
[Thursday, 24 November 19831 50

lIt 1$eitatinr Aiuirmb(to
Thursday, 24 November 1983

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

BILLS (2): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

I . Tourist Development (Secret Harbour)
Agreement Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Parker
(Minister for Planning), and read a first
time.

2. Marketing of Lamb Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion without notice

by Mr Evans (Minister for Agriculture),
and read a first time.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL
INTERESTS) DILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 8 November.
MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the

Opposition) [10.49 a.m.J: When mem bers con-
sider a Bill concerning financial interests
introduced by the present Leader of the House
when in Opposition, they will realise that this Bill
has been put forward purely as a gimmick. It dif-
fers substantially from that original Bill. Mem-
bers need only read the Bill before us to deter-
mine that it tells us nothing and will achieve
nothing.

In introducing the Bill, the Leader of thle House
said it will require members of Parliament to
register their financial interests. It will not-, the
long title of the Bill indicates that point clearly
because it says that members must disclose only
certain financial interests.

This Bill is an attempt by Cabinet to protect
from disclosure the massive wealth of some of its
Ministers. I say that sincerely. It is a wonder the
Government did not bring in this legislation under
the Bill for the establishment of the WA develop
menit corporation or legislation of a similar nature
because this disclosure could represent a new
business. This Bill could be described clearly as
the "laundromat Bill"-a means by which Minis-
ters can launder their money.

Mr Brian Burke: If we move to expand the dis-
closure. will you support that?

Mr O'CONNOR: I will move similar amend-
ments during the Committee stage.

Mr Brian Burke: Very well, we will make it
public disclosure so that everybody knows.

Mr O'CONNOR: I will give the detail of my
proposed amendments as we go along. This Bill
could well be called the "laundromat Bill" be-
cause it will provide for the laundering of the
wealth of Ministers. Members on this side know
clearly the difficulties the ALP has had to have
some of its members agree to comply with the
terms of the original Bill.

I presume that is the reason that the alterations
which make this Bill "a nothing" were made. I
refer to it as "a nothing" Bill because a smart Sol-
icitor or a smart member could put in a "nil only"
return, a devious member could put in a limited
return, while an honest, every-day guy-

M r Davies: Like you and me?

Mr O'CONNOR: Yes, like the Minister and
me. I would put in a proper disclosure. The
Bill excludes details of requirements for the dis-
closure of interests of a member's wife and family
and it precludes Press and Parliament from com-
menting particularly on matters that possibly
should be commented on.

This is nothing but an exercise in public re-
lations. It is a pretence at disclosing assets. This
has been very carefully considered so that Minis-
ters have an "out". They are the people who have
the say and the power as far as decisions are con-
cerned.

The original ALP Bill has been watered down
considerably. When I consider the Minister who
introduced this Bill and look at the Bill which was
introduced initially, they remind me Of the mouse
that roared. Quite frankly, this Bill is nothing
when compared with the original Bill. No wonder
the Minister's introductory speech was so brief. It
was extremely brief and said very little because
there is very little in this Bill, except the possi-
bility of a laundering operation and prevention of
the Press and members of Parliament from dis-
cussing and reporting on things on which they
probably ought to report.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not really very fair,
because every Bill we have introduced you have
voted against, whatever its form has been.

Mr O'CONNOR: That is not true. I have sup-
ported Government Bills this year.-

Mr Brian Burke: No. I mean every Bill about
financial interest disclosure. It is the truth; every
Bill we have introduced you have voted against.

Mr Tonkin: I introduced one and you voted
against that.

Mr O'CONNOR: I will vote against this one,
too.
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Mr Tonkin: Okay, as long as we know.
Mr O'CONNOR: The difference between this

Bill and the others is substantial.
Mr Brian Burke: You voted against the other

Bills. We are trying to do it gradually.
Mr O'CONNOR: I do not believe the Govern-

ment is trying to do it gradually. I believe it is
providing a cover-up for the massive wealth of
some Government Ministers.

Mr Brian Burke: We do not know of any who
have massive wealth. Come on!

Mr O'CONNOR: Fair go. The Premier knows
who they are, and so do 1.

Mr Brian Burke: Who are they?
Mr O'CONNOR: What about the Attorney

General and his set-up?
Mr Brian Burke: I do not know about his set-

up. but I was informed in the personal return he
sent me that he has no great wealth.

Mr O'CONNOR: I received a complaint from
people living in Oxford Street where about 60
flats are leased from that family. If that is not
massive wealth, I do not know what is. I have no
assets of that nature. That block is only a small
part of the total assets.

Mr Brian Burke: You are referring to the sub-
ject matter which was reported in the Daily News
and which involved the Attorney General's father-
in-law who died recently and left his daughter
some property.

Mr Clarko: Come on! Mrs Berinson has had
money since 1975!

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'CON NOR: I would prefer not to go into

personalities. I do not think we should do so.
Mr Clarko: That is the reason for our not want-

ing the Bill.
Mr O'CONNOR: I was replying to a personal

question asked by the Premier and I would prefer
to leave the matter at that, if I may.

This is an exercise in public relations and the
Government is an expert at such exercises. It is a
pretence at disclosure: it is not a real disclosure of
the issues concerned. It has been carefully con-
sidered to give Ministers particularly an "out',
and it does not compare in any way with the ori-
ginal Bill which the Leader of the House
introduced some time ago.

The ALP has no mandate whatsoever for this
legislation. It was not promised in any of the pre-
election speeches or in the election policy of the
Premier. The Bill itself provides for the keeping of
a register of certain financial interests and for

members to give an annual return on the location
of any property, but not the value of that prop-
erty. This is a farce. We will be required to indi-
cate actual property, but not its value.

It goes on to say that Ministers or members of
Parliament must disclose their source of income
exceeding $500, but not the amount of that in-
come. Members will not be required to make dis-
closure of amounts in regard to property or the
disclosure of the amount or value of money owing
to them.

The Bill goes on to say that members of Parlia-
ment must disclose the sources of gifts received
from others, not relatives, but they do not have to
disclose the values of those gifts. The sources of
the gifts do not have to be disclosed if they come
from relatives, so if someone gives a gift to a rela-
tive and it is passed on to a Minister, it will not
have to be disclosed at all. Therefore, this is a real
farce. Members of Parliament must give the
sources of contributions towards travel and ac-
comnmodation costs, but not contributions by rela-
tives. I need not repeat what I said already; in this
area laundering can be done in such a way that a
Minister could receive anything and not have to
disclose it. If a person gave the Premier's
brother-I am not referring to Terry-550 000
for a world trip and he passed that on to the
Premier, it would not have to be disclosed.

I am not suggesting that that sort of thing
would be done. I am just pointing out how many
levels there are in this legislation. Its provisions
exclude contributions by political parties for
travel within Australia and travel concerning
trade or professions not relating to Parliament.
Any amount above $250 must be disclosed.

Positions in unions or businesses must be dis-
closed. Any debts owing must be disclosed and
this could result in the largest list which members
of Parliament might have. Some members might
have a long list of them; however, they do not
have to disclose the amounts of those debts.
Again, what is the point? We might have some
money between us if our Lotto numbers come up!

Mr Burkett: Hear, hear!

Mr O'CONNOR: That money may help to get
-rid of some of the debts we may have.

Mr Brian Burke: This is the difference: a prin-
ciple is involved in the source. and any impact the
source may have upon a member's decision-mak-
ing. The absolute amount involved is not as im-
portant as the source from which the amount
comes, so if $50 is stolen or $200 is stolen, there is
a difference of $150, but it is still an amount of
money that has been stolen, and that is the point.
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Mr O'CONNOR: I do not agree totally, be-
cause with a sum of $450, no disclosure is necess-
ary, but sums above $550 must be disclosed.

Mr Brian Burke: If you do not have a mini -
mum, your register would ill the State Library.

Mr Clarko: That shows how bad the legislation
is.

Mr O'CONNOR: If we look at the other point,
we note that a member of one's family may have
$100, SI 000, or $I million, but there is no need
to disclose it. If he gives that $1 million to the
member, there is still no need to disclose it. That
shows the total farce of this legislation.

The Bill goes on to say that the amount must
be disclosed, but the wife and children of the per-
son concerned are not covered by the legislation.

Publication is required annually and there can
be no comment by the Press or the members of
Parliament unless the comment is fair, in the pub-
lic interest, and without malice.

This could preclude the publishing of matters
which are in the public intercst and which could
bring about the disclosure of improper practices.
Members of Parliament should be able to pursue
information to ascertain whether it is correct. The
penalties in this area are rather stiff.

The penalty for non-disclosure of information
by members of Parliament is $2 000. I do not
complain about that, but there is the provi sion
that a member can lose his seat in Parliament. I
do not think it is up to Parliament to decide who
will be elected for an area. I believe the electors of
that area have the choice of electing whom they
want. The legislation provides that if a member
does not provide the information, he may lose his
seat. That is wrong.

Mr Brian Burke: Parliament already decides
that in other cases.

Mr O'CONNOR: I think that if the penalty is
not paid the member should not lose his seat. I
think he should retain his seat.

Mr Brian Burke: Parliament already decides
who will retain seats in other cases.

Mr O'CONNOR: I believe the Bill is wrong.
For improper publication, the penalty for a mem-
ber of the Press is $3 000 and the penalty for a
member of Parliament is $5 000, with the possi-
bility of the loss of his seat if the penalty is not
paid. The member of the Press who is found
guilty of improper publication will not lose his
seat in the Press Gallery, but the penalty is much
stiffer for the member of Parliament. The pub-
lishing company can be fined $25 000 and there is
a provision for three months' imprisonment.

These provisions are very restrictive and they
will preclude people from passing on or disclosing
information that could indicate that a Minister or
a member of Parliament is doing something
improper. I think that provision is unnecessarily
restrictive. The timing of this Bill is also
questionable. This is a Bill of minor importance.
but it has been introduced when we have no more
than three or four weeks to go before the end of
the session and we have probably something like
over 50 Bills to handle.

This legislation is taking up the time of Parlia-
ment and may preclude some important Bills
from being dealt with by the House. I believe
Bills such as this are better left until such time as
they are required. The Bill is defective in prin-
ciple.

Mr Brian Burke: This Bill has been here nearly
three weeks.

Mr O'CONNOR: I was saying that if there are
Bills left on the Notice Paper at the end of the
session, it will be because this Bill was dealt with.

Mr Brian Burke: I understand that point, but
you also said this Bill was rushed through.

Mr O'CONNOR: If I said that, I did not
intend to do so. We have known of the Bill for
some years. although perhaps not this one because
it has been watered down. It is a watered-down
version of what the ALP wanted.

Mr Brian Burke: We thought it would be more
acceptable to you.

Mr O'CONNOR: It is more acceptable than
the other Bill, but I believe it is wrong in prin-
ciple.

The Bill is defective in principle and it is unac-
ceptable. It does not meet the stated objectives.
The reason for its introduction is suspect. I believe
it is designed to provoke a confrontation with the
upper House and it has been done carefully to
protect the Ministers in this Government.

This Bill has been introduced into an ALP-
dominated Legislative Assembly and it is nothing
but a cover-up. It is one of a package of provo-
cative Bills which are to be introduced into this
House. Those Bills include the industrial arbi-
tration Bill, the SGlO Bill, the workers' compen-
sation Bill, the tobacco Bill, this Bill, and others.

Mr Brian Burke: The SGlO Bill is one we have
introduced into every Parliament for about 25
years.

Mr O'CONNOR: It was brought forward as
one of the Bills in a package designed to provoke
the Legislative Council. The Premier may not
agree with me on that.

This is a very watered-down version of Bills we
have received from the Labor Party previously. I
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believe it has been brougnt forward because some
members do not want to abide by the regulations
brought forward.

Mr Brian Burke: You raised the question about
reporting provisions in the Bill. We will be moving
to amend those. I have just received the amend-
ments.

Mr O'CONNOR: I will be supporting the
Premier on those and I will support other amend-
ments also because they will improve the legis-
lation.

Mr Brian Burke: I have to attend a luncheon,
but the Minister for the Environment will be
taking notes, so I will answer the debate after
lunch.

Mr O'CONNOR: The Bill is an effort to pro-
voke the Legislative Council to reject the legis-
lation. It does not compare in any way with the
previous Bill brought forward by the then Oppo-
sition. That Bill clearly indicates that the income
of members must be disclosed. The incomes of
members' families are to be disclosed as well as
the amounts.

Although I do not support the Bill, I do not
have any objections to my financial assets being
disclosed fully, to a group of three respectable
people, for retention and use if anything goes
wrong.

Mr Brian Burke: It puts those people in an
awful position. You would be putting them under
pressure to make decisions, and if they fail to
make a decision-

Mr O'CONNOR: Why should members of
Parliament have the total details of their assets
published throughout the community?

Mr Brian Burke: I can understand that point of
view, but what we say is that when we come into
Parliament we sacrifice some of the privacy other
normal citizens would expect.

Mr O'CONNOR: I do not believe there is a
need to sacrifice all privacy, and this is one aspect
we should nor sacrifice. I have no money in trust
or hidden away. I am happy to have my assets fully
disclosed to a private group, and I do not see the
reason that members opposite would not be pre-
pared to do the same.

Mr Brian Burke: We are prepared to do it pub-
licly.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am not happy about pub-
lic disclosure. I would not like information on my
assets and those of my family published. Some
might be more embarrassed about what they have
not got.

Mr Brian Burke: I will swap you.

Mr O'CONNOR: I think I am on the right end
as I am now.

Mr Mensaros: At the time you reach his age
maybe!

Mr O'CONNOR: If the Premier gives me a
fortnight, I will be prepared to swap with him
the assets we would disclose under the provisions
of this Bill, after I have made the necessary ad-
justments.

Mr Brian Burke: I would lose my Government
car if I gave you a fortnight!

Mr O'CONNOR: I hope the Premier and Min-
isters understand that I see no difficulty in
disclosing all my assets to a properly constituted
body of two or three persons.

Mr Brian Burke: We accept that.
Mr O'CONNOR: I have nothing to hide. I

have nothing in trust or anything of that nature.
As a matter of fact, if anyone really wanted to

find out what I have, all he has to do is go to
the Lands and Surveys Department and check on
the land that I own. I am quite happy for them to
have access to my bank to ascertain how much
my overdraft is. I say that sincerely.

The original Bill brought forward by the ALP
when in Opposition was for total disclosure of the
income and financial interests of members of Par-
liament and their families. The Premier stated on
9 November that the Government has a mandate
for this legislation. It is, in fact, lame duck legis-
lation-lame in both legs. I refute strongly the
Premier's claim that the Government has a man-
date because there is no mention in the ALP's
election documents of this sort of legislation being
proposed, nor is there any mention of it in the
Premier's policy speech. Therefore, the statement
that he has a mandate is something he must have
dreamt up one night when he was asleep.

Why do not members of the Ministry set an
example if they are so keen on legislation of this
nature? They should follow the Federal Govern-
ment's example by declaring their financial
interests. If the Government is dinkum, why does
it not advertise in this House the disclosure of the
financial interests of Ministers now, and if the Bill
goes through we would see whether there has been
any change in the interim to their financial ar-
rangements? I say the delay in time from when
the Premier said that the Ministers' financial af-
fairs were to be disclosed would give them time to
rearrange their affairs.

Mr Davies: Financial affairs?

Mr O'CONNOR: Yes, I am sorry, I meant
financial affairs.

5206



[Thursday, 24 November 19831 50

I challenge the Government to table ministerial
disclosures if they have nothing to hide. I know
the Minister representing the Premier cannot
answer my question, but I ask him to refer it to
the Premier when he returns. Is the Government
prepared to table ministerial disclosures made to
the Premier?

M r Davies: I have made a note of t hat.
Mr O'CON NOR: Thank you. The Government

should do that as a sign of good faith.
The ordinary member of Parliament has very

little power because the power rests with the de-
cision-makers and if anyone should disclose their
financial interests, it should be the Ministers.
However, I believe that they should not do it pub-
licly.

The provisions in this Bill are inadequate to
meet the Government's objectives and the loop-
holes in it arc enormous. At present there are suf-
ficient means in place. We only have to look at
New South Wales where it was considered re-
cently that improper practices were taking place;
and I refer to the release-of-prisoners issue. That
sort of thing need not be disclosed as a financial
interest by a member, because if money were
changing hands, it need not go to the Minister
concerned. It could go elsewhere and be used by
the member at a later stage. I am not saying that
that is what happened. The information did not
come to light as a result of legislation of this
nature; it came through information given by the
public.

It is doubtful that under this Bill a member
could stand up in this place and say that another
member was receiving a financial return because
clause 19 precludes members making statements
of that nature and it precludes the Press from
printing the information.

There are several means in place at the moment
to accomplish this end. Public disclosure is an
invasion of the privacy of members of Parliament
and their families and should not happen. I am
not saying that to indicate that I am not prepared
to lay before a group of people information about
my total assets, because if anyone wants thai in-
formation they can have it.

Mr Davies: I am sorry that I have not been
here for all of your speech, but what do you mean
by a "group of people"?

Mr O'CONNOR: A group of three people in-
cluding the Chief Justice and people of similar
integrity. I would be prepared to do that without
a Bill being passed through this House.

Mr Bertram: The thing has been dragging on
for 20 years without a decision.

Mr O'CONNOR: Do not tell me that the
member for Balcatta will support the Bill in the
watered-down way it has been presented.

Mr Bertram: I certainly will support the Bill.
Mr O'CONNOR: Is the member for Balcatta

going to support my amendment that wives and
families of Ministers and ministerial advisers be
included under its provisions?

Mr Bertram: If I think it has some virtue.
Mr O'CONNOR: I will move in due course for

wives and families of Ministers and ministerial
advisers to be included and let us see how dinkumn
the member for Balcatta will be. I believe he will
back-pedal like a crab. I will retract my words if
he does not, but it will be interesting to see what
he says in due course. I believe he will fit in with
his party machine rather than vote according to
his own beliefs.

Public disclosure is an unnecessary invasion of
the privacy of an individual and it is a slight on
the honesty and integrity of members of Parlia-
ment. It could be used to degrade a member of
Parliament and, in fact, degrade Parliament itself.

The only members of Parliament with real de-
cision-making powers are Ministers and I would
support that their financial interests be disclosed.
Although I say that, morally I do not believe it is
necessary and we should proceed on that base.

In justifying the reason for the Bill, the Minis-
ter said that it was to fulfil a long-standing ALP
commitment. That is not justification for the
legislation; it is a reason for the Government to
bring it forward. The Minister continued and said
that it would be a demonstration of honesty to
disclose financial interests. That is a noble state-
menit, but one that any principled person could
make. I will quote from the Minister's second
reading speech when he said-

The disclosure of interests by members of
Parliament is a desirable and necessary step
if the public are to be confident that their
elected representatives are discharging their
public duties without bias or the influence of
private interests or personal gain. That public
confidence is an important part of a healthy
parliamentary democracy.,

Public disclosure cannot in any way determine
whether a member has discharged his duties
either with or without bias. How can anyone de-
termine whether a particular decision was made
for personal gain or public good, or, in some
cases, for both reasons? Therefore, I disagree with
the Minister's comments. Human nature being
what it is, the inference will always be drawn by
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many people that a certain action resulted in per-
sonal gain irrespective of whether that was the
case.

Except for Ministers, members of Parliament
have very few decision-making powers. Certainly
members of the Opposition have less power than
even the backbenchers on the Government side of
the House. The reason for public disclosure is to
indicate any sudden increase in assets of a mem-
ber or Parliament. If a member were dishonest
enough to have a sudden improper increase in
assets, he would not be foolish enough to allow
those assets to be subject to exposure.

This "laundromat Bill" gives members the op-
portunity to do just that. The Bill enables the
laundering of money or property through rela-
tives, and it can be done in other ways as well.
That is a clear indication of the insincerity of this
Bill. It has been brought forward for the purpose
of provoking the House of Review.

If we look at the people who have greater power
than a backbencher-and I am speaking about
both Government and Opposition sides of the
House-we see that Ministers have greater
power; they arc the decision- makers. The other
decision-makers in this Government today are the
ministerial advisers. So Ministers and their ad-
visers both have more power than has a
backbencher.

Mr Davies: A ministerial adviser is no more
than an ordinary civil servant on a contract.

Mr O'CONNOR: I have not finished my list
yet. I suggest that the Minister asks his question
when I have Finished it, and I will answer it. The
next area to which I wanted to refer was that of
departmental heads and public servants, some of
whom have great decison-making powers.
Journalists have a greater amount of power to
affect the thinking and views of the people than do
members. Local government councillors have de-
cision-making powecrs which substantially affect
individuals, organisations. and companies. I refer
also to shire clerks, and I am sure t he member for
Victoria Park and the Leader of the House would
know very well their power.

Mr Davies: I wish I had half their power.
Mr O'CONNOR: That is right. As I have indi-

cated in the past, some of them have much more
power than does a Minister.

Chairmen of statutory authorities arc another
group which has power: so I ask: Why select
members of Parliament? I have listed a number of
people who have powers, and probably the Minis-
ter does not want to ask his question now because
I have answered it.

The Minister, in introducing the Bill, said the
reason for doing so was that others had
introduced such legislation: that is a very poor
reason. In this State in the last 20 years, I do not
know of any examples of impropriety where mem-
bers have taken bribes, or where legislation of this
type could have indicated that they had done so
and that a member was dishonest. This legislation
does not preclude bribes being offered to a mem-
ber's campaign committee, or to political parties.
Indeed, it promotes that sort of activity. If a Min-
ister did something for a particular group, nothing
in this Bill precludes that group from giving
$10000, $15 000, or $100000 to his campaign
committee or to that individual's political party.

Mr Davies: That would be covered under other
proposed legislation regarding disclosure of funds.

Mr O'CONNOR: I think not. If someone came
to the Minister's campaign committee and gave it
$5 000, what legislation would that come under? I
know the Minister would be delighted.

Mr Davies: I would fall flat on the floor.
Mr O'CONNOR: I am saying it could be done

and that no legislation precludes it.
Mr Davies: I was talking about proposed legis-

lation requiring political parties to disclose the
source of their funds.

Mr O'CON NOR: It is not here at the moment;
we are talking about the law as we see it today.
The situation I have outlined could happen. I do
not know of any legislation which could preclude
it, and I do not think the Minister knows of any.

Mr Davies: No, not at present, but it has been
mentioned at Federal and State levels from time
to time.

Mr O'CONNOR: This legislation is wide open
to circumvention. No doubt exists that gifts or
bribes can be made through relatives of a member
without any query, and a member of a Minister's
family, or of my family, could be given $100000
without there being a requirement to disclose it. It
would be quite proper according to the legislation.

Mr Davies: If that happened, he would prob-
ably retire from the Parliament and it would not
be relevant any more.

Mr O'CONNOR: I make the point to show
how weak is the legislation and that it achieves
nothing at all. It is a denial of the right of privacy
of the individual, and I do not agree with that.
The requirement of annual reporting can be over-
come by a member oF Parliament or a Minister by
trading between returns. By that I mean a mem-
ber could put in a report in one year and a report
the following year, and if he wanted to complete a
deal in between, there is no need to report it be-
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cause it is not current at the time of the following
annual report.

Mr Clarke: They could turn it into cash on the
day after the disclosure date and spend the follow-
ing I I months doing what they liked with it.

Mr O'CONNOR: Thcrc arc so many loopholes
it is unreal. this legislation is farcical.

1 am totally opposed to the concept of re-
stricting parliamentary or Press comment. This
Parliament must be allowed to bring forward
matters which it genuinely believes to be honest,
or if it believes a Minister or a member has done
something improper in relation to his Financial af-
fairs. This legislation will restrain that comment
from being made. It is the only case of which I
know in which a restriction on parliamentary
privilege will apply to Press comments. That is
quite improper. I would support very strongly
legislation to place sanctions on members of Par-
liament who make incorrect or improper state-
ments against an individual member. This legis-
lation would inhibit exposure of corrupt practices;
no doubt exists about that. If members cannot
make comments they sincerely believe are correct,
based on information they have, it will inhibit ex-
posure of corrupt practice. Clause 19 inhibits par-
liamentary privilege and I oppose that.

Does the Parliament have the power to declare
a seat vacant? I suppose it has the power to do
anything, but the electors should have the power
and not this House.

I oppose the Bill in principle. The Government
should more properly have gone ahead with a
code of conduct as was proposed in the Bowen
committee report. I have no objection to such a
code being established along the lines suggested
by the committee, with compulsory declarations
by Ministers, their staff, and senior public ser-
vants. That does not apply under this Bill. I be-
lieve the Bill is phoney and can rightly be referred
to as a "laundromat Bill" which gives Ministers
an opportunity to launder money or assets if they
want to. It will create no problem for me person-
ally although I do not believe members of Parlia-
menit should be forced to make public the total
details of their assets. I am prepared to give de-
tails of my assets to a committee of integrity.

This community probably is the most restricted
community in the world with legislation being
brought forward day after day. If the Government
were dinkum, it would abandon this "laundromat
Bill". It would make Ministers, their advisers, and
senior public servants disclose not only their own
assets, but also those of their families and the
amounts involved. I do not believe that should
happen, and I do not believe in it in principle, but

if the Government believes in it, that is what it
should be doing. It should not wilt because of
pressure from Ministers with massive wealth who
do not want to disclose that wealth to people in
their electorates.

I oppose the Bill and again ask the Minister to
request the Premier to proceed on the basis I have
suggested; that is, if he is dinkum he should table
the disclosure of Ministers' assets that was pro-
vided to him some time back. If this information
is disclosed, it will be interesting to note any vari-
ation between the disclosures made previously and
those which come before the people. During the
Committee stage I intend to the move an amend-
ment to the Bill to lift the restrictions in connec-
tion with Press reporting and I believe the Prem-
ier has indicated he is prepared to support it. If
this legislation is to be proceeded with, I intend
also to move that Ministers of the Government
and advisers should be required to disclose not
only their own assets, but also those of their fam-
ilies.

I do not support the legislation in principle, be-
cause I believe it is wrong. I have no personal
problems, and I would be prepared to disclose my
own assets to a private group. However, I believe
this Hill can be used to launder money and assets,
and it is not worthy of being in the House.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [ 11.30 a.m.]:
I am opposed to the Bill and in same respects my
point of view differs from that expressed by my
leader.

To my knowledge there has been no incident in
this State which justifies this legislation coming to
the House. I do not think anyone can point to a
misdemeanour on the part of a member of Par-
liament which could justify the introduction of
legislation of this type. Indeed, the passage of the
Bill might make it more difficult for this Parlia-
ment to exercise one of its fundamental rights;
that is, without fear or favour a member of Par-
liament is able to bring to the House material
which he believes should be presented in the pub-
lic interest. During the time I have been a mem-
ber of Parliament we have had cases where a
member thought a Minister of the Crown, or a
member of Parliament, has acted improperly, and
the member has taken action. I refer specifically
to one incident in this House a few years ago
when the present Deputy Premier made a state-
ment implying that certain Ministers of the day
had carried on their affairs in an inappropriate
way. I refer to the "sticky fingers" allegation
made by the Deputy Premier. As a result of that
general accusation, a Select Committee of this
House was set up. I was Chairman of that Select
Committee and the member was given the oppor-
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tunity to come before the Select Committee to
present some justification for the charge he had
made. History records that the present Deputy
Premier was unable to produce the goods.

Mr O'Connor: Because there weren't any.
Mr THOMPSON: Exactly. The point I make

is that this Parliament has the opportunity to
bring before the House and before the people of
this State, information about any misdemeanour
involving a member of Parliament. It is not
necessary to have proof of the misdemeanour;
each member has an unfettered right to air the
matter before the House.

Mr Blaikie: I think it is a chronic shame tha
the Deputy Premier, who is the "sticky fingers
expert, is not in the House to hear this debate.

Mr THOMPSON: That may be so.
I have pointed to a case where it was possible

for the activities of a Minister of the Crown to be
investigated. I cannot recall a situation where
there has been confirmation that a Minister or a
member of Parliament has acted in an improper
way.

I Find it amusing to consider this legislation be-
cause before entering Parliament I was a fairly
lowly public servant, and in that position I had
more opportunity to fiddle with the public purse
than I have in the lofty position of being a mem-
ber of Parliament.

Mr Jamieson: I hope you did not.
Mr THOMPSON: I did not.
Mr Jamieson: I had better check it with the

Public Works Department.
Mr THOMPSON: The member should do that.

By bringing legislation of this type to the House,
the Government is implying that members of Par-
liament have some opportunity, in a significant
way, to benefit themselves. Many people in the
community are able to do that far more readily
than are most members of Parliament, and there
is no suggestion-

Mr Davies: They are not making the laws.
Mr THOMPSON: Indeed, they are not, but I

question how I stand to benefit by being involved
in the passing of legislation.

Mr Davies: By voting for or against the Bill on
the banning of advertising of tobacco.

Mr THOMPSON: That in itself does not indi-
cate that I have been bought, although the mem-
ber for Subiaco, suggested some members had.
The member for Subiaco bad the opportunity in
this House, this public forum, to disclose the
names and other details of people who had re-
ceived some benefit.

The very nature of this institution renders it un-
necessary to have a register such as that proposed
in this legislation.

I suggest that the community and members of
Parliament could be lulled into a false sense of se-
curity by having this legislation. People in the
community could consider that with such legis-
lation, which requires members to declare their
interests, it is not necessary to be as vigilant about
the activities of members of Parliament as it has
been. I do not believe this legislation, or even
harsher legislation, will achieve the desired effect
with regard to the people who serve in this place
and, beyond that, the people who serve in the
Public Service who have some access to, or re-
sponsibility for, public money. I do not believe the
legislation is required.

I could understand it perhaps if, in the case of
the "sticky fingers" allegation, some information
had been brought forward to indicate some
impropriety on the part of Ministers of the
Crown, or any other member. However, in that
case nothing was forthcoming and in other inci-
dents-which I cannot for the moment recall, but
which have no doubt occurred in this
State-suggestions have been made, but no evi-
dence has been brought to the House to substan-
tiate the case to necessitate the passage of legis-
lation such as this.

I disagree with the proposition that Ministers of
the Crown should be required to declare their
assets or the business dealings in which they were
involved prior to entering Parliament. I do not
wish to create a situation where some impropriety
can be covered up, but the mere fact of a disclos-
ure does not, in my view, result in members of
Parliament being seen to be clean. The very exist-
ence of the privileges available to us as members
of' Parliament is sufficient safeguard for the com-
munity, and I prefer that aspect of Parliament to
be more to the fore than the proposal for there to
be a disclosure.

Another serious aspect of this legislation relates
to that provision which gives the right to the ma-
jority of members of this House to dismiss a
member of Parliament from his seat. The Prem-
ier, by way of interjection, said there are many in-
stances when, or many ways in which, a member's
seat can be declared vacant. I challenge that
statement made by the Premier because, from my
understanding of the Constitution, under the
practices and Standing Orders of this Parliament
there are very few, in fact almost no, circum-
stances by which a member of Parliament's seat
can be taken from him.
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If one looks at our Standing Orders and at the
Acts relating to Parliament, including the Consti-
tution Act and the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act, one inds but one set of circumstances where,
by resolution of the House, a seat may be taken
from a member of Parliament. I refer to section
38 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act
which says-

If any member of the Legislative Council
or Legislative Assembly, after his election-

It gives six circumstances, but the relevant one is
subsection (5) which says-

(5) fails to give his attendance in the Legis-
lative Council or in the Legislative As-
sembly. as the case may be, for one en-
tire session thereof without the per-
mission of the said Council or Assembly,
as the case may be, entered upon its
journals;

his seat shall thereupon become vacant:
So if a member of Parliament absents himself for
an entire session, he disqualifies himself from
being a member of Parliament. Even in that case
no resolution of the House can take his seat from
him, he simply is in breach of this section of the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act, and that
thereby causes his removal from Parliament.

Mr Davies: Does it not require the House to
note that and declare accordingly?

Mr THOMPSON: No, there is no such pro-
vision at all. The record of the House is taken,
and if that record shows that a member of Parlia-
ment has not been in attendance during that en-
tire session, his scat is simply declared vacant.
There is no requirement under that Constitution
for the House to so declare. The House may do
that, but there is no requirement for it to do so.

Mr Davies: Surely there must be some pro-
cedure following a member's absence for the
whole session? Does the Speaker tell him he is no
longer a member? Do they no longer pay him? Or
is this another of those strange things which are
written into our Standing Orders, like being ab-
sent for so many days without leave, but nobody
seems to know what happens then?

Mr THOMPSON: Let me talk about the as-
pect of a member being away for so many days
without leave. If one is away for a certain number
of days without leave of the House being given,
one's seat is declared vacant.

Mr Davies: That is how it looks on a reading of
the rule, but we know it is not so.

Mr THOMPSON: It is not really, because the
particular section of the Standing Order which
covers that aspect only says that if a member of

Parliament absents himself for more than nine
days consecutively without leave of the House, he
is guilty of contempt of the House, but nothing is
said from then on about the penalty for contempt.

It would be up to the House then, I suppose, to
exercise some penalty in that case. But in point of
fact there is no legal ground for members of Par-
liament to remove one of their number. There is
only one set of circumstances in which a member
of Parliament can be removed, and the possibility
is so remote and its authority is so weak that it is
very unlikely to occur. When one lo oks at this
legislation, despite what the Premier says, it is
breaking new ground and it infringes one of the
fundamental bases on which this institution is
founded; that is, the privileges of members of Par-
liament in this House.

Mr Jamieson: Are you saying that this is
against the Constitution? It alters the Consti-
tution Act?

Mr THOMPSON: It does not need a consti-
tutional majority. Let me think about that. I have
not thought about it befnre, but I certainly will
now that the member for Welshpool has raised
that point. I will have a closer look at that.

Mr Jamieson: Are you saying, in effect, that is
alters the Constitution?

Mr THOMPSON: Now that the member has
raised it, it appears it may have an effect on the
Constitution, and it may be ultra vires the Consti-
tution. What I am trying to point out is that in
the absence of a practice of our own House, or be-
cause of an absence of a Standing Order, we
adopt the practices of the House of Commons.
We therefore have that right, which is part of the
practice of the House of Commons, to remove a
member if that member has been found guilty of
some contempt of the House. That is one of the
ancient rights of this institution, not very clearly
defined, but it is there as a way in which this
institution can protect its privileges.

Mr Davies: What you are saying is that this
Bill goes further than any Act or Standing Order?

Mr THOMPSON: It goes far further than any
Act or Standing Order. Indeed one must take as a
precedent the very remote situation of the prac-
tice of the House of Commons. Therefore, I see
this as breaking new ground. I believe-c_ i -t to be a
fundamental mistake to give to the Legislative
Assembly or to the Legislative Council the right
to remove from membership any person who sits
in the House, so I am vigorously opposed to that
part of this legislation.

I have spoken longer than I had intended. I am
opposed to the legislation because I do not think
there is any justification for it. I believe it could
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well lull the House itself and the community at
large into a false sense of security, assuming that
because this register is being kept, members of
Parliament are clean. I do not believe that is the
case at all. I believe that the opportunities for
skulduggery to be indulged in are still there. I
would prefer to rely on the time-honoured custom
that we have of a member of Parliament being
able to bring any matter to this House which he
thinks is in the public interest. Surely to goodness
the appropriate way to deal with any suggestion
of impropriety on the part of a member is to use
that facility, not simply to rely on a register as a
means of ensuring that members of Parliament do
not act in an improper way.

MR CLARKO (Karrinyup) [11.48 am.]: In his
second reading speech the Premier said-

.. members of Parliament, as trustees of
th e public confidence, ought to disclose their
financial interests to demonstrate to the elec-
torate that they have not been, nor will be,
influenced by considerations of private per-
sonal gain.

When I entered this Parliament in 1974, my sal-
ary as a lecturer at a college of advanced edu-
cation was approximately $11 900 per annum. I
then found in my new position I was to receive a
salary of $7 500.

