Minister for Planning would make a good
Premier, and I stand by that. [ must also say that I have switched a bit in my support. At one
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stage I supported the Minister for Minerals and Energy, and occasionally I found it within
myself to support the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment.

Several members interjected.

Mr CASH: I take the point. That was a bit much -- ij was extending it a bit far.

Mr Lightfoot: I support the member for Pilbara.

Mr CASH: The member for Murchison-Eyre says he supports the member for Pilbara. That
is at least one vote she will get -- she will not vote for herself.

Mr Pearce: I am very pleased to have your support, and I am sure the Leader of the
Opposition wishes he had your support to the same degree.

Mr CASH: I reaffirm that I believe there has been a conspiracy against the City of Perth. It
was designed firstly to besmirch the councillors of that city and by the comments we have
heard in this House tonight by the Government -- especially by the Premier and the Minister
for Planning -- they have also by design tried to besmirch the senior officers of that council,
especially Mr Reg Dawson.
Within their minds all the time was the fact that they wanted to take the planning powers
away from the City of Perth. This inquiry will probably conclude -- and I believeithat it has
probably already been worked out even though this Parliament has not been told who will
comprise that inquiry -- that the Minister for Planning or the State Planning Commission is
the proper body to administer planning powers within the City of Perth.

Mr Clarko: What do you think the odds are that that inquiry comes up with a finding that the
powers should remain with the City of Perth?

Mr CASH: I would say they are pretty slender. I do not think it will happen because, as I
said, it is part of a conspiracy that was hatched some time ago.

The reason the Minister for Planning and the Government want the powers of planning
within the City of Perth is obviously to push through some projects that they find some of the
councillors at the City of Perth are reluctant to acquiesce to. I think that in itself is a
disgraceful way for planning to be handled in this State. As someone who was involved in
local government for a number of years, although never a principal member of a planning
committee, I know the way in which this Government has treated various local authorities.

I say that planning generally should always remain the domain of local authorities, that there
should always be that local input into the decisions as to whether various propositions are
developed. To bring planning back to a central base to have it directly at the whim of the
Minister for Planning, or the State Planning Cotnmission, or some other small committee,
would be totally inappropriate.

It is fair for members to reflect on some of the comments that the member for Perth made. At
one stage of the game I was absolutely convinced because of the words that he was using and
the various case studies to which he referred that he would support this motion, because it
seemed to me he was the person who alleged there was corruption within the City of Perth
and as a result of that he was pushing for a Royal Comnmission. Certainly the Minister for
Planning has for the last three weeks been walking around Perth saying there should be a
Royal Commission into the City of Perth; yet tonight we have heard by interjection that it is
unlikely that those two members will support this proposition.

I remind the House that this proposition is in fact an opportuity for a Royal Commission to
be established to enable members of the City of Perth and other interested people to come
forward and let that Royal Commission know the way they believe planning matters have
been handled in the City of Perth in recent years. I think the councillors and the officers, and
certainly other developers within the City of Perth, are entitled to that privilege. They are
entitled to clear their names and the inquiry that the Government proposes to have will do
nothing at all to clear the now besmirched names of those people. It is without question a
disgraceful situation.

When the Premier was speaking there was a fair bit of merriment in the House. Quite clearly
the Premier never intended to address the motion before the House. He certainly did not
intend to address the very important and relevant points raised by both the member for
Karrinyup and the Leader of the Opposition. He tried to crack jokes and shift ground, and on
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two occasions at least during the time he was on his feet we saw him twist his position to try
to regain some ground that had been lost earlier in his speech. I have said before that this
Premier is without question the greatest twister in this House, and tonight he demonstrated
that to all who were here to hear it.

As a result of the merriment, and especially as a result of the merriment chat occurred when
the member for Perth was on his feet -- because there is no question that all members in the
House, both on the Opposition and the Government sides, were at one stage laughing in
unison at that member -- the member for Moore decided to write the following verse --

Mr Canr: Oh!

Mir CASK: The Minister for Local Government perhaps suggests by way of his interjection
that this is too serious a subject to be committed to verse. If that is his position now, why was
he laughing and carrying ~on like a hyena when the Premier and the member for Perth were
speaking? He was laughing at them and they are members on his side of the House. So he
should please bear with me.

Mr Cart: All I was indicating was that I have heard enough of his poetry in the past.

Mr CASK: I want the Minister to hear a bit more. I believe this verse is worth committing to
Hansard because it emphasises the merriment expressed on both sides of the House when
the Premier and the member for Perth were trying to make their excuses in respect of this
disgraceful situation. The member for Moore's verse goes --

What a clown is the member for Perth,
Whose bumblings have turned us to mirth.
He claims the council's corrupt,
The books have been cooked,
And the councilors are not foaled, they're just pupped.

[support the motion before the House. It is a serious motion and, because of the comments
of the Minister for Planning and the member for Perth, I expect to see them voting in favour
of it.

MR RUSH-TON (Dale) [10.09 prnJ: The usual experience we have here is that the bigger the
charade by the Premier, the more difficulty he is in. That is his way of turning the debate
away from the implications of the charges made against the Government.

In this case the Royal Commnission should be into the maladministration of planning by this
Government, and certainly not into local goverrnent. I would also bring my colleagues back
to the fact that we are talking about the city council and the intention of the Government to
intrude into planning matters there. [ remind them the Government's intention is to intrude
into planning matters for local government:. that is, not only for the City of Perth. That is a
vehicle by which the Government will seek to get some support. The remarks made by the
member for Stirling and the member for Mt Lawley regarding the conspiracy are consistent
with the argument (have prepared. However, the Premier brought forward some very good
points in the sense that he managed to show his lack of understanding of the administration of
the City of Perth and how local government and planning are administered.

I refer to the Governiment's parking policy. I read with interest a report from the Department
of Transport. It has been some years since the City of Perth was directed by me to come
forward with a parking policy so that the decisions which have been made so readily by this
Government in relation to high-rise buildings and so on could be made. However, the
Government is responsible, not the City of Perth, when it comes to making sure that these
things happen. The City of Perth does not have a confumned parking policy. As far as I am
concerned, this method of controlling that situation, which shows a dereliction of duty by the
Government, is to prevent some of these things taking place. For instance, to allow the high-
rise Palace development and the other developments which are proposed for the old Foy and
Gibson site and the Perth Techinical College site --and with which the Government is heavily
involved -- without a parking policy, is irresponsible. It will lie heavily on the shoulders of
this Government.

Mr Pearce: You should have seen the member for Karrinyup wincing when you suggested
that there should be any interference with the autonomy of local government,

Mr RUSHTON: I am just saying that local government should have a parking policy, and
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that this Government, through the Minister for Planning and Minister for Transport, should
have insisted, as I did, that it should came forward. I gave local government that ultimatumn.
As far as I am concerned, that is what the Government should be doing. However, the
Premier has said that the Perth City Council is totally inconsistent in applying a parking
policy. It does not have a parking policy.

Mr Pearce: Yes, it does.

Mr RUSHTON; I read a report yesterday from the Department of Transport which said, in
effect, that its committee prepared a parking policy which to date the city council has not
endorsed.

Mr Pearce: That is not true. The City of Perth has a parking policy which it is proposing to
vary. The report you are talking about is the relaxation of the present parking policy.

Mir RUSHTON: No, 1 have asked questions about this. If one is to believe that this House
has been given honest answers to its questions, there is no parking policy that has been
endorsed by the Govemnment and the city council at this time.

Mr Pearce: That is untrue.

Mr RUSHTON: The Minister is flying in the face of a report from the Department of
Transport.

Mr Pearce: The Perth City Council has a policy.

Mr RUSHTON: The Minister does not worry about the truth very much.

There should be no need for the debacle which has taken place. Recent events have proven
how much of a conspiracy exists on the part of the Government to hobble the Perth City
Council in planning matters. The Minister meets with his liaison committee -- which I set up
to handle situations like this and to deal with differences that might develop from time to
time --

Mr Pearce: I can tell you it works a lot better now than it used to.

Mr RUSUTON: Apparently it is not working too well when one has the sort of abuse which
is taking place in the public arena at the moment. That committee, which is the Minister's
committee, comprises the Lord Mayor, the Deputy Chairman of the Town Planning
Comnmittee of the City of Perth, and the Chairman of the State Planning Commission --
originally it was the Chairman of the Metropolitan Regional Planning Authority; and that
committee would meet once a month, or more often if necessary, to deliberate and deal with
any issues in dispute. The committee would reach a decision and the individual members
would rely on their own principles to resolve problems. I have been told that the only matters
the Minister talks about when that comm-ittee meets now are to do with the Forrest Place
redevelopment. I do not know how accurate that is but as far as I am concerned, the Minister
obviously has no regard for local governiment or its autonomy. He is just abusing his
position. If the Minister has no regard for local government, he will make the sort of
utterances and attacks on local government that he has made in the past.

The Premier raised the question of how wrong it was that the councillors should remain in the
council chambers when there was a question of their pecuniary interests being involved, If
one looks back through the Local Government Act and its amendments, one will find that the
Burke Government, through its present Minister, reduced the restrictions on the counicillors'
participation in that regard. This Government modified them, and yet the Premier based his
whole case on the question of the integrity of the councillors when he presided over a Cabinet
which decided on those claims.