Mr Davies: Somebody blundered.
Mr CLARCO: That was a drop of $4 400 from

$12 000 which represents a very substantial de-
crease.

In March 1974, the salaries of members of Par-
liament increased from $7 500 to $10 000 which
was still significantly below the figure I had been
earning previously. Therefore, it can be seen I did
not come into the Parliament to make money. If a
person wants to make money, he should stay out
of Parliament.

Mr Jamieson: You can say that again!
Mr CLARKO: Many people believe members

of Parliament receive high salaries, because they
compare those salaries with their own salaries.

Mr O'Connor: Ministerial advisers get much
higher salaries than you do.

Mr CLARKO: We also had the recent 10 per
cent pay cut which was a stunt. That has had the
effect of lowering the salaries of members of Par-
liament to a level below the salaries received by
people in a long list of jobs and whose salaries
were previously below ours, and that has never
been the case previously in this State. Virtually all
the people with whom we come into contact these
days would receive higher salaries than we do. In
addition, members of Parliament work hours

which, if they were worked by any other person in
the community, and if a case were taken before
an industrial tribunal, would be considered to be
disgraceful.

At the moment a discussion is proceeding
which has emanated from a comment made re-
cently by a Federal Minister, Senator Willis, who
referred to the high costs which result from pen-
alty payments made to people working over the
weekend in the hospitality industries.

Quite properly some union leaders said, "if
they are going to work at the weekend, which is a
favoured recreational period, it is fair enough.
They should get increased pay."

Mr Davies: But as far as members of Parlia-
ment are concerned, nobody forces them to con-
tinue in that occupation.

Mr CLARKO: That is the most specious argu-
ment I have ever heard.

Mr Davies: It is a real argument. You are
happy with your lot.

Mr CLARKO: The fact that that is a specious
argument is supported by legislation which is be-
fore the House currently and about which the
Minister for Local Government said, "No local
government councillors should be out of pocket
for giving service to the community". That was
advanced as a reason for paying local authority
councillors allowances for the work in which they
are involved. In that way they would not be out of
pocket. Councillors do these duties voluntarily
and it is rubbish to suggest that, if it is costing
someone too much, that person should merely give
up the job.

It is totally illogical for the Minister to suggest
members of Parliament are not entitled to com-
ment on their wages and conditions, because they
do not have to stay in the job. It is illogical be-
cause the same could be said of everyone; it is
true of people who work in any field.

For example, let us take the position of a person
who works for the railways and on behalf of
whom a union representative, such as the Minister
used to be, is seeking higher wages. It would be
marvellous if the Minister of the day said, "You
don't have to be a railway man. Why don't you
quit? Give it up and do something else". The
Minister spent years of his life in that position.

Mr Davies: That is an entirely different argu-
ment.

Mr CLARKO: It is not different at all. It is
about a person in a particular occupation-a per-
son who takes up that occupation quite freely.

Mr Davies: The long hours and the sacrifices
you make-
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Mr CLARKO: I have logically shown the Min-
ister's argument to have no Strength.

Mr Davies: You have not.
Mr CLARKO: There is no point in persisting

with it if we disagree, but I would ask other mem-
bers to make a j udgment on the Matter.

Many members of this House when they en-
tered Parliament were in a position similar to the
one I was in when I became a member of Parlia-
ment. Out in the work force they had incomes or
potential incomes which were greater than the in-
comes they would earn in ibis place. I do not say
that as d complaint; I am simply pointing out the
situation.

Mr Davies: It is something you like doing and
you are prepared to work in that way.

Mr CLARKO: Exactly. On two occasions over
the 10 years I have been here, I have voluntarily
offered not to accept a pay increase. On one oc-
casion the pay increase was not received and I am
not sure what happened on the second occasion. I
believe something went wrong and I do not think
members of Parliament lost out, but I am not
clear about that. However, even my colleagues
who approximately five years ago did not accept
wage increases, cannot remember the details, and
we were the ones who gave up that money. Mem-
bers can imagine what the public remember about
that! They remember absolutely nothing.

The other day the member for Moore said he
did not accept a pay increase on yet another oc-
casion, and I believe the member for Merredin
did that also a while ago. He might remember
that-probably his wife does not remember it. In-
deed, nobody remembers it, because people do not
care about it. People do not care whether mem-
bers of Parliament make that sort of gesture. At
the moment, who cares a fig about the 10 per cent
pay cut imposed on members of Parliament?

Every principal in every Government school re-
members it clearly and tells me about it. Fre-
quently I am told by principals of Government
schools, "I have been a Labor man all my life, but
I willI not be any longer". That is a joy to me.

Mr MacKinnon: They are all on higher salaries
than we are, too.

Mr CLARKO : That is correct;, they all receive
salaries higher than mine.

I conclude that element of my speech by saying
I am not aware of any member of Parliament who
came to this place to advantage himself
financially and neither am I aware of any person
who came here and was financially advantaged by
decisions he made. I do not agree with the state-
ment the Premier made in his second reading

speech that members ought to disclose their
financial interests to demonstrate to the electorate
that they have not been or will not be influenced
by considerations of private personal gain.

It is possible to disclose one's financial
interests, particularly as described in this
inadequate legislation, and still do what this legis-
lation seeks to stop.

If a member of Parliament really sets out to ad-
vantage himself Financially, he can do it.
irrespective of legislation. People do this in the
community every day. The greatest example of
that recently has been the position in respect of
the tax evasion legislation. When a new measure
is introduced to try to close one door, another
door opens.

More tax evasion occurs today and there is a
greater spirit of people wanting to evade tax than
I have ever before witnessed in my life. Last year
some very funny comments were made by mem-
bers of the Federal Labor Party in Canberra.
Some of these members put tax evasion and
avoidance together, and treated them as if they
were the same thing.

Of course, that is a lot of nonsense, because in a
sense people avoid tax merely by marrying and
obtaining a deduction for their wives or, in the old
days, a person could obtain a deduction for depen-
dent children. In his second reading speech, the
Premier said also-

...if the public are to be confident that their
elected representatives are discharging their
public duties without bias or the influence of
private interests or personal gain.

He then asserts there is a need for this legislation.
I do not believe the public lack confidence in

our membership as parliamentarians today nor
that they believe we are here to financially advan-
tage ourselves. I do not think the public consider
us in that way at all. However, I do not think that
the public of Australia have any confidence in
their parliamentarians and it is very interesting to
note that, when I changed from being a lecturer
at Nedlands College of Advanced Education one
day to being a member of Parliament the follow-
ing day, according to the list of status awarded to
various jobs in Australia, I fell a number of
points, as did the Minister for Education when he
became a member of Parliament. That occurred
merely as a result of a change in occupation. We
came to be regarded as inferior people according
to the classification which sets out the way in
which people regard those in various jobs.

It is a great pity members of Parliament are not
regarded more highly. To some extent, this is a
result of the way in which we are represented in
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the media. In some cases there is no doubt we de-
serve some of the criticism and in other cases we
deserve all of the criticism.

Mr Pearce: Do you appreciate the irony that
the same list had Cabinet Ministers second only
to judges?

Mr CLARKO: Again that is a completely il-
logical situation.

Mr Pearce: It is just ironic that one set of poli-
ticians rates very highly and other politicians rate
very low, but you could argue it the other way
around.

Mr CLARKO: The basis on which they rate
highly may not represent sound assessment any-
way. A need exists for public confidence in mem-
bers of Parliament. In his second reading speech
the Premier said also, "Public confidence is an
important part of a healthy parliamentary democ-
racy". I accept that. I believe it is what we have
in Australia. From the studies I carried out when
I was a lecturer in history and politics, and as a
result of reading fairly deeply into the subject at
that time in relation to Australia and other
countries, it seems to me, in terms of the morality
of politicians, there is no serious question in re-
gard to Federal or State politicians in Australia.

That is not true in other countries. The things
that go on in the United States are absolutely
amazing. Members may recall former President
Nixon, who is the favourite of everyone who
wants to have a dig at an American President.
Many comments are made about the so-called
funding or bribes that came his way in the mid
1960s. A very significant public issue was raised
against him over the question of those finances. A
similar question was raised against Spiro Agnew
when he was Governor of an American State. He
had supposedly received about $800 000 from the
road construction industry.

Mr Davies: Hasn't an ex-Premier of Japan just
been gaoled?

Mr CLARKO: The Minister is referring to
Tanaka and a matter of several million dollars
involving the Lockheed aircraft organisation.

Mr Davies: And a member of royalty in the
Netherlands.

Mr CLARKO: Many examples can be found
overseas, but none in Australia and especially
none in Western Australia. I wonder whether
members opposite could find even three examples,
if any, of a Western Australian member of Parlia-
ment who, through his parliamentary position,
has actually financially advantaged himself.

One of the great weaknesses of this legislation
is that it excludes the declaration of the Financial

interests of a member's partner and children, and
that reinforces my position. The Government has
said that those people are separate from members
of Parliament and therefore it will not go to the
position which I understand exists in South Aus-
tralia and include the financial interests of wives,
husbands, and children. The Government has
made a deliberate decision not to extend the legis-
lation to that point. This leaves the gate wide
open for a member to transfer his interests to his
wife and/or family and to trusts as well as all the
other areas touched on by my leader. All we are
given is the framework of the gate without the
wire covering it, and this will enable all the sheep,
cattle, and anyone else to go straight through the
centre.

We live in an age when people are repeatedly
talking about the need to protect the personal
privacy of citizens. A great deal of legislation has
been put forward and contemplated by Govern-
ments, especially Labor Governments in Aus-
tralia, to enhance one's personal privacy. Yet side
by side that, the same Labor Governments decide,
for various reasons, to attack the personal privacy
of members of Parliament when no demonstrated
case can be found for their doing so. If many
examples, or even several examples, could be
found of members of Parliament being financially
advantaged by their position as members of Par-
liament, this legislation might be acceptable.

Mr MacKinnon: One example would do.
Mr CLARKO: If one example could be found,

I would not consider that to be a reason for this
legislation. Of course, we in Australia frequently
jump in and enact legislation because one instance
of something that has happened has come to light.
I adnilire the member for Murdoch because, when
he was a Minister, he introduced a number of
sunset clauses in legislation enacted during the
time of the previous Government. That was a step
to overcome the sort of business of enacting legis-
lation to cover examples that come up this year,
but which do not arise again for many years.

Mr Pearce: The only application of the sunset
provision during your Government's term was ex-
ercised by the electors on 19 February.

Mr CLARKO: That is a fair enough comment
for the Minister to make, and he will probably
need to make it quite often, because his party has
not won very many elections. But it has had this
victory and its members should try to make the
most of it. This also relates to my aside on the
America's Cup: There is every chance that in
1987 we will lose that cup because presumably we
will not set up a whole lot of crooked laws which
will not give our opponents a fair chance to regain
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the cup. We will run the challenge on a fair and
equal basis because the people involved in that
area, like the people in Parliament, are honest
peopile. I only regret the challenge is to be raced
off Scarborough. I would like to have it moved a
little further north to Trigg, North Beach, and
Waterman. I do not think we will hold the cup for
long so, like members opposite who are enjoying
the occupancy of the Treasury benches, we should
enjoy holding the America's Cup while we can.

With this legislation the Government is trying
to find a substitute for what is the tried and true
system used in Western Australia; that is, the
system of declaring a pecuniary interest when a
member has one. Or course, the whole question of
pecuniary interest is a difficult one. With the
member for Welshpool, and several other mem-
bers of this House and or the Legislative Council,
Isat for a long time as a member of a committee

to try to determine what is a pecuniary interest.
The member for Welshpool might remember how
long it took us to have a committee of this Parlia-
ment resolve the question of pecuniary interests.
Was it one year or two years?

Mr Jamieson: It sat for about twice as long as
that and brought down an excellent report to
which I was a party, but nothing was done about
it.

Mr CLARKO:. Probably it shall be ever thus.
The member for Welshpool joined the committee
during the life of the committee. Everything said
before then was said at every meeting. Pecuniary
interest is a very difficult thing to determine. It is
very difficult to determine what any interest is.
We were looking at it from the point of view of
people being members of boards and we were
trying to decide whether a person who received
payment for his services had a pecuniary interest
and whether a person who received no payment
still had a pecuniary interest. It was thought that
a person who received no payment for being a
member of a board could still be classified as
having a pecuniary interest, at least in some cases,
because he had a potential for using his position
to advantage himself.

We have a situation in Western Australia
where the Government cannot produce examples
of a member of Parliament having used his pos-_
ition to make a pecuniary gain or of having used
his position as a member of Parliament in an un-
acceptable manner. Our particular system of
pecuniary interests seems to have worked, and
worked very well.

The Government can in no way legislate to pre-
vent a member of Parliament voting without con-
sidering his personal interests. Consider the

example of a Labor member of Parliament who is
an ex-union official and who is now in the
Government. What happens when his ex-union
seeks higher wages and better conditions from the
Government? We have seen recent examples dur-
ing the wages freeze where the Hon. Des Dans
made decisions in regard to people who were
N4TT workers, ancillary hospital workers, and so
on. His adviser, Mr Mc~inty-who does not have
to declare his interest and never will have to-no
doubt assisted him and had a hand in ensuring
that Mr Dans made decisions which favoured
unions of which Mr McGinty was a member.

Mr Davies: That is unfair.
Mr CLARKO: The Minister should wait to

hear what I am saying.
Mr Davies: It was a Cabinet decision. You are

saying the whole Cabinet is dishonest.
Mr CLARKO: No, I am not. As always the

Minister jumps in too quickly. I am saying that
Mr Dans and Mr McGinty made decisions and I
do not think anyone would say there was anything
evil about those people for doing that or that it
was dishonest in a financial sense. No-one says
that. People on my side criticised the decisions,
but not because of any pecuniary interest. An ex-
railway union official, in his time as a Minister
has made decisions which would help railway em-
ployees. However, no-one would suggest a pecuni-
ary interest was involved, but in one sense it is.

Nobody would say anything is dishonest about
the Minister for the Environment fighting for a
bigger railway system, while he might happen to
be a member of the railway union. The Deputy
Premier might make a decision that advantages
the same railway people, but no-one would say he
has a pecuniary interest in that decision.

Mr Davies: That is probably the weakest line of
argument I have ever heard. Sit down.

Mr CLARKO: A Liberal member of Parlia-
ment who is a medico might become a member of
a Liberal Government's Cabinet. HeI could con-
tinually support decisions which advantaged
people in the private medical profession, but
would he have a pecuniary interest in the de-
cisions? He would have a pecuniary interest in
one sense. He might even have a son in the medi-
cal profession, as many medicos do. The children
of many teachers enter the teaching profession.
But would these people have a pecuniary interest
in decisions affecting those professions?

A Labor member, who might still belong to a
union, as I understand people arc able to do,
might make all sorts of decisions as a member of
a Labor Government to advantage the union to
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which he belongs, but no-one would say he has a
pecuniary interest in those decisions.

Hundreds or farmers have been members of
this Parliament and have made decisions about
the level of freight rates, etc., for wheat, wool, and
other products. They have made decisions even
about whether those products should be carted on
rail or by some other means. Any decision a
farmer-member makes in regard to the infrastruc-
ture of this State such as decisions on loan
moneys and so on would affect his occupation, but
would he have a pecuniary interest in any such
decisions? It would be ridiculous to deny farmers
in this House a share in that decision-making as it
would be to deny anyone else.

Mr Stephens: The Bill would not deny that.
Mr CI-ARKO: I am talking about the principle

of pecuniary interest; about whether a person
should be barred from making a decision which
may Financially interest him, and that is the
quintessence of this Bill. It says that people
should not make judgments on matters in which
they have a financial interest, or the outcome of
which will financially advantage them.

Mr Davies: Calm down. You are getting a bit
too excited.

Mr CLARKO: I do not need to calm down.
The member does not run me. I will ignore the
interjections unless they are put in a reasonable
form.

Mr Gordon Hill: Why don't you-
Mr CLARKO: The Government Whip has a

special interest in this position because he is paid
$5 000 per annumn extra for the position he holds.
He has proven he should not take that money be-
cause he just pops in and out of this place; he
would be the Whip of all Whips for not sitting in
his seat.

Mr Gordon Hill: That is unfair. Where is your
Whip?

Mr CLARKO: That is a typical answer from
the Government Whip; he evades the points di-
rected to him. He has not said he is prepared to
pay back that $5 000.

Mr Gordon Hill: Don't be stupid.
Mr CLARKO: It hurts, does it not?
Mr Gordon Hill:, It doesn't.
Mr CLARKO: While the Government Whip

continues to be derelict in his duty, I must con-
tinue to remind him of that dereliction. Occasion-
ally he is allowed to speak properly instead of
having to give his speeches while sitting down.

Recently this Labor Cabinet made a decision so
that our teachers will have a pay nexus with

teachers in New South Wales. I understand that
will financially advantage the teachers of Western
Australia, and the Cabinet which made that de-
cision included a number of es-teachers-the
Deputy Premier, the Leader of the House, the
Minister for Education, the Minister for
Agriculture, the Minister for Community Wel-
fare, and the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. I hope I have not missed any out. Each
of those members could still be a member of the
Teachers' Union, and each took part in a decision
to bring about a higher level of wages for teachers
in this State. Surely that situation represents a
pecuniary interest, but is anything wrong with
that? I would not say anything is wrong with that.

What if six property developers were members
of a Liberal Government and they made a de-
cision which advantaged property developers? I
wonder whether everyone would still say that
would not represent a pecuniary interest?
Examples can be found all over the place, but
what we must do is place our trust in individuals
who have gone through the difficult task of at-
taining the positions they hold. We have to trust
the individuals and rely on the old system of
declaring pecuniary interests. If we do not follow
that system and try to adopt legislation like the
Bill before us, we will bind only the honest people
and the dishonest people will continue to make de-
cisions which would advantage them improperly.

I have given examples of cases where it is not
improper that a member makes a decision on a
matter that could be said to interest him
financially. It would be difficult even for some
brilliant philosopher to draw up a continuum
which sets out where we pass from one point to
another in our being able or not able to make de-
cisions on pecuniary matters such as our teachers'
salaries having a nexus with teachers' salaries in
another State.

Mr Cowan: There is nothing in this Bill which
prevents people from making such decisions.

Mr CLARKO: The Bill seeks to have people
disclose financial interests in a peculiar way. I
could have two acres of land at Kalannie and the
member for Merredin could have 10 000 acres at
Merredin. I could have paid $10000 for my land
and the member for Merredin could have paid $2
million for his land, with each of us having a
mortgage of, say, $2 000 and $ 100 000 respect-
ively. People might think that our holdings are
important in affecting our decisions on a piece of
legislation, but it would achieve nothing to declare
the detail of those interests because our positions
would be quite similar.
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Mr Parker: You might reveal that you have,
say, portion 65 at Kalannie with a mortgage, but
in any case anyone could go to the Office or Titles
and search the title. People already have the right
to do that.

Mr CLARKO: Even if they have the right,
does the Minister support that intrusion into a
person's private lire?

Mr Parker: They already have the right to do
that. They can look for the name "Clarke" and
ind out about any property you own, and then go

and look at the mortgages you have.

Mr CLARl(O: Would anything be gained by a
reporter who went to the Office of Titles to check
on the name "Berinson", and then specifically the
wire of the Hon. i. M. Berinson, his children, or
the Berinson trust? I understand those people own
large amounts or property, but that is their
business. It is not the business of anyone to start
to dig into those affairs and to try to rake up
muck and mire. Mrs Berinson's rather owned
quite a deal of property, and I assume he obtained
it legitimately. He transferred it to his daughter,
who has become the owner of the land. If we be-
lieve in private enterprise and private ownership
of property, what is wrong with her owning that
land? Why should the details of' her ownership be
thrown around in the newspapers for it to become
the subject of snide remarks in hotel bars and
other places? The Government is taking the first
step in that direction.

The Government will cause only some people to
disclose their interests. A devious person could use
the devices of the Bill to evade the Government's
aim. The legislation is bad in that respect, and it
should not have been introduced in any case.

The Minister ror Transport makes decisions
about mining, particularly decisions about mining
in the goldf'ields. Whether as a member of Parlia-
ment he still has large quantities of shares in
mining companies, whether he has a few, whether
he has sold them, or whether he has passed them
on to his wife or a trust, is no business of the pub-
lic of WA. What is more, if they know these
things, it will have no effect on how he makes his
decisions. That is what we are doing. This legis-
lation is designed to allow people to peep into
other people's backyard.

All members of Parliament to some degree
have pecuniary interests-direct or otherwise-in
the community and they certainly have interests
which advantage people who are close to them
when they make their decisions.

I repeat again: Would someone please trot out
the improprieties of present and former members
of Parliament in respect of pecuniary interests?
(164)

There is no evidence of a need for this legislation.
If we had brought to this House any other legis-
lation for which there was no proven need, we
would have been laughed out of the community.
We certainly should not have legislation that does
not do what it sets out to do. That is what this
legislation does by allowing a person to have a
trust and not having to disclose it, and so on. The
Government made a deliberate choice to exclude
wives and families, to exclude trusts, and to in-
clude the proviso about fair newspaper comment.
If a newspaper were a scandal mongering one, the
editor of that newspaper would be prepared to pay
$25 000-the penalty for such disclosure-in
order to get a juicy story.

In addition, the Government's Labor colleagues
in the Federal Cabinet recently published their
lists of interests and, within a matter of a few
days, Minister after Minister was pointing out
that he had not disclosed all his interests. The
matters which were raised and which were sub-
sequently added to the list were negligible. One
member said, "I forgot to indicate I had some
money in a third bank account. I mentioned two
accounts but not the third". These sorts of things
certainly do not add anything to the argument. It
has nothing to do with honesty. What about the
Iraqi loan affair and the suggestion that money
was to be made available to run the next Federal
Labor campaign?

Mr O'Connor: Take the case of the casino
which one of' the Ministers is dealing with now, If
someone said, "Okay, give us approval for a ca-
sino and we will give you S500 000", that amount
will not have to be disclosed.

Mr CLARKO: If that $500 000 were given to
his wife or children it would not have to be dis-
closed.

Mr O'Connor: That is correct.
Mr CLARKO: I suppose this would also apply

to a trust. It will not clean up a Government and I
am not arguing that we need to clean up a
Government.

Mr O'Connor: We are just showing the loose-
ness in the Bill. It is loose.

Mr CLARKO: This is another attempt to fetter
the Press, but I do not think it will do that. As my
leader has said, no attempt has been made to
make senior public servants reveal their personal
affairs. A senior public servant could earn twice
as much as a backbencher in this Parliament and
he could buy land, make decisions about sales of
Government land, and so on, which would tie in
with his personal affairs. If there is a need and a
demand for MPs to reveal their personal private
affairs, is there or is there not also a need for that
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to occur in relation to senior public servants? I
say there is not a need in respect of senior public
servants, nor is there a need in the ease of mem-
bers of Parliament, other than the pressure cre-
ated by the Labor Party through its branches in
the various States of Australia.

A person could be a former trade union official
or businessman, and when he makes decisions in
Cabinet, Caucus, or the party room, clearly and
without doubt, his previous experience, back-
ground. and occupation, together with where he
lives, will play a part in the decision he makes.
Every one of us is biased. We all have prejudices.
They might be the most honest sorts of biases.
Perhaps a person is a very strong nationalist and
supports Australia very strongly, perhaps a fe-
male member is a mother who may support very
strongly all matters relating to family life, or a
businessman may support matters relating to
business, and so on. We all make decisions relat-
ing to self-interest based on our own particular
biases and prejudices. Sometimes these are
financially advantageous to us and at other times
they are not. I am sure people making decisions
often say, "Look, it would personally suit me, a
member of Cabinet, if something happened, but I
do not think it is in the best interest of the State,
so I will take a different course". I have no doubt
that members of this and previous Cabinets have
made such statements since time immemorial.

What will we achieve if we bring in this emas-
culated legislation which has more holes in it than
a collander? We would achieve nothing. This
legislation should be tossed out, because it should
not be here in the first place and, because it is
poor legislation.

As shadow Minister for Local Government and
a former councillor, I am keenly interested in
what happens in respect of councillor decisions
and I have recently tried to urge the present Min-
ister for Local Government to prepare a position
paper to clarify for councillors the question of
pecuniary interests. I gave the example of a coun-
cillor in the City of Stirling who was told that she
was not eligible to vote for a roundabout in the
street in which she lived because that was a
pecuniary interest. I have seen a legal opinion
which states that she does not have a pecuniary
interest, and I have asked the Minister if the
example I gave was of a pecuniary interest and he
said, "You' are asking for a legal opinion and I
will not give you one".

Mr Davies: That is standard.
Mr CLARKO: I am not being critical in saying

that. Surely members of Parliament know many
councillors who are entitled to know where they

stand. The present practice is to approach the
clerk and say to him, "Do you think I have a
pecuniary interest?" My experience is that clerks
are a bit wary and they tend to say that if a per-
son has a slight doubt he should not vote or,
alternatively, councils which can afford legal op-
inions at the drop of a hat obtain them, but they
tend to say the same thing in a longer way.

Mr Davies: I think it is a matter for local
government organisations to clear up, isn't it?

Mr CLARKO: As shadow Minister for Local
Government, I am trying to urge the Minister for
Local Government to prepare a paper to guide
councillors on these matters. The member for
Welshpool is not in the House at the moment, but
he said the Act should be changed in respect of
matters like this. Perhaps that is so. It is
encumbent on the Minister to take note of the
points we have made. These matters have been
brought to his attention. He should look very
carefully at this and we should try to help people
in local government.

I gave the example of a councillor who lived in
a street in which a roundabout was to be placed,
but I have another example of a person who lived
in a street which was closed. It was becoming an
increasingly busy street. It was brought to the at-
tention of the Minister that this councillor had
voted on that matter, and the Minister said that
he regarded the matter as-he used a synonym
for 'srivial"-not being very serious, and this
shows the Minister has a problem. He was right
in not taking any action.

If the Minister regards as trivial a decision to
close off a street completely to traffic whereas a
decision to put in a roundabout to simply slow it
down is regarded as serious, he has a problem. I
know the councillor concerned and I am sure he
would have made his decision on the same basis
whether he lived in the next street or another, be-
cause the decision w~as in line with the opinion of
people living in Marmion and Sorrento. They do
not want heavy traffic coming down Warwick
Road and along their quiet, residential streets.
This extra traffic would ruin the residential amen-
ity of the area. That is reasonable. This councillor
happened to live in the street where the problem
was being caused. 1 also gave the example of
couneillors making decisions in relation to district
planning schemes.

It is of interest to the question of pecuniary
interest because they are matters which are
specifically pecuniary interest. What I am trying
to say is that it will open a Pandora's box. The
question is when it will be opened, and whether it
should be.
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The only way to handle such a matter is in
terms or the existing traditional system; that is, it
must be left to the individual person to declare his
pecuniary interest, Or course, various loopholes
exist. There is no need in 1983 to interfere still
further with the affairs or members of Parliament
or representatives in general. It is a gross
intrusion into a person's privacy. The legislation
has not been drawn up in a comprehensive way
and Government members seem to think that
makes it acceptable. I think that makes it totally
unacceptable. I strongly oppose this legislation.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [12.31 p.m.]:
Usually Acts of Parliament, regulations, or by-
laws as we know them, and in general terms legal
rules, express the need of society to prevent some-
thing which its citizens do not wish to happen.
These legal rules reflect the view of the com-
munity of the day, and hence the laws, if they are
preserved, are the best indication or the history of
that particular society.

This has been true since early times whenever
written notes of lcgal rules have remained for pos-
terity. In fact, they give the best idea and the only
indication of the ethical views and the social needs
of, and the advantages and disadvantages enjoyed
by the whole community; an example is
H-ammurabbi's codes in Babylon, about 1 800
years before Christ. The Roman stone carvings
were the most revealing about the customs of that
society.

The Islamic law prescribed that a thief's right-
hand should be cut off. When this law was
introduced, there was a need for it in that society
because obviously thefts and thieves proliferated,
and the community wanted to put an end to them.

The magnificent provision of the Praetors'
rulings which codified became the Roman law
with regard to the safeguarding of property-and
that extended even to overhanging tree branches
along the fence line-proves that in Rome at the
time there was not a tribal society, but a highly
developed system of individual ownership. It was
a capitalistic society, otherwise these rules cover-
ing property would not have been necessary.

These were not theoretical exercises or some
vote-catching, pre-election promises; they catered
for the real interests and needs at the time.

I think by now, Mr Speaker, you may have
gathered the reason that I have used this seem-
ingly theoretical introduction; it is very relevant to
the subject Bill before the House. It has been
said that there is a necessity to legislate in order
to-and I use the Premier's words-"demonst rate
to the electorate that members have not been nor
will be influenced by consideration of private per-

sonal gains", when dealing with matters per-
taining to the public interest. If there is a demon-
stration that there is no such personal gain, that
automatically and clearly indicates that the legis-
lation is superfluous. If we enact this Bill, it will
tell posterity that there were such cases where
members were influenced by personal gain in
their decision-ma king. That possibility must be
eradicated, and the public now and in the future
must be convinced that such a thing will not
occur.

I ask whether we know of any such case. Do
you know of any such case having occurred dur-
ing your term of office, Mr Speaker? I ask the
member for Welshpool and the member for South
Perth, who have been here for a long time,
whether there has been a single case where a
member behaved improperly and where he used
his parliamentary privileges or powers in order to
further his own gain.

I cannot recall any such case. I do niot think
you can, Mr Speaker, and you have been in this
place as long as 1 have. I asked the Premier
whether he will say when there has been an oc-
casion in the history of Western Australian legis-
lation when legislators have been influenced by
consideration of private personal gain. If he can
think of an instance I ask him to give us details of
it.

The Premier side-tracked the question-as has
occurred with this Government so often-but his
answer indicates that there have been no such
cases. If there .had been such a case, he would
have grabbed 'the opportunity to justify the
introduction of this legislation.

I refer to the Premier's answer to a question
asked on 17 November, when he stated-

(1) and (2) No. The purpose of the Mem-
bers of Parliament (Financial Interests)
Bill 1983 is to strengthen public eoni-
denice in its elected representatives. This
will be assisted by ensuring that any
conflict of interest situation is drawn to
public attention.

It is quite clear from this answer that we have ab-
solutely no ease upon which we can base the
necessity for this legislation. The society of the
day or of our times has not demanded it because
of a proliferation of graft or bribery connected
with the legislators and which should be eradi-
cated. From personal experience and from what I
have read in the world Press and the media, I
would say that Australia is possibly the best
country as far as graft and bribery is concerned. I
am niot saying that not one single case has oc-
curred, because, of course, there are cases, but
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these are probably the exceptions, and as the
member for Welshpooi reminded us, these
strengthen the rule.

By and large, if one goes to any other country
in the world and examines their conditions at
whatever level of government, one finds that Aus-
tralia, and for that matter Western Australia, are
the cleanest places and hence they do not need
such provisions. We in WA do not have to demon-
strate that there is honesty, dedication, or objec-
tivity, or that there is no personal greed or
impropriety on the part of members of Parlia-
ment.

This Bill is the worst thing the Government
could do to its legislators and to their reputations.'
For a Bill to indicate to a member of the Parlia-
menit, "You are guilty until you are proven inno-
cent and indeed you are a crook", is unheard of.
This Government is irresponsible from that point
of view. That is what this legislation implies. Even
if it were enacted and later repealed, a future his-
torian of Western Australia would be able to say.
"There was a time in Western Australia's history
where a large number of parliamentarians were
corrupt and legislation of the type proposed was
enacted to deal with the situation". As in other
countries, it would be a written rule of the law
which would be left in our history.

The Premier argued that this type of legislation
has been passed in other States, and, indeed, in
other countries in the world, but why should we
follow a bad example? Why cannot we demon-
strate that we are different and that, in fact, we
are better? Why cannot we stand up and say that
we are superior to those places which find the
need to bring in such legislation?

Another point is that this legislation should
rightly deter any decent, law-abiding citizen from
considering becoming a member of this Parlia-
ment. We often hear the complaint that we are
not getting quality in our members of Parliament.
With this legislation we are working towards
making that quite impossible. Some members of
Parliament who have given up good occupations
will realise that this legislation is retrospective. At
the time they came into the Parliament, they
could not have anticipated that, as members of
Parliament, they would be subjected to such types
of rules, simply because there was a party that
thought this measure should be included in its
policy and platform, and when it became the
Government it implemented that measure.

Of course, we must consider the publicity that
could flow from the retrospective effect of this
legislation. If one speaks to some people who are
involved in the Government, especially in the

executive arm of Government in the United
States of America, one finds that they are mostly
volunteers although they receive some remuner-
ation. If a person seeks a Federal position such as
Secretary for Defence or Secretary of State, he
seeks that position, because he finds it rewarding
to serve his country. The people in the United
States complain that not enough people who have
the ability seek such jobs, because they find that
they are subjecting themselves and their families
to undue accusations and probings of their
Financial situations. They may also be accused of
improper behaviour in the course of their duties.

I wonder whether the Government has realised
what clauses 19 and 20 actually mean. These
clauses deal with offences against this Bill. They
deal niot only with offences by the media which
can publish matters from a register, but also with
members of Parliament, if they speak in Parlia-
ment about matters contained in the register.
Should a member of Parliament commit such an
offence, he is punished accordingly. If a body cor-
porate publishes or authorises the publication of
any information from the register, it is liatlel to a
fine not exceeding $25 000.

I refer members to clause 22 of the Bill which
reads as follows-

A contravention of, or failure to comply
with, any provision of this Act shall not at-
tract any criminal or civil liability except as
provided in section 19 or 20.

In other words, once Parliament deals with an of-
fence and has applied the penalty, the aggrieved
person cannot sue the newspaper which published
the article.

As the member for Karrinyup tried to illus-
trate, we could have the situation where a mem-
ber of' the media may think it is worth slandering
a member of Parliament as he cannot be sued
under this legislation; he would be Fined 5000
only. There are many cases where scandal-
mongering is worth $5000 to an individual, or
worth $25 000 to a corporate body. After paying
the fine, that person or body would get off scot-
free. This is one of the worst features of the legis-
lation, although there is no feature of it which I
support.

I ask the Minister: What will be considered to
be an improper publication? It has not been ex-
plained in regard to clause 19 (a) which reads as
follows-

any information derived from a register
unless that information constitutes a fair and
accurate summary of the information con-
tained in the register and is published in the
public interest; or..
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So far the definition of the term "public interest"~
has not been taken into consideration where the
Press or other person is involved. In addition,
however, it is stated in clause 19(l) (a), -. .. and
is published in the public interest", but we do not
have a definition of the term "public interest".
Anything may be published from the register if it
is published fairly and is an accurate summary,
but it must be in the public interest. Someone
must interpret what that term "public interest"
covers. As it has already been pointed out, it is
only a matter of someone's searching a title or
corporate documents and attaching a figure to it
and that figure could be published.

Is it in the public interest if that is simply pub-
lished as a sensational item by the media to try to
sell its particular newspaper or electronic adver-
tising space? Did the Government want to make a
sensation out of any member's assets or lack of
assets? Is that in the public interest? After read-
ing this Bill, a grave doubt exists in my mind
whether people should attempt to publish those
details. The Press and electronic media will go to
their corporate lawyers and I wonder what those
lawyers' opinions will be.

That comes back to my question to the Minis-
ter as to what was the intention. Was it to pub-
lish, to aid a smear campaign, and to create sen-
sationalism, or was it the intention only to publish
if the member involved himself in something
which was improper, and it was proved,' and the
additional proof was the fact that it was contained
in the register? That would not be an improper
thought, but to publish it to cause sensation would
be the gravest infringement of individual rights.