Mr Carr: That does not mean we should not have another look at whether we were right
when we made those changes.
Mr RUSHTQN: Yes, but this is not the vehicle to use when the Government has local
govemnment under attack. What the Government is conveying to the public is that it does
believe that the Perth City Council has something to answer. That creates the wrong
atmosphere in which to work. There is proof of my belief in the attack on the credibility of
the Lord Mayor, councillors, and staff of the Perth City Council. I believe it is evidence of a
plot by the Governm-ent and the Minister for Planning, which is in three parts. Firstly, it is to
deflect public objections to the Government's autocratic and arrogant planning decisions
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upon the City of Perth; secondly, it is to take fur-ther town planning powers away from local
government, not just the City of Perth, in order to make it easier for the Burke Government to
make quick decisions in its own interests; thirdly, it advances the cause of the Labor Party in
taking over control of the Perth City Council. That is something to which this Government
has committed itself-, indeed the previous member for Perth worked very diligently towards
that. The present member for Perth has been the instrwument of the Minister to deflect public
anger away from the Government.
The proof to support my opinion is that the member for Perth has previously made similar
claims; one can see that by reading through the newspapers of the last few years. However,
this time he has upped the attack and, of course, the Minister for Planning moved in at the
same time and made it a real issue. If there had just been some utterances from the member
for Perth, without being aided and abetted by the Minister for Planning, it is quite likely that
this issue would not have received coverage at all. However, the Minister for Planning
supported the member for Perth and gave his claims validity, making them a front page issue
from that time on. I suggest that the opinions expressed by the member for Perth are not
inconsistent with his beliefs. He is an academnic socialist who believes that town planners'
recommendations should be adopted. He is suspicious of councillors who he believes have
commercial interests, and he believes that they are incapable of making impartial decisions. I
believe the member for Perth has revealed himself for what he is, and some remarks
concerning his attitude have been made tonight. I think he sincerely believes what he has
said. It is obvious that he has been warped in his views by his experiences and I am glad to
say there are not many people who hold views similar to his.

I suggest that the Government and the Minister in particular responded to the moniroring
system which this Government has -- a very expensive and sophisticated method of
monitoring the daily opinions of the public. When they found the Governiment was being
held guilty by the public of making some wrong decisions on town planning issues in the
City of Perth, the Minister for Planning moved in and attacked the City of Perth to deflect
onto it the blame the Government was receiving. The City of Perth is vulnerable; its
members are elected personnel, and they make decisions every day, and their work in the
main appears on the front page with the most obvious exposure. They were easy meat for the
Minister for Planning to make claims about their corruption and misdeeds.

Anybody with a reasonable memory would realise that in relation to planning matters in the
City of Perth the Government has been the organisation which has inflicted some amazing
decisions. Firstly, it took out of the hands of the City of Perth -- the member for Perth should
have regard for this when he talks about people acting improperly -- the planning, transport,
and envirornental requirements relating to the Burswood Island complex. The City of Perth
objected but was overridden, and the Government received a considerable sumn of money
from that development. It has not answered to Parliament for those sums of money, and
when we talk about corruption it is not difficult to sheet home the fact that this Government
has not accounted to the Parliament for all of the funds which passed through its hands.

As far as I am concerned, the Burswood Island complex is on the wrong site. My preference
would be not to have a casino, and without it we would have a city more to our liking and
without the vandalism and corruption we are suffering. However, if the casino were to be put
in the city it should be on the site which is mainly publicly held in the area bounded by
Beaufort, James, and Stirling Streets and the railway. It would have brought life to the city
and it would be a commercial operation. It would not have needed special approval and
consideration for its 24 hours a day operations, bearing in mind that mast other people
operate under restrictions.

Mr Thomas: It would have cost the public purse a bit.

Mr RUSHiTON: It would have cost the public nothing. If the casino had been built there the
redevelopment of the Perth railway station and the public transport system would have been
done by the developers of the casino, and we would not have had that monstrosity of a car
park sitting on top.

Mr Thomas: By building it on publicly-owned land it is a windfall.

Mr RUSHTON: I am suggesting it should have been built on the publicly-owned land to
which I have referred. It is land the Government is going to seUl to somebody in one of its
deals.
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Mr Thomas: You would not get the associated development.

Mr RUSHTON: The golf course at Burswood is a farce; that will be for the privileged. The
hotel is another issue. I repeat that the casino would have been better placed elsewhere. This
was an issue on which the city council was overridden.

Mr Pearce: Explain one thing logically to me. The thrust of your argument is that we are
trying to knock off the City of Perth's planning powers because we have it in for them. If we
are so successful in overriding them, why do we need to knock off their powers?

Mr RUSHTON: Because they are very irritatinig. The meason the Minister is trying to knock
them off is that the public has woken up and is blaming the Minister for the high-rise
buildings. They think the Minister is a hypocrite to trnm around and accuse the city council
of doing things he has done himself. The Palace Hotel Development with the R & I Bank
which did not want to be there and had it thrust upon them by this Government --

The SPEAKER: Order! I have been reading the motion before the House, and while there is
no doubt you are speaking about planning matters I have a little doubt in my mind that you
are actually speaking to the motion. The motion calls on the Government to appoint a Royal
Commission. I strongly suspect that with your vast experience in this place you are about to
relate whatever you are saying to the motion.
Mr RUSHTON: I am making the claim, and supporting it, that thi Government is in a
conspiracy and is plotting to impose its will on the city council to remove its planning
authority and powers, and we are seeking a Royal Commission to investigate that situation.
This Government and this Minister in particular have made charges against the city council
and said that the reason for taking away those powers --

The SPEAKER: That is not what this is about.

Mr RUSHTON: It is related to the fact that the Minister is a party to the claim of corruption
in the city council. I am making the point that the things the Government has insisted on
being party to, and it was referred to in the Sunday Times a few weeks ago, are the Burswood
Island development, the Palace Hotel development, the Foy and Gibson development, and the
Technical College site. These are all matters in which the Government has been involved and
the Minister has the temerity to make charges against the city council that it is the one which
has agreed to special conditions. These developments have been imposed on the city council
by this Government

Mr Pearce: That is untrue.

Mr RUSHTON: The worst thing that has happened under this Government is that it has not
ensured there is a parking policy to accommodate these developments before they are
approved. The Government has been neglectful and the Royal Commission should be
looking into the Government and the malpractices that have taken place.

Mr Pearce: Are you going to move an amendment to that effect?

Mr RUSHTON: No. I am going to support the motion before the House because I think the
Perth City Council is fuly entitled to gain relief from the slur placed upon it by the remarks
tonight of the Premier and the member for Perth. Even tonight he was saying that they were
cooking the books and engaging in malpractices.

Mr Pearce: You are saying there is no truth in the allegations against the Perth City Council,
so there is no need for a Royal Commission; however, theme is a need for a Royal
Commission into the Government, so you are proposing to vote for a Royal Commission into
the Perth City Council. It is a stunning speech!

Mr RUSHiTON: I refer the Minister to part (b) of the motion which deals with new
procedures to allow members of the public to raise in confidence matters of official
corruption. They would come streaming in making claims against --

Mr Cr Can you repeat what sort of corruption that was?

Mr RUSHTON: It refers to official corruption.

Mr Carr I thought it was some peculiar thing we dreamed up. It's yours, is it?

Mr RUSHTON: They would have to substantiate their claims. They would come forward
and the Government would have to answer their submissions.
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There is a conspiracy and a plot by the Government to reduce the powers of the City of Perth.
The Government is also attacking local government. The inquiry being set up leaves the
public with the impression that the City of Perth still has something to answer for, whereas
the Government has a vehicle to solve any problems and if the Minister were doing his job he
would have used his liaison committee to resolve any problems with the City of Perth. He
has not done that. He is neglectful of his responsibility and duty, and he should explain why
he has not used that vehicle. The issue I would take up with the City of Perth, speaking from
personal experience, is the parking policy, and I would insist on its being confirmed and
announced at an early date. I believe the Government has been neglectful because it has not
seen that through.

I suggest that the people that the Government intends appointing to the inquiry will come up
with nothing new and will not do anything more than could have been done in a more logical
way. [ am concerned that the Government will require the local government association to
submit a panel of names of people to be appointed to the inquiry.

Mr Canr: If you read the statement you will see that it says "nominee".

Mr RUSHTON: It is good to have that clarified. I believe the inquiry should not be set up as
proposed by the Government. The Government is running away from the issues. It has left
the councillors of the City of Perth under a cloud. None of us in this House would want our
integrity attacked in the way this Government has attacked the councillors of the City of
Perth.

MR CARR (Geraldton -- Minister for Local Government) [10.32 pm]: The Government
rejects the Opposition's call for the setting up of a Royal Commission. When one considers
what has been put up tonight by the Opposition, and the high profile of this issue, the
Opposition's performance has been weak. It has not presented any arguments at all in
support of its case.

Let us consider the case the Opposition should have presented to justify the establishment of
a Royal Commission. We appoint Royal Commissions when we want to investigate a
specific allegationk or to examine a legal question. We also appoint them if, after the making
of an allegation, we are attempting to determine the guilt or otherwise of a person. We
appoint them to consider the appropriateness of the laying of charges following allegations
made.

Let us consider now what has been put forward tonight. No specific allegations of breaches
of the law have been made. At no stage throughout the time that this matter has been debated
publicly has there been any specific allegation of a breach of the law that would warrant an
investigation. No prima facie case has been made and no evidence has been presented
regarding a specific allegation. I suppose we could argue that, even if specific allegations
had been made, the police have the power to investigate those allegations. Nothing presented
tonight or in this debate warrants the setting up of a Royal Commission.

Royal Commissions should be set up only for the reasons I have mentioned and should not be
used for fishing trips or for witch-hunts. It appears to me that that is what the Opposition
would like to see happen in the hope that something turned up that would give some credence
to its argument. That is the wrong approach to take for the setting up of Royal Commission
or an official inquiry.

As Minister for Local Government I frequently receive requests to set up these sorts of
inquiries. I receive approximately one request a week because I am told that something is
wrong with such and such a shire and there should be an inquiry. While we always examine
the complaints to see whether there is a need for a full-scale inquiry, in many cases no
arguments are presented to warrant such an investigation.

[ make it clear that I will not be a party to the setting up of a Royal Commission or a witch-
hunt in the hope that something might turn up to publicise the Opposition's claims.

I reject the term "whitewash" which has been used consistently to describe the Government's
decision. It is peculiar that that term should be used when no evidence has been presented in
relation to the allegations. If a clear allegation had been made and some evidence provided to
back up the allegation, and a report of an inquiry stated that there was no reason to believe
the allegations, that could be called a whitewash. However, as I have said, no evidence has
been presented of breaches of any law. I therefore do not see how the Opposition can refer to
the Government's decision as a whitewash.
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The Opposition has claimed that the Government has been inconsistent in its dealings with
this matter. I have been most consistent in my actions and statements throughout this
controversy. The Opposition has adopted a different position. Last night, in this House,
there was an exchange during question time about comments made by the member for
Karrinyup, the Opposition's spokesman on local government, at the beginning of the dispute.
it is true that the member for Karrinyup and I quickly arrived at the same conclusion at the
beginning of the issue. However, I have maintained my position throughout the debate and
the member for Karrinyup has changed his dramatically. In case anyone is in doubt about the
Opposition's position at the beginning of this issue, I quote from Hansard at page 4057 when
the member for Karrinyup said --

I don't think there are any specific allegations that could possibly measure up to the
allegations reported. I would like to know why you specifically decided to do it.

That indicates the Opposition has changed its position dramatically and that I have been
consistent throughout the debate. The advice from the Acting Secretary for Local
Government also confirmed that view. While I am speaking about that advice I would like to
put it into context. It has been given the highfalutin name of "the Forrest report'. That
conveys the connotation that the Acting Secretary for Local Government undertook a very
detailed inquiry. What happened was that the Acting Minister for Local Government referred
the transcript of the member for Perth's speech to the Acting Secretary for Local Government
for advice to the Minister. The paper that came back was advice from the acting
departmertal head to the Minister setting out whether there needed to be a further inquiry
concerning comments that were made by the member for Perth. The advice contained three
points: Firstly, it was quickly identified that there were no specific allegations of breaches of
the law;, secondly, that pecuniary interests problems did exist and should be examined; and,
thirdly, that planning problems existed and should be examined. I was pleased to announce
the Government's position yesterday because it was the position I had adhered to all along.

I now wish to comment on the original address given by the member for Perth. I believe that
the failure of many people to understand what he was saying has been the core of the
problem. Many people failed to distinguish between specific allegations of corruptions on
the one hand, and criticisms of a system skewed in favour of particular sectors on the other
hand. By that I mean that the system was skewed in favour of proposals before the council in
which councillors had declared an interest. Let there be no doubt that the record clearly
shows that there was a skewing of approvals in favour of proposals where a declaration of
interest had been made.
While I will not get into an argument about which set of figures was rigged or whether the
truth is somewhere in between, it is clear that both sets of figures make the same point -- that
is, that there was a skewing in favour of proposals where a declaration of interest had been
made by councils. The council's figures show that in 19 per cent of cases major concessions
were granted where a declaration of interest was made, against a figure of 3.6 per cent where
no declaration of interest was made. We have the situation where only three per cent of
refusals made are where councillors declared an interest, and 32 per cent where councillors
had not declared an interest. Clearly a problem exists which reflects on councillors and needs
to be addressed. No-one can back away from the concern which arises from those figures,
but that does not mean corruption. Corruption as per the definition in the Local Government
Act, or corruption as 99 per cent of people in the commnunity understand it, would exist when
evidence showed that bribes, payments, or favours were given. Nothing has been brought
before the Parliament to indicate this, and in the absence of any such evidence we cannot
draw the conclusion of corruption. However, this does not lessen the fact that concern exists
about the skewing of these results. The only way that sort of situation could be defined as
corruption is in the terms of the definition given by the member for Perth in his address to
this Parliament.

In all honesty the member for Perth's definition is not one I would use, and I wish he had not
used it. His definition was that corruption is an action that subverts the legitimate political
objectives. One problem is the difficulty in judging legitimate public objectives. Another
problem is that the definition is not what most people understand corruption to be. While
nothing has been brought forward that fits the term corruption as it is generally understood,
concern has been expressed about the skewing of approval figures.
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Action needs to be taken for two reasons: firstly, to protect the interest of the public, to make
sure the outcomes of decisions made by councils are appropriate to the public interest; and
secondly, we have to consider the image of local governments. When figures show a bias
that problem should be seriously addressed.
It may be quite understandable that a higher proportion of approvals is granted in which
councillors have an interest to declare. As it is not unusual for people who serve together on
councils to become friends, it would not be unnatural at all for the situation to arise where
one councillor declares an interest and the other councillors -- without wanting to show any
bias at all -- are receptive and sympathetic to a proposal put forward by a colleague. That
should not be seen as corruption although that situation needs to be looked at.
The inability to distinguish between corruption allegations and a skewed system is the core of
my recent disappointment with the Press. I do not believe the Press is alone in failing to
make that distinction, Obviously, members of the Opposition still fail to make that
distinction. In political terms, perhaps I was indiscreet to make mention of the Press as I
understand the Press is almost as sensitive to criticism as are members of Parliament. In all
honesty I find difficulty in relating the speech made by the member for Perth to media
reports. Perhaps I was at a disadvantage because I did not bear the speech. After reading
reports in the Press and then reading Hansard, the effect was very much an anticlimax.
The Government sees no need for a Royal Commission and rejects the proposal put forward
by the Opposition. Notwithstanding that, I have regrets arising out of the issue, based on
hindsight. First of all, I regret I did not speak out earlier to put the argument into a more
accurate context. I believe I should have spoken earlier and focused on lack of evidence in
relation to section 664 of the Local Government Act. My second regret is that the
Government did not proceed quickly to a decision. Normally I prefer not to mush into a
decision. I wanted considered judgment made on this question, and this was done. Given
that we finally arrived at the correct decision yesterday, I wish that we had made that decision
a month ago.
Mr Cash: The Government would not have had the guts to have a Royal Commission.
Mr CARR: A Royal Commission was never justified. The member for Mt Lawley had his
chance to justify a Royal Commission, and he could not do it.
The pecuniary interest inquiry which I referred to yesterday is a difficult issue without an
easy answer. A fundamental principle is that councillors with an interest should not be
disadvantaged by that interest; but similarly it is equally important that councillors with an
interest should not be advantaged. A perfect system is not available.
The Government made some reforms two years ago. The provisions were made simpler to
understand although substantial changes were not made to nhe philosophy behind pecuniary
interests.
I strongly favour the concept of a register of interests kept in detail by each council and
regularly updated. Other options were canvassed in the statement yesterday in which I
stressed the need to find a system that provides protection both to the public and to the
councillors. To use a hackneyed expression, justice must not only be done, it must be seen to
be done. The expression is true, and we must attempt to accommodate it.
Some reference was made in the media to the point that if we have a register of interests for
local government, we should also have one for State and Federal Govemments. A register
exists for the Commonwealth, and everyone knows that the Government supports the idea of
a register for the State. We have moved in the past to put such a system in place but have
been defeated.
Turning to planning, fundamentally local decisions should be made locally, and decisions that
extend beyond the local scene into regional or State-wide significance should at least involve
State Government participation. To draw the line between the two is difficult. To say the
Scarborough Beach high-rise complex is a local issue would be easy. To say that it is of
concern to the people in the whole region and the whole metropolitan area would be equally
easy. The difficulty is to distinguish between a local issue and an issue of wider concern. No
doubt the central business district of the Perth City Council is an area where most of the
decisions made have an impact of importance beyond the people who live within that council
area.
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Almost all of the things that happen within the central business district are issues of concern
to people throughout the metropolitan area and the State. In that context there is a need for
the State Government to at least have a significant involvement in CBD planning matters.
Some of the issues which arise may be one-off issues but important State Government
policies interact with local policies in the CBD. One example is the question of high-rise
buildings but a better example is parking. The Government has a transport policy which
seeks to enhance its public transport by not encouraging cars in the city. We are faced with a
situation of considerably increased congestion on the roads, and high road and freeway costs,
and we seek to encourage a public transport system. We do not say that people should not
drive their cars into the city but we are trying to discourage them from doing so. In that
situation it is almost disastrous that the Perth City Council policy is providing massive
parking space and has a slogan "Your car is as welcome as you are'. That policy of inviting
cars to the city is disastrous in terms of public transport policy for the whole of the Perth
metropolitan area.

That is a good example of why there needs to be a significant involvement by the State
Government in CBD planning. I emphasise that I am talking about the central business
district and not the whole of the Perth City Council. A case could be made for the central
business district which may not apply to the whole of the Perth City Council. The issue of
planning in the Perth City Council is important enough to warrant a review and I support the
review to be undertaken, following an announcement by my colleague, the Minister for
Planning. The Government is not at all convinced by the arguments put forward and it
considers no case has been made for a Royal Commission. The Government rejects the
motiton.

MR CLARKO (Karrinyup) [10.52 pm]: The greatest accusation of governmental
impropriety is to state that another is corrupt. Thie member for Perth said that the councillors
of the City of Perth have acted corruptly and he used the word "advisedly". My dictionary
states that 'advisedly" means "deliberately". When the member for Perth said that they acted
advisedly, be meant deliberately.

A Government member interjected.

Mr CLARKO: Each time I have spoken on this issue I have taken the trouble of using the
member's definition in order to overcome the problem the member has just raised. If the
member for Perth says he means something different by "corruption" and I did not mention it,
it could be said that I was not giving him a fair go. I have not only used his definition but
also demonstrated that it could have two opposite meanings.