Another tremendously bad aspect of this legis-
lation is that it takes away the privilege of mem-
bers of Parliament under the Westminster
system-a privilege that has been traditional in
every Parliament. That is done by virtue of the
clause which prevents members from talking
about this subject, and the Leader of the Oppo-
sition has referred to this. 1 raise a legal question:
Would this Bill be constitutionally accepted? Is
not the right and privilege of a member sitting in
this House and raising something in the public
interest affected by this Bill which may be passed
with a simple majority of the House? What would
constitutional lawyers say about that? That is
what this Bill does; it takes away to some extent
the privilege of members of Parliament. Is that
the right and proper thing legally to do? If this
Bill becomes an Act of Parliament, would it not
be properly challenged in the courts on the
grounds that it had changed the Constitution, if
not the words of the Constitution because the
Western Australian Constitution is written? If we

were in the United Kingdom, however, where
there is no written Constitution it would chang-!
the principle and tradition of the Constitution.

Mr Parker: Any Act of the Parliament can
alter the Constitution.

Mr MENSAROS: It can in the UK, but I was
relating it to the situation in which a formality
exists as to the way in which it is altered.

Another feature of the Bill which should not be
accepted by any member of the Parliament,
irrespective of party affiliation or whether he is on
the majority or minority side, is that a member
can be removed from this place by a simple ma-
jority of the House, not by the electors. We can-
not deny that members occasionally vote with
their party's majority because they think that it is
the right principle to support the majority view
and not because it was right to support the legis-
lation. I am not criticising voting in order to be
loyal to a party because otherwise we would not
have stable Government. Every member should
know that when we leave the discontinuation of
membership of an elected member to the ma-
jority, that majority party will be caucused. It will
not judge the case on its merits as a court of
justice would do.

These all are features of the legislation which
are entirely unacceptable. One could go on and
ask, as some members have done: How can pri-
vate members of this Parliament be involved or
bring themselves to be involved in bribery or
graft? They do not have any power to act in a
situation in which anyone would offer them a
bribe. Ministers would be in a situation if they
acted in a discretionary way, but they have
hundreds of checks upon them starting with their
offices and the media. A public servant has more
of an opportuinity to accept bribes, and I do not
want to be irreverent, but judges also could do it.
One might ask how we could think that; but why
do we think a check should be made on the
honesty of members of Parliament? Can one not
in the same breath think of judges not being
honest? Much more scope and possibility exists
for their being corrupted; members of Parliament
really do niot have that opportunity.

I conclude by saying that I detest and reject
this legislation and the principles contained in it,
particularly, those I dealt with in detail. A mem-
ber of Parliament has no recourse to the courts of
law for any damage that is done to him by way of
defamation as a result of the provisions of this
Bill. This Bill partially takes away the privilege of
members of Parliament to express themselves. A
seat can be declared vacant by a decision of a
simple majority of this House and not by the cc-
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tars. The introduction of this legislation, let alone
its passing, has created the worst reputation poss-
ible-and certainly undeserved-for members of
this Parliament.

The Treasurer commented on the Loan Bill
that traditionally the Opposition supported it. I
was happy to hear him use the word
"traditionally", but have we given up all our
traditions? I point out with the greatest respect,'
Mr Speaker, that your deputy sits wigless,
gownless, and coatless in the Chair. Is that the
tradition we uphold? This Bill goes to great
lengths to take away all the traditions we thought
we had and marks members of Parliament as
rogues who are all subject to bribery and graft. It
forces us to prove to the public that we are not.

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.15 p.m.
MR BRADSHAW (Murray- Wellington) [2.15

p.m.]: I understand that if the Members of Parlia-
ment (Financial Interests) Bill is passed, it will
have a long-term and detrimental effect on this
Parliament. People who have contemplated stand-
ing for Parliament will think long and hard before
taking up the challenge if they have to declare
publicly their financial interests. Many successful
people, and those perhaps not necessarily success-
ful, do not wish publicly to disclose their interests.
This will have a long-term detrimental effect on
our H ' use. Why should we disclose our assets
publicly? I for one do not particularly care
whether mine are disclosed, but in principle it is a
wrong and unnecessary move, and therefore I op-
pose this Bill in its present form.

If one took a survey of all the electors through-
out Western Australia and asked them whether
their members of Parliament should disclose their
assets, the majority would definitely say, "Yes".
However, if one asked the reason for that answer,
the majority would not know why members
should disclose their assets. If one asked the eec-
tars whether they would be prepared to disclose
their assets, 1 am sure that the majority of people
would say, "No". I do not see the reason members
of Parliament should publicly disclose their assets
in any shape or form.

This Bill is discriminatory. I go along with what
the Leader of the Opposition said earlier; that is,
that it should go further and include Ministers'
wives and families, and also ministerial advisers.
Ministerial advisers are probably in a better pos-
ition to make capital gains or financial
improvements from their positions as they basi-
cally become lobbyists. I am sure pressure will be
put on these advisers because of the positions they
hold. People will approach them to put pressure

on Ministers to gain same pecuniary interest or to
help to put their cause across.

I am not sure how many members in the past
have been influenced by their interests outside
Parliament. It wnuld he interesting for the Minis-
ter to disclose which people have been taking ad-
vantage of their positions as members of Parlia-
ment or as Ministers in the life of Parliament. In
this vein I do not believe it is necessary. Even if
they were to gain financial interest from being
members of Parliament, I am sure they would not
put the assets so obtained in their own names;
they would put them in the names of their wives
or children, or, in some cases there might be a
cash payment.

This ruling is quite futile. It will serve no useful
purpose, and it will not stop anyone who wants to
be mischievous or who may want to gain financial
advantage through his position.

Who will Police the disclosure of assets? It will
be very difficult to police, even if someone is put
in charge Of it. I am not really sure how this
would be looked into to ensure that members
make disclosures of their assets. I t is obvious most
members will disclose what they own or possess.
On the other hand, those who do not wish to dis-
close all their assets for one reason or another will
not do so. It will be just about impossible to find
out, unless in some way or another the details be-
come disclosed.

If it is considered that we must have this type
of legislation, disclosure of interests should be on
a private basis so that, for example, a panel of Su-
preme Court judges could retain the list of assets.
However, I cannot see the point in public disclos-
ure as intended in the legislation. Indeed, I cannot
see the point in a panel of Supreme Court judges
or any private body retaining a list of assets of
members of Parliament. Therefore, as the Bill
stands, I oppose it.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [2.23 p.m.]: The
National Party will give qualified support to the
legislation-qualified to the extent that we would
like to see an amendment to clause 19; but I shall
turn to that in a moment.

I do not think there is any argument that the
standing of politicians in the eyes of the com-
munity is at a very low ebb. Anything this Parlia-
ment can do which might in some measure lead to
an improvement in that situation will be for the
good of Parliament and democracy.

In principle, the measure before the House
could-I emphasise. the word "could"-ead to an
improvement in the public attitude towards poli-
ticians. I recognise that it will be exceedingly dif-
ficult to police, or, should I say, it will be reason-
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ably easy to get around some of the provisions.
That being the case, one might argue that the
only thing the legislation will achieve will be to
keep the honest honest, but ifra person is basically
dishonest, he will still subvert the legislation.

Mr Rushton: So you don't make any progress,
because the honest will still be honest.

Mr STEPHENS: That is partially true. One
might argue that way, but there are always people
in the middle who, if nothing exists to prevent it,
will take advantage of a situation. However, if a
law exists, they will abide by it. Therefore, poss-
ibly the people in the middle ground might take
note of the situation.

Another reason I am inclined to support the
Bill is that this Parliament has passed legislation
with respect to local government and that legis-
lation requires a councillor in local government to
declare an interest. If a measure in which a coun-
cillor has an interest comes before local govern-
ment, he must declare that interest. We made
that decision which affects people who are making
a contribution to the community, usually at per-
sonal cost. Certainly councillors are not remuner-
ated, and yet this Parliament expects them to de-
clare their interests.

Mr Watt: He does not have to disclose his
interest.

Mr STEPHENS: A councillor does not have to
disclose his interest: he has to declare an interest.
All this legislation requests of a member is that he
disclose the nature, but not the amount of his
interest. That situation is a little different,' but I
do not think the principle is at all different.

If Parliament expects councillors in local
government to declare an interest, it is only fair
and proper that we, as members of Parliament,
are prepared to state our interests.

When speaking before the luncheon suspension,
the member for Karrinyup referred to declaring a
piece of land as an interest and asked of what
interest that would be to anyone. Several years
ago when O.D. Transport Group of Companies
received a Government contract with regard to
the transport of chiller goods without a tender
being required, a number of rumours went
around. In fact, I was contacted innumerable
times by people suggesting that certain members
of the Liberal Party had an interest in that organ-
isation. I do not think that is true. I would not dis-
close the names of the people mentioned to me,
but the pressure was so intense that I spent con-
siderable time at the Corporate Affairs Office
examining the records of O.D. Transport to ascer-
tain whether there was any truth in the rumours.

Mr Watt: There wasn't, was there?

Mr STEPHENS: No, I did not find any infor-
mation to that effect. If we had a register as
suggested in the Bill, any of the people who heard
these sorts of rumours could acquaint themselves
with the position. Certainly the facts would be
readily ascertainable and it would perhaps pre-
vent rumours of that nature being circulated in
the community.

Mr Thompson: I am sure you went to the Cor-
porate Affairs Office just to make sure that the
Liberals were clean.

Mr STEPHENS: I did, and I make no secret of
that. I was asked, not by one, but by half a dozen
of my constituents to ascertain the position. Yes, I
went along to the Corporate Affairs Office to find
out.

Mr Thompson: That they were clean or-
Several members interjected.
Mr STEPHENS: It might please the member

who has just interjected to know that I was quite
happy to relate to a number of people who con-
tacted me the fact that, to the best of my ability, I
had searched the Corporate Affairs Office records
and there was no trace of any substance to the al-
legations. Certainly that was beneficial to the
names of the members who were being impugned.

A disclosure of interests would be beneficial.
Most of us would accept that possibly the greatest
democracy in the world today is the United States
of America. The legislation on the declaration of
interests which exists there is similar to the Bill
under debate. I am not in a position to judge
whether the relevant legislation in the USA
works, but it is certainly similar to this Bill.

An article appeared in The Parliamentarian of
July 1983 titled "Conflict of Interest-The Ex-
perience of the American Congress".

Mr Mensaros interjected.
Mr STEPHENS: I have indicated already I

will turn to clause 19 later on. I do not intend to
be sidetracked at the moment. In relation to
"Protecting the public, not the member" it says
inter alia-

In accepting the broad public financial dis-
closure provisions of the new ethics codes,
both Chambers-

It is referring to the United States Legislature. To
continue-

-reluctantly gave up their claim to privacy
in their financial dealings in order to reassure
the "public" that they were serving them and
not their private interests.

I go along with that. It is a decision which every
member seeking parliamentary office has the
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right to make. He can decide whether he will
nominate for Parliament and seek election in this
place in the knowledge that he has to indicate or
declare his financial interests.

We are being consistent in our support of this
great democracy when we support the principle
behind the public disclosure of financial interests.

I said earlier that I have a reservation about
clause 19 of this Bill. I am aware the Premier has
circulated a proposed amendment to that clause,
but the proposed amendment does not allay my
fears in any way in respect of this clause. I ask
him to further consider the clause and his pro-
posed amendment with a view to amending the
clause in a different way from that which he pro-
poses.

We support the Bill in principle, but we cannot
support clause 19, either in its present form or in
the proposed amended form. It impinges on a
member's absolute privilege in this House. I refer
members to Erskine May's Parliamenary Practice
at page 8I where it says-

By the 9th Article of the Bill of Rights it
was declared 'That the freedom of speech,
and debates or proceedings in Parliament,
ought not to be impeached or questioned in
any court or place out of Parliament'.

At page 82 it states-
'Speech and action in Parliament may thus

be said to be unquestioned and free. But this
freedom from external influence or
interference does not involve any unre-
strained licence of speech within the walls of
the House'.

It is quite apparent from that quotation that we
have absolute privilege in this House, and that
this privilege relates to article 9 of the Bill of
Rights. I acknowledge that the Parliament can
make a judgment on that authority, but I ask
members to consider the proposal in the legis-
lation.

The Parliament will make a judgment as to
whether anything referred to in clause 19(l) has
been transgressed, which means the Parliament
will degenerate to making political decisions on
whether transgressions have occurred.

Knowing the nature of politics, I do not think
the Parliament should pass legislation which puts
its member's positions al the whim of a political
decision. We all know that unfortunately mem-
bers of Parliament in this place are inclined to do
what their political parties tell them to do and are
not inclined to act according to the dictates of
their consciences. It would be impossible for a fair

and impartial judgment to be made under this
provision.

Not only does this relate to a political decision,
but also it relates to the ramifications of that pol-
itical decision such as the member for Kalamunda
mentioned this morning. Members could have
their seats declared vacant as a result of a politi-
cal decision in this House made under this legis-
lation in its present form. We are not prepared to
accept that position.

Iurge the Premier to think again about this
clause and to come up with another proposed
amendment to allow the continuation of unquali-
fled freedom of speech in this House. It is essen-
tial that we retain that right.

With that qualification. I indicate that the
National Party supports the principle behind the
legislation. We trust that the Government will be
reasonable in bringing forward an amendment to
allow members to retain their absolute privilege in
speaking in this House. If the Government does
not do so, our attitude to the third reading of the
Bill no doubt will be different from our attitude to
the second reading.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [2.35
p.m.]: I do not suppose that in politics much
changes, although occasionally Governments do.
There is not much difference between the attitude
expressed by Opposition members about this Bill
and the attitude those members expressed about
similar questions brought forward by this Govern-
ment when its members were in Opposition and
made attempts to legislate to require the disclos-
ure of financial interests of members of Parlia-
ment. It really boils down to a simple statement of
different positions.

The statement is that members of the Oppo-
sition do not accept that there should be disclos-
ure. They do not accept the basic proposition that
we have, with our election to this place, by defi-
nition-if one cares to use that term-an obli-
gation to sacrifice some of the rights of privacy
that ordinary citizens enjoy. We have consistently
maintained that the confidence of the public in
the democratic system demands that we should
look seriously at the disclosure of financial
interests.

We do not accept-if I can start with the last
contribution first-the contradictory argument
that under the, Bill of Rights, the Constitution, or
anything else of that nature, we are all-powerful
as a Parliament, but not yet powerful enough to
impose restrictions on ourselves. We cannot be
all-powerful: we cannot be the masters of our own
destiny if that mastery does not stretch to
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deciding that we will require the disclosure of
financial interests.

The Leader of the Opposition first spoke about
the way in which this Bill represented a departure
from previous attempts by the Opposition, as we
on this sidc were then, to introduce changes that
would require the disclosure of financial interests
or, as on one occasion, that would require the Par-
liament to Set to work to determine how best dis-
closure would be accomplished.

We admit that what he said is true. This Bill is
different from the previous motions and Bills
introduced by us when we were the Opposition
and sat on that side of the House, but that does
not preclude our claim that it is consistent with an
attitude we have often expressed that it is a desir-
able thing on a certain basis.

There is not much to that argument by the
Leader of the Opposition, who also said we do not
have a mandate to proceed with legislation of this
sort. Mr Speaker, I do not know about you, but I
am becoming sick and tired of trying to work out
what comes within the province of this mandate
and what is not properly mandated. As far as I
can see this fluctuates according to the political
stance of the people speaking at the time. It would
seem to me that if we have a mandate for nothing
else, we have a mandate for a piece of legislation
which will achieve something we have tried to
achievc on at least two or three occasions pre-
viously. I do not think the action we planned and
attempted to carry out on those occasions could
have left anyone in any doubt as to where we
stood on this matter. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition asked why the Ministry will not make any
disclosure of assets, and that is simply because the
Ministry will not make any disclosure of assets
until all of our members of Parliament decide that
what is fair for one member of one side of the
House is fair for all members of both sides of the
House.

We are acutely aware of thc challenge that the
Ministry should disclose its assets, but we do not
see that there is any sense in that, especially when
members of the Opposition say they do not intend
to disclose theirs.

Mr Clarko: It is not that; it is the fact you have
not done it properly.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am simply answering
each of the points raised and that was one of the
points raised by the Leader of the Opposition,
who asked why the Ministry did not make a dis-
closure of its assets.

Mr Clarko: You tell me why we should disclose
anything.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I tried to touch on that
point briefly at the start.

Mr Clarko: Is there any public demand for it
other than from the Labor Party machine?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: What I said previously
was that the confidenc of the public in the pro-
cess is dependent at least in part on the percep-
tion, and certainly on the fact, that because of
that disclosure members of Parliament are acting
in the public interest.

Mr Clarko: What has led you to say that?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is one of the points

the member made in his contribution, but it is ex-
tremely difficult to give an example when we were
not required to make a disclosure previously.

Mr Clarko: I am saying there is no call for it
other than from your party.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If that is the view of the
member for Karrinyup, let him believe it, but I
am saying what we believe. I am not saying the
member believes that. We believe that the disclos-
ure of assets adds to public confidence in the
democratic process.

Mr Clarko: Are you saying we never had public
confidence 10 to 30 years ago?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We believe that it is an
integral part of the structure that builds up that
confidence and candidates should accept that,
when they are elected to this place. they must
forgo some of the privacy which ordinary citizens
enjoy.

Mr Clarko: If you have a trust worth $20 000,
your wife has a trust of $50 000, and your chil-
dren have a trust worth $130000, do you believe
this Bill would be effective by saying that you
have to disclose those assets?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Karrinyup now wants to argue away from the
principle. If he is saying he does support diselos-
u re-

Mr Clarko: I never said that at all.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is not much point

in arguing about the practical application of a
principle to which a member takes such exception.

Mr Clarko: I was just saying-
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I wish the member for

Karrinyup would stop "just saying". We do not
accept that there should be some disclosure to a
private group and that is simply because it de-
stroys the sense of a disclosure to reassure the
public. The Opposition wishes this disclosure to be
to a private group. That would place that group in
an unenviable position. Who among us would like
to sit as one of the three members on that private
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group and take the responsibility of deciding
whether or not the disclosure amounted to some-
thing which should be acted upon or which was
not actionable, in the responsibility of that group?
Private disclosure achieves nothing and, as far as
the Government is concerned, it should be public
disclosure or no disclosure.

The Leader of the Opposition said that the
legislation was an unnecessary intrusion, that it
impinged upon members' honour, and that it
could not ensure Ministers acted intelligently. I
suppose it is an intrusion, but it is not unnecessary
in the Government's view. It does impinge upon
members, but I am not sure that it impinges upon
their honour. As far as the aspect of the public
disclosures, ensuring Ministers act intelligently is
concerned, sometimes I despair of providing any-
thing that will ensure some Ministers, members
here, and members in another place will act
intelligently. There is no doubt that it is imposs-
ible to ensure that they act intelligently.

I suppose if we want to do that, we could
institute a set of IQ tests or we could have schol-
arships to universities to try to train people to
act intelligently. All we are seeking to do with this
legislation is to reassure the public that when
members of Parliament make decisions on legis-
lation-which will cause fortunes to be made or
lost-those decisions are based on the public
interest and not on the personal private interest of
any member of Parliament.

The Leader of the Opposition asked why minis-
terial advisers, departmental heads, journalists,
shire clerks, etc., were not included. It is a strange
argument because the Opposition wants to try to
put in train the dual horses of the principle and
the practical defects of application. All that
suggests is that the Opposition is saying that there
arc defects in the practical application of the
legislation at the same time as it says that in prin-
ciple the legislation is bad.

We have never said that this legislation is the
ultimate in legislation of this sort, and we have
never said that it covers all those people who
might be appropriately required to disclose their
interests. What we have said is that this is the
first step. It is a mild and cautious step, but it is a
responsible first step designed to encourage the
Opposition to change its attitude. It is designed to
say to the Opposition that it is not being asked to
accept something which is repugnant. It is being
asked to consider something which is much milder
than it might have expected.

The Leader of the Opposition and other mem-
bers claimed as the strength for their argument
that this legislation is not comprehensive enough.

Mr Clarko: If you were dinkum, you would
write a page letter to The West Australian to ad-
vise it of your assets, your wife's assets, and your
children's assets.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am perfectly happy to
do that provided that members of the Opposition
do that also.

Mr Clarko: You should include everything you
owe; your overdraft balance at the bank. You
should say it is $2 532.27 and you should say that
you owe the lady next door $5.70.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the Opposition mem-
bers are prepared to do that, I will.

Mr Clarko: It is not up to us to do that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the point. We do

not pass laws in this place which state if one
wishes to oppose that law, it is up to him to do
that, and if he wants to comply with it, he can.

Mr Clarko: That is a different point.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What Ilam saying is that

I would be happy to do that if Opposition mem-
bers would do the same. If they want disclosure
on a certain basis, I will walk alongside that and
make some disclosure.

The member for Karrinyup stated quite vividly
that he did not support disclosure, but his leader
said that he did not mind disclosure to a private
committee. His objection to the legislation was
not on the principle; it was on its practical appli-
catton.

Mr Clarko interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think the member for

Karrinyup has had a fair go.
Mr Clarko: It is not for you to decide; it is for

the Speaker to decide.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I said, "I think".
Mr Clarko: I will remind you of the same point

next time you are interjecting at length. Half of
Hansard last year was full of your interjections.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition called the Bill a phoney and said that other
people should be included.

The member for Kalumunda differed in his
view from that of the Leader of the Opposition in
that he disagreed with disclosure of interests. The
Leader of the Opposition said that the Ministry
should disclose its interests and the member for
Kalamunda disagreed.

Mr Thompson: I am opposed to the principle. I
have no sympathy for any member in this place.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand that. All I
am saying is there is a difference between the
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view of the member and that of his leader. I am
saying that we appreciate there is a difference,
but we wvill not, as a Ministry, be disclosing our
interests because we do not believe we should do
so until all members are required to do so; that is.
until the Parliament makes a decision requi ring
all members to disclose their interests. Then we
will disclose our interests on the basis that we are
required to do so. We are suggesting a basis.

The member for Kalamunda also said it might
be possible for this legislation to inhibit members
and perhaps cause less-than-best members to be
elected. That is an argument we have encountered
previously. On balance, as far as we are con-
cerned, we believe there is something of a vo-
cation to being seriously a good member of Par-
liament, and the sort of commitment required and
vocation necessary will not be distracted by this
legislation.

Mr Thompson: That point was made in the de-
bate, but not by me. I said that the Parliament
and the community could be lulled into a false
sense of security by assuming that the disclosure
provisions would protect this institution and the
community.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Certainly, in the same
way that we have laws about motorists going
through red lights which laws lull motorists into a
false sense of security when approaching an
intersection, this legislation could have a similar
effect. But on balance we think the good effect
outweighs the bad effect of which the member is
speaking. I do not deny its existence but I think
the member probably is overdrawing the situ-
ation. However, I can accept and acknowledge the
point of view.

The member for Kalamunda raised also what I
consider to be the only valid point drawn to my
attention from the debate; it relates to the
vacation of a seat of a particular member as a
punitive part of this legislation. That matter will
be referred to the Attorney General and the
Crown Law Department for an opinion. I have
tried in the last half hour to speak to the At-
torney, but he has been busily occupied in another
place; he will attend to this aspect.

Mr O'Connor: Can I clarify one point? I made
it clear that I did not support the legislation, but
that I had no objection to disclosing my own per-
sonal assets.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My understanding from
listening to the Leader of the Opposition was that
he did not mind disclosure to a private committee.

Mr O'Connor: I said of my own personal de-
tails. I made it clear I did not need a Bill for that;
I will do it without a Bill.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Perhaps I misheard, but
I thought the Leader of the Opposition said he did
not mind disclosure to a private committee.

Mr O'Connor: That is for myself; that is cor-
rect, I do not mind.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can see a situation in
which the Leader of the Opposition might be
voting with us.

Mr O'Connor: No. I indicated also-and I
know the Premier had to go away and could not
listen to all the discussion-that I opposed the Bill
and gave reasons.

Mr Clarko: Seeing you are leader, no doubt you
will give all your personal interests to the Press
today as an example to the community.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member

Karrinyup said teachers, for example Bryce
Pearce in Cabinet-

for
and

Mr Clarko: And, etc.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -including, I suppose,

the member for Karrinyup. could be making de-
cisions to advantage teachers.

Mr Clarko: No. I gave an example of your
Cabinet having done that. Six of your colleagues
are former union members who could advance
teachers, and no-one would consider that rep-
rehensible.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If we could elect some-
one to this place who has never previously worked,
that objection would disappear. Until then we
have no hope of seeing that the Parliament is full
of people who have not previously worked with
other people.

Mr O'Connor: I asked whether you were pre-
pared to table details of ministerial assets.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have touched on that
several times, and as I have said previously, we
are prepared to disclose our interests immediately
Opposition members disclose theirs.

Mr Clarko: That is leadership!

Mr O'Connor: If I table mine today, you will
table those details?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am perfectly happy
with my Ministers to disclose all our interests
when Opposition members disclose theirs. I can
tell the Leader of the Opposition my interests
now; I am happy to disclose them. I have two
bank accounts, both in overdraft, one to the tune
of$17 000, and the other probably around $1000.
I have one house on which I have a mortagage of
$70 000. I have no shares or other bank accounts;
but I have five children, and one wife, and
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another child due in January. That is as much dis-
closure as I can make.

Mr Clarko: Is the public helped in any way at
all by your saying that?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, but the Leader of
the Opposition appears to have been helped.

Mr Clarko: If you had $200 million in your ac-
count, would it make any difference to the public?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know; the mem-
ber would have to ask them.

Mr Clarko: Would the people of Balga vote dif-
ferently?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can only say in re-
sponse to the Leader of the Opposition that I can
now ride out what I have said, but that is the start
and finish of my assets.

Mr O'Connor: I have a lot more than you, and
some of your Ministers have 10 times what I
have.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not know, but if
the Opposition votes for the Bill, we might not
know exactly what they have in absolute terms,
but we will know the source and we will have that
assurance.

The Leader of the Opposition asked me a
question; I have answvered it, but it seems to be
causing concern to the Opposition members that I
am not wealthy. I am sorry about that, but the
Leader of the Opposition asked the question and
members opposite have been given the answer.

I am perfectly happy wi,. -my lot and I am
happy to disclose my interests. All I am sayi ng is
that members on that side appear not to be as
forthcoming as is the present Premier. I do not
make any challenge on that basis, but I ask: If I
am prepared to disclose my interests i n response
to the Leader of the Opposition's comment, why
are not members opposite man enough to stand
behind their leader who is prepared to make a dis-
closure himself'? He is prepared to do that, but
other Opposition members are not. When the
Leader of the Opposition came into the House to
make his point, the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition was immediately in his car explaining the
position of some of the members.

Mr O'Connor: Not at all; that is not true.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Floreat

said this was retrospective legislation. Of course,
that is not true, because on the passage of this
legislation is it not required of members if they re-
main in Parliament that they disclose their
interests? It is simply the case that the law comes
into effect from a particular date of proclamation
and members can make a choice about whether
they decide to disclose their interests. So it is not

retrospective; it applies from the date of procla-
mation or some other date to those people who
choose to remain in the Parliament under the
strictures of the legislation.

The member for Floreat asked about an
amendment relating to improper publication. I
would assume he has received a copy of it, and so
that answers his question.

I was slightly heartened by the corner party's
attitude.

Mr Stephens: I am pleased to hear that. Will
you consider our point on clause 19 impinging on
our privileges?

Mr Mensaros: Will you deal with clause 22?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have in my notes clause

01()(a) standing beside the contribution made
by the member for Floreat, but I do not have a
note on clause 22. I suggest that is best discussed
in Committee.

I am moderately heartened by the attitude of
the corner party which, in true agrarian style, is
not afraid to indulge in some form of disclosure.
We do not expect we will be titillated by the ac-
counts of the members for Stirling and Merredin.

Mr Cowan: You won't be; they are very ordi-
nary.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All my assets are at
school with the exception of one who is probably
loitering in the kitchen causing trouble.

As far as the Covernment is concerned, nothing
much has changed. Many new members have
come into the Parliament, mostly on our side, and
they have sense and will support the legislation.
One or two of the new members on the other side
have slummoeced back into the attitude, "Let us
not tell anyone; let us not disclose any assets".

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Listen to then, yowling.

What is the matter with those members? They
are led by a man who will disclose his assets, but
members behind the Leader of the Opposition
duck for cover in all directions when the subject is
raised.

Mr O'Connor: I oppose it in principle.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition opposes it in principle, but he is prepared to
go along with it and I applaud him for that. What
is wrong with the members who sit alongside and
behind the Leader of the Opposition?

Mr Williams interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It would be too big a job

to find out what is wrong with the member for
Clontarfl.
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The Government has put forward this legis-
lation as a natural progression of the issues we
embarked upon some three years ago. We are
seeking parity with other States in Australia
which have taken similar steps.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committe

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr
Burkett) in the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Premier)
in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Members to lodge returns with

clerk-

Mr O'CONNOR: I refer to subelause (4) of
clause 4 which states-

Nothing in this Act requires the disclosure
of the actual value, amount or extent of any
asset. income, interest, gift, contribution,
debt or disposition referred to in Part Ill of
this Act.

I reiterate that in principle I totally oppose this
Bill. I do not believe disclosures should be made
of the assets of members of Parliament. I do not
believe the Government is dinkum and I think this
Bill is proposed to cover up for Ministers. It is
what I call a 'laundromat Bill" because members
can launder their money through it.

I refer to this aspect because, if I have a quar-
ter acre block, it must be disclosed, and if I have
another block further along the road, a second
disclosure must be made. Howvever, one of the
Ministers in the Government may have a 100-acre
block of land, which is subdividlable and located in
the metropolitan area. That person has only to
make one disclosure: it is not necessary to provide
further detail, except the location, nor to estimate
the value. Also, with the exclusion of the disclos-
ure of the assets of a memnber's family, this Bill is
full of loopholes; it has more holes than a sieve.

This legislation is a cover-up and, while I op-
pose it in principle, it is my duty to bring forward
some of the faults that are contained in it. One of
these is that members are not required to disclose
the value, amount, or extent of any asset. As the
Premier said previously, he has a home on which
he owes $70 000. 1 owe something like $40 000 on
my home. Bit the Premier's home may be worth
$120000, mine may be worth $300000, and
another member may have a block of land worth
$3 million. However, this information will not be
shown on the disclosure.

I feel that the wool has been pulled over the
eyes of the Government by some of the Premier's
colleagues who have something to hide. I have
nothing to worry about and, although I am not
happy about the situation, I would have no objec-
tions to making a disclosure because anyone can
see what assets I have, such as property and a
bank overdraft. This Bill is "a nothing". The fact
that it does not require a disclosure to detail the
amount involved clearly indicates that what I am
saying is true.

Mr SPRIGGS: I voice my opposition to this
Bill because I have an honest belief that I was
elected to this Parliament by the people-

Point of Order

Mr BRIAN BURKE: With due respect, and
although the member has spoken only briefly, I
point out that we are in the Committee stage of
the Bill and a general comment intended to be de-
livered on the second reading should be retained
for the third reading of the same Bill.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett): I
accept that point of order. In fact, I was just
checking with the Clerk about it.

Mr O'Connor: He has said only about five
words.

Committee Resumed

Mr SPRIGGS: I relate my comments to clause
4 on page 5. My remarks are in opposition to the
Bill and especially in opposition to clause 4 which
clearly states that I must lodge an annual return
with the Clerk on 31 August of each year.

I was elected to this Chamber by the people to
represent all points of view, and I was not under
the impression that it would be necessary for me
to disclose any or part of my assets.

As the Leader of the Opposition said, the Bill is
totally inadequate to do what the Premier said it
will do-to disclose to the public an interest that I
have and because of which I could use my influ-
ence in this Chamber to generate personal gain.
In fact, the Bill does not stop me fromt voting on
such a matter. Although I disclose my assets,
nothing in the legislation prevents me from then
voting on something that would enhance my
profit, so the Bill is totally inadequate.

Under the Local Government Act, a person
must declare his interest, and he is then debarred
from discussing or voting on the matter to which
his interest relates.

Mr Bertram: There are no parties in local
government.

Mr SPRIGGS: I hope there never will be.

5229



5230 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr Tonkin: You have been a Liberal all your
life. What are you talking about?

Mr SPRIlGGS: Yes, and I will remain one.

The point I am making-it has nothing to do
with my political affiliation-As that the Bill-

Paint of Order

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not want to restrict
the member's right to speak-

Mr Clarko: It looks like it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -but he should be re-
quired to address clause 4. If he is not so required,
I presume all other members will be able tQ de-
liver their second reading speeches on whatever
clause they think is most appropriate.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
The member for Darling Range has departed, in
my opinion, from clause 4, 1 ask him to return to
it and it only.

Contrary to what he said in relation to the Par-
liament, 1 direct his notice to Standing Order No.
195 which reads as Follows-

No Member shall be entitled to vote in any
division upon a question in which he has a
pecuniary interest.

That contradicts completely what he said a few
moments ago.

Mr Thompson: I do not know that that is the
Deputy Chairman's job.

Mr O'Connor: Neither do 1.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I wanted to deal

with his departure from clause 4. 1 noted that.

Comnmittee Resumed

Mr SPRIGGS: If I had departed from clause 4,
I will return to it.

Mr Tonkin: No wonder we have to sit on
Friday. You are just wasting the time of the
Chamber.

Point or Order
Mr THOMPSON: Sir, I appreciate that you

wanted to be helpful in the circumstances, but I
submit that it is not your place to debate the
issue.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett): I
did not intend to, debate the issue, and I did not
enter into the debate. I just meant, as a point oF
clarification, to tell the member something which
I thought he did not know, and which I con-
sidered would be helpful for him to know.

Government members: Hear, hear!

Committee Resumed

Mr SPRIGGS: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair-
man. 1 do not mind at all.

Mr Tonkin: You cannot say we are not co-op-
era tive. We are bending over backwards to help
yo u.

Mr SPRIGGS: I have no objection to your
interpretation, Sir, or to your quoting from the
Standing Orders. However, that does not take
away from what I have said with regard to clause
4.

Nowhere in this Bill and nowhere in the Stand-
ing Orders am I deterred from having a vote, if I
were in the Cabinet, on a matter in which I was
interesced. What you are saying, Sir, is partly
true; but it is not true when it is related to the in-
fluential part of the Government. The only people
who could be influential in agreeing to a situation
that gave them benefit are the Cabinet Ministers.
Therefore, the Standing Order that you have
quoted does not prevent Ministers from having
interests in matters that will improve their way of
lire and give them an extra income.

I have a strong objection to clause 4 which re-
quires me to disclose my interests. I was not
elected to the Parliament for that. I know that the
Parliament makes the law of the land, and that if
it passes a Bill, it must be obeyed.

If the Bill of Rights were adopted in the Feder-
al Parliament, I question whether this legislation
would override that Bill. Any Bill that goes to the
point where it asks me, as an elected member of
this Chamber, to disclose my interests, would go
against the Bill of Rights. In fact, I understand
that the proposed amendment will mean that my
family would have to declare their interests as
well. Quite honestly, there would be no way,
under the Bill of Rights, that the Government
could insist upon my disclosure of interests.

Mr Bryce: The Liberal Party opposes the Bill of
Rights. You cannot have your cake and eat it, too.

Mr SPRIlOGS: I oppose the Bill of Rights; but
if by some mischance it ever became law, it would
be against the provisions of the Bill before us.

This is a gimmick Bill. It is a heap of rubbish,
and it does not do what the Government proposes.
Certainly it does not give the public any security.
A member of the Cabinet who discloses his assets
uinder the conditions of this Bill will not be re-
stricted fron promoting any legislation that will
make him a wealthy man.

Mr CLARKO: I refer to subclause (4) which
shows how absolutely worthless the Bill is. If a
member had one share in Western Mining Cor-
poration Ltd., and Western Mining owned
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Yeelirrie completely-the uranium prospect on
which it has spent $30 million or $40 million
which will now be wasted because of the actions
of this Government-and a question came up,
when the member was part of the Cabinet which
supported uranium mining, the member could be
regarded as having a pecuniary interest, an advan-
tage in supporting such a legislative measure.
However, it is absolute nonsense to take that view.
We could have the situation in which members
would not be able to have a say in anything.
Worse than that, it is equating a person with one
share in Western Mining with a person who may
have one million shares. The Government will not
discriminate in its publication between the person
with one share and the person with one million
shares: the person with one acre of land and the
one with one million acres of land: or the person
who has received a gift of $1 and the person who
has received a gift of $1 million. There is a differ-
ence between $1 and $1 million, but the legis-
lation does not discriminate between amounts.

All the Government wants is to have written
down on pieces of paper the fact that a member
has a certain overdraft or perhaps is in credit
with, say. Westpac. What advantage is that to the
community? Just a while ago, the Premier stated
that he had an overdraft of around $17 000 and
that he had a mortgage of around $70 000 on his
home in Balga. Let us assume that is his total
financial situation. What have Western Australia
and the citizens of Western Australia gained by
his telling us that? What would it matter if the
situation were the reverse and he had one or two
houses and a weekender, and he had perhaps
$10 000 or $50 000 in the bank? What difference
would it make to the people of WA? More im-
portantly, what difference would it make to him
as a legislator passing legislation through this
Parliament? Is the Government suggesting that
the Premier of this State would say. "Just a min-
ute. I have $ 10 000 in credit so I will vote a par-
ticular way on this measure", or that he would
say, "I owe the bank $17 000 so I will vote in a
certain way on a particular measure"? It is absol-
ute nonsense.

By taking out the details, the Government
would actually reveal nothing. If a member had
all his financial dealings with Westpac, he could
simply write down \Vestpac" on the paper, so
what would that do to help the people of Western
Australia? In what way would that member have
revealed how he might vote on a particular mat-
ter?

If the people who put forward this measure
were dinkum. they wvould get members to list their
possessions. In addition, if Government members

were truly honest and sincere, they would say,
"Although we are unable to get this legislation
through Parliament to ensure that all members
reveal their pecuniary interests, we as members of
the Government have decided to give the public of
Western Australia a list of all our Financial af-
fairs". Mind you. Mr Chairman, that would gain
absolutely nothing in terms of better government.

All that would happen under clause 4(4) is that
the Government would allow several members of
its Cabinet to hide the real position of their
finances. That is what this clause has been de-
signed to do. It has been designed to prevent those
several members of Cabinet who are very wealthy
men in terms of their total assets and those of
their immediate families from advising the public
of Western Australia of their Financial positions.
It creates the situation where no member of Cabi-
net would ever want to be involved significantly in
the share market because the Government, by
regularly making decisions which can affect share
values, would place a member of Cabinet in a pos-
ition that he would have to work against the
interests of the State because he had an interest in
a particular company.

What is wrong with this clause is that those
people who espouse this legislation, which I reject
as a gross interference in the personal privacy of
members of Parliament, already have the situ-
ation covered under the Standing Orders of this
Chamber. A moment ago, the Deputy Chairman
of Committees did a great service to this
Chamber by reminding members of Standing
Order No. 195 which reads-

No member shall be entitled to vote in any
division upon a question in which he has a
pecuniary interest.

That Standing Order explicitly clarifies the pos-
ition for members and explains how they shall
vote.

Mr Spriggs: They can promote something and
talk about it, but they cannot vote on it.

Mr CLARKO: The member for Darling
Range, as a former shire president, would under-
stand the big difference between what operates
here and what operates in local government where
a councillor has to withdraw from the whole argu-
ment. That is a far superior practice than that
which is adopted here, particularly ifra person of
great eloquence is involved.

But people who know what happens in Govern-
ment today understand that what happens in this
Chamber is, in almost every case, simply an
endorsement of what the governing party has
already decided within the confines of its party
room.
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Mr Wait: When the vote came, he could simply
get himself paired and the relative voting
strengths of the parties would be unaffected.

Mr CLARKO: The member is the sort of per-
son who would be clever enough io pick up that
point. That shows up ibis clause, and particularly
subclause (4).

If the Government were dinkum, it. would say
that all members should disclose the full extent of
their financial interests. Secondly, if Government
members were honest and decent men, they
would, irrespective of whether this Bill were
passed. disclose explicitly and in total the position
of their finances. If Government members were to
do that, it would not advance the cause of honest
government in this State by one little.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The point raised by the
Leader of the Opposition really does not stand
close examination. He said that the Bill was de-
fective because it was not sufficiently comprehen-
sive in terms of its disclosure requirements. The
challenge I put to him is that if we strengthen the
disclosure requirements, will the Opposition sup-
port the legislation? The Leader of the Opposition
has quite simply said, "No". He will not support
the legislation regardless of the attention given to
those specific defects of which he speaks. That
really tells the story.

The Opposition opposes this legislation not be-
cause it thinks there is a defect that permits the
legislation to be circumvented-] guess with any
legislation, regardless of its attention to detail,
there would be those who would seek a way round
the intent of the legislation-but simply because
it does not want disclosure of any sort. On that
basis, it makes a mockery of the Opposition's ar-
guments about clause 4.

The contribution by the member for Darling
Range was a mixture of what should have been
said on the second reading and on the third read-
ing debates. I suppose his position is best summed
up as well by my saying that he opposes the legis-
lation because he was not elected to Parliament to
disclose his interests. We have never said that is
the case. What we have said is that to improve the
confidence the public have in the democratic pro-
cess, disclosure is desirable.

The contribution from the member for
Karrinyup really was not very relevant to the
clause.

Mr O'CONNOR: I made it clear from the out-
set that I opposed the legislation. It is necessary
for me also to disclose how phoney this Govern-
ment is. To realise this, one has only to go back to
previous Bills introduced by the Labor Party to

have wives and families disclose their financial
interests.

This Bill, and clause 4 in particular, would
allow a member to launder his money. It would
allow a Minister, with or without massive wealth,
to do exactly as he would want. This clause makes
the Bill an absolute nothing.

Mr Brian Burke: If we change it, will you sup-
port it?

Mr O'CONNOR: I have shown the Premier
the amendments I intend to move.

Mr Brian Burke: They do not relate to clause 4.
If we amend it to suit what you are saying, will
you support it?

Mr O'CONNOR: I have said very clearly that
I oppose the Bill in principle. I also oppose the
phoney attitude of the Government. It is not
dinkum with this legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: I am willing for your sake to
change that attitude. I will attend to it by includ-
ing the changes you suggest if you support the
legislation.

Mr O'CONNOR: I have made my position
clear from the outset. The Government has been
pressured by Ministers and other members of its
party to introduce this sort of legislation. For
what other reason did the Government bring in
this watered-down legislation that means
nothing?

Mr Clarko: Why didn't it bring in the South
Australian legislation?

Mr O'CONNOR: that is right. It has not
brought in legislation similar to the South Aus-
tralian Bill. The fact is that property or assets
have to be disclosed, but the amount does not and
I am quite sure the public, the media, or anyone
who has read this legislation would realise that it
is phoney. I rise to clearly indicate I know that it
is phoney and that the Government has brought
this forward because of pressure from its own
members.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 5 put and passed.

New clause 6-

Mr O'CONNOR: I move-

Page 7, after line I -insert after clause 5
the following new clause to stand as clause
6-
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Intt'rprelation 6 nti at"ebr
01 'Mem'ber" 6 nti at"ebr
in'his Pam, shall include a Ministerial Ad-

viser and the wire of a Minis-
terial Adviser and, where a
Member is a Minister or the
Crown, his wire. Whenever the
word "Member" appears in
this Part it shall be interpreted
as referring to the Member or
his wire if he is a Minister or
the Crown, or the Ministerial
Adviser or the wire of a Minis-
terial Adviser who has com-
pleted. or is required to com-
plete, a primary return or an
annual return under section 6
(1), as the case may be.

I moved this amendment because the only people
who have real power are Ministers and ministerial
advisers. Members or Parliament certainlIy do not
have great power. I have already pointed out that,
ror instance, under this legislation, if the Minister
for Employment and Administrative Services is
involved with casinos and someone says, "I will
give you S I million if you will agree to put it in a
certain place and give us the contract", he can say
10 them, "Don't give it to me. Give it to a member
of my family", and the member of his family can
then pass the SI million on to him and that would
be okay. The legislation would not be breached,
and I believe it is wrong in those circumstances.

If the Government is dinkum, not only should it
do what it has been requested to do and legislate
to lay on the Table of this Hiouse the disclosure of
financial interests of Ministers which the Premier
has apparently obtained from them, but also it
should, in this case, give details of the situation of
the Ministers' wives and families to overcome the
position I mentioned earlier.

It is very obvious that this Bill without the
clause I have suggested could allow the laun-
dering of money in many circumstances. I used
casinos only as an example; it could relate to any
issue at all.

While I say that ministerial advisers have the
power, I do not think this applies to backbenchers
either -on the Government or Opposition side.
They do not have the power to bring into effect
decisions made by Cabinet or by Ministers. If the
Premier is dinkum about this issue-

Mr Brian B urke: What about under
secretaries?

Mr O'CONNOR: If the Premier wants to
move an amendment to include them, I will sup-
port it.

Mr Brian Burke: The point I am making is that
there are so many others they could not all be in-
cluded.

Mr O'CONNOR: I have no objection if the
Premier wants to add them to my list. I hope the
Government will support my amendment.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government will not
accept the amendment. That is not to say that we
will not in certain and different circumstances
move to strengthen the legislation in the Way
suggested by the Leader of the Opposition. What
we said at the outset was that we were seeking to
implement a sensible and, I suppose one might
say, a cautious piece of legislation. The Leader of
the Opposition may think ministerial advisers
have tremendous powers and it may be that under
secretaries do. We both might chink journalists
do, yet none of those is included within this defi-
nition or interpretation and it is not our view that
they should be included. As far as backbenchers
are concerned, we do not see any merit in treating
members of Parliament differently, whether they
be backbenchers or Ministers, and at this stage,
until the legislation has been reviewed, we do not
see any merit in widening the interpretation of
"Member" as suggested by the amendment.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am not surprised that the
Premier does not agree with my amendment be-
cause the pressure from inside has probably been
such that he has had no option.

Mr Brian Burke: There has been no pressure
about this at all.

Mr O'CONNOR: I do not concur with the
comments of the Premier. Judging from remarks I
have heard From certain individuals around the
place-

Mr Brian Burke: I have not heard any of them.
The Leader of the Opposition may have heard
something. The amendment really is defective.
Some ministerial advisers have husbands, not
wives. The point I am trying to make-

Mr O'CONNOR: IF the Premier wants to
amend it, I would be happy to agree to it.

Mr Brian Burke: It is your amendment.
Mr Clarko: It covers it at the moment.

Mr O'CONNOR: If the Premier wants to
amend my amendment, he can do so. I think it
covers the situation of the people with the
powr-the decision-makers. The Premier has
made his point; I have made mine, and I will leave
it at that.

New clause put and negatived.
Clauses 6 to 8 put and passed.
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Clause 9: Gifts-
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I move an amendment-

Page 10, lines 1 to 12-Delete subclauses
(3) and (4) and substitute the following-

(3) For the purposes of this section,
the amount of a gift comprising prop-
erty, other than money, or the conferral
of a financial benefit shall be deemed to
be an amount equal to the value of the
property or the financial benefit.

(4) In this section "gift" means any
disposition of property, or the conferral
of any other financial benefit, made by
one person in favour of another
otherwise than by will (whether with or
without an instrument in writing), with-
out consideration in money or money's
worth passing from the person in whose
favour it is made to the other, or with
such consideration so passing if the con-
sideration is not fully adequate, but does
not include any financial or other contri-
bution to travel.

Mr O'CONNOR: The amendment extends the
definition and I have no objection to supporting it.

Amendment put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clauses 10 to 18 put and passed.

Clause 19: Restrictions on publication-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I previously intended to
move an amendment to clause 19 and. following
discussions with the Leader of the Opposition, it
is now not my intention to move that amendment,
but to consign to another place for consideration
both the Opposition's amendment and the
Government's proposal.

Mr O'CONNOR: Under those circumstances,
I am quite happy to do as thc Premier suggests. I
think we are both on the same wavelength and it
is a matter of the correct wording. I am happy for
it to be amnended in another place.

Point of Order

Mr STEPHENS: I could not hear what the
Leader of the Opposition said. I ask: Is the Prem-
ier going to report progress?

The CHAIRMAN: No, I will advise the mem-
ber what has happened. Both the Premier and the
Leader of the Opposition had submitted amend-
ments to clause 19. They have both agreed not to
go ahead with them with a view ta the clause
being amended in another place.

Committee Resumed

Mr STEPHENS: It makes it difficult for mem-
bers in the National Party because the Premier
circulated a proposed new clause 19. I received it
about half an hour ago and in line with my com-
ments in the second reading debate, my colleague
and I have been preparing a series of amendments
to the proposed new clause 19.

Mr Brian Burke: You can be involved in the
discussions about the final nature of the clause.

Mr STEPHENS: It would be rather difficult
for the National Party to discuss this clause in
another place at the moment, because our mem-
ber in that place is down with a virus.

Mr O'Connor: That will not preclude you from
participating in the discussions.

Mr Brian Burke: I am happy for you to take
part in the discussions.

Mr STEPHENS: On that basis, I am happy
with the arrangements.

Mr MENSAROS: It would be normal to talk
to clause 19 as it is printed in the Bill, but appar-
ently the intention is that it be in some other
form, and that the circulated new clause 19 would
ultimately Find its way into the Bill.

The amendment circulated by the Premier ap-
pears to create a clearer picture than the printed
one. "Public interest" is not defined in the Bill
and it is difficult to ascertain whether a publi-
cation can be made purely for the information of
people. To some extent the proposed new clause
would take care of this, but it does not take care
of the principle which is important in that it
curtails members' privileges. Even in the proposed
new clause, there is a curtailment of the absolute
privilege of members to speak in any way they
want in this Chamber within the limits of Stand-
ing Orders.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I do not intend the
member not to continue his remarks, but I do not
want to set a precedent for oiher members to talk
in this vein. We should be discussing the actual
clause 19 in the Bill because there are no amend-
ments before the Committee.

Mr MENSAROS: I realise that, but my com-
ments relate to existing clause 19, but as it hap-
pens they do relate to the new clause as well.

Mr Brian Burke: I do nut think they would re-
late to the new clause.

Mr MENSAROS: It still curtails the privileges
of members.

Mr Brian Burke: So does the privileges Act.
Standing Orders curtail the privileges of mem-
be rs.
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Mr MENSAROS: I do not agree with the
Premier. I canvassed the possibility during the
second reading debate that if this particular legis-
lation is passed, and in particular clause 19, some-
one would challenge it in the courts. Would not
that result in some sort of assertion by the courts
that would say it is against the constitutional
rights of members of Parliament?

Mr STEPHENS: I thank the Premier and the
Leader of the Opposition for their consideration
in regard to discussing the proposed amendment
to clause 19. However, I would like to reiterate a
point that the National Party has made over sev-
eral years. It believes that legislation should leave
this place in the form in which we desire it. We
should not let it go out or this place and make ar-
rangements with members in another place to
amend the legislation in the form we desire it.

I again ask the Premier to consider reporting
progress on this clause so that we, as a House of
Assembly, can give due consideration and make
deliberations according to the wishes of the mem-
bers in this Chamber and send it to another place
accordingly.

I am always conscious of statistics and I know
that the Labor Party from time to time has indi-
cated by statistics the number of occasions Bills
have been passed in the Assembly which are
amended in the Council, as opposed to the few oc-
casions this occurred when a Liberal Government
was in the Assembly. Therefore, the statistics are
being distorted by allowing a Bill to go out of this
place in a form that is not desirable.

The other point I would like to emphasise is
that the clause, as it presently stands, does im-
pinge upon the absolute privilege of a member of
this Chamber to speak. I know that our privileges
are circumscribed by Standing Orders and the
privileges Act, but it has long been recognised
that members of Parliament have the privilege to
say what they like. There is no question that the
clause impinges on that privilege, and it would
then be a political decision of the Government of
the day. I do not think any member in this
Chamber should put himself in a position where
his comments and judgments-certainly when
penalties are concerned-would be in the hands of
a political decision of the Government of the day.
We would strongly object. to that impingement
on the privileges of members of Parliament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I appreciate the com-
ments made by the member for Stirling. We must
have consideration for exigencies in time and we
have attempted to treat the National Party to an
elevated status it has not recently enjoyed. For
that reason, I ani happy for the National Party to

submit an amendment to the Attorney General in
order that he. together with the Leader of the Op-
position and me, might discuss it so that the
National Party member in another place will not
be disadvantaged by his illness.

Normally a Government would simply say.
"No, it is amended by us. and that is that". We
understand the point of view, and we are prepared
to change our view. The best way that can be
done in the present context is for all of us to get
together and discuss the matter. That is the word
of the Government on this particular matter, and
we cannot be fairer than that.

I am not prepared to report progress because
members are well aware that the passage of time
echoes new breath in members in this place. We
have been on this Bill all day and, should we ad-
journ it to a more refreshing time in some morn-
ing to come, we will be on it for another day. That
is the score.

Mr HASSELL: I do not know whether the
Premier is suggesting that some amendment to
this clause can be worked out. If that is so, I am
glad to hear it. I do want to take a moment to re-
cord my particular objection to clause 19 as it
stands. Of course, I stand with the Leader of the
Opposition and the Opposition in relation to this
Bill. It seems to me that special attention should
be given to clauses 19 to 22. I support the remarks
made by the member for Floreat in relation to the
impact of clause 19 coupled with clause 22.

For the moment I will deal solely with clause
19. In my view, as it stands it constitutes a very
dangerous attack on both the privilege of Parlia-
ment and the freedom of the Press. As such, it
should be rejected by all members on both sides of
the Committee. This will be the only law which
purports to restrict the privilege of Parliament,
and the essential right of members of this
Chamber and members of the other Chamber to
speak in this place without fear of any redress by
any person. We all know that on occasions that
right is abused, but consistently, for some
hundreds of years-certainly in our case for as
long as the life of our Parliament-the represen-
tatives of the community in this place have judged
that the privilege of members of Parliament to
speak without let or hindrance from any law or
any external control, has outweighed the desir-
ability of putting restrictions on that privilege for
the purpose of protecting against any abuse of the
privilege.

There have been abuses of the privilege: that
cannot be denied. However, to impose this kind of
restriction, presumably to avoid an abuse of the
privilege in relation to our own disclosures of
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interests, is inconsistent with what the Premier
said earlier today about the maturity of Parlia-
ment and the need for its members to be prepared
to face up to this issue. In other words, this very
clause is inconsistent with the philosophy of the
legislation which the Premier has put forward.

The clause provides a doubly dangerous attack
on freedom of speech because it attacks our right
to speak about what appears on a public register
and this wvill be a public register. It attacks the
right of the Press to publish what appears in that
public register and it attacks the right df the Press
to report what is said in this Chamber, because, of
course, the publication of material not from the
register directly, but fromt what the members of
the Chamber say is in the register or say about
the register, may itself be an offence on the part
of the Press under subclause (3) of clause 19.
Therefore, in effect it has a triple control.

I remind the Committee that recently in Aus-
tralia we saw a startling attack on the privilege of
a State Parliament. That attack brought an im-
mediate response towards the protection of that
privilege not only by the Commonwealth Attorney
General, but also by a reassertion of the privilege
by the oldest of the Australian Parliaments, the
New South Wales Parliament. It will be recalled
that a member of the South Australian Parlia-
ment-not one of my political persuasion and not
one who was speaking about those things he
should have been, but nevertheless a member of
that Parliament-in the course of its sitting chose
to refer to matters raised during the Hope Royal
Commission. He raiscd questions as to the evi-
dence before the commission and queried what
the commission was doing about that evidence.
The Royal Commissioner and others-I think my
memory is accurate when I say it was the Royal
Commissioner-questioned whether the member
might have breached Commonwealth legislation
by referring to the activities of the Royal Com-
mission. He raised the question in terms of the
principle of whether a member of a State Parlia-
ment could be in breach of a Commonwealth law
by speaking about matters in a State Parliament.
That gave rise to considerable concern both gen-
erally and in South Australia. It resulted in a very
quick statement by the Commonwealth Attorney
General, wvho also is not of my political per-
suasion. that there would be no acceptance by him
of any attack on [he privileges of a Parliament. It
further resulted iii the New Souih Wales Parlia-
ment adoptingo a resolution reasserting its un-
doubted rights and privileges. That Parliament
adopted the followving resolution-

That the Legislative Assembly expresses
profound concern at recent statements

reflecting upon the privileges of Members of
Parliament and, as a constituent House of
the Legislature of the Sovereign State of
New South Wales-
(1) Reaffirms its undoubted rights and

privileges including the fundamental
right of every member to freedom of
speech in Parliament; and

(2) Asserts that, in the public interest the
media should be untrammelled in their
reporting of the proceedings of Parlia-
ment.

That resolution, having been adopted by the New
South Wales Parliament, was then forwarded to
all other States including our own. Only a few
weeks ago, Mr Speaker reported to the House on
the adoption of that resolution and endorsed the
words expressed in it. We gave the matter con-
sideration and decided that we should put forward
the very resolution for adoption in this Parliament
to join the NSW Parliament and other State Par-
liaments in asserting the undoubted rights and
privileges of the Parliament and of the Press in re-
porting on the proceed:..gs of Parliament. As a re-
sult of our considerations, the member for East
Melville has given notice of a private member's
motion to have this Chamber resolve in the same
terms as were resolved by the New South Wales
Parliament and, I believe, others also. We have a
situation in which the views of this Parliament
will be expressed.

Those views have been supported by the
Speaker of our Chamber and yet at the same time
we have a Government presenting a Bill which re-
stricts very severely and very significantly the
privileges of the members of this House and of
another place to speak freely and openly on the
subject matter of a public register.

We have a further restriction which works in
two ways; it wvould restrict the right of the media
to report on those things which are recorded in
the public register, and also when they are dis-
cussed in this Chamber. This is indeed an extra-
ordinary provision and one which is dangerous in
its terms in view of what it says, and more par-
ticularly dangerous in its uncertainty, its breadth,
and the way in which it could be used by a ma-
jority party against a member of a minority party
on the other side, whatever those majorities or
minorities might be. Members of the Opposition
in this Chamber would be at risk from the hands
of the Government. Members of the Government
would be at risk in the upper House at the hands
of the Opposition. This is an intolerable and ab-
surd position. I hope that the Premier will see fit
:o carry through a very serious review of this
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clause with a view to deleting it and maintaining
privileges.

If it is proper to have a register-and we do not
agree that it is-and if we are required to make
disclosure in a register, that register must be a
public document and open for discussion in the
public arena, subject only to those rules which
apply, such as the laws of defamation, the laws of
Parliament, and the laws of privilege.

Mr BRIAN BURKE:. It is a pity the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition was not here previously.
I do not propose to canvass the ground again. I
propose to get together with the Leader of the
Opposition, the member for Stirling, and the At-
torney General.

Point of Order

Mr RUSHTON: On a point of order, would
the Premier speak up? We cannot hear him on
this side.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Would the Premier please speak up loud enough
for the member for Dale to hear him'?

Commit tee Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will get together
with the Deputy Leader of the National Party
and work out what is mutually acceptable in the
way of an amendment to this particular clause.
Had the Deputy Leader of the Opposition been
here earlier, he would have been aware that his
entire speech was unnecessary.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 20: Breach of section 4 by Member-
Mr THOMPSON: During the second reading

debate, I raised my objection to that part of this
Bill which could render a member of Parliament
liable to lose his seat on a resolution of the House.
That, in my view, infringes one of the basic rights
of our parlianientary system. The only people who
have the right to elect or not to elect are the con-
stituents of each electorate, and I am very much
opposed to the proposition that, by resolution of
the House, a member can lose! his seat. There are
no provisions in P- ThanC ro'rders or in the
Constitution for a r c: ariament to be re-
moved.

Mr Cowan: Yes Wuire are, but not by the
House.

Mr THOMPSON: I amn saying not by resol-
ution of the House. There are provisions whereby
a member may lose his seat, and they are if he ab-
sents hiniself from the House for a full session.
Other provisions arc if he becomes insane, or if he
becomes bankrupt.

Mr Barnett: Why are some of the members on
the other side still there?

Mr THOMPSON: This is the only provision
which will give members of the Mouse the right to
remove someone. So a resolution could be carried
by all members of the Government party deciding
that my seat should be declared vacant,

Mr Evans: That is a good idea.
Mr THOMPSON: It probably is for the Minis-

ter for Agriculture. That is just not acceptable to
me. I would suggest that if all members reflected
on what is happening, they would agree that it is
something which should not happen.

I move the following amendment-
Page 18-Delete everything in lines 6 to

20.

Point of Order

Mr STEPHENS: On a point of order, I would
like clarification. It is my intention to move an
amendment to this clause, but my amendment
would come in prior to that moved by the
member for Kalamunda. I seek the ruling of the
Chair on this. I gave an indication to the Premier
and to the Leader of the Opposition of my amend-
ment.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett): It
is not really a matter for a ruling from the Chair,
but if the member for Kalamunda wishes to with-
draw his amendment at this stage, that would
allow me to consider the amendment proposed by
the member for Stirling.

Mr THOMPSON: The correct way for amend-
ments to be adviced in this Chamber is by their
being hard&' j Chair or to the Clerk, as I did
with the asscanient I proposed.

Mr Brian Burke: You did not give me a copy.

Mr THOMPSON: No, I apologise for that. I
did not give my leader a copy because I have just
written it out and handed it in. Had the member
for Stirling done the samie, Mr Deputy Chairman
(Mr Burkett), you would have been aware that
there were two amendments and you could have
determined which should take precedence. But I
am a terribly co-operative person: therefore, I
seek leave to withdraw my amendment for the
time being to allow the member for Stirling to
propose his.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Committee Resumed

Mr STEPHENS: I would like to thank the
member for Kalamunda for that consideration. If
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he is so co-operative, he might wish to support the
amendment I am about to move.

Mr Thompson: I have not seen it yet.
Mr STEPHENS: My amendment is consistent

with our attitude with regard to protecting the
privileges of members of this Chamber. I hope
that the consultation which will take place with
regard to clause 19 will also remove the restric-
tions and inhibitions on members' privileges.

I move an amendment-
Page 18-Delete everything in lines 5 to

20 with a view to substituting the following
passage-

deal with that member according to sec-
tions S and 9 of the Parliamentary Privi-
leges Act.

The effect of my amendment will be that a mem-
ber will still have to make out the register, but if
he Fails to do so, instead of imposing the fines
and/or the ultimatc penalty of removing the
member from his seat, the Chamber will deal with
him according 1o sections 8 and 9 of the Parlia-
mentary Privileges Act.

Section 8 reads as follows-
Each House of the said Parliament is

hereby empowered to punish in a summary
manner as for contempt by fine according to
the Standing Orders of either House, and in
the event of such fine not being immediately
paid, by imprisonment in the custody of its
own officer in such place within the Colony
as the House may direct until such fine shall
have been paid, or until the end of the then
existing session or any portion thereof, any of
the offences hereinafter enumerated whether
committed by a member of the House or by
any other person-

It then lists the various issues which include dis-
obedience to any order; refusing to be examined;
the assaulting, obstructing, or insulting of any
member: the sending to a member of any threat-
ening letter: the sending of a challenge to fight a
member; the offering of a bribe to, or attempting
to bribe a member: and the creating or joining in
any disturbance.

Section 9 reads as follows-
For the purpose of punishing any, of the

contempts aforesaid, the President or
Speaker, as the ease may be. is hereby em-
powered upon the resolution in that behalf of
the House to issue his warrant under his
hand for apprehension and imprisonment as
aforesaid of any person adjudged by the
House guilty of any such contempt, if such
fine shall not have been paid as aforesaid.

If members refer to Standing Orders Nos. 78 and
79, they will see the manner in which any person
who transgresses can be dealt with. I will not read
those Standing Orders.

However, my amendment substantially lessens
the penalties proposed in the Bill, but still pro-
vides that members must declare their interests.

Mr COWAN: I support the amendment as it
relates specifically to the privileges of this place.
To my knowledge-I confess I do not have the
knowledge of some members who have been here
longer than I have and I certainly do not have the
staff and facilities to enable the necessary re-
search to be done-there are no other eases in
which the Chamber is able to make a subjective
determination about whether a member should
vacate his place within the Chamber.

Provision exists in section 186 of the Electoral
Act that any candidate for election-even a suc-
cessful candidate-if he is found guilty in a court
of law of committing an offence relating to undue
influence, bribery, or something of that nature, if
he is a successful candidate, is required to vacate
his seat for a period of two years.

Mr Thompson: There is no resolution of the
House in that matter.

Mr COWAN: That is right. That is a decision
for the court to make under the Electoral Act. No
decision of the House can be made to force a
member of Parliament to vacate his seat.

Mr Thompson: There is only one set of circum-
stances in which that can occur and I shall have a
few words to say about that in a moment.

Mr COWAN: I am sure the member for
Kalamunda, wvith his long experience as Speaker
of this House, will have the necessary knowlege of
Standing Orders to be correct in this instance.

The amendment moved through you. Sir, has
precisely the same effect as that set out in our ori-
ginal amendments; that is, the amendment is de-
signed to protect members from the decisions
which would be made in this place.

I do not think that the Government, regardless
of its political colour, should have the power or
the right to inflict its will upon the party and
then, in turn, on this Parliament, and force a
member to vacate his seat, thereby causing
another election to be held.

I am sure that the Standing Orders and the
Parliamentary Privileges Act are quite capable of
dealing with any situation which may arise should
a member fail to comply with the earlier pro-
vision; that is, clause 4 (1). The provisions which
exist under Standing Orders and within the Par-

5238



tThursday, 24 November 19831 23

liamenrary Privileges Act are perfectly adequate
to deal with that situation.

Under no circumstance could I support our
giving power 10 this Parliament to eject a member
or force him to vacate his seat. That is not the
right of the Parliament; it is the right of thecelec-
tors in the constituency of the member concerned.
It is certainly not the right of Parliament to do
that.

Mr THOMPSON: The House of Commons has
reserved its right to protect its reputation. It has
the privilege to discipline a member or even to
expel a member, and that is the only circumstance
in which a member of the House of Commons can
be removed. It would be known that, in the ab-
sence of any specific Standing Orders or practices
of this House, we resort to the practices of the
House of Commons for guidance on how we
should act in particular circumstances. On that
unsound foundation, this House has the right to
expel a member.

Mr Brian Burke: Why is it unsound?
Mr THOMPSON: I have heard argument from

the Leader of the House that we are mature and
have been established long enough for us to make
our own determinations and not to be guided by
the practice of the House of Commons.

Mr Brian Burke: That has not been your pos-
ition.

Mr THOMPSON: It has not been my position,
but there are circumstances in which we would re-
sort to the experience of the House of Commons.
In this situation, that course would not be appro-
priate. There arc no other circumstances in which
a vote of this House can remove a member. For
one of only these reasons can a member be dis-
qualified from holding his seat. Insanity, bank-
ruptcy. and being convicted of an indictable of-
fence are the three reasons a member can be re-
moved from this Parliament before his term has
expired. There arc no circumstances other than
those to which I have referred in which a member
can be removed by resolution of the House. To
change that situation would mean a dangerous
provision was written into the Statue book of this
State. Therefore, I am vigorously opposed to the
part of the Bill which will do that.

I am opposed to the Bill in toto, but while we
are in the Committee stage, I will do my best to
support amendments to remove the more objec-
tionable parts of the Sill.

I do not agree with the way in which the mem-
ber for Stirling seeks to achieve his objectives. I
support the principle which prompted him to
move in the way he has, and I will vote in favour
of his amendment. In the event of its being de-

feated, I will move the amendment I proposed a
little earlier.

Mr MENSAROS: Whether the Committee
agrees to the amendment moved by the member
for Stirling, or the clause is left as it stands,
clause 21 will still provide for the making vacant
of a member's seat if he does not comply with
either the penalty provided in clause 20 (1) (a), or
whatever penalty the amendment proposes.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Are you addressing your remarks to clause 20?

Mr MENSAROS: Yes, but I ask you to under-
stand that I want to bring a matter to the atten-
tion of the Chamber, and in order to do so I must
refer to that clause. Otherwise my remarks would
not make any sense.

In considering this amendment, we must con-
sider the consequences that will follow. There will
still be the possibility of making a member's seat
vacant. In connection with clause 20, I draw the
attention of the Premier to the basic rights of any
criminal defendant, especially a defendant in an
English-speaking country. He is not required to
declare or say anything that may incriminate him.
I think this is an unimportant principle, although
it is written into the Constitution of the United
States. The United Kingdom does not have a
written constitution, but the right of a person to
not incriminate himself is accepted by the courts
of that country.

My first premise was that there was not a
single case of a member of this Parliament using
his power and privilege against the public good.
That premise was borne out by the Premier's
answer to a question I asked. He did not answer
the point directly, but he did not say there was
not such a single case. Therefore, there is no
necessity for this amendment, this clause, or the
Bill.

If it is thought a member is crooked or has
abused his power and privilege, what would hap-
pen to him if he is compelled to declare his assets
and, by doing so, he incriminates himself? He
may incriminate himself in many matters, such as
those relating to the Income Tax Assessment Act.
It might be that he has a large or even a paltry
sum placed overseas, but I do not know which
Statute or regulation would require him to declare
an interest which he has not declared either ma-
liciously or by oversight. If he is compelled to de-
clare it as is provided by the Bill, he can choose
either to incriminate himself or not to make a
proper declaration. In both cases, he would be
caught. This provision is starkly opposed to the
rights of defendants in criminal matters. It should
be dismissed; it should not even be considered.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I had thought it might
be possible to accommodate the National Party in
its amendment, but there is a difference between
the substantial position of the Government and
the position of the National Party. That differ-
ence simply is that we believe there should be in-
corporated within this legislation the power to de-
dlare vacant the seat of a recalcitrant mem-
ber. The Parliamentary Privileges Act, to which
the amendment refers, does not provide that that
should be the case, and on that basis we can say
there is a clear difference of opinion about the
lengths to which we believe the Parliament should
be entitled to progress in inflicting this legislation
upon members. I do not know whether it is more
than a difference of that nature, but it seems to
me that that is the substance of the difference.

The position the member for Floreat put is
quite absurd. On its face, it is absurd simply in
the understanding that any member of Parliament
who would, by his disclosure of interests, be
shown to have broken the law of the land, and
would be incriminated, has the choice of not con-
tinuing as a member of Parliament by choosing
not to disclose his interests.

Mr Mensaros: It is in all the provisions of
human rights and privacy.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, the member for
Floreat is quite wrong because there is no analogy
to a situation in which someone might be charged
with a certain offence and refuses to answer on
the ground that the answer sought from him tends
to incriminate him, and does not provide the
answer sought. That is not what the legislation
does. It says that to disclose anybody's interests is
a requirement. To disclose them according to the
terms of this legislation is a requirement of mem-
bership of the Parliament, and not seeking to con-
tinue as a member of Parliament relieves an
existing member of the obligation to disclose any-
thing.

So the situation simply does not arise, but the
absurdity is compounded by the tertiary stage of
the consideration of the members of the Oppo-
sition when we realise that what is being said is,
that if any member of Parliament has broken the
law, knowingly or otherwise, he will be allowed to
keep the matter to himself.

Mr Cowan: Not at all.
M r BR I AN BUIR KE: That is what the member

for Floreat is saying. What he is saying is that
this places a member of Parliament in an adverse
position if he is charged with an offence and has
to defend it. There is no question of that; it is not
so that if this Statute is on the books, no member
of Parliament will be charged with anything as a

result of any legislation passed in the Parliament.
It would be taking on the situation where someone
is charged with an offence and claims immunity
from official inquiries on the basis that the answer
may tend to incriminate him. This legislation re-
quires disclosure of interest and if a member of
Parliament did not wish to disclose his interest, he
could opt out of answering-if that is the
term-as his right, as it is the right of a person
charged with an offence-

Mr Mensaros: If this legislation were in any of
the United States' Federal situations, the fifth
amendment to the Constitution would prevent it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not know that is
the case. I suspect it would not be the case. I am
sorry the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is not
here, because some time ago he was lauding the
New South Wales Parliament as a Parliament to
consider seriously when talking about privileges
and rights to be enjoyed by members. It may
interest members to know that this particular sec-
tion is taken directly from the New South Wales
legislation.