Councillors have been impugned and there is no opportunity for their names to be cleared as
a result of the course of action proposed by the Government. The member for Perth has
made unsubstantiated allegations and those allegations should be examined by a Royal
Commission. He said there had been "manipulation of planning". In one dictionary it states
that "manipulation" means to manage craftily. People who listened to or read that expression
would think it means improper and illegal behaviour. The member for Perth also said that
central city planning had been abused by council decisions and in particular manipulated by
vested interests. We need to reveal what he means by "vested interests".

The member also said that councilors with pecuniary interests were benefiting substantially.
We need to have that matter resolved. Does it mean that councillors of the City of Perth have
had money put in their pockets or various remuneration paid to them to induce them to make
decisions about which developments would be approved by the commnittee? He also said --
this is very serious -- that he had been contacted by people in many different pants of Perth
and from other parts of Western Australia who were similarly concerned that planning in
local authority areas is being manipulated by powerful interests. I have given four examples
of horrendous claims made by the member for Perth alleging corruption and manipulation,
and referring to vested interests and so on with people benefiting substantially. I assume that
telling a person he is a good boy does not come within that category. I shall watch very
keenly when we reach the stage of voting because if the member for Perth is intelligent and
logical, he will vote in favour of a Royal Commission.

Which groups support the selling up of a Royal Commission? The Liberal Party was the first
group to seek this, the National Party supports it, the Perth City Council supports it, and until
Sunday the Minister for Planning supported it in the Press and on television. There were
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rumours chat the member for Perth supported the establishment of a Royal Cormmission. I
have been a member in this place for 14 years and I have never known the media to be so
unanimous in its rejection of this puerile, evasive decision by the Government. Not one
journalist believes the Goverrnent is doing anything but sweeping this matter under the
carpet. No members of the Press Gallery believe that what the Government is doing is
honest. Government members can laugh as much as they like, they are jackanapes sitting in
their strength like the George Orwell characters from Animal Farm. When the Premier looks
at them the loony left all clap and so on. The Press would support a Royal Commission and
it certainly does not believe the Government's actions are right. The local government
association and the EIstitute of Municipal Management believe that a Royal Commission
should be set up.

Is the member for Cockbumn standing on a six-foot ladder? I can see him from here. I cannot
hear the member because he has a voice like a squirrel. He should not speak from that
position. I know he failed to get the brilliant job for the boys at the City of Stirling. It was
intended to put him in charge of the City of Stirling depot but his only qualification for the
job was that be failed to win the seat of Pilbara.

The SPEAKER: Order! I am horrified by this behaviour and I cannot believe it of the
member. It is probably important that I just refer to "the member" so that there is no record
other than chat the horrific behaviour occurred at this time of night. I will not name the
member and perhaps in future he will do it from his seat.

Mr CL.AR.KO: If the member for Cockburn wishes to speak like that --

The SPEAKER: Order! That was not fair. I deliberately did not name the person concerned
and it was not fair of the member for Karrinyup to name somebody else by implication.
Mr CLARKO: Mr Speaker, there is a big difference between your naming someone and my
naming someone, as you will appreciate.

All these people, the Institute of Municipal Management, the public of Western Australia, the
families of those who have been accused of corruption, and those people who belong to the
offices of the Perch City Council will never be satisfied by this pathetic whitewash. What is
the three-man inquiry into pecuniary interest going to say? Is it going to say that people
cannot have a pecuniary interest, or that the only person to serve on a council in future will be
someone whose only possession is a loincloth? There might be merit in leaving the room
having declared one's interest. As I have said, that is what we did when 1 was a councillor.

Mr Peter Dowding: I was a councillor.

Mr CLARKO: Where was the Minister a councillor? What size council was it? How many
people were in that ward? Rotating council committee members is nonsense. That takes
away the right from the council to choose who it thinks is best able to serve on committees.

Several members interjected.

Mr CLARKO: Where has the member been a councillor? What council, if any, has he been
on?

Mr Donovan: I have counselled lots of unfortunates like you.

Mr CLARKO: I accept that, but it was not very clever. Who took any notice of that
counselling? When the member for Morley-Swan was a welfare officer, giving unfortunate
people advice, did they take any notice of him?

The register of interest is another thing that the socialist group opposite would push for.
Nothing outlined in the terms of reference of this committee addresses the allegations of
corruption by the Perth City Council planning committee. We do not know what the terms of
reference will be for the inquiry to determine what changes are appropriate in the planning
procedures of the central business district of Perth. That has not been included in the report.
That is another example of how weak chat report is. The Government has not worked it out
and got its act together. It has been looking at this matter since 17 September and now on
11I November this ragtime band has not worked it out.

Mrs Buchanan interjected.

Mr CLAR.KO: I can tell the member for Pilbara that the price of groceries went up last
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month by 1. 13 per cent in Australia. The figure for Western Australia was higher than that in
any other State. It is nearly twice the level of inflation. I wonder how bad it is in Pilbara.
A Labor member of Parliamnt has said dhat the Perth City Council planning procedures are
corrupt. Thai member has been ditched by his party. He has said in this morning's paper that
the Government is trying to distance itself from him, and he is trying to ditch the
Government, too. We have a whitewash report, and the key people here are trying to distance
themselves from that. Tonight the Minister for Planning has said he has never been corrupt
and is also trying to sidestep the issue.
The only thing that needs immediate resolution is to clarify the muckraking in the Labor
Party. We must establish whether the claims of corruption are true or false. The only way to
discover whether they are true is to establish a Royal Commission. If there is only this
three-man inquiry it will not determnine anything about the Perth City Council; the smear will
continue to hang over it, and as long as it hangs over the council it will hang over the Labor
Party. It is a disgraceful thing which the member for Perth has done. Whether he did it
innocently or deliberately, it was with the advice of the experienced Leader of the House,
who has enough sense to try to distance himself from the member for Perth. We should have
a Royal Commission.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (19)

Mr Btalkie Mr Grayden Mr Maslen Mr Tubby
Mr Cash Mr Greig Mr Mensaros Mr wan
Mr Clarto Mr House Mr Rushton Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Stephens Mr Williams (Tellecr)
Mr Crane Mr Lightfoot Mr Thompson

Noes (24)

Dr Alexander Mr Peter Dowding Mr Marlborough Mr Taylor
Mr Bertram Mr Evans Mr Parker Mr Thomas
Mr Bridge Dr Gallop Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins
Mr Bryce Ms Gnil M~r Read Dr Watson
Mr Carr Mrs Henderson Mr D.L Smith Mr Wilson
Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr P.J. Smith Mns Buchanan (Teller).

Pairs

Ayes Noes

MrCourt Mrs Beggs
Ms Hassll Mr Hill
ir Trenorden MrTroy

Ms MacKinnon Mr Hodge
Mr Bradshaw Mr Brian Burke

Question thus negatived.

House adjourned at 11.08 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
AGRICULTURE

Codlin Moth Outbreaks
2320. Mr EVANS, to the Minister for Agriculture:

How many outbreaks of codlin moth have been recorded in Western
Australia, and what was the date of each outbreak?

Mr GRILL1 replied:
There have been 17 outbreaks of codlin moth recorded in Western
Australia since 1903 --

Albany 1903
Perth - four outbreaks between 1904 and 1913
Katanning 1913
Bridgetown 1915
Caversham 1918
North Dandalup 1924
Collie 1925
Narrogint 1926
Cole 1934
Muilalyup 1951
Nanmup 1951
Bridgetown 1956
A single specimen was found in 1958
All outbreaks were traced to fresh introductions from the Eastern States.

ROTHfWELLS LTD
Liquidity

2334. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Economic Development:
(1) Did Rothwells Ltd run into financial difficulties because of a lack of

liquidity or other causes?
(2) If other causes, what were these causes?
Mr PARKER replied:

I refer the member to my remarks and those of the Premier, in the debate
on Tuesday, 27 October, on this matter.

ROTHWELLS LTD
Shareholders' Meeting

2335. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Economic Development:
When will the necessary shareholders' meetings be held by Rothwelis Ltd
to approve the capital restructuring and the appointment of Mr Tony Lloyd
to the board?

Mr PARKER replied:
The meeting of shareholders to approve the capital restructuring will be
held on 21 November 1987. With reference to the appointment of Mr
Lloyd, I refer the member to the answer to question 2315.

* FISHERIES: COMMERCIAL
Nornalup Inlet

2359. Mr WAIT, to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) Is the Nornalup Inet open to commercial fishing at present?
(2) If so, what conditions are inmposed?
(3) If not, will he give approval to professional fishermen to fish the inlet on a

partial or full-time basis?
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(4) Was it correctly reported that the Minister recently told the South Coast
Licensed Fishermen's Association in Albany that it must first negotiate
approval from the Western Australian Angling Association and the
Department of Conservation and Land Management before permission for
commercial fishing in the Nornalup Inlet would be given?

(5) Why does he regard it as the association's job to conduct such negotiations
and not the Fisheries Department's job to determine the issue on its
merits?

(6) Why is it necessary for approval to be obtained from the Deparment of
Conservation and Land Management when there is no necessity to enter
the inlet through national parks?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Yes, but in practical terms it is not available because of the gear conditions.
(2) A fisheries notice, last updated on 14 November 1975 by the theni Minister,

Peter Jones, prohibits all persons from taking any fish by any means of
capture except --

(a) fish by means of a rod, reel and line, or by a line held in the hand;

(b) prawns by means of hand trawl nets, hand scoop nets and hand dip
nets;

(c) crabs by means of drop nets and hand scoop nets; and

(d) marron by means of drop nets and hand scoop nets.

(3) Because of the location of the Nomalup Inlet relative to the national park in
the area, any consideration of a gear relaxation to fish in Nomalup Inlet
would need to take into account the views of the Western Australian
Recreational and Sport Fishing Council and the Minister for Conservation
and Land Management.