Mr Thompson: They are making a mistake.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It may not be an oc-

casion on which they are making a mistake.
As far as the Government is concerned, it has

some sympathy with some of the things said
by the National Party. However, we believe that
there should be the ability of the Parliament, in
the case of wilful obstruction, for a seat to be de-
clared vacant, Indeed, the member for
Kalamunda has only summarised the fact that we
have that power already, anyway.

Mr Cowan: No, you have not.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understood that he said

the House of Commons takes unto itself the right
to maintain its own privileges and to declare a
member's seat vacant. The House of Commons.
as well as our Standing Orders, is always the area
from which we draw strength. We have that right,
and the member for Kalamundla said it is a sus-
pect right, because some believe the Leader of the
House said that we should cut the shackles with
the House of Commons. If that is not the position
in truth, we have the power to declare a seat
vacant. We are not talking about ground-
breaking, threshhold-striding powers, we are
talking about a power which exists. In any case,
the member for Merredin and I have a difference
of opinion.

Mr STEPHENS: I think it is regrettable that
the Premier and the Government cannot find their
way clear to accept the amendment we have
moved. If this had been done, the decision of
whether a member should be removed from this
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Chamber would have been made by the public.
Under the punishment that could be meted out by-
this Chamber, unless a member meets the re-
quirements, he will either pay the fine which is
decided by the Chamber, or be placed in custody.

Mr Brian Burke: If he pays the fine?

Mr STEPHENS:. Then he has committed the
offence again. He is still in contempt until such
time as he makes a disclosure to the House.

Mr Brian Burke: What you are saying is we
should fine him on a weekly basis.

Mr STEPHENS: I am trying to avoid the situ-
ation where a political decision is made to remove
a member from this Chamber.

Mr Brian Burke: But you will put him in goal;
that will be a political decision.

Mr Cowan: He would be putting himself in
goal if he failed to pay the fine.

Mr STEPHENS: The situation will go to an
election and the public will make a decision
whether or not he should be in this place.

Mr Brian Burke: The Parliament will make a
decision about the fine, and that is a political de-
cision,

Mr STEPHENS: But he is not losing his scat.
The Parliament can make a decision on contempt
under our Standing Orders.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes.
Mr STEPHENS: We wanted to maintain the

same situation. We think the public should make
the decision whether a member should retain his
seat.

Paragraph (b) of subclause (1) of this clause
refers to subcla use (2) which specifies the circum-
stances that constitute the contravention and
makes provision if the IHouse is of the opinion that
the contravention is of such a nature as to warrant
the seat's being declared vacant.

A political decision is being made by Parlia-
ment, and, by virtue of the way we operate, that is
a decision of the Government. We do not sub-
scribe to the fact that a member who fails to de-
clare his interest should be removed by the Parlia-
men t.

Mr Brian Burke: That is our difference of op-
inion.

Mr STEPHENS: If our amendment were ac-
cepted, that decision would be made by the pub-
lic.

Mr Brian Burke: The member can contest the
next election.

Mr STEPHENS: Yes, I know.

Mr Brian Burke: You would leave him rotting
in gaol for three years.

Mr STEPHENS: That is his decision. I believe
our proposition would be a far better way to deal
with the matter because this decision is likely to
be made on a political basis, and I can see all
sorts of connotations to that.

Mr Brian Burke: Not with this Government.

Mr STEPHENS: There would be all sorts of
attempts to try to declare a seat vacant. I refer
members to the situation in 1973 when, at a by-
election, the present Premier won his seat by 32
votes. The seat was regarded as a red ribbon seat,
but it was won by only 32 votes. The Premier of
the day tried to encourage the Council to reject
supply because he felt it was time to let the public
have a say as to who should govern the State. If
we let this legislation go through, we will be cre-
ating a situation akin to that. I hope the Premier
will have a second think on this subject and per.
haps accept our amendment.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Grayden
Mir MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros.

Mr Barnett
Mr Batrman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
M r Terry Burke
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Ayes
Mr McNec
M r Tubby
Mr Laurance
Mr Old
Mr Coyne
M r Peter Jones
Mr Crane

Ayes 16
M r O'Connor
Mr Rushton
M r Spriggs
Mr Stephens
M r Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Noes 23
Mr Nudge
MrT J amieson
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
MrTroy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Gordon Hill

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bridge
Mr Carr
Mr Mclver
Mr Wilson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr 1. F. Taylor

(Teller)

(Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr THOMPSON: I indicated that it was my
intention to move an amendment if the amend-
ment moved by the member for Stirling was de-
feated.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Order! it is hard to hear the member when three
meetings are going on to my right.

Mr THOMPSON: The amendment has been
tested and the Government has indicated that it is
not prepared to agree to it. It is not my intention
10 move the amendment of which I gave notice
earlier. I ask the Premier whether he referred the
matter to the Attorney General to ascertain his
view. I refer to the question of a member's being
removed by a vote of the House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The matter has been
referred to the Attorney General for his consider-
ation. I am advised that on preliminary esti-
mations the problem referred to by the member
for Kalamunda does not arise. The Attorney Gen-
eral will address it in greater detail when he
speaks to this legislation in another place.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 2 1: Failure to pay fine-
Mr STEPHENS: I indicate our opposition to

this clause: we intend to vote against it. I pose a
question to the Premier which is virtually that
posed to me a few moments ago. What happens
after a member has paid his 32000 Fine? The
Premier seemed to indicate that was one of the
reasons he could not accept the amendment we
moved. Clause 21 states that if a member fails to
pay his fine, he can be removed from the House,
but what happens if he does pay? I have a feeling
the Premier has been subject to some advice from
ministerial advisers. The National Party did not
favour the appointment of ministerial advisers; we
think they are an unnecessary expense.

Mr Brian Burke: We believe the National
Party is an unnecessary expense.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Will the
member for Stirling please speak to the clause?

Mr STEPHENS: The advisers are costing the
State money. We are either paying them too
much or we are not paying them enough, because
the advice has not been very successful.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that I fol-
low the member's point. He seemed to be saying
that under this clause the Parliament can choose
to fine a member who can then choose to pay the
Fine.

Mr Stephens: No, clause 21 says if he fails to
pay the fine a decision can be made to remove
him. It he pays his fine, what then?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: 1 do not know whether
the member is deliberately trying not to see the
point about the consistent flouting of this legis-
lation by a member. Does the member for Stirling
not believe that it is a greater sanction that some-

one face the prospect of losing his or her seat? It
seems to me that is the proposition being put by
the Government; that sort of authority is likely to
be more compelling than the authority referred to
by the member for Stirling. That seems to relate
to the disagreement we had previously.

As I understood his position previously, it was
that we need not bother about removing a mem-
ber because the public would do so at an election
after the member had been in and out of gaol,
presumably on a number of occasions, or fined a
number of times. Our view would be that the in-
principle decision was the one that went to a
member's guilt or innocence in the light of this
law and the penalty, while important, probably is
not as important in this case as saying that some-
one is guilty of an offence under this legislation. If
the hard decision relates to the member's guilt, we
think it is appropriate that we have the ability to
declare a seat vacant.

Mr STEPHENS: The Premier has misunder-
stood the whole point. He indicated by way of
interjection, in rejecting the amendment we
moved a few moments ago, that under Standing
Orders, the House could impose a fine. What
happens after a member has paid the fine?

In response to the Premier's interjection, I said
the House would have the opportunity of fining
him again and in default of placing him in gaol
and there would be a progression until the next
election came around.

The House would have the opportunity to take
that action under the Standing Orders. As in
clause 20, the Committee has made a decision
and has imposed a fine not exceeding $2 000.
Clause 21 deals with the failure to pay the fine.

Mr Brian Burke: That refers only to clause 19
(2).

Mr STEPHENS: Or clause 20 (1). If the mem-
ber pays his Fine, clause 21 does not apply. There
is no way to exclude any member.

Mr Brian Burke: Clause 20 (1) (a) neglects to
consider proposed section 20 (2) (b).

MrT STEPHENS: What about subclause 20 (2)
(b)?

Mr Brian Burke: It is a declaration under
subclause (1). The House may impose on him a
Fine not exceeding $2 000 or, in accordance
with subclause (2). declare his seat vacant, If the
House imposes a Fine of 32 000 and the member
pays it-

Mr Thompson: He still has not declared.
Mr STEPHENS: So clause 20 (1) would not

apply. That is the point I am making.

5242



[Thursday, 24 November 1983J124

The Premier made a comment about his ad-
visers. I do not have the advantage of having ad-
visers, and I will have to make my own decision.
It may be better if the Premier made his own de-
cisions.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure that the
member is correct in saying that clause 21, when
it refers to clause 19 (2) (b) or clause 20 (1) (a),
covers the situation in which someone pays a fine
and Fixes the matter up by paying the fine. If he
remains guilty of non-disclosure, he is not liable
to have his seat declared vacant. I understand
from clauses 20 and 21 that if the member paid
the Fine and fixed up the first charge-if one
would -like to refer to it as that-and next year he
repeated the offence at some future time the
House would have the right under this legislation
to have the seat declared vacant unless, as the
member for Stirling said today, that power is re-
moved from the Bill.

In the first instance, the legislation permits the
fine to be paid and disclosure not to be made; in
the second instance, the continued failure to dis-
close the situation would render the person liable
to have his or her seat declared vacant.

Mr Mensaros: Not according to the draft here.
Mr Thompson: Consider it in the light of the

Mickelbergs, who will come out of jail having
paid their debt to society, but who still have
millions of dollars worth of gold.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not think the mem-
ber can suggest that a member of Parliament pay-
ing a fine for failing to disclose an interest, and
again becoming liable to disclose the interest and
failing to do so, relates in any way to the
Mickelbergs serving a sentence, coming out of
gaol and being sent back to gaol for the same
thing.

Mr Thompson: All right-someone being fined
for stealing. It does not get the money back.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I know it does not. If
someone is fined for stealing, comes out of gaol ,and steals again, I suppose that is an analogy to
someone's failing to disclose, coming out of gaol,
and failing to disclose again. Funnily enough, the
second is harsher than the first.

Mr Thompson: But there is the provision to
deal with the second offence in a different way
from the first offence.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My understniding is that
clause 20 (2) will permit the declaration of the
seat of a member to be vacant. In the first in-
stance, non-disclosure can result in the payment
of a fine, which does not secure disclosure, but
which settles the matter until the following year.

Under clause 20 (2) there will be a declaration
that the seat is vacant. That is how it has been
drafted, and that is the intent.

I do not think clause 21, with which we are now
dealing, and which refers specifically to clause 19
(2) (b) and clause 20 (1) (a), takes into account
the other part of clause"2-0 'which permits the dec-
laration of a member's seat to be vacant.

Mr COWAN: I can understand the point that
the Premier is making. If a person fails to comply
with clause 4 (1) in one year, he is subject to a
fine. HeI then does not have to comply with clause
4 (1) until the following year. At that time, the
Parliament can make a decision as to whether the
person will vacate his seat.

The Premier indicated that would be some sort
of automatic decision. That is the point in conten-
tion about this clause and the one preceding it.
The problem is that the Premier has presumed
that if that does not happen, the Parliament will
force the member to vacate his seat. That is why
we are very strongly opposed to this legislation. I
can see no reason for the Parliament's having
power to determine, for a misdemeanour such as
this, that a person should vacate his seat. The
Premier presumes that if the person fails to com-
ply in the first year, pays his Fine, and retains his
seat, in the second year the Parliament would
automatically farce him to vacate his seat.

That is the type of attitude to which we are op-
posed and which we believe would be far better
dealt with under the Standing Orders of this Par-
liament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not presume any-
thing except that the member for Merredin does
not appear to have read clause 20.

Mr Cowan: I have read clause 20. It permits
the Parliament, in the first instance, to declare
someone's seat vacant.

Mr Thompson: Only if he does not pay his fine.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, not only if he does

not pay the fine. I was simply trying to put to the
Parliament-

Mr Cowan: You can save yourself time. I have
read the Bill.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am trying to help the
member understand what I said. I understand this
provision to give the Parliament the option of
declaring vacant a member's seat. Have we gone
that far together?

Mr Cowan: It is up to you. I got that far; you
have a long way to go.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member does not
appear to have reached that point. As he postu-
lates, if the Parliament decides that someone
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should be Fined and the person is fined, the mem-
ber is presuming on the political nature of the
House to say that someone's seat would become
vacant.

The member then asked me what would be the
situation in respect of the person when the fine
was paid. I said that the matter would be dis-
charged or dismissed until it next became appro-
priate for disclosure to occur, at which time the
Parliament may decide to impose another Fine or
to say to the person, "Last year you did this, and
we fined you. This year you are doing it again.
We'll declare your seat vacant, Or We'll fine you
more heavily".

Mr Thompson: It cannot do that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is right. It might

say, "We'll Fine you again", or "We'll give you
one more chance". That is what I am saying.

The member for Merredin is wrong in this mat-
ter. He does not appear to understand that the
House already possesses authority to expel a
member or to declare vacant a member's seat. He
should move to exclude from the Parliamentary
Privileges Act the House of Commons-based
authority rather than-

Mr Stephens: We have not got that power.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We do have that power.

Is the National Party saying that we do not have
any powers except those contained in our Stand-
ing Orders?

Mr Stephens: The House of Commons takes
precedence only when the matter is not specifi-
cally outlined in our Standing Orders.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: 1 am saying that if we
specifically exclude the right of this Parliament to
expel a member or to declare vacant a member's
seat, we would exclude at least that part of the
House of Commons' pretended authority, that
says we can expel a member or declare his seat
vacant.

Mr Thompson: Only in relation to this matter.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, and we can refer to

the House of Commons in relation to matters en-
dangering the privileges of the House. While we
are silent in that area, we do have authority or we
can at least argue that we have it. All the argu-
ments that go to say that this is something new or
different are just nonsense. We already have that
authority.

Mr Cowan: Why are you putting it in here
then?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If we already have auth-
ority under the Parliamentary Privileges Act to do
certain things such as fining people, why are we
putting it in here? The answer is that we include

penalties where they are appropriate; that is to
say, we often have, strangely enough, individual
fines in individual parts of the law relating to dif-
ferent offences and we say those fines should be in
that law because it is for that offence. It is a
strange custom we have! I do not think the mem-
ber for Merredin is saying seriously that we
should have one "fines" Act so that penalties can
be slotted in for any Act.

Mr THOMPSON: The Premier has finally
convinced me that it is "the fine or"; and on the
second offence, I agree, the fine probably would
not be imposed. No doubt the harsher penalty of
declaring the seat vacant would apply.

I take my last opportunity on this clause to say
that I am opposed to writing into legislation a
provision for this Parliament to remove a member
from the Parliament by a majority decision. I con-
sider it inappropriate to do so. I say emphatically
that this breaks new ground and is a precedent we
ought not to be making.

I would very much like to have heard a contri-
bution from the member for Welshpool because I
greatly respect his views on this topic. It is
significant that he has not entered the debate. I
can presume only that he agrees fairly well with
the views of members on this side of the
Chamber.

Mr STEPHENS: I must accept that the Prem-
ier will not accept our point of view. The Premier
implied that, with the precedents of the House of
Commons, we already had the right to expel a
member. As I understand it, we can follow the
precedents of the House of Commons only where
a situation is not specifically covered by our own
Standing Orders, and our own Standing Orders
clearly outline the penalties for contempt.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett)-.
Order! The member for Stirling is the only mem-
ber I want to hear speaking.

Mr STEPHENS: We are dealing with the idea
of a member of Parliament being guilty of con-
tempt of Parliament, and this is clearly outlined
by our Standing Orders, which indicate the pun-
ishments involved, none of which include his being
expelled from the Parliament. The Premier is
clearly wrong and he has shown his failure to
understand our Standing Orders.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 22: Penalties in this Act exhaustive-

Mr O'CONNOR: I ask members to vote
against this clause which states that if a member
fails to pay any fine imposed on him within the
time ordered by the House, his seat will become
vacant
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I will be brief. This clause clearly shows that if
someone libels a member of Parliament or does
anything that will perhaps cause $100 000 dam-
ages to him, the member can take no action to
claim any damages under this legislation. I do not
think the Government wants that situation to
apply, especially when a member might be crimi-
nally damaged in some way. Such a member
should have the opportunity to claim damages or
some sort of recompense. Any person who makes
a charge against a member of Parliament should
be able to stand in court and defend his case.

Mr MENSAROS: I mentioned this matter in
my second reading contribution, It is not a far-
flung theoretical idea that this clause curtails very
much the individual rights of a member of Parlia-
ment.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Burkett):
Order! The member for Floreat is speaking and
he does not have a particularly loud voice. I there-
fore ask members wanting to hold a meeting to
leave the Chamber and hold it outside.

Mr MENSAROS: We have recently been pres-
ented with the arrant nonsense of an English
journalist having written a book alleging that he
is able to prove that an ex-Prime Minister of Aus-
tralia was a Chinese spy. Consider the possibility
of a pastoralist member such as the member for
Kimberley having made a deal to sell cattle to
Taiwan only to have someone look at the register
of financial interests where the member has de-
clared his assets and the person sees that the
member bought a house or a property five years
ago from a Mr lvanov, which he considers to be
good enough proof that the member is a Chinese
spy.

Mr Brian Burke: A Russian spy.
Mr MENSAROS: Sorry, it was a Mr Choo!

This could result in his business deal falling
through and his suffering tremendous financial
damage, but he could not sue for damages.

Under this clause, all that could happen would
be that an individual might be fined $5 000, or a
corporation, such as a newspaper, might be fined
$25 000. The member would have no recourse to
the courts of law in order to seek damages. We all
know that newspapers-can see stories in this sort
of thing, stories that would earn them more than
the $25 000 possible Fine. The in-house lawyer of
the newspaper chain would advise it to go along
merrily, libel the member, and expect no more
than a $25 000 fine. That would be the end of it.
if the Premier has listened to and comprehended
what I have said, I am sure he will not dismiss my
comments entirely, but will rethink this clause.

Mr THOMPSON: I take this opportunity to
comment on clause 22 and in so doing, refer to
my comments on the previous clause that I would
like to hear some contribution from the member
for Welshpool who is the "father" of this
Chamber. He has made many contributions on
this matter.

Point of Order
Mr JAM IESON: With the fans going it is ex-

tremely hard to hear today. If the members
speaking could concentrate on their microphones
instead of your rather helpful countenance, Mr
Deputy Chairman, it might help us. Could you
please ask them to do that for us?

Debate Resumed
Mr THOMPSON: I point out to the member

for Welshpool that I was not being unkind to him
when I mentioned his name. I simply said I
thought it would be appropriate for the Chamber
to hear his contribution because, as the "father"
of the Chamber, no member in the place has had
more experience than he. In my judgment, very
few people in the Chamber are as knowledgeable
as he on matters that relate to our Standing Or-
ders and other Acts of Parliament under which
this institution operates. I do not know, but I sus-
pect the reason that the member for Welshpool
has not participated in the debate is that his point
of view runs counter to that held by the Govern-
ment. H-e may not have entered the debate for
some other reason. I respect his attitude on these
matters. I wonder whether, even at this late stage,
he would indicate where he stands on this matter.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government's point
of view is that this clause which was lifted
straight from the NSW legislation acknowledges
that the rights and duties embodied in the Bill are
very clearly set out within it together with the ob-
ligations and sanctions that accompany them.

tn respect of reporting restrictions, the obli-
gations and sanctions are clearly set out in the
Bill. It is the Government's view that we do not
need to resort to other sections of the law. This
Bill stands on its own and, as far as we are con-
cerned, the sanctions, obligations, and rights are
fairly clearly set out.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not want to prolong the
debate, but clearly the Premier has not answered
the question because he claims that the member
of Parliament is to blame and that is sufficient.
But he deprives that member of Parliament suf-
fering damages of the opportunity to go to court
to claim those damages. It is as simple as that. I
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know that the Premier, being a very good orator,
can always go outside the question if he does not
want to answer it, and that is the present situ-
ation. He does not want to answer my question. I
have gone to the trouble of giving a concrete
example. He does not want to allow this
hypothetical member of Parliament to challenge
his rights in a court of law as any other citizen
can do. Is his answer that if somebody enters Par-
liament he should consider that, through the pro-
visions of this Bill-if it were to become an
Act-he should not care about subjecting himself
to large damages because he undertook the self-
less resolution when he came into this Parliament
that he did not care about his own or his family's
affairs because if subjected to damages, he cannot
seek the aid of courts of law?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am conscious of the
time, but the reason I did not answer the
hypothetical case put by the member for Floreat
was simply that it was a hypothetical case. If we
look at his hypothetical case in relation to the Bill
and assume some wrongdoing on the part of the
reported person who caused this cattle deal with
Taiwan which occasioned the criticism of the
member for Kimuberley being a Russian or
Chinese spy-

Mr O'Connor: He does not look like either of
them.

Mr BRI[AN BURKE: -we find that the sanc-
tions and the reporting procedures are clearly laid
down within this legislation. If an offence is one
that renders whoever commits it to a certain sanc-
tion, that sanction can be imposed. As far as the
Government is concerned, that is where we be-
lieve the matter should be dealt with, within the
Statute which establishes the offence, and the
proving of the offence, if in fact the hypothetical
question that the member for Floreat raised ever
occurs. We do not agree with him that legislation
can be framed to make great sense on the basis of
the hypothetical sorts of examples that he has just
quoted.

Mr JAMIESON: I do not like the expression
that was used to describe me! The only point I
wanted to make on this was dealt with by the
Premier earlier. He said, in looking at another as-
pect of the various clauses of the Bill, that he
would have a close look to ensure it did not
intrude into any other Act. Provided it does not
do that, clause 22 seems to be all right. If examin-
ation proves that further action needs to be taken,
the Government. of necessity, will have to take
that appropriate action to cover the aspects that
may be causing some concern from a legal point
of view. We do not want to be in a position of
passing legislation, having taken action against a

person in this Chamber, and then finding an
undefinitive law case as to whether the action
taken by the Chamber was in accordance with the
Constitution, the Constitution Act, or another
Act.

Mr O'Connor: Alternatively, you could send
the fellow broke.

Mr JAMIESON: That is the point. We could
send him broke. In the meantime, in some way he
has to get himself to court. The Premier has
already dealt with that by saying he will have a
further look at that aspect. I am reasonably satis-
fled at this juncture with the legislation proposed.
it is what we need at present.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 23 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, with amendments, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [5.19
p.m.] I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Point of Order

Mr O'CONNOR: On a point of order, Sir, I
seek your guidance. My understanding is that this
Bill will require a constitutional majority of the
House and I refer you to Standing Order No. 298
which reads as follows-

Whenever any Bill, by which an alteration
in the Constitution of the Council or As-
sembly is proposed to be made, shall have
passed its second and third readings, in the
Assembly with the concurrence of an absol-
ute majority of the whole number of Mem-
bers of the Assembly, the Clerk shall certify
the fact on the Bill accordingly.

Mr Tonkin: Wide of the mark!
Mr O'CONNOR: I also refer you, Mr Speaker,

to Acts and Other Information Relating to Par-
liamnut, and specifically, to clause 73 on page 38
of which I will read the following part-

Provided always, that it shall not be lawful
to present to the overnor for Her Majesty's
assent any Bill by which any change in the
Constitution of the Legislative Councilor of
the Legislative Assembly shall be effected,
unless the second and third 1eadings of such
Bill shall have been passed with the concur-
rence of an absolute majority . -
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I believe this Bill does affect the Constitution. On
page 39 of that book it states-

,I..every Bill which shall interfere with the
operation of sections sixty-nine, seventy, sev-
enity-one, or seventy-two of this Act, or of
Schedules B, C, or D, or of this section, shall
be reserved by the Governor for the
signification of Her M~ajesty's pleasure
thereon.-

(2) A Bill that-

(b) expressly or impliedly provides for
the abolition of the Legislative
Council or of the Legislative As-
sembly;, or

(d) expressly or impliedly provides for a
reduction in the numbers of the
members of the Legislative Council
or of the Legislative Assembly; or

(e) expressly or impliedly in any way
affects any of the following sections
of this Act, namely-

sect ions 2, 3, 4, 50, 5 1, a nd 7 3,
shall not be presented for assent by or in the namne
of the Queen unless-

(f) .. .. .. with the concurrence ..
for the time being of the Legislative
Council and the Legislative As-
sembly, respectively; . .I.

Clause 20 of the Bill states that upon the making
of the declaration, the seat shall become vacant. I
refer members again to Acts and Other infor-
mation Relating to Parliament, page 39 of which
sets out the type of legislation requiring a consti-
tutional majority. It states-

(d) expressly or impliedly provides for a
reduction in the numbers of the mem-
bers of the Legislative Council or of the
Legislative Assembly; or

Therefore, this Bill requires a constitutional mna-
jority.

I believe this Bill. even if it is only temporary,
does require the vacation of a seat, and therefore,
it needs a constitutional majority. Mr Speaker, I
seek your guidance.

Speaker~s Ruling
The SPEAKER: In answer to the point of order

raised by the Leader of the Opposition. I wish to
advise that in the past few months, on occasions
when other Bills were before the Parliament, I
have closely studied the necessity for an absolute

majority. As a result of that fairly close study and
scrutiny, and having regard to the Wilsmore ease,
I must rule now that this Bill does not require an
a bsol ute major ity of t his Asse mbl y.

Mr Thompson: Don't we walk out at this point?
Mr Brian Burke: The wrong Bill.

Debate Resumed

MR COWAN (Merredin) [5.24 p.m.]: I want
to make it clear that the National Party has
always supported in principle the concept of a dis-
closure of pecuniary interests of members in this
place. We had some argument with the measure
before the House inasmuch as the actual clause
which required the disclosure did not contain too
many specifics, but merely required a list Of the
assets without their valuation. We are not going
to quibble too much about that, but there are
some particular instances to which we lake great
exception. Our concern applied particularly to the
provision that a House of Parliament could decide
when a seat should be vacated. I accept there are
some occasions when a member or Parliament
can, by resolution of this House, be required to
vacate his seat, but this particular legislation cre-
ates an entirely new dimension where once again
we see the power of the arm of the Executive
being extended so that it would be able to deter-
mine whom it will allow to sit in this place.

I accept that there are certain criteria which
have to be met within this Bill, but if a person
does not meet them, this Parliament, at the whim
of the Government of the day, has the power to
make a decision which will, indeed, force him to
vacate his seat. To me that certainly is an abuse
of the privilege of this Parliament. It is certainly
something to which any elector can take excep-
tion. I do not see why people who have, in good
faith, elected a person to Parliament, should allow
the Parliament to interfere and to force that per-
son to go before the public at a time of the
Government's choosing, just because that person
may have failed to comply with a clause of the
Bill. I understand that if a person is forced to
vacate his seat, there is nothing to prevent him
from contesting that seat again. He can be re-
elected subject to the people, and if the people be-
lieve that he is in the right, what will happen?
Will the Government move again that that person
vacate his seat? I would hardly think so. Never-
theless that could be the position as a result of
this legislation.

With regard to the matter of being able to force
a person out of this Parliament, another clause of
the Bill definitely impinges upon the privileges of
this place. For those two particular
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reasons-firstly that this Parliament, by the will
of the Government, can force a person to vacate
his seat, and secondly, that the privileges of this
Parliament are being interfered with-I do not
support the third reading.

I understand that the Premier has said there
will be some discussion about clause 19-the one
to which we have specific objections-in another
place and there may well be some amendments.
Nevertheless, I am of the view that the members
of this Parliament should know what they want
and should not be prepared to have Bills leave this
Chamber unless they contain what members
want.

I did not argue that particular case when we
were dealing with clause 19 because some pre-ar-
rangements had been made. In the future, we will
be looking closely at these issues and will not take
kindly to statements by the Premier or by anyone
else that a particular measure will be referred to a
member in another place for consideration and
change before the Bill reaches that place. To me
that is not good enough and we are abrogating
our powers. As I do not want to see the Govern-
ment assume any more power over this Parlia-
ment, I do not want to see members abrogating
the powers that we have.

I am opposed to the third reading of this Bill
purely and simply because no reasonable con-
sideration was given to those two points-points I
have raised in the Committee stage-to which we,
in the National Party, take great exception.

MR SPRIGGS (Darling Range) [5.30 p.m.]: I
wish to voice my Opposition to this Bill. I agree
with the member for NMerredin that it gives the
Government, which wishes to use its ruthless
power, the ability to expel a member on the pre-
tence that he has not obeyed a clause in the Bill.

Mr Tonkin: The only member ever expelled was
expelled by a conservative Government.

Mr SPRIGGS: The member who just spoke
would be the first to grab the Opportunity to expel
a member from this House.

Mr Tonkin: The only one ever expelled in the
history of Australian Government was expelled by
a conservative Government, but you would not
know the first thing about history.

Mr SPRIGGS: Perhaps history will be
rewritten if' the member for Morley-Swan has his
way and continues to behave in a despicable
fashion.

I have no doubt that this Bill as it has been put
forward to this Parliament will be ineffective. The
Premier has tried to sell it to the public, but it will
not do what he has said it will. It will not protect

the public in any way. No clauses are contained in
the Bill which will make the public feel sccure
with regard to members of Parliament not being
able to promote certain interests for their own
benefit. The Bill contains no clauses which give
that power.

It has been suggested to me that Standing
Order No. 195, relating to pecuniary interests,
would prevent a member from promoting his own
interests, but that does not preclude him in any
way from doing that. It merely precludes him
from voting on any issue although he can promote
it in this House, in the Cabinet room, or in the
party room. He can speak on the subject for the
length of time he is allowed under the rules
governing this Parliament.

I was elected to this House and before my elec-
tion I was not asked to provide qualifications to
the public other than those which formed the
basis of my election.

Leave to Continue Speech

I seek leave to continue my remarks at
stage of today's sitting.

a later

Leave granted.
Debate thus adjourned.

(Continued on page 5249.)

HANSARD
Availability: Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mr Harman): Before calling
on questions without notice, I make the following
statement to the House with regard to the
Ha nsa rd-

With a view to providing an interim service
to members during a proposed ban on
overtime on the visual display units at the
Government Printing Office, the Chief
Hansard Reporter advises that a daily uncor-
rected proof of the day's proceedings will be
provided by approximately 5.00 p.m. the fol-
lowing day. This will contain the corrections
of members if received in the Hansard office
before the copy is sent to the Government
Printing Office, which copy will be sent pro-
gressively during the day. If a member's
duplicate has not been received before the
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RECTIONS HAVE BEEN OB-
TAINED FROM THE H-ANSARD
OFFICE. AN ASTERISK BESIDE
THE MEMBER'S NAME INDI-
CATES THAT HIS/HER CORREC-
TIONS HAVE NOT BEEN IN-
CLUDED.

This uncorrected daily proof will be available
only to members, Ministers, and Hansard.
The usual weekly proof copy available to the
public will continue to be issued, but only
when it is possible for the Printing Office to
complete it.

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.16 p.m.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL
INTERESTS) BILL

Third Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sit-
ting.

MR SPRIGGS (Darling Range) [7.16 p.m.J:
Earlier, I explained my opposition to those clauses
of the Bill which will enable a Government to
expel a member of Parliament for not disclosing
interests which that Government believes he
should disclose. I genuinely believe that this
House should not allow such a power to be held
by a House of Parliament. The present Govern-
menit might not abuse such a provision, but there
is nothing to say it will not be abused by a future
Government.

I will now put what represents the strength of
my argument on this question. Not so long ago, a
prominent member of this Government spent con-
siderable time trying to destroy the character of
the man who led this State in the 1960s out of the
wilderness and changed it from being the Cin-
derella State. Of course, that man was Sir
Charles Court, and the type of attack made on
him by that member of the Government should be
the basis on which the Parliament considers the
suspension of a member.

I know you will recall, Sir, what was said about
Sir Charles Court at that time. It was said that he
had "sticky fingers", that he was involved in
transactions with a building company, and that he
was everything that is not presentable.

The member who carried out that scandalous
attack is today the Deputy Premier of this State.
The present Leader of the House also made an at-
(165)

tack on a person who I have said was one of
Western Australia's greatest sons.

To give any Government the powers that this
Bill provides would be unacceptable to me and, I
believe, would be unacceptable to most people in
this State. The Premier made a great deal about
disclosing his assets. That does not really concern
anyone because it does not put a value on them;
he is just disclosing what he has an interest in.

Perhaps one of the worst speeches from a
Government member referred to the fadt that if a
person had a house mortgage and it happened to
be in a member's name and his wife's name, to
disclose that mortgage would be to disclose his
wife's Financial position. I fail to see how anyone
would draft such legislation. I do not believe that
information would be of any value whatsoever to
the community at large. That sort of information
would not give them any protection; it would be
only another piece of gimmickry that this Govern-
ment has adopted since it was elected. This Bill is
no different from the legislation we were called
back to Parliament to consider in March. It was
said that that legislation would reduce the prices
of groceries in the supermarkets in the Pilbasa. Its
intention was to reduce the price of petrol, but we
are now at a stage where Western Australia's fuel
prices are the highest in Australia, and this is par-
ticularly obvious in country areas.

The next gimmick used by the Premier was the
cutting of the salaries of "fat cats" by I0 per cent.
He did not do that because it would be a financial
gain to the State; he attacked the top public ser-
vants of this State to take the heat off some of the
greatest increases in charges that have been im-
plemented by any Government on its entry to
office. This Government entered office with a
promise not to increase charges.

Today we are considering a Bill which is being
promoted to the public as a protection from the
dealings of people who represent them in this
State. It is meant to be for the good of the people.

As a past councillor and shire president, I be-
lieve this is an insult. When I held those positions,
I was trusted by the community to admit at any
time my interest when dealing with certain mat-
ten. However, in this House I am not trusted as
an elected parliamentary representative. I am told
that I must produce for public display my assets
or what my interests are.

Mr Pearce: What have you got to hide?

Mr SP'RIGGS: Let me say this: If I told the
Minister, he would probably think I was boasting.

Mr Pearce: Let us have a demonstration.
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Mr SPRIGGS: I can assure members that I do
not have a $70 000 home loan. Perhaps at my age
it isjust as well I have not. I have no objection to
answering what is in this Bill because I believe it
does not tell anyone anything.

I object to the principle of this Bill and I object
to being asked to present to the public a list of my
assets or information of my affairs. I do not be-
lieve it has a damn thing to do with the public. If
people want to elect me to this House, they do so
because they trust me to represent them. I have
never been asked by any elector about my
interests, although most of my electors happen to
know me well so they know what I have.

In local government, few members have abused
the office by not disclosing their pecuniary
interests when certain matters were being dis-
cussed. They have declared their interests or have
said they cannot discuss a certain matter, or pro-
mote it, because of a declared interest, unless the
council agreed to their doing so.

This Bill does not do that at all; it does not pre-
clude any member from discussing a certain mat-
ter. There is nothing at all within the constitution
of this House which would prevent any member
from discussing a certain matter.

This Bill is another package of rubbish from
the Government, and should not have been
brought to this House. If it had to be brought to
this House, it should have been effective. I
certainly disagree with the legislation and I intend
to vote against it.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) (7.29
p.m.]: I do not know that the member for Darling
Range has done anything except once again very
clearly draw to our attention the difference be-
tween the attitude expressed by the Government
and that expressed by the Opposition about this
legislation. In a nutshell, the Opposition is op-
posed to the disclosure of the financial interests of
members of Parliament; that is where it starts and
that is where it Finishes. There is no argument
about the specifics of this legislation that really
relates in any way to the Opposition's attitude. It
would not matter if the specifics were entirely in
accord with the Opposition's point of view; the
truth is the Opposition would still vote against the
legislation.