(4) I cable a copy of my letter to the Secretary of the South Coast Licensed
Professional Fishermen's Association on this subject.

(5) The association is best placed to put its case to those parties who would
need to be consulted prior to my making a decision on the request.

(6) It is not necessary to obtain approval of the Departnment of Conservation
and Land Management, but when considering fisheries management
within Nomnalup Wnet, due regard must be given to the community use of
the area including the surrounding national park. In fact, any fisheries
decision relating to the inlets and estuaries has to be made within the
context of the better interests of the wider community.

(See paper No 459.)

BOAT HARBOUR
Curtis Bay, Duneborough

2390. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for The South West:

(1) Has the Government or its agencies received any request, or has there been
any discussion with potential developers, over the proposed boat harbour
and associated development at Curtis Bay, Dunsborough?

(2) If yes, would he provide details and the agencies involve d?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No details can be provided at this stage due to commercial confidentiality.
The South West Development Authority is the only agency involved, as
far as I am aware.
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STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Advertising Agent

2392. Mr CASH, tothe Minister for Minerals and Energy:

(1) Does the State Energy Commission employ an advertising agent to place
advertisements in newspapers?

(2) Which advertising agency placed the advertisement in the Kalgoorlie
Miner on Wednesday, 1 November 1981, advising of a power interruption
to the Somerville electricity supply?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) Ogilvy and Mather.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Advertising Rudget

2393. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:

(1) What was the State Energy Commission advertising and promotional
budget for 1986-87?

(2) How much of this budget was handled by advertising or public relation
firms on behalf of the commission?

(3) What fees or commission was paid to or derived by the advertising or
public relation firms acting on behalf of the State Energy Commission?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) It is not clear what information the member is seeking. Details of the
commission's advertising budget were provided in answers to questions
479 and 18 12.

In the normal course of its activities, the commission organises displays for
such outlets as educational institutions, coutrty agricultural shows, trade
exhibitions, and technical conferences, as well as part of its energy
marketing activities. There is no specific budget for promotions.

(2) See above.

(3) Normal commercial arrangements with advertising agents apply.

EDUCATION: PRE-PRIMARY
Buckland Hill: Contamination

2395. Mr HIASSELL, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Is he aware that the sire of the Buckland Hill Pre-primary School may be
contaminated?

(2) Ifyes -

(a) when was the contamination first detected;

(b) can he identify the contaminants;

(c) what are the highest levels of contamination;

(d) what was the source of the contamination;

(e) is he concerned that the contamination may affect the health of the
school children and/or the staff?

Mr WIL.SON replied:

(1) There is no evidence that the site of the Buckland Hill Pre-primnary school
is contaminated.

(2) A public environment report will shortly be released by the EPA
concerning adoining Crown and UWA land under the control of
Landbank.
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WILDLIFE
Duck Shooting: Banning

2397. Mr BRADSI-AW, to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

(L) Does he intend, or is he considering banning duck shooting?

(2) Does he intend to restrict duck shooting in any way?

Mr HODGE replied:

I refer the member to my answer to question 2371 of 10 November 1987.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: TITANIUM DIOXIDE PLANT
Environmental Recommendation

2398. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:

Adverting to question 132 of 1987, why has the Government now allowed
a change in the Environmental Protection Authority recommnendations with
regard to the proposed titanium dioxide plant at Kemerton which amends
recommendation 22 to allow the existing sulphuric acid plant at Australind
to continue?

Mr PARKER replied:

In considering the EPA's recommendations on SCM's iKemerton proposals
and the appeals in relation to those recommendations, the Government has
endorsed the following conditions --

The existing sulphuric acid plant and the existing sulphate-process plant (as
described redundant in the ERMP) at Australind shall not operate beyond
30 June 1990 (or at an extension of time determined under the Pigment
Factory (Australind) Agreement Act 1986) unless the Governiment is
satisfied with the environmental performance of the proponent (which may
include a period of a further 12 months testing of performance of the
sulphuric acid plant beyond the cessation of the operation of the titanium
dioxide sulphate process plant, where such a period is reasonably required
to fully evaluate the perf'ormance) as measured against specific criteria.

The Government believes that a 12-month period of operation of the
sulphuric acid plant following the shutdown of the sulphate process plant
will permit a proper evaluation of the environmental performance of the
acid plant when it is the sole emitter of sulphur-bearing gases from the
Australind site. A decision on the future operation of this plant can then be
made by Government on the basis of the environmental monitoring results.

This condition regarding the acid plant is fully consistent with the
requirements of the Pigment Factory (Australind) Agreement Act 1986 and
the Environmental Protection Act 1986, to which the plant is now
subjected, as stated in my reply to question 132 on 27 May 1987.

WATER RESOURCES
Hopetoun: Establishment

2400. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) What progress is being made by the Water Authority of Western Australia
in establishing an adequate supply of water for the coastal resort of
Hopetoun?

(2) When can the people of Hopetoun expect that a water supply that
adequately services the town will be developed?

(3) Will he now consider allowing the source of water in the nearby national
park to be used as a water resource for the people of Hopetoun?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(t) A recent geographical survey has identified areas of fresh groundwater in
an area west of the Jerdacuttup River, some 13 kilometres east of
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Kopetoun. A sum of $106 000 has been included on the current Capital
Works Programme to further investigate the yield of these sources and
determine the most efficient means of harnessing the resource.

Based on satisfactory results from these investigations, a provisional
amount of $500 000 has been allowed on the preliminary Capital Works
Programme over the next two financial years to connect this source to the
Hopetoun scheme.

(2) Subject to the satisfactory results being obtained from this year's
investigations, the Water Authority is hopeful that the Jerdacutitup River
source should be able to be connected to the Hopetoun scheme by June
1990.

(3) The encouraging results obtained from the Jerdacurtup River area indicate
that adequate supplies can be developed without encroaching on the
Fitzgerald River National Park.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Premises: Rental

2401. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for The South West:

(1) Does the South West Development Authority pay rent for the premises it
occupies in Bunbury?

(2) If so, to whom is the rent paid?

(3) What is the amount of the rent to be paid during the year ending 30 June
1988?

(4) What was the amount of rent paid by the authority during the year ending
30 June 1987?

Mr GRILL replied:-

(1) Yes.

(2) Office of Government Accommodation.

(3) An amount of $ 100 000 has been budgeted for.

(4) (a) Bunbury -- nil;

(b) Mandurab Office -- $6 971.04.

MINSTERS OF THE CROWN: CABINET
Cocktail Party: Bunbury

2403. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

(1) Will he say whether the Deparment of the Premier and Cabinet or Treasury
paid the account for a State Cabinet cocktail party held in Bunbury on 20
September L987?

(2) What was the cost of the function?

(3) How many persons attended the function?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) Yes, the account was met by the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet.
Similar functions have been held at every country Cabinet meeting held by
this Government since the first in June 1983.

(2) $4812.

(3) Approximately 300 people.

BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN'S CLUB
Breakfast: Cost

2406. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Women's Interests:
What was the cost to the Women's Advisory Council of underwriting a
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free breakfast organised by the Business and Professional Women's Club
held at the Lord Forrest Hotel on 7 October 1987?

Mr BRIAN BURXE replied:
Nil. The Women's Advisory Council was not involved in any way with a
breakfast hosted by the Business and Professional Women, held at the Lord
Forrest Hotel on 7 October 1987.

MINSTER FOR HEALTH
Air Charter: Cost

2412. Mr MacKIN4NON, to the Minister for Health:
What was the total cost to the State Government of a chartered jet used by
him on 7 October 1987?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
$6 8 10. Cost shared with D. Parker -- $3 610; Health --5$3 200.

PUBLIC MEETING: EXMO4UTH
Beverages: Cost/

2413. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
As he admitted in Parliament the State Government would be paying for
beverages consumed at a public meeting held in Exmouth on 15 October
1987, would he detail the costs of the beverages supplied?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
As I explained to the Parliament on 28 October 1987 -- Hansard page
5270 -- I was incorrect when I said the cost of refreshments at the Exmouth
function would be met by the Government- The cost has been met by the
Australian Labor Party.
DEPARTMENT OF THE PREMIER AND CABINET

Breakfast: Runbury
24 15. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

(1) Will he detail the costs to the State Government of the free breakfast held at
the Lord Forrest Hotel on I1I September 1987?

(2) How many invitations for the function were issued by the Department of
the Premier and Cabinet?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) 5936.
(2) 100. The function was a Budget briefing for south west business leaders.

Business leadens were also briefed in Perth on the previous day, Budget
day.

WATER RESOURCES
Restrictions: Introduction

2416. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) When were the last three occasions on which water restrictions were

introduced in the Perth metropolitan area?
(2) On each of those occasions, what were the storage levels in the dams

serving the metropolitan area on 31 October preceding the restrictions?
(3) What was the population of Perth on each of those occasions?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) January 1974, July 1977, and October 1978.
(2) 31lOctoberl1973 321974

31 October 1976 -- 262 074
3 1 October 1977 -175 639
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(3) Approximate population figures were --

31 October 1973 -- 742 000
31 October 1976- 820 000

31 October 1977- 846 000
ENVIRONMENT

Coogee Coastal Area Study: Findings
2417. Mr MacKENNON, to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Who is considering the study findings as referred to by him in his answer to
question 1698 of 1987?

(2) When will the findings of that study be released?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) State Cabinet.
(2) Depends on the outcome of Cabinet consideration.

PLANNING: STRATA TITLES COMNINSSIONER
Report

2418. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Lands:

(1) Has the Strata Tides Commissioner, Mr Nankivell, completed the report as
referred to by him in his answer to question 1276 of 1987?

(2) If so, when was that report completed?

(3) Has he now made a decision as to what legislative changes winl be made as
a consequence of that report?

(4) When is it anticipated that those legislative changes will be implemented?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) 8 October 1987; presented to me on 12 October 1987.

(3) No, as I am seeking further information in respect of the report.

(4) See answer to (3).
LAND: RESERVE NO 27598

Vesting
2419. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Lands:

(1) Is Canning Location 1973, Reserve No 27598 -- formerly Lot 58 on
Canning Location 25 Plan 8209 -- vested in the City of Canning the
responsibility of the Department of Land Administration?

(2) If not, can he advise me who is responsible for the land?

(3) Does the Government have any plans for this property in the immediate
future?

(4) If not, what is the purpose for which the Government is holding this land?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Yes, subsequent to the recent cancellation of the vesting order at the
request of the City of Canning.

(2) Answered by (1).

(3)-(4)
The matter of the future use of this land will be reviewed in the context of
section 20A of the Town Planning Act under which this reserve was
created.
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FISHERIES: MARRON
Banning

2421. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) With regard to not allowing a inarron season this year, has consideration

been given to banning for several years the catching of marron from public
waterways?

(2) If so, what is his attitude to this proposal?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The general approach has been to not adopt the proposal. However, the

matter can be further considered after the management discussion paper,
being prepared by the Fisheries Deparment, has been made available for
public comment.
HEALTH: FOOD STANDARDS REGULATIONS

Recommendations
2422. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is he aware of the report by the Federal business regulation review unit -
"Review of Business Regulations, information paper No. 9, Australian
food Standards Regulations"?

(2) If yes, does he intend to act on any of the specific recommendations
contained in the report?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Because of the goal of achieving uniform food standards throughout

Australia, the recommnendations contained in the report to which the
member refers are being examined on a national basis by the food
standards committee, on which all States are represented.
Any recommendations from this committee to amend Australian food
standards regulations will be referred to the National Food Standards
council, which comprises Commonwealth, State, and Territory Ministers
for Health; and if approved, the Western Australian food standards
regulations will be amnended accordingly, unless it is absolutely necessary
for specific deviation in this State.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Budget Allocation: Administ ration

2423. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for The South West:
Wrnl he provide a detailed breakdown of expenditure under item 1,
subheading "Administration" in Division 60 of the Consolidated Revenue
Fund Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure in respect of --
(a) 1986-87;
(b) 1987488?
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Mr GRILL replied:
Administration Section 1986-87 1987-88

Other staff costs 39 166 40 000

Comrmunications 19 099 20 000
Services and Contracts 100542 146 000

Consumable supplies 22489 24 000
Maintenance of plant and equipment 11 539 12 000

Purchase plant and equipment 33 650 32000
**Grants. subsidies transfers 362U

$226 485 $63600
**Debt servicing costs -- interest on borrowings for approved Capital
Works -- which were included in the area of economic and social
development in 1986-87 have been included under administration for 1987-
88 and are shown as $362 000 in grants subsidies and transfer payments

HOSPITAL
Albany Regional: Image Intensifier

2424. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does he intend to supply the Albany Regional Hospital with a new image
intensifier?

(2) If so, when?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) When funds become available.

HOSPITAL
Geraldtan Regional: Image intensifier

2425. Mr BRADSHIAW, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does the Geraldton Regional Hospital have a satisfactory image
intensifier?

(2) Is the Government going to provide an orthopaedic service at the Geraldion
Regional Hospital?

(3) When will this service start?

(4) Has an orthopaedic surgeon been chosen to provide the service at
Geraldton?

Ms TAYLOR replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) An orthopaedic surgeon has expressed interest in residing in Geraldton and
has been contacted with respect to the provision of essential equipment.

(3) Not known.

(4) See (2).

YOUTHI EMPLOYMENT SERVICES OFFICER
Rockingham

2426- Mr CASH, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:

(L) Has the Government appointed a youth employment services officer in
Rockinghamn?

(2) If yes, what are the duties of this officer?
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(3) Is he aware of the role currently played by the Commonwealth
Emnployment Service Bridging the Gap organisation in Rockingham?

(4) Does this represent a duplication of duties, and if not why not?
(5) Is he aware of a reduction in funding for the Bridging the Gap programme

in this area1 and if so will he advise the current situation?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) A youth employment scheme regional project has been established in the

south west metropolitan corridor. A YES regional officer has been
appointed by the project, which is sponsored by the South West Corridor
Development and Employment Foundation (Inc).

(2) To coordinate activities aimed at providing school leavens with assistance
in the transitions from school to employment.

(3) The Commonwealth Employment Service and Bridging the Gap are two
distinct projects. I am aware of the role of both organisations.

(4) It does not represent a duplication of duties. The YES project is
specifically designed to coordinate services in the region for school
leavens.

(5) The project has had funds approved to continue its operations in 1988.
HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE ACT

Interest Rates
2427. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What is die current maximum rate of interest which the Treasurer has
declared under section 7F of the Housing Loan Guarantee Act No 75 of
1957 as amended?

(2) What was the date of gazettal of the current rate?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) 15.5 per cent per annum.
(2) 26 September 1986.

HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE ACT
Maximum Guarantee

2428. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) What is the current declared maximum amount which the Treasurer may

guarantee under section 7F(a) of the Housing Loan Guarantee Act No 75
of 1957?

(2) What was the date of gazettal of the amount as referred to in (1) above?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) $115 million.
(2) 31 July 1987.

HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE ACT
Liabilities

2429. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) What are the total liabilities, contingent or otherwise, subsisting in respect

of guarantees in the aggregate as executed under section 710) of the
Housing Loan Guarantee Act No 75 of 1957?

(2) How many guarantees are currently in effect?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The most recent information available from the approved lending

institutions showed guarantees under section 70(1) of the Housing Loan
Guarantee Act totalling $79.3 million.
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(2) Information on the number of guarantees is not readily available.
However, I will have die information collected and will advise the member
in writing.

HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE ACT'
Liabilities

2430. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) What are the total liabilities, contingent or otherwise, subsisting in respect

of indemnity agreements in the aggregate as guaranteed under section
7D)(2) of the Housing Loan Guarantee Act No 75 of 1957?

(2) How many indemnity agreements are currently in effect?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The most recent information available from the approved lending

institutions showed indenities under section 7D)(2) of the Housing loan
Guarantee Act totalling $13.2 million.

(2) Information on the number of indemnity agreements is flog readily
available, but I will have the information collected and will advise the
member by letter.

HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE ACTr
Indemnities

2431. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) What is the current declared maximum amount in respect of which

agreements for indemnity may be entered into by the Treasurer as required
under section 7F7(b) of the Housing Loan Guarantee Act No 75 of 1957?

(2) What was the date of gazeutal of the current maximum amounts as referred
to in (1) above?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) $20 million.
(2) 31 July 1987.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT: GREAT SOUTHERN
Telecom Staff Reduction

2432. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for Regional Development:
(1) Is he able to advise how many jobs will be lost in the great southern region

as a result of Telecom's proposal to reduce its level of staff outside the
metropolitan area?

(2) In which towns will these job losses occur?
(3) Is he able to advise what effect Telecom's proposal will have on the

standard and cost of telephone service in the great southern?
(4) What action, if any has been taken to protect the interests of people in the

great southern region?
Mr CARR replied:
(1) I understand that the eventual result of Telecom's proposal will be a loss of

one position in the great southern region.
(2) Albany.
(3) According to Telecom, none.
(4) The Government has had and is continuing to have discussions with

Telecom's senior WA management, the aim of which is to ensure that
Telecom operates in the best interests of all Western Australians.
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HOUSING: PILBARA
Rental

2434. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for Housing:
In relation to ICEHA or Homeswest homes in the Pilbara region, have there
recently been or are there any plans for a change to -

(a) the renewal of leases;
(b) the level of rents?

Mr WILSON replied:
(a)-4b)

The annual review of ICEHA rentals under the lease agreements has
recently been completed. Lessees throughout the country and north west
have been advised that while the Government will continue the authority's
operations, this can only be achieved by reducing subsidies, and charging
rentals more closely reflecting market rents and the costs associated with
property management and ownership.

The lessees have also been given die opportuity to purchase the properties
they presently lease.
Homeswest is presently in the proces of advising tenants throughout the
State that rentals will be increased effective from 30 November 1981, in
line with a Government decision in 1986 to phase in coat rents over three
half-yearly periods.

HEALTH: PATIENTS
Assisted Travel Scheme: Reltivd es

2435. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for Health:
(1) With reference to the patients' assisted travel scheme, what assistance is

currently given to parents or relatives who are required to travel with
patients?

(2) Is this assistance under review and, if so, when is a decision on future
levels of assistance likely?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Travel assistance -- full cost of commercial transport or 10 cents per

kilom-etre for private transport.
Accommodation assistance -- up to $30 per night for commercial
accommodation and $ 10 per night for private accommodation. For escorts
of patients without health cards, assistance only applies from the fourth
night.

(2) Yes, as soon as the review is finalised.
STOCK: LICE IN]FESTATION

Notification
2436. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Is it a fact that die Department of Agriculture no longer notifies farmers
when lice infestation. is discovered on a neighbouding.property?