That means, regardless or how accommodating
the Government is, how prepared the Government
is to change the legislation to meet the point of
view of the Opposition, how prepared the Govern-
ment is to retreat from its previous position in the
face of the Opposition's criticism that the position
was too rigid or too hardline, the Opposition will
not change its point of view. That gives us the key
to the Opposition's contributions in this debate. It

tells us that when the Leader of the Opposition
was terming this Bill a "laundromat Bill",
capable of being used to launder money and do
other things, and when the Leader of the Oppo-
sition admitted that if we changed the Bill in that
respect to prevent the laundromat aspects, which
we did not recognise anyway, he would still vote
against the Bill. The proof is there that the word
"laundromat" was only the headline-grabbing
technique that the Leader of the Opposition was
attempting to use.

Mr O'Connor: 1 said I opposed it in principle,
but the fact that you would not declare your own
Ministers' holdings indicates that you were going
for cover on the issue.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is nonsense. I am
not going to speak for each of my Ministers, but if
the Leader of the Opposition declares his
interests, his deputy declares his interests, the
member for Karrinyup declares his interests, and
if the members of the Opposition declare their
interests, then Government members will declare
theirs. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
obviously silent and convinced by the logic of that
argument. He does not appear to support the
proposition that the Ministers should unilaterally
declare their interests. I know you, Mr Speaker,
will take from his silence that that is the truth be-
cause already the member for Kalamunda has
said that he disagrees With the proposition put so
forcefully by the Leader of the Opposition that
Ministers should declare their interests. I note
that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
never said that should be the case.

Mr Hassell: I will not tell you what you want
me to tell you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Lead er of
the Opposition says he is not going to say what
the Leader of the Opposition said.

Mr Hassell: That is not what I said at all and
you know it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In that case, Mr
Speaker, let me pause to allow the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition time to say it.

Mr Hassell: You can pause for as long as you
like-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know who is
running for cover!

Mr Pearce: Who is running for deputy leader?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do know that if I were

to be reported as having a Sherlock Holmes bent,
I would cast my legal eye upon the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition because he is the one
who is not prepared to say. "I stand fairly and
squarely behind my leader".
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At least the member for Kalamunda was pre-
pared to say, "I do not agree with the Leader of
the Opposition; I do not believe the Ministry
should unilaterally declare its interests".

What I have said is that the Government is pre-
pared to treat itself or to be treated in the same
way as the Opposition. If the Opposition is pre-
pared to disclose its interests, we will do the same.
What is fairer than that?

What it really boils down to is this; once again
the Opposition stands clearly and solidly behind
the proposition that members of Parliament
should not declare their financial interests. That is
where it starts and that is where it Finishes, and it
amazes me to see the new members fall into line
so easily behind the worn, tired, often-stated, and
often-wrong decisions of their more senior col-
leagues.

This issue will not go away. In the same way
that it has been the subject of legislation in Vic-
toria, South Australia, the Northern Territory,
and in the national Parliament, it will be the sub-
ject of legislation in this Parliament and even if
the Legislative Council decides in a non-political
fashion to reject the legislation, you, Mr Speaker,
will see that it will be introduced by the Govern-
ment again as soon as it is practicable. It is not a
major piece of legislation. It is one to which we
have previously attended and it is one with which
we will persist.

I urge members opposite to face up to reality
and to understand that this issue is one on which
the public generally say, "Yes, we accept the need
for the disclosure of interests". We will work out
the details and no-one wants to impose on any of
his or her colleagues in this place anything that is
repugnant or untenable. We will work out the de-
tails and accommodate the Opposition as much as
possible. Let us be dinkum about getting down to
the basic proposition which is the need and the
desirability to disclose the financial interests of
members of Parliament.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

ADO PTION OF CHILDREN AMENDMENT
BILL

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Brian Burke (Premier), and read a first time.

ACTS AMENDMENT (PREVENTION OF EX-
CESSIVE PRICES) BILL (No. 2)

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion without notice by
Mr Brian Burke (Premier), and read a first time.

Second Reading

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Pemier) [7.38
p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
I have much pleasure in bringing to this House a
Bill to amend the Consumer Affairs Act 1971-
1983 and the Prevention of Excessive Prices Act
1983.

These amendments are designed to amend the
Prevention of Excessive Prices Act 1983 so that it
will now apply specifically to petroleum products
and services only.

Members will recall that the Prevention of Ex-
cessive Prices Act was passed as a result of an
undertaking given by the Government prior to the
election that prices would also be subject to scru-
tiny during the wages pause. The legislation was
enacted to complement and give balance to the
Salaries and Wages Freeze Act.

One of the undertakings given by the Govern-
ment prior to the election was in regard to petrol
prices. The proposed amendments honour this
undertaking and the Government has been given a
mandate to legislate for this purpose.

Mr Hassell: It is a diminishing mandate, this
one.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would understand the
mandate of being capable of being exercised in
part.

We all know that immediately following the
election in February, the retail price of petrol in-
creased by at least 2c per litre in the metropolitan
area. This occurred before we became the
Government on 25 February. Even when the Min-
istry had been commissioned, it still had no power
to control petrol prices.

The manipulation of petrol prices occurred in
another State at a time when the public had been
denied an alternative mode of transport by indus-
trial action. This type of manipulation forcibly
emphasises a need for Government control of pet-
rot prices.

This Government has been concerned about the
petroleum industry and in particular petrol prices.
I need not remind the Opposition of its record of
inaction in regard to petrol prices. Government
concern about petrol prices has been manifested
by action.
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Firstly, a declaration was issued under the pre-
vention of excessive prices legislation which en-
abled the prices commissioner to issue an interim
price order to redress the petroll price situation or-
chestrated by an oil company immediately follow-
ing the election.

Secondly, a committee of inquiry was appointed
to inquire into the price of motor spirit in Western
Australia-

The committee's report has been received and
this legislation is required to be able to give effect
to any recommendation that may be acceptable.
In particular. I refer to the following recommen-
dations-

(a) The wholesale price of petrol should be
l.Sc per litre less than the lowest
cbmpany price as approved by the Pet-
roleum Products Pricing Authority;

(b) this reduction should also apply to stan-
dard grade petrol and purchases by all
classes of resellers;

(c) pump prices of distillate throughout the
State should be monitored;

(d) retail prices in the free delivery area for
both super and standard petroll should be
3.5c per litre higher than the maximum
wholesale price; and

(e) the price orders applying to specific
country centres should remain.

The machinery and enforcement provisions of the
legislation are identical to those of the Prevention
of Excesive Prices Act, but specifically apply
only to peiroleum products and petroleum scr-
vices.

The firamework of the legislation includes two
wvays in which the Government seeks to achieve its
objective-

(a) Firstly, it seeks to continue the appoint-
ment of the Commissioner for Consumer
Affairs as a prices commissioner who
will be responsible for the
administration of the Act, including the
monitoring of pricits of petroleum prod-
ucts-

(b) secondly, the existing declaration and
price orders on petroleum products and
services will continue with others being
added when necessary.

1The Prevention of Excessive Prices Act has a sun-
set clause and the legislation would, in the ab-
settee or amendment, lapse on 31 December 1983.

It would be foily for the Government to allow
the declaration and price orders on petroleum
products to lapse at that time. The results could

well be chaotic marketing and instability within
the industry. The control of petrol prices has led
to a measure of stability in the industry and has
the general support of service station proprietors
through their association, the Western Australian
Automobile Chamber of Commerce. It has also
been of considerable financial benefit to con-
sumers both in the metropolitan and in country
areas. It has been estimated that the motoring
public have been saved at least $1.5 million for
each month that has passed since price orders
were enforced.

Western Australia would also be at a great dis-
advantage without legislation to control petrol
prices at a time when the majority of other States
have such control. It is desirable to have legis-
lation to control petrol prices to ensure that prices
are not manipulated to the disadvantage of the
State and its people. It is therefore with much
pleasure that I recommend this Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Thompson.

TOURIST DEVELOPMENT (SECRET lIAR-
DOUR) AGREEMENT BILL

Second Reading

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for
Planning) [7.43 pi.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is to ratify an agreement between the
State and the company, Secret Harbour Pty. Ltd.,
with respect to the establishment of a recreational
boat harbour, tourist resort, and residential and
commercial development on a 450-hectare site
immediately south of and adjacent to Port
Kennedy in the Shire of Rockingham. The project
is envisaged to be phased in over at least an 18-
year period with an ultimate IS 000 population.

A copy of the agreement is attached as a sched-
ule to the Act. In essence it provides for-

an overall "structure plan" to guide the
planning and development of Secret Har-
bour;

the company to develop the project in
stages, the first stage to include the coinstruc-
tion of the offshore breakwaters, sand bypass
system, the outer harbour, and the inner har-
bour;

the company to submit to the Minister
".proposals" which will include such matters
as the location, layout and time programme
for the construction and completion of each
stage; the proposals will include the develop-
ment of residential, commercial, industrial,
and recreational areas, management of fore-
shore reserves and other public areas, pro-
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vision of services, monitoring and manage-
ment of the environment, and the establish-
ment and administration of a capital fund es-
sentially for the maintenance of the harbour;
the company must furnish to the State evi-
dence of the availability of finance to com-
plete each proposal;

the Minister will be obliged to consider all
proposals within certain time limits which
will necessitate co-ordination of all authorites
and instrumentalities of the State; arbitration
provisions relating to the reasonableness of
the Minister's decision are provided for;

the company will be obliged to transfer
free of cost to the State an 18-hectare fore-
shore area; the inner harbour, and any exten-
sions thereto, will also be transferred to the
State free of cost, but will be the subject of a
99-year lease to the company at a peppercorn
rent;

the company will maintain and control the
use of the breakwaters and sand bypass
system until a Secret Harbour management
trust is established; it is intended that a Bill
to establish a trust will be introduced to the
Parliament in the 1984 autumn session;

the company will, as far as is reasonable,
be obliged to use local professional services,
labour, and materials;

the company shall by deed in a form ap-
proved by the Minister appoint a capital fund
trustee to control a capital fund; during the
first ive years an amount equal to 2 / per
cent of the value of all land sold by the
company will be paid into the fund for use by
a Secret Harbour management trust essen-
tially for maintenance of the harbour;

provisions exist for review by the Minister
and the company of the 2!6 per cent levy
every live years and, failing agreement, the
matter will be decided by arbitration; the
maximum levy to be applied is four per cent
of land value;

there are provisions for variation of the
agreement, but subject to the Parliament;

provisions exist for determination of the
agreement;

there are provisions that no mining ten-
ement will be granted over company land for
a period of 10 years without the company's
consent;

the agrement recognises that the company
has prepared an environmental review and
management programme and has provided
all technical documents and reports required

by the State to this time to allow the project
to proceed; the company will still be bound
by the normal provisions of the Metropolitan
Region Town Planning Scheme Act and the
Town Planning and Development Act.

In essence, the Bill seeks to ratify an agreement
which will assist in the long-term planning and
development of a major urban project within the
south-west corridor of the metropolitan region.
Specific obligations on both the State and the
company are specified with emphasis on a
".proposals" procedure designed to speed up the
planning, development, and approval process.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: On a point of order, Mr
Speaker-

Mr Parker: 1 would like to assist the Oppo-
sition. I know you, Mr Speaker, waited for some
time after putting the question. I do not want to
prevent the Opposition having an opportunity to
discuss the Bill.

Mr HASSELL: We were talking to the Prem-
ier in order to try to facilitate business.

The SPEAKER: I waited for quite some time. I
realise the predicament the Opposition is in and
that perhaps the attention of members was at-
tracted by the Premier and the Leader of the Op-
position. If the House is prepared to grant leave, I
will restate the question.

Leave granted.

Second Reading Resumed

The SPEAKER: The question is "That the Bill
be now read a second time".

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr H-assell
(Deputy Leader of the Opposition).

Mr Hassell: I apologise to you, Mr Speaker, for
any inconvenience, and 1 thank the House for its
indulgence.

(Continued on page 5264.)

MARKETING OF LAMB AMENDMENT BILL
SSecond -Reading

MR EVANS (Warren-Minister
Agriculture) [7.50 p.mn.j: I move-

for

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Western Australian Lamb Marketing Board
was established in 1972 to provide an orderly
marketing system for lambs delivered for slaugh-
ter in Western Australia. In a recent referendum
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conducted by the Government, 66 per cent of pro-
ducers voted for the continuation of the board
under its existing charter.

The operations of the board will be fully con-
sidered by the forthcoming inquiry into Govern-
mnent involvement in the meat industry, and ar-
rangements for this inquiry are now being fi-
nalised. In view of this inquiry, it is proposed to
proceed at this time only with those amendments
of a purely administrative nature.

An explanation of the Bill is as follows-
(1) Definition of the word "producer": Sec-

tion 4 (1) of the principal Act is
amended to define the word "producer"
as a person engaged in the raising and
Finishing of lambs for sale. Under the
interpretation of the previous definition,
abattoir operators who owned lambs for
a short period prior to slaughter were
deemed to be producers, and were there-
fore eligible to participate in any pay-
ments made to producers at the end of a
trading year. This year the profit was in
excess of $I million, so this is a fairly
significant point.

Under the amended definition, the dis-
tribution of trading surpluses would be
made only to bona ide lamb producers,
and abattoir operators would be ex-
cluded from such payment.

(2) Increased penalties: Section 19 of the
principal Act is amended to provide for
increased penalties for unauthorised
slaughiterings. It is intended to increase
this penalty from $200 to $2 000 for a
first offence, and to $4 000 for any sub-
sequent offence, and the penalty per
lamb from $ 10 to $100.
Unauthorised slaughtering has occurred
on a wide scale and it is evident that the
current level of penalties does not pro-
vide a deterrent. Infringements of the
Act include the failure to declare lambs
which have been slaughtered, and the
description of genuine lambs as hoggets
or sheep in an attempt to avoid the pro-
visions of the Act.
For the same reason, section 31 (e) of
the Act is amended lo provide for in-
creased penalties for offences against the
regulations. The Act provides for an in-
crease from $100 to $1 000 for a first of-
fence, and not exceeding $2 000 for any
subsequent offence against any regu-
lation.

(3) Trading in live lambs: Under the
existing Act, the board's Power to trade
in live lambs is restricted to a situation
where a serious slaughtering stoppage
has occurred.
The amendment provides for the board
also to trade in live lambs in the specific
case where lambs have been delivered to
the board for slaughter, and are then as-
sessed to be in an unsuitable condition
for immediate slaughter. Proposed new
section 21A in the Dill provides for the
board to hold and sell such lambs in the
live form if the producer so wishes.
This amendment would result in a more
efficient operation for the board in that
poorer quality lambs are not required to
be slaughtered immediately. In such cir-
cumnstances, the producer would also be
expected to benefit by receiving a higher
price for such lambs if sold in the live
form.

it is intended that the legislation will come into
operation on a day to be fixed by proclamation.

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

MINING AMENDMENT DILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 10 November.
MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) [7.55 p.m.]: The

Opposition does not intend to oppose this legis-
lation, but I will raise two matters which give us
concern about it and the process which has led to
its introduction at this time.

The intention of the legislation is, irstly, to
introduce an application fee for prospecting Ii-
cences. At the moment, if anyone goes to the
Mines Department and applies for a prospecting
licence, no application fee is required. The legis-
lation intends to implement the requirement of a
fee. Secondly, the legislation is designed to re-
move the pro rata reimbursement of rentals on
tenements surrendered. If a prospector or mining
company surrenders a mining tenement part way
through the year, under current legislation a pro
rata rebate on the rent is paid. It has been decided
to discontinue this practice because it is too ad-
ministratively difficult to carry out.

I mentioned that the Opposition had some con-
cern about the manner in which this legislation
has been implemented. Firstly, the Government
has two major inquiries under way, both in regard
to the mining industry. This legislation, and, at
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the same time, the proposed increase in mining
tenement rentals, pre-empts these inquiries. The
first of these inquiries-the report of which I
understand will be handed down by mid-
January-is the Mining Act inquiry, known as
the Hunt inquiry, headed by Michael Hunt. For
those members who are not aware or the terms of
reference, I will read one of them which was in-
cluded in the newspaper advertisement about the
inquiry. Item 5 read as follows-

The cost of holding title to mining ten-
ements.

Both matters included in this legislation could be
said to be exactly that. They refer to the cost of
obtaining a title and of holding that title. There-
fore, if the Government was sincere in holding
that inquiry and did not want to pre-empt its
findings, it would have been wise to delay this
legislation until the beginning of the next session.
It would have waited until the Hunt inquiry had
reported to the House on whether this matter had
been addressed by the inquiry and whether the
legislation reflected the exact intentions of the in-
quiry. The legislation would probably have been
introduced in late February and could have been
effective in early March, which is just a couple of
months from today.

Our second concern relates to a further inquiry
the Government has set up in relation to mining. I
refer to the Government's study coveri .ng
royalties, tenement rents, infrastructure, and ser-
vice and licence fees. We have more than one con-
cern about that inquiry, as the Government
knows. The first relates to the legislation before
us, which will increase the costs to miners and
prospectors ahead of the announcement of the
Government to review those costs. I quote from
The West Australian of 12 August, part of an
article which read as follows-

The study would:
Analyse the existing system of de-

termining and collecting mineral re-
source revenues.

It continues and states a whole range of other
matters. These would all relate to the charges
which will be amended by this legislation. We are
also concerned about the delay in implementing
the study which was announced on 12 August.
That is more than three months ago, and yet the
person to carry out the study has still to be em-
ployed. I understand the position has only re-
cently been advertised.

This leads me to a further area of concern in
relation to this legislation; that is, its revenue-rais-
ing nature.

At the present time, the Government has a fix-
ation with regard to revenue raising. The Labor
Party came to Government with a great rash of
promises, one of them relating to a review of the
charges imposed on miners in an attempt to pro-
vide some relief for the industry which is going
through a difficult time. H-owever, so far we have
seen the Government in action in introducing the
financial institutions' duty-a brand ne 'w tax
which will impact upon the mining sector-no re-
lief in the area of payroll tax where much was
promised, no relief in royalties, and a study which
was announced three months ago although the
person to head the inquiry has yet to be employed.

Under this legislation n eW fees are provided for
prospectors; as are new increases in mining ten-
ement rentals in the order of 40 per cent for ex-
ploration licences and 100 per cent for pros-
pecting licences which are to be implemented as
from I December. All this is at a time firstly
when we had a Government elected with great
promises of review, and secondly, when the indus-
try has barely recovered, if it has recovered at all,
rrom the worst recession that wi have faced since
the 1930s. I would remind the Premier and the
members opposite that while they believe recovery
is well under way, I seriously doubt that it has es-
tablished a.lirm toehold, especially in the mining
industry. The Premier and the Minister for
Transport well know that we are seeing a real re-
surgence in the goldmining industry in the eastern
goldfields and in the north at the present time.
We all hope it will continue. This Bill comes,
together with increased mining tenement rentals,
and it will certainly not help that industry on its
road to recovery.

I refer the Minister and other members to
question 1817 asked by me on 27 October and the
subsequent response from the Minister for Mines.
He responded by stating that prospecting licences
will increase by 100 per cent this year and raise
an additional $128 000. Exploration licences and
fees will increase 40 per cent, which will increase
the income to the Government by $620 000 this
year. That is $740 000 on top of the $120 000 ex-
pected to be gained from prospecting licence ap-
plication fees.

So from an industry which has just experienced
its worst period since the 1930s, especially the
goldmining industry which appears to be on the
road to recovery, we have $1 million being ex-
tradted by the Government.

Mr Brian Burke: Let us be fair. This pro rata
provision was in the 1904 Act, not in the 1978
Act. You are only talking about a situation since
1978.
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Mr MacKINNON: The pro rata recovery, as I
understand it, we are not opposing. The main
cause Car concern that we have is the amount of
the imposts now being levied on the mining indus-
try at a time when its ability to take it is at its
lowest.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying that is as a re-
suit of this Bill, though?

Mr MacKINNON: As a result of this Bill,
coupled with increased tenement charges, which
will all be imposed on the miners at the same
time. There will be a $50 prospecting application
fee, a 100 per cent increase in prospecting licence
rentals, and exploration licence rentals will also
increase at the same time.

Mr Brian Burke: You are saying they are
achieved by this Bill?

Mr MacKINNON: The Bill will achieve one of
those. The other costs will be imposed on the in-
dustry at the same time. The point we are making
is that the Bill, together with the other charges
imposed by the Government, will have a severe
and detrimental impact on the industry now.

In conclusion, I say, as I have just hastened to
reassure the Premier, that we do not oppose this
legislation. We are concerned, however/lat the
general approach of the Government.

It does have two major inquiries going on at the
moment into the industry, but it has decided to
pre-empt those inquiries by moving ahead with
this legislation and increasing tenement rentals
significantly and severely ahead of one of those
inquiries or, in fact, both of them. I urge the
Premier to ask his Minister to consult with the in-
dustry before these changes are made. He might
say that that is happening now. I can assure him,
because I am meeting with the industry regularly,
that that is not happening, and I ask him to give
serious consideration to asking his Minister to
make sure that that happens, not only in relation
to this piece of legislation, not only in regard to
the increase in tenement charges, but also in re-
gard to all legislation which is likely to impact on
the mining industry, like the local government
legislation which is on the Notice Paper, and to
enable discussion to take place on the impact that
the charges will have on the mining industry
itself.

With those few words, I announce that we do
not intend to oppose the legislation, but we have
reservations about the impact that it and the
other associated charges will have on a very im-
portant sector of the State's economy.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [8.02
p.m.]: I thank the Opposition, and particularly
the member for Murdoch, for his support of the

legislation. The important point to make is that
while the member spoke about the impact of in-
creased charges, particularly tenement cosis and
prospecting costs, there is only one charge at-
tached to this particular piece of legislation. That
cost is related to the pro rala payment for a par-
ticular lease which was provided for in the 1904
Mining Act, and which, as a result of the 1978
Act, was no longer applicable.

The refund of pro rata rental following the sur-
render of a tenement-which was the ease under
the 1978 Act and which was not provided for
under the 1904 Act-has presented certain
financial difficulties to the Government. So while
I suppose the member for Murdoch can refer to
these other increased costs on the mining indus-
try, and he may make a legitimate point about the
effect they have on the capacity of the industry,
those points are not really appropriate to this
legislation. What we are talking about is a pro
rata refund applicable under the 1978 Act, appli-
cable only from the proclamnation or operation of
that Act, but not applicable prior to its procla-
mation or operation. Now in 1983, it is the cause
of some financial and budgetary problems for the
Government.

I understand the point made by the member for
Murdoch about those other costs and about the
way in which he sees their having an effect on the
industry. At the same time, they are not costs
which are imposed by this particular piece of
legislation in any way.

Let me stress once again that this refers to the
pro rata refund of fees following the surrender of
a tenement. The situation has been as it is now,
except that when the 1978 Act was proclaimed it
provided for a refund of such pro rafa rental. I
thank the Opposition for its support of the Bill.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

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

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian
Burke (Premier), and passed.

PUBLIC AND BANK HOLIDAYS AMEND-
M ENT BILL

In Committee

Resumed from 23 November. The Chairman of
Committees (Mr Barnett) in the Chair; Mr
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Parker (Minister for Employment and Adminis-
trative Services) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title and citation-
Progress was reported on clause 1.
Mr O'CONNOR: We have looked at this legis-

lation and we support it. The Bill seeks to allow a
rearrangement of the Queen's birthday holiday
around the Royal Show, and this will allow local
authorities to organise matters in that way. We do
not object to the legislation.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Parker
(Minister for Employment and Administrative
Services), and passed.

HOUSING AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 15 November.
MR MacICINNON (Murdoch) [8.13 p.m.]:

This Bill is designed to achieve three objectives.
Clause 3 seeks to allow the State Housing Com-
mission to enter into joint ventures; clause 4 seeks
to remove a management fee on loan accounts en-
tered into prior to January 1974; and clauses 5
and 6, which are a rewvrite of the section on the
powers of the SHC. seeks 10 enable it to issue de-
bentures and inscribe stock.

We do not intend to oppose clauses 4 to 6, but
we shall oppose clause 3 which is the part of the
Bill which refers to the power of the SHC to enter
into joint ventures. We oppose that clause for sev-
eral reasons. Firstly. it would appear from the ac-
tivities the commissioner is currently undertaking
that it is a needless power in any event. This re-
lates particularly to the SHC's latest publication
which is titled 'State Housing Commission
Properties in Perth, Western Australia'. It would
appear the commission is already acting in that
way whether or not it has the power to do so. Re-
gardless of whether that is the case, we oppose the
insertion of that power in the Act which covers
thc operations of the SI-C for the following
reasons: Firstly, if members refer to page 2 of the
Bill, they will see it provides that the commission
may enter into a project involving the subdivision
or acquisition, subdivision, and development of

land for housing and related purposes. That is
something in which those in the Opposition par-
ties do not want the SHC to be involved.

Obviously the commission has extensive land
holdings in the metropolitan area now and it fre-
quently invites private enterprise to be involved
with it on a total sale basis or to develop the land
and sell it for the SHC.

However, we do not believe the commission
should be involved in the activities of a land de-
veloper in competition with others in the com-
muni ty as this amendment would give it unbridled
power so to do. We are concerned also that this
legislation will enable the SHC to purchase
existing subdivisions owned privately and then
enter into them and develop them.

I shall give members a hypothetical example of
a subdivisional area such as Leeming. Let us as-
sume, for the sake of argument, that the land in
Leeming currently owned by the SHC and which
it is trying to sell is not in fact owned by it, but is
owned by a private developer. The commission
could join with the private developer to subdivide
the land and erect SHC homes on it. We in the
Opposition parties do not believe that is fair and
reasonable.

Mr Brian Burke: Do you know that the SI-C,
during your period in Government, entered into
joint ventures?

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, I am aware of that
and I shall address that matter in a moment.

The point I emphasise in respect of this clause
is the ability it would give the commission, with-
out any problems whatsoever, legislative or
otherwise, to purchase land or become involved in
joint ventures with private developers which, until
this time, were designated as totally privately
owned areas.

It would seem to me that if people intend to
invest large sums of money in homes and land,
that being the major investment they will make in
their lifetimes, they should have some choice as to
where they live and the standard of housing and
subdivision they can expect in that area.

For example, in the Leeming area which I rep-
resent, the average package for land and a home
is worth approximately $80 000 to $90 000. One
of the SHC's rules is that people who Purchase
their homes cannot purchase a house and land
package of a value greater than $40 000. Whether
we like it or not, it will significantly devalue an
area if a large number of those homes are con-
structed in such a subdivision. If that occurs after
the time other people have invested in the area,
we believe it is not fair: it is not playing the rules
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according to the proper planning game. That is
another reason we oppose the legislation.

The Minister for Housing has even refused to
identify the existing SHC land-holdings. By way
of questions in the House. I have asked the Minis-
ter to place signs on land-holdings the SHC has in
the metropolitan area so that potential investors
and home builders know exactly where the land-
holdings are.

Mr Burkett: Your Government did not do that.

Mr MacKINNON: I did not say it did. I said V
had asked the Minister for Housing to do it. Just
because we did not do it does not mean it is not a
good idea.

Mr Pearce: Did you ask the previous Minister
to do it.

Mr MacKINNON: No, I did not.
Mr Pearce: Why not?
Mr MacKINNON: It did not occur to me, nor

did it impact oan my electorate previously. How-
ever, I have subsequently made the suggestion to
the Minister for Housing. I would ask the Minis-
ter for Education to be a little more innovative
than to give us an argument against the idea to
the effect that we did not do it, so the Labor
Government will not do it. That is a crazy answer
to the question. The point I am making is that the
Minister for Housing has refused to adopt what I
think is a sensible suggestion and one which he
should take up.

The third reason I put forward for us to oppose
this clause is that it does expose the State Hous-
ing Commission to a great potential for loss of
taxpayers' funds. At least if the commission
owned its own land it could enter into a
subdivision, by itself or with a private developer
doing it for the commission, on the basis that it
would get some positive return out of the asset it
owned. If it buys into a subdivision, the chance of
losing Funds is considerably increased; the risk be-
comes far greater.

I for one do not have any great faith in the so-
called safeguard included in clause 12 (a) where
the Minister has to be satisfied that it is all right
for the commission to enter into those arrange-
ments. Whatever the Minister's other attributes,
he is not a property developer and has no skills in
that area: despite the advice he might receive he
could make poor decisions.

I would like an assurance from the Premier and
Treasurer about clauses 5 and 6, which relate to
debentures. I would like him to assure me that the
normal regulations and rules relating to deben-
tures will apply. It is not stated here that they
will.

Mr Brian Burke: You have that undertaking.
Mr MacKINNON: Finally, on the subject of

joint ventures, I refer members to one of the
Government's latest publications. I have here a
brochure, I guess; designed and printed in Western
Australia, which would make it a good one,
headed 'Investment opportunities, Perth, Western
Australia". I particularly support one of the pro-
posals in this file, and that is the sale of the SHC
land in Leeming. This is an eminently sensible re-
sult following the suggestions I made both to the
previous Government and to this Government. It
is the only decision that could have been made.

Why is this brochure put out in the name of
both the State Housing Commission and Mr Ron
Smith of Smith Corporation Pty. Ltd.? All the
development brochures include both names. As
indicated in a reply to a question asked in another
place recently, it may be because the Government
has a contract with Mr Smith. I thought the con-
tract was merely for Mr Smith to give advice on
how the SHC should dispose of its land-holdings.
The Government is now selling its land-holdings,
but why are they being disposed of on a joint
basis? Is Mr Smith getting any further remuner-
ation out of the sale of the land?

Mr Brian Burke: The answer will please you.
Mr Smith is not to get any commission for the
sale of any land. A flat fee has been negotiated
for his entire services, from the point that he first
stepped in to assist the commission with its land-
holdings to the point to which they are heading.
He gets a contract fee provided.

Mr MacKINNON: That may be well and good
in itself, and I thank the Premier for his response.
But the other point at issue is that no other pri-
vate developer in this town had an opportunity
either to tender for this work or to provide
alternative suggestions to the Government. Mr
Smith, whom I might say I do respect-

Mr Brian Burke: He is very able.
Mr MacKINNON: Yes. He has been given the

opportunity to market land throughout this State
and the rest oF Australia, together with the
Government, with his name clearly placed on
these documents, with all that means. The Deputy
Premier has been indicating that because the
Government's name is attached to an investment,
that investment has great stature, with the result
that many people will come to the Government
and ask to be associated with that investment. I
would think that is probably true. Apart from the
contract fee Mr Smith is receiving, he is obviously
receiving very much more in the way of intangible
benefits and, in due course, financial benefits,
merely by having the ability to market this land
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jointly with the State Housing Commission. This
means heightened credibility and chances of con-
tact with many people who come to see him to
buy the land. He will be able to put them onto
other investments he may be representing, and I
would not knock him if he were to do so.

Mr Brian Burke: He didn't approach us. we ap-
proached him. It is no reflection on him because
we asked him if he would consider this job after
considering who might do it.

Mr MacKINNON: I am not reflecting on him
but on the Government. The Government is show-
ing clear favouritismn to one particular developer
without giving any other person in the private sec-
tor the ability to participate in this proposition. It
would appear to me the Government is pre-
empting even the amendments we are debating
this evening by entering into this joint venture.

We will not oppose the Bill as a whole, but we
will oppose clause 3, which provides for the joint
venture.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [8.26
p.m.]: I thank the Opposition for its qualified sup-
port of this legislation. Mr Speaker, is it not
strange how things change so dramatically? The
truth about this legislation is that we are now Out-
Liberaling the Liberal Party.

Mr Clarko: Is that a good or bad thing?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: When we do it; it is a
good thing.

Mr Clarko: In your opinion.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not venture to

voice an opinion on the member's behalf.

M r Clarko: You have done it in the past.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Only when it has been of

assistance to the member.
That is the thing about the Government's ap-

proach the Opposition finds difficult to deal with.
We arc not restricted by what it presumes should
be ideological blinkers or traditional constraints
that would prevent us from engaging in activity
that benefits the community in a way the Oppo-
sition does not think vibrates in the manner it per-
ceives us. That is what we have done on this oc-
casion.

The Opposition, when in Government, had
ample opportunity to enter into arrangements
with anyone it chose to for the sale of land, yet it
did not do it. We have taken private enterprise ex-
pertise and used that expertise on terms very
favourable to the Government to achieve what we
set out in our policy as one of our prime housing
platform planks.

We are very pleased with the work Mr Smith
has done. lHe has done an excellent job. He has
taken the policy of the Government to the stage
where the brochure referred to by the member for
Murdoch has been produced and distributed and
is exciting considerable interest and attention. As
the member for Murdoch says, he supports the
ide-a; the brochure however finds some friction in
his mind. I am sorry if that is the case. We do not
think Mr Smith has done anything to take advan-
tage of his relationship with the Government.

Mr MacKinnon: We have never said he did.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We think he has done

the people of this State a considerable service by
agreeing to co-operate with the Government on
terms that do not measure up to anything ap-
proaching that which he would be entitled to were
he to act as an agent for the Government in a
strictly and usual commercial sense in the sale of
this land. So, touching on that last point first, I do
not think there is much to complain about.

There are changes wrought in this Bill, leaving
aside that which attaches to the joint Venture,
dealing with the management fee and operating
provisions that are altered as a result of it. The
management fee-and this policy was clearly con-
tinued by the Government when it was
elected-and the borrowing provisions as sup-
ported by the Opposition are accompanied, I
hasten to assure the member for Murdoch, by the
normal conditions that would ensure the viability
of the debentures, so I am not surprised the Oppo-
sition seeks to support the changes to the bor-
rowing provisions.

As to the joint ventures, it is a little interesting
because the member for Murdoch knows and has
admitted in this Chamber that his Government
entered into joint ventures. All this legislation
does is to clarify the ability of the Government to
continue to enter into joint ventures in the manner
of the previous Government, among the Ministers
of which sat the member for Murdoch. What is
the change? Why did. not the member self-
righteously stand in his place as Minister and seek
to change the joint venture provisions previously?

Mr MacKinnon: How do you know I didn't?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether

-the member did or not. 1 de~now he did not stand
in this place to do so, although he may have done
so somewhere else. I expect he did not, but in any
case his Government entered into joint ventures
about which the member did not complain pub-
licly, and he did not seek to amend the power
which allowed his Government to enter into these
ventures. Now in a fairly splenetic way he has ob-
jected to our clarification of the powers, and that
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is all this Bill is-just a clarification, not an ex-
tension of a power. It is not creeping socialism.

Mr MacKinnon: Did I say that?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member did not say

it was creeping socialism, but that is probably be-
cause tonight he spoke rather briefly.

Mr MacKinnon: I don't think I have ever
spoken about creeping socialism.

Mr Clarko: He probably talked about creeps
who arc socialists.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I remember Mr Hartrey
talking about the hoarding creeps of capitalism.

Mr Clarko: He was the one who crossed .the
floor.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He was, but it should be
noted that when he crossed the floor he was not
subject to any discipline like the member for
Subiaco has been. The member for Subiaco has
been made thoroughly unwelcome in the Liberal
Party ranks. He has been put out in the cold to
fend for himself simply because he had the tem-
erity to have an independent streak. Thc late Mr
Hartrey. the member for Boulder-Dundas,
crossed the floor, but notwithstanding that he was
revered by members of the Labor Party.

Mr MacKinnon: But he was not re-endorsed.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Hie was re-endorsed but

after six years in this place he was in advanced
years.

Mr Clarko: Ile was still twice as good as most.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: He was twice as good as

most. When our members cross the floor it might
not be a source of satisfaction to their colleagues
but we do nut coine down on them like a ton of
bricks, which ihe people opposite do. Jerry Dolan
crossed the floor over one of his own Bills as Min-
ister for Police, but he continued to hold that
portfolio.

Mr Clarko: Was he right or wrong'?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether

he was right or wrong, but was [he member for
Subiaco right or wkrong?

The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier will get
back to the matter before the Chair.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, Mr Speaker. but it
is interesting to note the way times have changed.