(2) If yes, why not?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1)-(2)

The new industry-sponsored lice eradication campaign policy includes
greater emphasis on owner participation and cooperation and les on
regulation. The department continues to quarantine properties and notify
neighbours where owners do not immediately participate in an eradication
management programme. it is considered a more effective use of limited
resources not to quarantine and notify all neighbours where satisfactory
lice management programmes are in place.
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TOURISM: CARAVAN PARKS
Re gulations: Alterations

2437. Mr WATT, to the M~inister for Health:
(1) Are changes to the regulations governing the operations of caravan parks

currently under consideration?
(2) What consultation with industry representatives is being carried out?
(3) When is it proposed the changes will occur?
(4) What are the principal changes being recommnended?
(5) On whose advice or recommnendation are changes being considered?
(6) Is it intended the regulations will differ between metropolitan and country

caravan parks?
(7) Will he provide a copy of the proposed changes to the regulations to all

registered caravan parks before their introduction to allow them an
opportunity to commnent?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The industry has two representatives on the caravan industry development

strategy working party convened by the Minister for Local Government.
(3) The working party is preparing a report to be submitted to the Minister for

Local Government for consideration.
(4) Any changes will be detailed in the report.
(5) On the advice and findings of the working party.
(6) This issue is being considered by the working party.
(7) Details will be available from the Minister for Local Government.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
MLEMBER FOR PERTH

Comments: Minister for Local Government

390. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the report in today's The West Australian which

quoted the member for Perth as saying his Minister, in yesterday's
ministerial statement, ducked for cover by saying, "When all else fails,
blamne the media."?

(2) If so, does the Minister agree with the member for Perth?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1)-(2)

ile did not say "ducked for cover." Those were the member's wards.
Mr Clarko: I said "and I quote" prior to using those words, and if the Minister had

any knowledge of English he would know that.
Mr PEARCE: The member tried to say the words "ducked for cover" as if they

were the words used by the member for Perth; and they were not.
Mr Clarko: That is rubbish! The words I used were, "When all else fails, blame

the media."
Mr PEARCE: I am aware of the remarks that were quoted in the Press, and I do

not have any reason to change the comments I made yesterday.
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HEALTh DEPARTMENT RE~CORDS
Computerisation

391. Mr P-J. SMITH, to the Miniister for Health:

(1) Is the Minister aware of recent comments made by Dr Faggotter in
Bunbury -- apparently in liaison with a group called People against the
Australia Card -- that die Health Department has hushed up pians to put
medical records on a central computer and claims that the confidentiality
of such records will be compromised?

(2) If yes, could he please comment on these claims?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

1 amn aware of the claims made, and it is appropriate that I should answer
those claims in this place. The claims are quite inaccurate, and quite apart
from whatever reason Dr Faggotter may have for seeking to midslead
people, I understand that the People against the Australia Card may be a
group without a message at the moment, so perhaps they have decided
they need something on which to concentrate their efforts.

There has been a central data base in the Health Department since 1969,
and access to that information has been very Well guarded by a
confidentiality committee which has representatives from the Australian
Medical Association, the Health Department, and from hospital physicians.
To my knowledge, based on the advice I have received from the
department, there has never been any sort of security exposure in relation to
those particular records, and the updating of the procedures will give
greater confidentiality to those records.

I might also say that the only disclosures that I am aware of in relation to
health records in recent times have come from records that were made
available from Fremantle Hospital -- not from the Health Department -- in
relation to an operation performed on the former Minister for Health, Barry
Hodge. It is interesting that those records were leaked and made available
in this Parliament by none other than the person who stood at the front of
the march against the Australia Card, the member for Cottesloc; and now
we ftnd that the People against the Australia Card are concerned about a
particular problem that they foresee or suggest already exists in relation to
the confidentiality of this data base.

Allegations have been made by Dr Faggotter that there has been a great
deal of secrecy surrounding this project. I would like to put that allegation
to rest for the rime being because in March 1987 the Deputy Premier and I
made a joint Press release to announce the setting up of the new system; all
major local newspapers were invited to a media briefing on the matter; and
articles appeared in major magazines and newspapers. A major story also
appeared in the Headway magazine, which is produced by the Health
Department, and 10 000 copies of that magazine are produced in Western
Australia, which go to every member of State and Federal Parliament, to all
doctors, pharmacists, dentists, public hospitals, nursing homes, community
health centres, local government members, and all media outlets. In
addition, there was a departmental circular to general medical units in
relation to this matter on 20 May.

As for the Bunbury region, where Dr Faggotter is involved, on 17 March
an executive briefing on the project was made available for the
Administrator, the Director of Nursing, and the Chairman of the Medical
Advisory Committee at the Bunbury Regional Hospital. I might add that
the chairman of that commnittee was invited but did not attend.

In July the GWN news had an item on this particular matter. In July,
August, September, and October, staff development newsletters were sent
out to all hospitals, including the Bunbury Regional Hospital, on the matter.
A further briefing took place in September, and fiuther meetings
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have taken place since. Officers have been made available to Dr Faggotter,
and any other doctors in Bunbury who may be interested in this matter, to
explain the system to them.

It may well be that some of the people who have an interest in this matter
should look -- rather than looking at the Health Department records -- at the
confidentiality provisions that surround the medical records that are kept on
the actual computer systems in the surgeries for some of the GPs involved
to see whether they measure up to the confidentiality provisions that are
provided by Health Department records.
Without these sorts of records it would not be possible in this State to
provide the sorts of state of health reports that we provided last year, or to
provide the epidemiological reports that people want into, for example,
asbestosis in m-iners who have worked at Wittenoom, or to provide
information in respect of questions that were raised a couple of years ago
that suggested that there may be birth defects in babies in Geraldion as a
result of spraying. Questions were raised last year in relation to problems
with asthma amongst young and older people in the Kwinana-Cockburn
area, and we were able to do surveys of all those areas.
We are only able to provide that information - which is essential public
health information - because this information is made available to the
Health Department. There have never been any problems with this type of
collection of information, and as long as I am the Minister for Health, there
will not be any problems.
I have asked the Health Department to consider whether it is absolutely
necessary to have the namres of individuals. If we did not have names, it
would prevent the member for Cottesloc going down the crack that he took
a couple of months ago. It is certainly necessary to be able to identify sex,
age, where people live, and those sorts of things, from the point of view of
the gathering of data, and that is very important for epidemiological work
in this State.

PERTH CITY COUNCIL
Corruption Allegations: Minister's Attitude

392. Mr CLAIRKO, to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Will the Minister explain the reasons why last Sunday he favoured a Royal

Commission into the Perth City Council rather than the convening of an
inquiry, as reported in last Sunday's Press?

(2) I the Minister no longer believes a Royal Commnission should be held into
the member for Perth's allegations of corruption against the Perth City
Council, when he had supported a Royal Commission on television on that
same weekend, will he explain why he has changed his mind?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I sometimes wonder about the capacity of the shadow Minlister for
Planning to follow a discussion that lasts more than a day or two, whether
it be in the media or in private, because in the whole time that the question
of the planning powers of the City of Perth has been canvassed through the
course of this year, I have made it clear that we were looking at the
processes which ought to be followed in order to have the most
satisfactory planning arrangements in the City of Perth and to prevent the
kinds of things which were being said about decisions which were made
by the Perth City Council being said.
I was saying those things before the member for Perth made his speech in
Parliament, and after he made his speech I made it clear that I was much
more concerned about process than trying to nail people to the wall; and if I
used that quote once, I used it 50 times in various media outlets.
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So the question of what ought to be done in regard to planning in the City
of Perth always had priority. It was the case tbat building up over the last
week when we stuck consistently to that approach of working out the best
process and not getting sidetracked by arguments about personalities, it was
getting to the stage where I said to the Sunday Times, "If everyone wants a
witch hunt -- which we are not calling for because we are looking at the
process, but the Opposition wants a witch hunt and the Perth City Council
appears to want a witch hunt -- I have no reason to not let them have their
witch hunt. My own view is that the Government wants to do what it has
wanted to do all along, which is to look at the principles of issue and
process." That is specifically what we have done. The member said I
called for a Royal Commission on television on Saturday night. That is not
the truth.

Mr Clarko: Not on Saturday night; I did not say that.

MW PEARCE: On television at all. There was a report on Channel Nine which
quoted me as saying the Government was looking at a number of options,
one of which was a Royal Commission. It preceded that with Channel
Nine's own view which was that a Royal Commission now appeased to be
inevitable. I am not saying the Sunday Times story is inaccurate because I
said I was quite happy to have a Royal Commuission into the City of Perth,
but I was not pushing that as necessarily the most desirable option.

Mr Clarke: You said you wanted a Royal Commission. Is it wrong?

Mr PEARCE: The position is not only the one I have consistently taken all along,
but that which I have enunciated in this House week after week. I have no
difficulty with there being a Royal Commission into the City of Perth. It is
ridiculous for the Leader of the Opposition to say the reason the
Government is not having one is that the Government has something to
hide. It is not a Royal Commission into the Government; it would have
been a Royal Commission into the City of Perth. In our view we should
focus on the issues and principles and not on a witch-hunt on personalities.
The Opposition has sought to have a witch-hunt into personalities because
it thinks anything which stirs the pot is likely to work to its advantage.
That is not tine. Out of the two enquiries which the Government has set
up we will get a proper resolution of the principles involved.

Mr Hassell: You recommended a Royal Commission to Cabinet.

Mr PEARCE: That is not the truth.

PERTH CITY COUNCIL
Ministers' Views

393. Mr THOMAS, to the Premier:

Is he aware of an apparent discrepancy of views between the member for
Perth and the Minister for Local Government contained in the first question
asked this evening by the member for Karrinyup, and if so, does he have
any comment to make in relation to these?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

In an effort to assign to the Opposition some credibility and generosity of
spirit I will attempt to detail a response to the question that has been asked,
hoping that it will be of assistance to the Opposition.

There is absolutely no doubt that the member for Perth has performed a
very valuable function in making comments that highlighted a situation in
respect of the Perth City Council to which I believe all members in this
place should take exception. Even on the figures produced by the Town
Clerk, Mr Dawson, in respect of the financial interests procedures adopted
by the council, let alone on the basis of the figures produced by the member
for Perth, there are serious questions to be asked about the financial
interests provisions of the Local Government Act.
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For example, do Opposition members believe it is appropriate for the
councillors who declare a pecuniary or financial interest to remain in the
room while the matter is debated and to contribute to the debate although
not vote on the matter that is before the chair? If Opposition members
believe that is appropriate, I do not. I believe that the form of inquiry
advocated by the Government will show that councillors who declare an
interest should be required to leave the room, to return after the matter
being debated has been decided.
That is the practice at some councils, I understand. I am told that is what
happens at Fremantle City Council, but to my knowledge it does not
happen at the City of Stirling, and it does not appear to happen at the City
of Perth.

Then again, in an aspect highlighted by the member for Perth, the
disturbing situation in which a very significant number of members of the
committee declare an interest must surely raise questions about whether the
committee can continue, notwithstanding the fact that it has a quorum, with
a depleted number of people capable of disinterestedly addressing the issue.
Once again the member for Perth has raised the profile of that question, as
he has also raised the prospect of more properly ordering the deliberations
of any council by rotating the councillors through committees that might be
considering contentious, potentially profitable, or lucrative issues.

All of those things, among others, have been raised by the member for
Perth, to his credit, and I would think to the approval of the Opposition. In
addition to that the member for Perth has ably pointed out that as far as the
City of Perth is concerned it is not the Shire of Lake Grace in terms of the
ambit of matters being considered. At the stroke of a pen when a decision
is made by the City of Perth, a fortune can be made or lost because of the
magnitude, both in terms of physical size and financial breadth, of matters
being considered by the council.

Once again, the member for Perth has studded those points to which he
referred within the context which says this is not an ordinary situation that
is being considered; it is one which relates to the capital city of the State
and which, with reference to other States, has posed problems in those
States which have been met with a variety of remedies.

What the member for Perth failed to do was to make out a case for any
criminal corruption in the City of Perth. I acknowledge that is the case, and
the member for Perth, rightly or wrongly, says that his speech does not
pretend to make out that case. The member for Karrinyup, prior to the time
when he believed he could wring some political advantage from this
situation, stood in the Chamber when I was present and said to my own
ears, "Whereabouts in the member for Perth's speech is the foundation for
the claim that there is any criminal corruption?"

Mr Clarko: I sought specific allegations.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Well, he said, 'where are the specific allegations?', and the
answer is clear; there are none.

Mr Clarko: That is what I wanted you to say.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have said it. Not only have I said there are none, I have
also said that the member for Perth has not, leaving aside the fact that no
allegations have been made, produced any evidence that would support a
charge of criminal corruption, and Dr Forrest in his report maintained that
to be the case, too. Let us come to the nub of the political position.

Mr Hassell: Fair go! This is meant to be question time, not speech time.

Mr Clarko: You can speak after dinner on this subject.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will do that too.
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Mr Clarko: You will have an hour then, so do not take up question time for those
who want to ask them.

MrTBRIAN BURKE: ITwill end as quickly aslIcan.

Let us turn to the nub of the political position. It is true that as it developed
there was a widespread view that the member for Perth had made
allegations which the member for Karrinyup thought he had not made.

Mr Clarko: He made allegations of corruption, but he did not make specific
allegations of what was corrupt.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He also was transfixed upon what was broadly thought to
be the substance of his speech. If you like, that is the mistake he made,
and he says now, whether members opposite like it or not, and the trouble
with them is --

Mr Clarko: He says blame the Press.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not blame the Press. The trouble wit members
opposite is they can never adm-it a mistake. If it is music to their ears, let
me play a tune for them. The member for Perth, if he believed that he said
there was criminal corruption, failed to produce the evidence and was
wrong, and I have told him that.

Mr Hassell: You have pulled the rug out; he's gone.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In every respect the member for Perth raised a series of
serious mailers which require the attention of the Government. He would
not maintain that he raised those charges of which he is now accused of
being guilty of raising, if that is the way people want to put it, but in any
case he has served that valuable purpose. As far as the Minister is
concerned, his statement was a proper reflection of the views of the
Government --

Mr Hassell: Which Minister?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Minister's statement. There has only been one
ministerial statement. The Minister's statement was a reflection of the
Government's views, for which I take responsibility, having cleared it with
him.

The day the Opposition realises that in pursuing its own political advantage
it should firstly eliminate cruelty is the day that it will start to be a
reasonable Opposition.

MNI4STERS OF THE CROWN
Canberra Trip: Purpose

394. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Economic Development:

(1) What was the purpose and the objective of the Premier's visit, with other
Ministers, including the Minister to whom the question is directed, to
Canberra last week?

(2) What Ministers were involved and why in each case?

(3) What departmental officers, ministerial staff, advisers, and other staff
attended, and what was the purpose of the involvement of each?

(4) What was the method of travel and the total cost?

(5) What talks were held and with which Commonwealth Ministers,
Commonwealth departmental officers, and others?

(6) What was the total time spent in --

(a) Canberra;

(b) other places?
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(7) Was a newspaper report in relation to the "two-hour' meeting --

(a) chat it was "a flop";

(b) that "Burke was 45 minutes late";

(c) that "Pam Beggs did not contribute to the discussion at all",

in each case accurate, and if the Minister says it was not, what does he say
is the truth of the situation in each case?

(8) Was the Premier late for the meeting, and if so, why?

(9) Were the Federal Ministers "bewildered by what was considered a futile
PR exercise"?

(10) In view of the current visit by Senator Richardson to Perth, is the Premier
or the Minister discussing with him the Bailey report?

Mr PARKER replied:

I am not 100 per cent certain why this question has been directed to me but
I will attempt to answer it as best I can.

Mr Hassell: I thought the meeting was about economic development issues.

Mfr PARKER: Certainly I was intimately involved in the meeting.

(1) The purpose of the meeting was to discuss a range of related issues
affecting resources development, the environment, Aboriginal
affairs, and tourism, and most notably the implications of the Bailey
report on access to national parks for mineral exploration.

(2) The Premier, the Minister for Conservation and Land Management,
myself as the Minister for Minerals and Energy, the Minister for
Tourism, and the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs.

(3) A principal policy officer of the Ministry of the Premier and
Cabinet, the Premier's principal Press secretary, the personal
assistant to the Premier, and a ministerial services officer. The
purpose of their involvement was to assist the Premier and
Ministers in matters related to the meeting with Commonwealth
Ministers.

(4) The Ministers and two officers travelled to Canberra by charter
aircraft, and two other officers travelled on normal scheduled
flights. I am advised the costs of the trip have not yet been
finalised.

(5) The principal meeting was attended by the Deputy Prime Minister --
in the absence of the Prime Minister, who was ill -- the Minister for
Primary Industry and Energy, the Minister for Resources, the
Minister for the Environment, the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs,
and a number of Commonwealth officers. The Premier held
separate talks on a range of issues with the Prime Minister and the
Federal Treasurer. The Western Australian Ministers for Minerals
and Energy and Aboriginal Affairs also held a series of other
meetings.

(6) Most of the party spent about 18 hours in Canberra, though the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and I stayed longer. Apart from my
longer stay in Canberra, I spent some time in Melbourne on my way
home.

Mr Hassell: Did you go to the Cup?
Mr PARKER: No, it was not on while I was there.

(7) No, the Western Australian Government was satisfied with the
outcome of the meeting.
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(8) The Premier's talks with the Federal Treasurer overlapped with the
commencement of the meeting with the group of Commonwealth
Ministers, and the Premier arrived approximately 20 minutes after
the start.

(9) Not to my knowledge.

(1.0) My colleague the Minister for Environment has had meetings with
the Federal Minister for Arts, Heritage and the Environment, but
because of other cormmitments he has in his portfolio
responsibilities, there will be no other meetings with him about this
issue on this particular visit.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION
Employers' Responsibilities

395. Dr WATSON, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:

(1) Is the Minister aware of an advertisement in today's The West Australian,
warning employers of their responsibilities in regard to workers'
compensation?

(2) If so, who placed the advertisement, and why?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes, I am aware of the advertisement.

(2) It was placed by the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation
Commnission to warn forgetful employers of their obligations under the
workers' compensation legislation, and to warn them of the dangers of
being uninsured.

I will give an example, which indicates the sort of financial penalty that
uninsured people face. There is a specific case -- I will not mention the
names -- where an employer believed that he was not required to insure for
people who were working for him in a subcontracting arrangement
involving motor vehicle driving. A worker was killed and as a result of
that the business is now liable for these payments -- $43 899.10, initial
lump sum; child allowance of $22. 10 per week in respect of two children; a
funeral allowance; and costs which were taxed at $2 500.
That is a crippling liability fur an employer who had not taken care to
check his liability under the workers' compensation legislation. I might
point out that the cost to the community of workers' compensation claims
is immnense -- in 1986-87 about $177 million was paid out and a very large
number of employers have not taken steps to have themselves properly
insured. Last financial year -- 1986-87 -- the inspectorate contacted 15 772
employers and found that 1 238 of them were uninsured. As a result of
those employers having to undertake insurance, the insurance premium
payments have increased to $1.6 million. In other words, a burden which
was being shared across too few employers is now being shared more
fairly.

However, in order to draw attention to the danger of being uninsured and in
order to encourage employers to actively take steps to protect themselves
and their workers, I have made the decision -- and I am in a position to
inform the House -- to give a four-week am~nesty on the prosecution of
employers discovered to be uninsured for workers' compensation during
the period Monday, 16 November to Friday, 11I December 1987.

This Government is genuine in its determination to improve the issue of
worker safety in its commitment to small business in particular. I trust that
people will take advantage of that amnesty and correct what is for them a
potentially very dangerous situation.
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