The power under clause 3 is objected to by the
Opposition notwithstanding the ladt that the Lib-
eral Part). %hen in Government, exercised the
power itself. All Nwe are doing is clarifying tlie
power. In the face of the Liberal Part) Govern-
ment continuing to exercise thai power its mem-
bers did not secktio alter or take from itself that

power. Therefore there is not much credibility to
be attached to the Opposition's objection.

The Government has sought to change
thoroughly the face of the State Housing Com-
mission. The member for Murdoch said things
such as, "if you build Housing Commission
houses over there the values of other houses will
plummet. Let us stigmatise Housing Commission
people by putting signs up on the land on which
their houses will be built so that people will
know". It is almost like saying, "This way to the
zoo". I do not want to comment any more on that
aspect, but I must say that if there had been prob-
lenis with commission building standards in the
past then we are about to change that situation.
We have embarked on several new initiatives that
include the design and construction from start to
finish of Housing Commission homes extra the
commission initiatives that will not see the design
or construction techniques reflecting the com-
mission' s views as they have been objected to in
the past.

We are confident a revolution will take place in
the standard of construction by the commission.
We look to the Opposition for some support in
bringing about that dramatic change because we
cannot proceed for ever to mobilise community
antagonism towards Housing Commission resi-
dents. To do otherwise is unwvorthy and might
stand in the way of the Government's plans to
change the commission's general reception within
the community.

We are about doing the job, and I think Mr
Smith's employment is part of thai. Provided the
Opposition is responsible in its attitude towards
community attitudes towards the commission's
activities, the revolution will be accomplished
without too much pain or heartache. I hope mem-
bers opposite give their support to the Hill.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Conmmittee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair;, Mr Brian Burke (Premier) in charge of
the Bill.

Clauses I and 2 put and passed.
Clause)3: Section 12A inserted-
Mr MacKINNON: I will repeat my earlier re-

marks. I am well aware of the activities of my
Government in joint ventures. I hasten to add it is
not my knowledge that the State Housing Com-
mission ever entered into a joint venture with
another party on that party's land. All of the joint
ventures of which I am aware were carried out by
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the commission inviting other people to develop
its land for a particular purpose in association
with another commission development. The point
might be on a line line, but it is a difference, es-
peccially when considering the possibility of the
commission's entering into ventures with other de-
velopers in the metropolitan area before announc-
ing publicly that it might develop the area coming
under the joint venture proposal.

I do not want to create any antagonism towards
the commission. The Premier well knows I rep-
resented a large commission area for six years in
this Parliament.

Mr Brian Burke: You were pretty pleased to
get rid of it. weren't you?

Mr MacKINNON: I was not pleased to get rid
of it. As the Premier knows, a great deal of satis-
faction can be gained from representing such an
area. From a political point of view I was pleased
to represent another area.

I am not opposed to commission dlevelopments
in my area. One is proceeding now and has been
for some time. I support it. The point I make is
that this provision will give the commission the
ability to buy land in areas where it currently
does not have a development, but which it intends
to develop at a later stage.

I support any move the Government might
make to improve commission standards. Many
such moves were taken during our time in
Government, and I am glad the Government is
proceeding with those ideas. I have no antipathy
towards the commission and the work it does., All
I say is that it should not be involved in joint ven-
ture developments where it does not currently
have an involvement with the people who live in
the area. No people should have the character of
their areas changed significantly as a consequence
of commission development.

With those remarks and the remarks I made
earlier I must oppose this clause.

Mr RUJSHTON: There are people capable of
providing low cost housing. I have received com-
plaints in recent times that these people are not
encouraged by the Government to Use their skills
to the maximum capacity. These people are
capable of doing a good job quicker than the com-
mission can, and it would be wise to use such-
people to the maximum.

My experience of having the Urban Lands
Council in my responsibility showed that the corn-
mission did iot develop any land at that time.' It
must have cost it a great deal of money to have a
team of 30 w hich did not develop land. The pri-
vate sector is more efficient at developing housing
land, and should be encouraged to do so.

I join with the previous speaker in saying that
this clause represents a retrograde decision. It will
Finish up producing less than could be achieved if
development were left to the private sector, so I
ask the Premier to encourage the private sector to
do the total task and not join the SHC in a joint
venture.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thank members for
their contributions. Our attitude remains un-
changed. I point out to members of the Oppo-
sition that if we confiscated from the SHC the
power to enter into joint ventures, all those very
desirable aged persons' complexes presently the
subject or joint ventures between the commission
and some private developers, as well as those be-
tween the commission and private organisations.
are likely to be impossible to complete. On that
basis alone, it is very unwise to persist with oppo-
sition to this clause.

While I understand that members of the Oppo-
sition have some philosophical objection to the
SHC being pervasive within the private sector.
please understand that there are no plans to up-
grade the SHC so that it becomes an A.
Jennings of the home market! It is simply a mat-
ter of clarifying the powers the commission has. I
urge Opposition members to support this clause.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 4 to 6 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, On Motion b3 Mr Brian
Burke (Premier), and transmitted to the Council.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM CONI-
MISSION BILL

Council's Amendnment

Amendment made by the Council now con-
sidered.

In Comnmittee

The Chairman of CommiFtees (M\r Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Minister for Tour-
ism) in charge or the Bill.

The amendment made by the Council u~a. a.
follows-

New Clause.
Page 22, after line 21-Insert a new clause

to stand as clause 34. as rolios-
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"Duraiiunof 34. (1) This Act shall, sub-
Act jeer to this section, continue

in operation until 31
December 1993 and no
longer.

(2) On the expiry of this Act by
virtue of subsection (I )-

(a) all real and personal prop-
erty and every right or
interest that immediately
before that expiry was
vested in the Commission
shall without any transfer
or assignment pass to and
become vested in the Min-
ister;

(b) all rights, liabilities and
obligations of the Com-
mission that were in exist-
enee immediately before
that expiry shall devolve
on the Minister;

(e) all contracts, agreements
and undertakings made by
and with the Commission
and having effect immedi-
ately before - that expiry
shall have effect as con-
tracts, agreements and
undertakings made by and
with the Minister and may
be enforced by or against
the Minister accordingly;

(d) any legal or other pro-
ceedings or any remedies
that might, but for this
section, have been com-
menced or continued or
available by or against or
to the Commission may be
commenced or continued,
or shall be available, by or
against or to the Minister,
as the case requires,

for the purpose of the winding up of
the affairs of the Commission and
the Minister shall as soon as practi-
cable after the expiry wind up the
affairs of the Commission.

01) Fnr the purposes of this sec-
tion a reference to the Commission
in-

(a) a law of the State in force;
or

(b) a document in existence,

immediately before the expiry of
this Act by virtue of subsection (1)
shall after that expiry be construed
as a reference to the Minister.

(4) Nothing in this section af-
fects or limits any guarantee-

(a) given by the Treasurer under
section 27 in respect of any
money borrowed by the Com-
mission under this Act; and

(b) in force immediately before the
expiry of this Act by virtue of
subsection (1),

and section 27 shall ;ontinue to
apply to that guarantee while that
guarantee remains in force as if this
section had not come into oper-
ation."

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I move-

That the amendment made by the Council
be agreed to.

I indicate that the Government is happy to accept
the amendment moved by the Legislative Council.

Mr MacKINNON: We thank the Government
for agreeing to this amendment. As the Premier
would be aware, during the debate in this
Chamber on the new Western Australian Tourism
Commission Bill I suggested to the Premier that
an appropriate sunset clause should be inserted in
this legislation. I know it is early days in this Par-
liament in respect of dealing with sunset clauses,
and I am not saying that similar clauses should be
inserted in all legislation because it is not appli-
cable to do so in some eases. However, in this in-
stance in relation to the tourism commission, I
think a much harsher sunset clause under which,
in fact, the tourism commission will cease to op-
erate in 1993 unless a positive Act to renew its
authority or charter is given at that time, is an ap-
propriate one. Therefore, I thank the Premier
very much for accepting the amendment moved so
ably by the member for South Province in the
House of Review.

Mr Davies: Always happy to co-operate.

Question put and passed, the: Council's amend-
ment agrced to.

Report

Resolution reported, the report adopted, and a
message accordingly returned to the Council.
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DOOR TO DOOR (SALES) AMENDMENT
BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from I17 November,
MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the

Opposition) j8.46 p.m.] 1 rise briefly on this mat-
ter.

Mr Bryce: Unaccustomed as I am-
Mr Davies: Unexpeck!d as it is-
Mr O'CONNOR: [know. 1 will carry on.
Mr Bryce: Find a few well-chosn -words.
Mr Davies: You have knocked on a few doors.
Mr O'CONNOR: Tht member for Kalamunda-

has done some, work oflis Bill,.4nd while he had
- oeproblbiffia qpojs tion with it, he had no

".ral concern. Thi Op'poottion will support the Bill.

[Applause.]
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) 18A7 p.m.J:

The history of the Door to-Door (Sales) Act is of
interest.

Mr Burkett: Big Bird!

Mr Davies: I would not have thought so.
Mr THOMPSON: We often hear the Oppo-

sition say how little co-operation there is with the
*Oppoition when a Liberal Government is in
power. The newer members of the'Chamber frbm

* this side of the IHouse and (he Government side
will be pleased to learn'that in 1964, when tire
Liberal Party was in power, a Labor member,

*Don May, introduced a private member's Bill to
enact legislation to have impact on door-to-door
sales. It is to the credit of the Gov 'ernment of the
day that it agreed to the passagq,.ofj he legis-
lation. I just make ihe point that al 'though Oppo-
sition members consider that they get little co-op-
eration from a Liberal Govern men t,"here is a case
'in point where a major jiieod bf legislation
introduced by a Labor Oppbosition member was
ultimately placed on the Statute book.'

Mr Bertram: The Governmen 't even supported
an Opposition amendment to the Constitution.

Mr THOMPSON: The member for'Mt. Haw-
thorn has pointed to another major piece of legis-
lation.

Mr Parker: .1 suggest you only keep to the Bill
before the Chair.

Mr THOMPSON: That was another major
piece of legislation on which co-operation was
forthcoming from Liberal members.

A few years ago, the present Leader of the Op-
position introduced legislation into the House to
amend the Door to Door (Sales) Act because of
the demonstration of a need for a cooling-off

period as a result of some fairly unsavoury activi-
ties on the part of some door-to-door salesmen.

The legislation now before us is designed simply
to reinforce that provision which the Opposition
when last in Government endeavgured to effec-
tively put in the Bill. Court cases have indicated a
deficiency in the current Act and the provision re-
-quiring, a cooling-off period has been circum-
vented. by some activity ~on the part of door-to-
door salesmen.

Some members of the Opposition -were con-
cerned that the Bill would have the result of im-
pasting on legitimate sales persons who carry out
their normal' . operatjons. The only concern we
have is that the legislation may go a little too far
and that peopk ~may have some problems in the
legitimate conduct oftheir business. I refer to the
matter of the area of the initial telephone contact
that may be made with an intending purchaser.

I know it is difficult at the best of. times to
wri te legislation that will be. effective and at the
same time fair.to thg genuine operator. Our con-
cern was "that a legitima.te salesman may have
becn requested to make contact with an intending
purchaser by telephone. Having made the contact,
he is then invited by the purchaser to call so that
the transaction may .be completed.

1 would hope that the impact of this legislation
would not be that it wyill impinge upon people who
act in a responsible way in making that contact
with a view to making a sale.

I would be pleased if the Minister who is hand-
ling this legislation for the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, who seems to be sporting a black eye-

Mr Brian Burke: No, he has had an operation.
O r Dadoi~r. is .unlikely to indulge in that sort of
thiing now that he is an Independent.

Mr O'Connor: I thought he wanted to indicate
his views on electoral reform.

Mr Brian Burke: One-eyed?
Mr THOMPSON: That is the only area of con-

cern the Opposition has and perhaps I will men-
tion it again in Committee. Apart from that one
area of concern, the Opposition gives support to
the legislation.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [8.54 p.m.I:- I would
-like to elaborate a little on the point made by the
member for Kalamunda on the question of the
solicited caller who telephones a person to make
an appointment to sell him something. I will just
explain an example to the Minister handling this
Bill.

If one is living in the country in, say, Narrogin,
is working for one of the stock firms, and wishes
to sell a water tank to Joe Blow, the farmer, one
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could ring him and say. "How about if I come out
and have a word with1 you about these water
tanks?" A person could then go out and sell the
farmer a waler tank.

Mr Parker: That matter is not materially
altered by this Bill, because if a person does
exactly what you said, effectively he is not contra-
vening the Act- We are trying to cover those
people who might knock door to door and then go
back to their offices and ring the persons to make
an appointment and then put pressure on them.

Mr COURT: What I am saying is that this per-
son rings the farmer and goes out and sells a
water tank. A day later, the farmer does not want
the water tank, and he can use the provision here
to say he wants to get out of the sale because of
the cooling-off period.

We will never oppose legislation to stop the un-
scrupulous salesman who is just trying to rip
people off, but we must have protection for the
person who is making a sale also. I am concerned
that this amendment may be used by many
people-I have given the example of the stock
agent in the country-as an "out" on a sales con-
tract. I think members would agree that in a corn-
nmercial world some sort of sales contract must be
drawn up in a reasonable way.

I know what the Government is trying to
achieve with this legislation. It is the type of prac-
tice I think we would all like to be stopped. We
must do everything to try to catch such people.
but in doing so we might well introduce loopholes.

The procedure may work in reverse and could
be used against the person selling the goods. I
would like an assurance from the Minister that
that would not be the case.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for Em-
ployment and Administrative Services)
[8.56 p.m.): I thank the Opposition members for
their general support of the Bill. In response to
the matter raised by the member for Kalamunda
and the member for Nedlands, I indicate that my
understanding of the matter is, that where a ven-
dor has solicited an appointment, that that ap-
pointincntt has been covered by the Act as it now
exists. The intention of this legislation is to in-
clude in the cover the situation where the vendor
has claimed in the past that he was requested to
go to a place for an appointment and that it was
am a door-to-door operation, but as a result of a
ndqleibmoe call. From my reading of the Act, I
mlid say that the case the member for Nedlands

Tziw of a stock agent, is covered. It may be,
uwhdmlly speaking. that the matter the member
far Naillands mentioned has been the situation
c vcr since ibe section was first included.

Mr Court: Now he has a cooling-off period to
get out of that.

Mr PARKER: He has always had the cooling-
off period; that is not altered. What is being
altered is the question of to whom it applies. In
this case, the situation the member for Nedlands
referred to is covered even if this Bill does not go
through Parliament. Maybe that is an anomaly in
the same way it allows us to catch offenders and
also Protect the innocent. It is also impossible to
find ways in these Bills to protect everyone.

I will ask the Minister responsible for the
administration of this legislation to look at it to
see whether anything can be done. It does not
seem to me that it is really a problem because it is
covered in the existing legislation. Perhaps, if
necessary, the Crown Law Department can be
contacted on the matter. I thank the Opposition
again for its support and I commend the Bill to
the House.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second lime.

In Commiti ce, etc.

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

Third Reading

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

TOURIST DEVELOPMENT (SECRET HAR-
DOUR) AGREEMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sit-
ting.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) (9.02 p.m.]: The Opposition sup-
ports the Bill which seeks to ratify an agreement
between the State and the developers of Secret
Harbour. This proposed development is an excit-
ing and desirable addition to the Western Aus-
tralian landscape. It has a long history and I do
not pretend to know all of that history. The mem-
ber for Dale, a former Minister for Local Govern-
ment, and Urban Development and Town
Planning, knows it from the beginning and, of
course, it was dealt with by another former Minis-
ter for Local Government, and Urban Develop-
ment and Town Planning (Mrs Craig). It was the
subject of consideration by the Cabinet on more
than one occasion while I was a member of Cabi-
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net. On all occasions we were keen to give every
encouragement to the development.

Its desirable aspects include the fact that it is
promoted by a group of Western Australian
business people who are generally recognised as
being leaders in their field in various areas of
business activity and who have been able to mar-
shal resources and the expertise to put forward
this plan and bring it to the fruition of a parlia-
mentary agreement with the support of the
Government and the Opposition to allow the de-
velopment to proceed- The fact that it is so much
a Western Australian company and so much a
Western Australian group which has dominated
from the beginning, is one of the features which
we applaud.

As the Minister is aware, we have not had a
great deal of time to become fully acquainted
with all the aspects of the agreement. Therefore, I
ask him in particular when he responds in the sec-
ond reading debate, in fairness to the Opposition
and to the House generally, as a result of t he way
in which the Bill has been dealt with, to assure
the House that the agreement is in accordance
with the understandings reached between the
Government and the developers and that they
have accepted happily those various conditions
which have been imposed upon them.

I understand that they have and I am not rais-
ing that question facetiously. I want the infor-
mation on record because sometimes developers of
projects-when the project comes to the end and
when they arc pushed-will agree to things that
are not in their best interest- They become
anxious, having gone through a long process of
approval seeking, through difficult hurdles to get
that approval, and at the end they become
vulnerable to a last request of Government or a
Government department and it turns out that the
last request threatens the viability of their project.

I ask the Minister for his assurance on that
matter. I believe it is the case and I believe he can
confirm it and his assurance will round off the
situation as far as the Opposition is concerned.

It is an exciting project in many respects and it
first came to my attention in the relatively short
period that I was Minister for Employment. Pre-
viously I had been aware of its progress through
the various deliberations in Cabinet.

I understand the developers have been able to
satisfy the enormous requirements of Government
departments, including the Department of Con-
servation and Environment. I understand also that
they have been able to arrange finance which at
one stage was presenting a difficulty. Perhaps it
goes beyond finance to the extent of involving

overseas equity participation, but that does not
discolour the project or the agreement because it
remains very much a Western Australian project
and very much one oF which this State will be
proud when it is brought to fulfilment because it
is a total concept. It is not simply an appendage to
a town or a new hotel in a town-it is a total con-
cept.

A couple of years ago when I was a guest of the
United States Government and visited America, I
was able for the first time to visit a place which
was under the management of an American man
who was a university colleague of mine in
England in the 1960s. The place to which I refer
was Hilton Head Island. I was able to examine
that beautiful resort which had been created out
of a semi-tropical swamp offshore on the south-
eastern coast of America. Hilton Head Island is
an enormous island just off the coast and in some
cases it almost joins the coast of the mainland. It
is totally devoted to resorts for people to use as
holiday and recreational centres.

It is a magnificent place with golf courses, rec-
reational activities, and a harbour. Home units
are built on it and it operates on an internal
system similar to that oF Rottnest. When a person
goes to Sea Pines. which is the section of the
Island I visited and with which I became familiar,
he automatically becomes a member of a club.

It is not a small club or a club in the general
sense of a couple of hundred members. It is a vast
place with numerous golf courses and other facili-
ties but it is not a place one visits and pays for in-
dividual items; it is a place of which one becomes
a part for the period one is there. There are indi-
vidually owned houses and units, and time-sharing
arrangements, and so on. Of course, there is an
extension programme as with so many things in
America; they never seem to cease to grow.

The relevance of this to the debate is that when
I first saw the plans for Secret Harbour, the pic-
ture of the inland port, the houses, the concourse,
and all that is presented in the picture reminded
me immediately of the beautiful resort in
America. The concept reminds me of that. So in
supporting this and saying it is an exciting devel-
opment and one we should welcome as a
tremendous addition to our tourist attraction as a
State, not only for external tourists, but also for
Western Australians, it is with the background of
having seen something like it in operation. I as-
sure members that when the development under
this agreement is completed it will be a
magnificent achievement, and I wish the de-
velopers every success in carrying it forward,
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MR R1USHTON (Dale) 19.12 p.m.]: I have
been interested in this development for a long
time. The area used to be part of my electorate
and the original proposal was put up when I was
Minister for Urban Development and Town
Planning. The Government of the day, through
the Premier (Sir Charles Court), put out a memo
to all departments seeking full co-operation in as-
sessing the viability of the project. That took
place and it was not tong after-I cannot remem-
ber the exact date-that I was transferred to the
Transport portfolio.

Mr Barnett: It was five years ago.
Mr RUSHTON: It is about five years'since I

was transferred. Co-operation was sought from all
departments in the early stages, and that was very
important. It then passed into the hands of Mrs
Craig for her to follow through. I was the Deputy
Premier when it came to Cabinet and the de-
velopers sought somebody to co-ordinate-Ibe final
arrangements, and, as this project advanced, I
was appointed Minister in charge of co-ordinating
the project. That seemed to be only for a few
months, but I met Mr Eddy Gorham who was the
consultant, and I presume still is, and the princi-
pals, on a number of occasions, and we brought
the development to a satisfactory situation as far
as the developers were concerned.

Some comment was made that the previous
Government had not been co-operative or had
been slack but I cannot see that in the second
reading speech. Perhaps it was a remark made by
the Premier.

Mr Barnett: It was the Premier's answer to me
this evening.

Mr RUSHTON: Somebody made derogatory
remarks, and they were not appropriate. The de-
velopers indicated to me as co-ordinating Minister
that they were very satisifcd with the arrange-
mnent we made to bring this project to a con-
clusion. It is only by fate that the present Minister
happens to be in charge of it-there was a change
of Government in February. Otherwise, the
Government which initiated it with the company
would be seeing it through.

We have not had much time to assess the situ-
ation so the responsibility for the detail must rest
with the Government of the day. It will be held
responsible if any arrangements are not totally
satisfactory to the interests of the people.

I seek a couple of answers from the Minister.
One relates to the financial arrangements which
arc all-important, relating as they do to the
phased development. Obviously, provision exists
for that to be tested from time to time during the
development stages. There will be a fund to

protect the interests of the taxpayers in that re-
gard. I would like the Minister to assure me that
local government is satisfied-that is, the Shire df
Rockingham-about what is to follow in that
area. Like the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,41
would like the Minister to indicate any c~ii&,
which have been disputed and on which he lip.
had to rule. I want to know if the Minister has
had to resolve any disputes and if so, I ask him to
tell us about them.

.The Opposition has co-operated fully in a]-
*l~ing this legislation to proceed. We should
really he looking at it in far more detail. Of
course, the House of Review will have an oppor-
tunity to do more with it, but for my part, this de-
velopment was begun in principle by us and we
took it a long way down the track, almost to the
final launch. Subject to there not being anything
tremendously different in this Bill from that
which we determined, I am satisfied to support
the legislation.

Mr Court: The big danger of this is it will put a
lot of Liberal voters into the Rockingham elector-
ate.

Mr RUSHTON: They will be seeking to do
something about that.

Mr Brian Burke: I have been surprised at the
support we have been getting from some pre-
viously Liberal voters.

Mr O'Connor: We are getting a few Labor
voters swinging back now.

Mr Clarko: Has the Premier seen the poll in
The Bulletin?

Mr Brian Burke: Yes I have; it was pretty good.
Mr RUSHTON: It would be better if we pro-

ceeded with the legislation. I ask the Minister to
respond to the points I have made.

Mr Barnett: Can you speak up? I cannot hear
you very well.

Mr RUSHTON: None of us can hear anything
very well with these new microphones.

Mr Barnett: You rely on them.
Mr RUSHTON: We cannot hear the member.

but that is an advantage. We would like to hear
the Premier from time to time, but we cannot
hear him. We could not hear the Chairman of
Committees a moment ago. It has become a farce.
It would be better to turn off the microphones and
go back to the way we were. As far as I am con-
cerned it has been a very poor change. It is diffi-
cult for people on the back bench to hear and it is
a retrograde step because half the time nobody is
in the House; and that is another disgrace.

5266



[Thursday, 24 November 19831 26

We have supported this project in the past, and
subject to there not being any great change to the
proposal we worked on, the Opposition supports
the Bill.

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [9.20 p.m.] :I wish to
comment on the subject of Secret Harbour which
is an exciting concept and one which I trust will
be of great benefit to the people of Western Aus-
tralia. Having given my support to the principles
contained within this Bill before the House, at the
outset I mention that the Parliament is being
asked to take on board a great deal of trust. Quite
frankly, members have not had time to study the
Bill, or the ramifications contained in it. How-
ever, in a spirit of trust, we are proceeding in the
general direction of the Bill.

in the Laporte Australia Ltd. area, which I rep-
resent, the Parliament would have been wiser to
Live further consideration before introducing
certain legislation to ensure that no mistakes were
made. In a Bill introduced in 1958, an undertak-
ing was given that the Government would be rem
sponsible for effluent disposal. I venture to say
that if such an agreement were drawn up today, it
would be of a vastly different nature. I am not
suggesting that anything like that is contained in
this Bill, but it is important that members have
adequate time to study Bills which implicate the
State, give guarantees on behalf of the State, and
give guarantees against the developers.

The general principle of the developers working
in harmony with the Government is a good one.
We have gone through an exciting period of re-
source development during the 1960s and 1970s
and, of course, the Secret Harbour project brings
in a new era of development in Western Australia
in the 1980s. I wish the project well.

In looking at the development plan and canal-
type structure at Secret Harbour, one is aware of
a number of other areas throughout the State
where the same sort of development could take
place. I view Secret Harbour as the catalyst for
other types of development of a similar nature. It
is important that this project is successful and
that the management of the project is su~ccessful
because future projects in the State will be judged
on the merits of this one. I commend the Govern-
ment for its actions. If Secret Harbour is success-
ful, it will herald the beginning of a new scale of
development in Western Australia.

Earlier. I asked the Minister for Planning a
question regarding the Government's future ac-
tions in Mandurah. I have some concern for
Mandurah and the decisions taken by the council
in that town-not for political reasons, but in
order to further the proposed development.

The SPEAKER: Order! Will the member
please confine his remarks to this Bill!

Mr BLAIKIE: The developments contained in
this legislation are important and a similar type of
project could proceed in Mandurah. It is import-
ant that the Government has made this decision; I
query what would have happended if a local com-
mittee had made a decision in this case. I am dis-
appointed that the Mandurah development will
not proceed. Concerning canal developments, I
am aware-

Mr Barnett: Are you aware there is no canal
development in the area?

Mr BLAIKIE: Yes, I am very much aware of
this.

Several members interjected.
Mr BLAIKIE: The concept of harbour facili-

ties being created on an inshore basis is exciting.
My terminology is such that I call it canal-type
development and other members may call it what
they wish.

I know that developers are looking at similar
projects in my electorate. Secret Harbour is the
beginning of what could be a new, much needed
concept, in Western Australia. The Government
needs to be tolerant and understanding of the de-
velopers' problems and, if this project is success-
ful, we could see a series of these developments
carried out in future years along the Western
Australian coast. This will be of great advantage
to Western Australia. The coastline is fairly bar-
ren and it is necessary to use engineering skills to
develop harbours within the land area itself which
is what the Secret Harbour project is all about.

I would have preferred more opportunity to
look at the Bill in detail, but I give my indication
to the House that I commend the project and sup-
port the Bill.

MR PARKER (l'remantle-Minister for
Planning) (9.26 p.m.]: I thank the Opposition for
its support for the Bill and its co-operation in
holding this debate so quickly. I recognise it is a
most unusual procedure and I thank the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition for his co-operation.

The Bill itself is a very simple document and it
does not require much study. It has only three
clauses and it is simply a matter of ratifying an
agreement made between the Government and
Secret Harbour Pty. Ltd. and authorising its im-
plementation. Previous discussions have been held
on the role of the House when it comes to the
question of ratifying agreements made by the
Government. I recall a major debate on that sub-
ject last year in relation to another matter.
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The Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the
member for Dale both asked whether I could as-
sure the House that the agreement was in accord-
ance with the understanding reached between the
Government and the developers. I can give that
assurance. I was asked also to assure the House
that the developers had not been bludgeoned,
blackmailed, or forced into a particular agree-
ment because of the time constraints. As in any
agreement of this type, there was obviously a
great deal of negotiation between the Govern-
ment, in all its various manifestations, and the de-
velopers. From the point of view of the Govern-
ment. we had to be cautious to ensure that the
taxpayers of Western Australia were properly
protected and that any facilities to be created
would be dealt with to ensure not just the short-
term viability of this project, but also its long-
term viability.

One or the major subjects for discussion was
that of ownership of the harbour. The developers
arc building the harbour and, of course, from a
marketing point of view and from the point of
view of the people who may wish to live in the
area, they would like substantial control over who
goes into and out of the harbour. We recognise
that desire, but we have statutory responsibilities
and various Government departments have statu-
tory responsibilities for the maintenance and man-
agement of such harbours.

The developers could slip up and things could
go wrong, and the Government needed to make
sure those matters were properly addressed. That
was a subject of disagreement for sonic time.

Another point to be addressed was our concern
that at sonie time in the future -although we are
confident it will not happen the project might be
financially unsuccessful. If. in that case, the then
owners went into liquidation or some othcr such
exercise, we were anxious that the harbour, a fa-
cility over which we had sonic legislative control
and obligation to the people using it, should not
become part of messy bankruptcy proceedings
over which %e had no control. The result was that
it was agreed the harbour would come under the
ownership of the State; it would be transferred to
the State by the dexelopers and then carried back
to the developers on a 9 9 -year lease at a pep-
percorn rental. At the same time, a management
trust is to be set up.

A feature of the lease is that if for some reason
the project does fail. or the developers go into
liquidation, there is at three-month period in which
the project de~elopers or the liquidator can assign
the whole lease and the whole of the assets of the
corporation. If at the conclusion of that time the
liquidator is not able to do that and there has

been some financial viability, the lease terminates
and the harbour returns to the ownership of the
State. That means that we do not have to worry
about liquidation proceedings, which can take
many years. To take control of the harbour we do
not have to be creditors. There is an understand-
ing between ourselves and the developers.

I think a very good agreement was reached in
that regard. I am assured by the owners that they
are not only happy, but also delighted with the
agreement. I will return to that in a moment be-
cause some of the comments of the member for
Dale are a little irksome in this regard.

The other matter was that of the management
trust. Originally we hoped the legislation would
incorporate the ratification of the agreement and
the setting up of the management trust. It proved
lobe a complicated exercise to set up such a trust.
Of course, it is not all that important because
there will be no land sales of developed lots for
some time; the initial phase will be the digging of
the harbour, the creation of roads, and so on.

The question of precisely how the trust is to be
run is something which, although in general terms
is covered in the agreement, will be the subject of
legislation for the autumn session next year. The
agreement has been achieved between the parties
quite willingly, with arbitration proceedings built
in with a variation figure of 21/ per cent.

On the question of Finance, as I indicated in
answer to a question on Thursday, the Common-
wealth Treasurer gave his approval to FIRS rec-
ommendations late last week and an investment of
50 per cent by Univesters, which is a company
owned by Malaysian and Singaporean investors.
It has very high standing. Many Western Aus-
tralian businessmen who are in the leadership of
this group have substantial investments them-
selves in the South-East Asian region. They and
other investors there have been given approval for
50 per cent investment. Both the Premier and I
made very strong representations to the Federal
Treasurer and to FIRS to get approval for this
proj ect and we were pleased that approval came
through last week.

An Opposition member: Were there any
stringencies put on the granting of that money at
all?

Mr PARKER: The same conditions which
apply to anything of this type. I do noi think there
was anything unusual. I think in every ease
conditions are applied, but I do not think there
was anything unusual. In every case where FIRS
approval is granted, conditions are applied. There
was one condition which caused the developers
some concern and that was in connection %%ith
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taxation. I am not familiar with the details, but
there were subsequently discussions with FIRB,
and I understand they have been resolved.

The other point about the finance, as I indi-
cated in my second reading speech, is that there
are proposals For me, or the Minister in charge of
the Bill or Act from time to time, to assure him-
selF at each stage that finance is available. Of
course, in the first stage there are irrevocable
bank guarantees of $5.5 million guaranteed to the
trust to ensure that until such time as the trust
builds up through the sale of land, the Govern-
ment can be assured at all stages that it will have
access to any funds it needs for any maintenance
or other work necessary in relation to the harbour.
I have no doubt at all that both local and foreign
investors can be assured that, as a result of the ar-
rangements which have been made to sort this
matter out. thc finance is very solid and secure. It
is not in any way built on a pack of cards.

The member for Dale introduced an unfortu-
nate note. I do not want to dwell on it, except to
say that I have some sympathy for the Minister
for Transport. Last week, in answer to a question,
he expressed concern that in almost everything he
raised it was said, -As Minister for Transport, I
did that when I was in Government". There arc
many occasions when one takes over things which
had progressed to a certain extent under the pre-
vious Government, and there is no doubt that this
has been proceeding for, I think, some Five years.
Indeed, Mr Reilly explained that about five years
ago he was looking at the land and working out
what he could do with it. He did not have an
option on it, so he decided to call it Secret Har-
bour.

Of course, there have been various reports of
one kind or another, It is important that the
House and the public know that when we came
into Government the only stage that this agree-
mient had progressed to was agreement in prin-
ciple. Somec Cabinet subcommittee had been set
up.

An Opposition member: It was a one-person
committee,

Mr PARKER: That is not true.
Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: That can be easily resolved, but

the Cabinet subcommnittce was Formed, and there
was an officers' comittee. When we came into
Government, we were asked to renew the agree-
mnent in principle, which we did, and we were
asked to set up a different mechanism. The de-
velopers expressed to us their serious Concern at
the way in which the previous Government had
handled [he nmatter.

Mr Rushton: They assured me that they were
totally satisfied with the arrangements I made as
chairman of the co-ordinating committee. iF they
like to disagree with that, they can tell me di-
rectly.

Mr PARKER: They have made public state-
ments to that effect; I can table the statements.
The member for Dale is entitled to say what he
has, but if he asks I will arrange for him to re-
ceive public statements which have been made by
the developers.

When we came into Government, not only did
we come to an agreement in principle, but also we
did away with the Cabinet subcommittee, and I
was appointed as the Minister responsible for the
project to liaise with my Cabinet colleagues as re-
quired. Although there was a technical commitee
of officers, as is the way with these innumerable
interdepartmental committees with Government,
they tend to bog down, so we appointed a specific
co-ordinator working on the project who was a
liaison point with Mr Gorham. Bill Griffiths was
the co-ordinator, and the chairman of the eom-
mittee was the Deputy Town Planning Com-
missioner (Mr Lloyd Graham). To a large extent,
the progress of this agreement negotiation over
the past seven, eight, or nine months has had a
great deal to do with the energy and efficiency of
both Mr Graham and Mr Griffiths. One thing the
member for Dale and I do agree on is that the ap-
pointment of Mr Graham to his current position
is a very good one. This is shown by what has
happened here. Inevitably agreements or prob-
lems crop up. I have had innumerable discussions
with the developers, the Premier has had meetings
with them, and we have had to try to push things
along. I find it rather irksome to be told that it is
only by fate that we are in charge of this, rather
than the Opposition.

Undoubtedly at some stage or other this project
would have gone ahead regardless of which party
was in Government, but the project developers
would be the first to tell one loudly and clearly, as

t hey indieated at thc Press conference yesterday,
that they regard the manner in which this
Government has approached the project as being
most satisfactory- That is the reason it has been
able to get off the ground so soon.

i did not find much of great relevance in the
comments made by the member for Vasse, but I
shall refer to two points in relation to his speech.
Firstly, if there is one aspect which stands out in
relation to canal developments generally and the
concern expressed about the Mandurah canal de-
velopment, it is the fear of the unknown. If people
can see a successful development, much of the
fear associated with such developments will dissi-
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pate, particularly when it is remembered that this
development has satisfied the requirements laid
down by the Town Planning Board and the EPA.

Mr Blaikic: But do you agree with me on the
point I made?

Mr PARKER: Secondly, I do not think the de-
velopers of the Mandurah canals will thank the
member for Vasse for trying, as be did earlier this
afternoon and again just now, to turn the
Mandurab issue into a partisan political matter
between the Labor Government and the Oppo-
sition. Such a stance is not in the interests of the
Mandurah canal development, the State, or, in-

deed, of anyone.

We have good relationships with the developers
and the shire and we hope to use our good offices
to bring this matter to a successful conclusion. It
is not in anyone's interest for it to be raised as a
political issue between the Government and the
Opposition. Obviously it is a public issue which is
of concern, but I suggest it is not in the interests
of the developers of that project for the member
for Vasse to approach this matter in the way he
did during question time this afternoon. I com-
mend the Bill to the House.

Question put arid passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Comimittee, etc.

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

Third Reading

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

Message: Appropriations

Message from the Governor received and read
recommending appropriations for the purposes of
the Bill.

HILLS (3): RETURNED

I . Indecent Publications and Articles
Amendmcnt Bill (No. 2).

2. Library Board of Wes,, Australia
Amendment Bill.

3. Supreme Court Amendment Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without
amendment-

TAXI-CARS (CO-ORDINATION AND CON-
TROL) AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 17 November.
MR RUSHTON (Dale) 19.46 p.m.]: Obviously

ink the spirit of co-operation we are addressing
ourselves to a number of items in rather quick
succession, and one of them is this Bill.

The Opposition supports the legislation. There
is some difference of opinion about the appoint-
ment which it seeks to make, but the Bill is gener-
ally in accord with what we had planned to do
when we were in Government. However, in reac-
tion to the Minister's challenge to me the other
night. I indicate to him that he should examine a
transport check list which I took the trouble to
have prepared by my office last year. anticipating
that there could be a change of Minister in
February.

We compiled a summary of the work done by
the Government up to that time, and 1 refer the
Minister to page 19 of that check list. I shall read
three paragraphs from it to indicate that the ac-
tion he seeks to take now is similar to that which
we had proposed. The first paragraph reads as fol-
lows-

There has been a testing out of the benefit s
to users and taxi operators of taxis being al-
lowed to use Certain "bus only" lanes, and
this trial arrangement has been extended to
allow further monitoring.

I must remind members continually that that ac-
tion on the part of the Government was success-
ful. Taxis were given the option to use some bus
lanes and, after a few initial differences, the union
which represents bus drivers was willing to con-
cede, albeit reluctantly, that that should be al-
lowed.

The second paragraph reads as follows-
Multi-hire of taxis has been permitted

from certain locations in the City to enable
peak demands around Christmas time to be
more effectively met.

This is an initiative which must be remembered
also. The multi-hire of taxis during periods of
peak demand has been of great advantage. The
final paragraph reads as follows-

Following the P.L.J. Carly study of the
taxi industry in Perth and subsequent con-
sideration of his report and recommendations
by the Taxi Control Board, the taxi industry
and other interested parties, steps are
underway to encourage the industry itself to
accept the highest possible degree of re-
sponsibility for its own performance and to
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function as far as practicable as a private en-
terprise industry with a minimum of Govern-
ment regulation and organised protection.
Legislation is being prepared to enable this to
happen in the. most effective manner.

That-was written in November.
Mr Batnett: Get on with it.
Mr RUSH-TON: I do not want the member to

be interjecting all the time.
Mr Barnett: Come on, freak.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RUSHTON: The quote I have given indi-

cates that the serve the Minister wanted to give
me is disproved.

Mr Grill: I will be tolerant, but really-
Mr RUSHTON: The Minister need not be.
Mr Grill: It is difficult, because you told this

House you were in the process of drafting legis-
lation when you were in power. I challenged you
to show me the draft legislation, but you did not.

Mr Barnett- You mendacious creep.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RUSKTON: The draft legislation is with

the Transport Commission and it has obviously
been used to prepare this legislation, so the Minis-
ter is shown to have produced a dishonest presen-
tation.

Mr Barnett: Mendaeiqus creep.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Rock-

ingham!
Mr RUSHTON: Is this a House where mem-

bers of the Opposition are to be intimidated?
I want to present a few facts about the taxi in-

dustry. If the Minister for Transport were as co-
operative as the Minister for Local Government,
we would not have any bad reaction, because he
would have accepted what had been done and the
legislation would have been presented in that way.
The Bill has now been presented in an offensive
way. with a constant misconstruing of the facts.
This is my opportunity to suggest what the facts
really are, and I will take this opportunity to do
so. We only have the Budget debate and debate
on specific legislation to make our points and to
put the record straight.

We had received the co-operation of the indus-
try, one which is the most private enterprise of all
industries. We had Mr Carley working with the
industry because it had been unable to get itself
together to sort out its problems. He spent a
lengthy period trying to co-ordinate its activities,
and he finally managed to do so. The Com-
missioner for Transport worked with the industry

to prepare legislation so that the industry would
have total control of itself. Its members had been
reluctant to have this.

What the Minister has before -us tonight has
already transpired. Members of the industry
wanted more strength on the Taxi Control Board,
and this is being arranged. All I am suggesting is
that there is some doubt among Opposition mem-
bers about the way the appointments are to- be
made. That point can be followed up at another
time when there is a change of Government and
when we have had a chance to look at the situ-
ation to see how it has worked, In the meantime,
the Government has put forward this measute and
the Opposition finds it acceptable..

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the.
Opposition) [9.53 p.m.]: I know that the taxi in-
d ustry has for some time been interested in mak-
Sing alterations to the composition of its board and
that there has been some doubt about this within
the industry and the various companies involved
in it.

The industry in Western Australia has prob-
ably operated better than any similar industry in
Australia. I refer to the taxis used and the people
who operate them.

Mr Grill: A very high standard.
Mr O'CONNOR: If members visit other parts

of the country, as we all do from time to time, and
get into some of the cabs there and compare the
conditions of those taxis with ours, they would see
a big difference.

Mr Brian- Burke: Try them in Jamnaica.
Mr'O'CONNOR: I got into one in Indonesia

and I think a tiger had bein there before. me! Its
seats had been'i ripped atd thpre ;As stuffing lying
about everywhere.

Mr Clarko: Did it pay full fare?
Mr O'CONNOR: I was only interested in

whether it would get back in!
In this State the standard of cabs is first class.

Some people'have complained that the standards
arc too high and that the requirements of the
board are too high. While I am not opposing the
increase in the membership of the board, I hope
the Government makes every effort to retain the
standards of which I am so, proud.

The industry has faced very hard times over the
last three or four years, and this has been brought
about by the general economic decline. It has hit
this industry very hard. Its members are probably
earning no more, despite inflation, than they were
earning three years ago. Many have found the
going very hard and have had to put in extremely
long hours to earn a normal week's wage. I am
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talking about the fellows who have to work 60 to
70 hours a week to obtain a normal 40 hour-week
wage paid in other industries. They have done a
very good job under these circumstances.

I hope that in the future, as in the past, the
members of the Transport Commission and the
members of the Police Force will still be rep-
resented on the board. The police representatives
have done a very good job because they have ac-
cess to the records which enable them to ensure
that the people operating the taxis are desirable
types. I am not saying a person who commits an
offence should not be allowed to operate a taxi,
but we do have in our comunity people who have
been guilty of sex offences and so on. so it is
necessary to keep these people out of the industry.

The members of the industry have tried to keep
prices down; in fact just recently they voted not to
increase [ares because they realised it might af-
fect the amount of work they could get.

It is also important to keep down the number of
taxis in the industry while we are faced with these
difficult times. I know that everyone likes his taxi
to arrive immediately, but around Christmas and
Easter times we will always have a shortage, and
we must accept that. If we licence additional taxis
to cope with thcse peak times, we will find that
during the rest of the year when there is not so
much work available, many members of the in-
dustry will be unable to make a living.

I hope that with the proposed additional three
members from the industry to be appointed to the
board, we will still see it maintaining the endleav-
our to keep thc industry's standards high. The
Minister will be able to select two of the new ap-
pointments, so I ask him to ensure that not all the
three will come from the one company. It is im-
perative that some of the smaller concerns have a
say in the industry. We should not have just the
major Swan Taxis Co-operative Ltd. being rep-
resented.

I support the Bill.
MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister for

Transport) 19.58 p.mn.J I thank both members for
their support, and consequently the Opposition's
support, of the measure. It appears the Govern-
ment and the Opposition are in accord on this
matter, which is that the industry by and large
should be more responsible and should to a larger
degree control its own destiny. The beneflts that
will flow from this will be of quite considerable
nature.

For somc time now, it has been clear that the
taxi industry has been losing its market share and
that it must take on a more entrepreneurial role.
Having industry representatives on the board in

greater numbers will ensure they take on a
greater entrepreneurial role. To do that they have
to offer services, and service is the name of the
game in the taxi industry.

As the Leader of the Opposition mentioned, in
the past the industry has maintained very high
standards in this State-standards comparable
with anywhere else in the world and probably bet-
ter than anywhere else in Australia. By and large
that high standard has been enforced by way of
regulation. The industry now needs to move
towards self-regulation, and the first step in that
direction is to allow the industry to have a greater
say on the board. That is the thrust of the legis-
lation, and I am glad to say that is the accord be-
tween the Government and the Opposition on this
legislation.

Two of the new appointments will be made by
the Minister, and that means the Government.
The reason for this is that we do not want one
company to dominate the industry. That is quite
possible as things stand.

Mr O'Connor: Elected members obviously will
come from one company.

Mr GRILL: It is quite possible that will occur.
The Government has realised this and it is of the
view that it should balance the situation. The
Government will have the opportunity to appoint
two members.

Mr Rushton: I had a liaison committee working
with me. I don't know whether you have kept that
going, but whatever group you had speaking with
you, did they agree with you on this Bill?

Mr GRILL: I do not have such a committee
and I was not aware that the member when he
was the Minister had such a group. However, I do
have close liaison with the various branches of the
industry, and I assure the member that they sup-
port the amendments.

Mr O'Connor: I agree with your view that you
should elect a member or make sure that people
from the major companies are represented.

Mr GRILL: The police representative will re-
main on the board, as provided by the Act. The
Government does not intend to increase in the
foreseeable future the present number of taxi
plates available despite the fact, as I understand
the position, that the number of taxis is somewhat
below the ratio set by the previous Government.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.
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In Committee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mrs
Henderson) in the Chair; Mr Grill (Minister for
Transport) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I and 2 put and passed.

Clause 3: Section 5 amended-

Mr RUSHTON: The Minister referred to the
issuing of taxi plates. I assure him that the deter-
mination of that question is a difficult task, but
from time to time it is necessary to issue plates if
it is found that the public are not receiving an ad-
equate service.

The liaison committee I appointed had the
responsiblity to help to prepare the legislation,
and it did a lot of good work. The industry is
quite independent, and I was interested in its en-
tering the public transport field. However, the bus
drivers' union would resist that move.

In relation to the appointments to the board I
hope the appointees are from the industry and not
from outside bodies. It is a matter of getting the
right balance of personalities. The clause does not
say that the appointees must be from within the
industry. If the Minister does not appoint people
from within the industry he will face difficulties. I
ask him to give the assurance that the people he
appoints will be from within the industry.

I have found the industry most co-operative.
The two people who have guided the industry well
are Mr Don Dyson and Mr Ray Ellis, and I ask
the Minister to convey my appreciation to them
for their work. I know the industry respects them,
and I hope the co-operation that has taken place
among the members of the board will continue.

I hope also the board matures and does more
about its industry. The industry must be respon-
sible, and should carry out certain commitments
to public transport.

Mr GRILL: The Act prescribes that persons
elected to the Board must be representatives of
the industry. Proposed subsection 4 (c) provides
that a person shall not be elected as a member of
the board unless he has been involved in the in-
dustry for a certain period.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 4 to 6 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

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

STATE FORESTS

R evocat(ion or Dedication; Motion

Debate resumed from 23 November.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [20.07 p.m.]: The ap-

proval of both Houses of Parliament is required
for the revocation of State forest areas. The Op-
position has considered the areas in question, and
although detailed research is still to be carried out
on those areas, the Opposition in the spirit of co-
operation with the Government agrees with the
direction in which ihe Government is heading. At
this stage the Government's requests will not re-
ceive objection from us.

An area near the Collie townsite is the subject
of revocation as a result of industrial expansion in
the area. The motion seeks the area to be included
in the Collie residential area. The Opposition does
not disagree with that proposition.

Another area in the Collie region is the subject
of this motion. Dieback is present on the ridge of
this State forest, and the disease on that ridge ex-
poses at least 20 per cent of the remaining area to
infection. The Forests Department recommends
that the area be disposed of, and it is proposed to
make the land available to an adjoining
landowner by way of an exchange of land. Again
the Opposition is supportive of the move.

Area 3 is nine kilometres south of the
Donnybrook townsite and is to be exchanged for
Wellington Location 2624 which has an area of
10 1.7784 hectares. The area of State forest con-
cerned is slightly affected with dieback and the
remaining areas are very susceptible to the rav-
ages of dieback although there is some remaining
timber in the area. That is the excision, and it will
not be of detriment or disadvantage the State for-
est., It is proposed that the area will be sold to ad-
joining land owners at a sale price to be deter-
mined, but approximately 315 000. A compen-
sation amount of $11 296 has been assessed on
the value of the market for timber, and this will
release more land for agriculture, and an area of
land for State forest that has a far greater
improved State forestry potential.

A further area is near Lake Muir, and this ex-
cision is to rectify an error that occurred 20 years
ago.

Area 6 is an area of about four hectares, 27
kilomnetres north-west of the Narrogin townsite, to
be exchanged for an equal area composed of two
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parts of Location 89711 on map No. & which
members have been given. This area contains a
closed road survey of an area that has not been
rehabilitated. Although it is adjacent to the
Dryandra State forest, the exchange as proposed
has not been opposed by the Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife or the Department of Con-
servation and the Environment. Again, the For-
ests Department agrees with that excision.

I return to area 5. Six areas comprise it
totalling some 713 hectares approximately 30
kiionmetres south-east of the Northcliffe townsite.
These areas under consideration for excise have
been predetermined in map No. 2 on general plan
No. 87. The map indicates multiple land use
planning and management priority areas. Basi-
cally, what is proposed here is for a number of
areas of State forests Nos. 41 and 59 to be excised
to form part of the proposed extension into the
south coast national park. While some of -the
areas impinge on the Shannon River basin it has
been explained to me in great detail that these ex-
cisions were agreed to some 12 months ago. It has
also been indicated to me that the excisions will
not impinge in any way on any future decisions
the Governmcnt may make in relation to its pro-
posals for a Shannon River national park. Those

-are the circumstances that have been relayed to
Me.

I ask the Minister to indicate that that will be
the case;, that is, that the excision sought in area
5, which is the area adjacent to the Shannon
River area, in fact will not be part of the Govern-
ment's programme in implementing its policy ink
relation to the Shannon River national park.

Mr Brian Burke: My understanding is that they
are nothing to do with that policy. However, as
the member knows, I have given him a guarantee
that if there is any cause for concern, the matter
will be thoroughly attended to in the Council.

Mr BLAIKIE: I have investigated this matter
and, as the Minister indicated, that is my under-
standing of the situation as it currently applies.
With those comments, in view of the limited time
available in a spirit of assisting the Government to
complete its legislative programme, on the under-
standing that tomorrow the Legislative Council is
sitting, and that the Government has also indi-
cated that it is prepared to give further consider-
ation to the matter, we support the proposed
amendments.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Minister for
Forests) [10.16 p.m.]: I thank the member for
Vasse for his comments and reiterate a guarantee
that I have given to him that any matters that
come to light-I do not think there will be

any-that cause him concern in respect of this
matter will be thoroughly ventilated and attended
to with my supervision as far as possible in the
Legislative Council.

I thank the Opposition for its support of this
motion, 'which is a general machinery motion for-
warded to me by the department in what is an
annual pilgrimage to this place. With your for-
bearance, Mr Speaker, may I say how pleasant it
has been tonight to be able, in a very co-operative
fashion, to deal with the business of the House in
a way which has seen the Opposition and the
Government attending to many matters which
might otherwise.. have caused protracted debate.

Mr Burkett: Hear, hear!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: 1 hope we will be able to

continue in this manner because we all have fam-
ilies and like to spend as much time as we can
with them.

Mr Blaikie: Hear, hear!
Mr Clarko: If we can recognise them!

Mr O'Connor: I can only recognise them in the
dark, not in daylight!

Mr Blaikie: 1 think the Premier has trouble;.
every time he gets -home, there is a new addition
to the family!

Mr Parker: He has to learn their names from a
cue card!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It really has been quite
good tonight. I trust the Press, too, will notice the
amount of work that has been attended to tonight
and will reflect that in its mooted criticism of the
Opposition and the Government.

I give special thanks to the member for Vasse
and thanks to the Opposition generally for the
way in which it has personally supported this mo-
tion and, secondly, attended to the business of the
HOuse.

Question put and passed.
Resolution transmitted to the Council and its

concurrence desired therein, on motion by Mr
Brian Burke (Minister for Forests).

APPROPRIATION (GENERAL LCIAN FUND)
BILL

Second reading

Debate resumed from 23 November.

MR MENSAROS (Florcat) [10.19 p.m.]: His-
torically, thc reason for Parliament's existence is
to vote moneys for the Executive of the day. In
connection with the Loan Budget, according to
my experience at least, this has become more dif-
ficult year after year, because we discuss loan
funds both in general debate and during the Coin-
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mitice stage almost as a rule towards the last days
of Parliament, late at night. Even if we brave the
late hour and the constant late sittings, this Most
important expenditure is discussed less frequently
for the simple reason that the method of bor-
rowing money by various arms of Government has
drastically changed.

I can remember about nine or 10 years ago.
when we became the Government, one of the
main problems of Government was to secure
moneys outside the Loan Council because the
Loan Council allocation was never considered to
be enough for a rapidly-developing State with re-
sources that other States did not have. It was
enormously difficult not because of the rating of
the State and its instrumentalities-the rating
was not bad; to the contrary it was very
good-but because the Federal Government and
the Loan Council were very much against the
States and some Government instrumentali ties
borrowing that money.

I remember that one had to apply various
means to convince decision-makers in the Com-
monwealth to provide permission to borrow those
moneys outside the Loan Council. One had to talk
to bankers and have them lobby the Prime Minis-
ter, the Federal Treasurer, or his officers, at vari-
ous cocktail parties in London or at European
Common Market places in order to convince them
that it would be a proper economic development
if. instead of adhering to the rules of the Loan
Council, they would allow the States and the
State instrumentalities to borrow money for these
developments.

It was pointed out by the State Governments.
their supporters from private industries, and par-
ticularly banking houses and their chief execu-
tives, that the reason for the Loan Council during
the Depression-that was, so that one region
should not have better schools, better public
buildings, etc., just because that particular State
was more successful in going to various
international markets to borrow money-does not
hold water nowadays.

Apparently that view changed drastically and it
changed to the advantage of the States, as the
Treasurer has pointed out occasionally when deal-
ing with this matter. Now instrumentalities can
apparently borrow money freely. We reverted to
the other extreme, however, and Parliament really
has no scrutiny, other than in the general debate,
of these instrumentalities.

Mr Brian Burke: You will be interested I am
sure, if you look at the legislation, at the extended
authority of the Public Accounts Committee.

Mr MENSAROS: I accept that there are
changes all the time, but what I am saying is that,
in general, when members participate on the floor
of the House, and its Committee, they find the
largest amounts borrowed are borrowed by
instrumental ities, but there is not a penny bor-
rowed from the General Loan Fund. There is not
a vote and there is no possibility of individual
scrutiny of items during the debate.

I would like to make a few comments about
these changes which have occurred, and which we
know will occur in the future. I suppose it is quite
all right to effect changes all the time. I think
that it is not only important that people who are
young and enthusiastic are in charge of oper-
ations, but also important that they see the ben-
efit of the changes. Perhaps some people who
knew the circumstances before the change could
draw benefit from what was seen as a sense of sat-
isfaction in the past.

I would like to deal with the policy of the
Government to amalgamate the two water
authorities. This has also been the policy of the
Liberal Party. In theory, that appears to be a
commendable change. It is argued that it is more
efficient to have an amalgamated entity. How-
ever, there is some cause for concern and I think
it ought to be taken into consideration. There is
concern that the amalgamation will not happen to
the extent that it will create a more efficient de-
part ment or entity. There is concern that the pro-
ficiency or alleged efficiency will not result in
cheaper charges to the public.

There is no meaning in theoretical efficiency if
the charges cannot be reduced. I am very much
concerned about the answers I have received to
parliamentary questions about the development
that will occur if this amalgamated authority be-
comes a fact of life.

It will become an instrumentality and therefore
an additional three per cent charge will be ap-
plied. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Burkett), may I
have your assistance?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): As I
said earlier in the evening, the member for
Floreat does not have a loud voice and it is not the
clearest voice in the House; therefore, I ask that
members remain quiet while the member is speak-
ing.

Mr MENSAROS: It will be required, after the
takeover of the country water undertaking, that
the three per cent levy be paid. I remember quite
vividly when the present Premier was sitting on
the Opposition benches and attacked the Govern-
ment for this three per cent levy. He did so
fiercely and intimated that if his party became the

5275



5276 ASSEMBLY)

Government, he would see that that levy was
abolished.

Mr Parker: There have been several elections in
between.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not think there have
been, but the customer does not care about how
many years ago that was; he is just interested in
cheaper charges.

No matter how efficient this amalgamation is
or it is claimed it will be. it is not desirable if the
end result is not cheaper charges. The customer
has to pay not only the three per cent levy, but
also FID tax, which will add to the costs and
therefore the charges to customers considerably.

We have also the increased offering for welfare.
I am not arguing the merits of welfare or
otherwise now, but I do argue that it is not the
role of public utilities to provide welfare. These
have to be businesses. The welfare is not even
evenly distributed.

Why is it that the SEC does not give a
customer the same welfare benefits as does the
Metropolitan Water Authority and its country
undertakings? What is the logic in this?

A school or a hospital pays the same amount
for electricity charges as does an individual or a
business. As far as water is concerned, however,
all hospitals, whether they are public or private
hospitals, are non-rateable; they pay less than the
normal rates which would be payable by any
other business undertaking, or a private person.
The same applies with educational institutions
and charitable organisations. If one adds up the
lost revenue which results ftrm this rule which is
applied by the Metropolitan Water Authority,
one finds it is a considerable amount both in dol-
lars and in the percentage of the total cost accru-
ing to the water authority. If this social benefit
could be borne by the taxpayer and not by the
ratepayer of a Government utility, of course,
water, sewerage, and drainage charges could be
reduced.

There are other concerns in connection with the
amalgamation of the authorities because it ap-
pears to me it will be bigger, but it will have less
independence. We should consider how much in-
dependence the second largest Government
business of the State should have. I am referring,
for instance, to the fact that its employer will be
indirectly the Public Service Board and the em-
ployees will be public servants. SEC employees
and Westrail employees do not come under this
board for very good reason. The Public Service
Commissioner would argue that they should re-
main with the Public Service, but the opposite
should be accepted if one wants an efficient

instrumentality which could cater for itself and be
a self-supporting business.

The same applies to banking and borrowing. A
lot of members would not even be aware that the
Metropolitan Water Authority with a turnover
now of around $160-plus million-after the amal-
gamation it will be around $250 000 million-is
not entitled to write out a cheque for even $5. If a
pensioner or elderly lady overpaid an account and
went to the water authority and said, "I am in
need of some money, could you give me the $5
you owe me?", she would be told, "I am sorry,
madam; we will write to the Treasury which in
turn will write a cheque".

I reckoned that that was nonsense when we
were in Government and it is nonsense under the
present Government, but it is the prevailing will
of the Treasury. The Treasury can do almost any-
thing it wants.

The same applies in the area of borrowing. If a
large authority like the Metropolitan Water
Authority could, as it did in the past, borrow from
the market, it would result in various advantages.
If it could deal directly with bankers and finance
institutions and borrow money from them and at
the same time, like any private enterprise, by bor-
rowing with them, develop a mutually advan-
tageous relationship, better deals could be
achieved.

The authority could go to the borrowing market
when it was advised to do so by its advisers. How-
ever, there is a central borrowing authority and
now the MWA-neither was I when I was Minis-
ter-is not smart enough to do anything, and the
authority must comply with the Treasury.

There are only two public borrowers in the
State now. One is the SEC and the other is the
central borrowing authority. This means that the
customers of the MWA-virtually all the citizens
in WA-must pay for this. First of all, the
Treasury makes a profit on it-it is not called a
profit, but it is. Secondly, the MWA could go to
the market when it suits it. Last year when I was
Minister, the MWA was told to borrow money
when it did not need it. However, it has to take
note of the Treasury and it borrowed money at a
higher rate of interest than it would have had to
pay had it waited six months when it needed the
money and when the interest rate was lower. I
could tell membeis how much money could have
been saved, what percentage that represents of the
total cost, and also what percentage that rep-
resents of the charges. If one looks-

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):
Order! There is too much chatter coming from the
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right-hand side of the Chamber. Thank you. The
member for Floreat.

Mr MENSAROS: If we take all these things
into consideration-I do not think we would find
any party politics involved here-we find it is
purely an economic consideration that would re-
sult in the MWA's having a greater degree of in-
dependence, It would be more efficient and it
would, therefore, be able to set lower charges. I
am only sounding a warning-and I hope it will
be taken into consideration-that what the
Treasury does is not always and necessarily right.

I realise that when one is a Minister, his argu-
ment will be heard to sustain. However, that Min-
ister way be a junior and is not aware of what
should be done. These are serious facts which,
added together, could reduce the charges of the
Metropolitan Water Authority and in the future,
the amalgamated authority. This means that
when an increase is required, it will be consider-
ably less.

On the opposite side of the coin, I would like to
mention the Public Works Department. I am
sorry that the Minister for Works is not in the
House tonight. To my question regarding the re-
maining sections of the Public Works Depart-
ment, the Minister indicated that after the amal-
gamation of the water authorities, the harbours
and rivers branch will come under a new Depart-
ment of Marine and Harbours. Maybe that is the
right thing to do, but we need only go back to the
Tonkin Government-

Mr Parker: Hei did not quite say that.
Mr MENSAROS: I know what he said.

Mr Parker: I think they will end up together,
but I don't know under what department.

Mr MENSAROS: I have had enough experi-
ence to tell the Minister for Employment and Ad-
ministrative Services that that is how those de-
partments will finish up.

I go back 10 or 15 years to when the Public
Works Department was the largest department,
not only in numbers, but also in expertise and ad-
vice. All the development which occurred in the
1950s. to the 1970s-despite the poob-poobs from
the Premier-made this State what it is today and
that development was guided by way of advice to
the Government and the then Minister for Indus-
trial Development not by officers of the Depart-
ment of Industrial Development, but by the Di-
rectors of Engineering, PWD (Sir Russel Dumas
and Sir John Parker-as he is now, and the later
Don Munroe) who advised about the State agree-
ments upon which the development of our State
rested.

The Public Works Department was able to
draw on enormous expertise in every field. Then
slowly it started to shed most of its
responsibilities. The port authorities came under
the portfolio of the Minister for Transport who is
not responsible For a department. The Minister
for Transport does not have a department to ad-
vise him. His advice is received from various
agencies which could contradict one another. The
Main Roads Department went to the portfolio of
the Minister for Transport. Now, of course, the
engineering division will be amalgamated with the
water authority and the remaining harbours and
rivers section goes to the new Department of Mar-
ine and Harbours under the Minister for
Transport. That means the Government will lose
a source of valuable advice. I am not saying that
the same people going somewhere else wilt not be
able to offer advice, but it will not be co-ordinated
in the way it was for a long time which enabled
Governments to draw on considerable advice from
people who are recognised Australia-wide as ex-
perts.

Those were the points I wanted to raise in the
debate. In view of the lateness of the hour I will
deal with whatever small items remain from the
Loan Budget at the Committee stage.

MR RUSHTON (Dale) [10.42 p.m.]: I seek
your guidance, Mr Speaker. I would like to ad-
dress myself to items relating to my electorate
which do not appear on the list.

Point of Order

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We are debating the
General Loan Fund Bill, not the Consolidated
Revenue Fund Bill.

Mr RUSH-TON: I am suggesting we can speak
to those items to which I have referred, but I do
not want to prolong discussion. I want to make
sure that when I get to the Loan Budget I can
speak about items relating to my area which are.
not on the list. I am aware that sometimes one is
not allowed to do that if they are not on the list.

Mr Davies: You cannot speak to any item that
is not there. You can tell us what you think
should be there.

The SPEAKER: The member had better ad-
dress his remarks to the second reading;

Debate Resumed

Mr RUSHTON: I thought I might be able to
save some time.

I refer to the fact that in the Marine and Har-
bours budget no provision is made for facilities
that will be needed when the America's Cup is

5277



5278 ASSEMBLYI

held here. The budget should contain some indi-
cation of this type of provision. I can see nothing
of that kind and the Government should address
itself to that question.

Quite a boo-ha arose before the last State elec-
tion in relation to water supplies in the town of
Wandering and there being no water in the dam.
My opponent exploited that situation to the maxi-
mum, and I am interested in seeing some action
taken on the matter. I would like an assurance
that the dam will hold water and people will be
guaranteed a supply through the worst of sum-
mers. No provision is made for that this year, and
I ask the Government to give attention to it.

Requests have been made for many years for a
permanent care facility at the Armadale-
Kelmscott Memorial Hospital to save people from
having to move out of the district. A commitment
was made last year that the planning was well for-
ward and the ward would be included in this
year's Budget. Provision is made for 24 beds for a
psychogeriatric ward, which means the people will
be transferred from Swanbourne and will not be
patients who are visited. They will be permanently
under care until they pass on. Nothing has been
provided for our local permanent care cases. Resi-
dents or the area have been pressing for this and I
have been supporting them, and it is about time
s.omething wasl done in that regard.

I refer to a very important matter-the pro-
vision of land for high schools at Byford and
Mundijong. Nothing has been done about that
this year. Provision needs to be made for land for
Government-type facilities in the Armadale
subregional centre, but nothing has been pro-
vided.

Mr Barnett: That is the member's fault.
Mr RUSHTON: No provision has been made

for the police complex at Boddington that has
been a commitment and an agreement, and it
should have appeared in the Budget this year.

I alert the Government to the fact that stage
one at the Roleystone District High School has
been completed and it would be worth checking
the price of the facility. An Urgent need exists for
stage two to go ahead, and I would like to see
some action in that respect. I wanted to alert the
Government to a few items that do not appear in
the Estimates.

MR WATT' (Albany) 110.46 p.m.]: I was away
when the CRF Budget debate was taking place in
which one tends to make general remarks. I will
make a few brief comments relating specifically
to the Loan Fund Budget, and comment on the
situation as it relates to Albany, my electorate.

The local newspaper printed pretty well word
for word the Press release by the Treasurer at the
time the Budget was released, and it made some
fairly exaggerated claims about spending $2.7
million in the Albany region. Naturally it was
written in a way that made it sound pretty good. I
have made a comparison between the Bunbury
and Albany regions, in so far as I was able to
make comparisons of like with like-and that
meant going through the Budget for the two areas
and comparing the same items and money that
would be spent in and near Albany and Bunbury.
The comparison showed that the allocation for
Albany did not stack up very well. Most of the al-
location in the capital works programme for
Albany is for work already on the go and is well
and truly nearing the stage of completion. That
work was initiated by the previous Government.
The only new works in the Loan Budget for the
Albany area were a boatshed worth $30000 for
the Department of Marine and H-arbours; some
work at the regional prison on a security fence;
and a recreational shed to be built at the Amity
House Hostel.

So far as I can see all the other work in or near
Albany for which money is allocated in the
Budget is a continuation of work already under
way. It is difficult to make completely accurate
comparisons because when the Press releases talk
about work in the Albany or Bunbury regions, or
any other region, they usually include capital
works that extend over a fair distance. To make a
comparison of greater accuracy, I extracted my
own figures. Those figures reveal that the Budget
allocation for Albany in the current year has been
reduced by approximately 60 per Cent on last year
whereas Bunbury shows an increase of around 15
per cent.

Those figures do not include approximately $1
million spent last year and another $1 million to
be spent this year on the Bunbury power station
or on works to be undertaken in either case at
port authorities. I add that little has been spent on
the Albany Port Authority, but a reasonable
amount has been spent at Bunbury. Those figures
have been excluded.

I repeat what I said prior to the last election.
The Government is obviously attempting to buy
votes for the Bunbury area by controlling the
purse strings of the Government. It has revealed
that more blatantly than I dared to believe in its
handling of the loan fund budget. I have pre-
viously said that the policy of the Bunbury 2000
concept could be achieved only at the expense of
other regions. I believe this loan fund budget
demonstrates that very clearly, because there are
no new initiatives for the Albany area.

5278



[Thursday, 24 November 19831 27

I place on record my appreciation to the Minis-
ter for Education for his co-operation in getting
under way educational improvements to the
Albany Senior High School. We have been en-
deavouring to get this matter going for some time
and I also appreciated the co-operation I enjoyed
from the previous Minister for Education. I do
not believe that the problems which caused delays
in that work were due in either case to the Minis-
ter. I have made my views clear to the present
Minister and the previous Minister; I believe the
delays were mainly due to the procrastination of
senior departmental staff, for some reason I have
not been able to identify.

I place fairly and squarely on the record my ex-
treme disappointment at the treatment given to
the Albany region in this loan fund budget.
Albany seems to have lost out at the expense of
the Bunbury 2000 concept from which the
Government is trying to buy the allegiance of the
Bunbury voters.

It has been successful in winning a couple of
seats and I hope in the future that the voters of
those areas will see how they are being manipu-
lated for political expediency.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

In Commit tee

The Deputy Chairman of Committee (Mrs
Henderson) in the Chair, Mr Brian Burke
(Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.

Dhvision-Miscellaneons Departments,
S9 677 000-put and passed.

Division-Public Works-Egineering and As-
sociated Works, $21 584 000-

Item 8: Coumtry Towns Sewerage-

Mr MENSAROS: I1 ask the Minister whether
it would be correct to say that the Margaret River
and Kununurra sewerage schemes are new
country town schemes. In other words, are they
newly commenced and is that demonstrated by
the large increase in this year's vote compared
with last year's vote? I suppose the remainder Of
the schemes are a continuation of existing
schemes.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will obtain that infor-
mation.

Item 11: HospitalIs-

Mr RUSHTON: I refer to the additions and
extensions to Arniadale-Kelmseott Memorial
Hospital which has a proposed allocation of
$223 000 for day care and general provisions.

This item is most welcome, but the staffing of
the section has been unreasonably slow. However,
it is nearly in place and will be open very shortly.
I suggest through the Treasurer that this hospital
would welcome a permanent care ward because it
is turning people away every month. Another
ward is desperately needed and I wish to record
that in this brief presentation. I trust that this can
take place certainly in the next Budget, but -per-
haps if supplementary works are undertaken, it
could be considered as an urgent matter.

M r B LAI K IE: Some $15 490 000 ha s been al-
located for this area during the current financial
year.. I am concerned that, compared with the al-
location for last year, there is a reduction of some
$8 million. Obviously, $8 million worth less work
will be done in this field.

Mr Brian Burke: On this occasion, some of the
capital works in the hospital area have been the
result of borrowings. Smaller authorities have
borrowing power for capital works still being at-
tended to, but not shown in the GLF. Smaller
authorities are entitled to borrow up to $1.8
million under the Loan Council arrangements.

Mr BLAIKIE: On that, what smaller hospitals
would be included?

Mr Brian Burke; For example, Princess
Margaret Hospital has*' been accommodated.
Royal Perth Hospital has borrowed Si .8 million
under the smaller authorities' borrowing power. I
think there is quite a significant increase in capi-
tal works.

Mr BLA IK IE: I t hank the Premier for his com-
ments, and I would certainly like him in his gen-
eral reply to indicate that further, because, as I
said earlier, the General Loan Fund allocation on
these papers shows a sum of $8 million.

Mr Brian Burke: If the member goes to the
column just above that he will ind there has been
an increase of $2 million. That is about an inch
higher, where the sources from which the finance
was obtained are listed. So there is an increase of
mare than $2 million in hospital spending.

Mr BLAIKIE: I thank the Premier for that
comment. The position is not as black as I be-
lieved it to be. Notwithstanding that, when one
takes into account the Budget pressures which
will be on during the coming 12 months, and the
fact that the Government has indicated an in-
crease of 7 per cent in inflation rates, one re-
alises that the net result will be virtually no in-
crease in real terms anyhow.

On this very matter of hospitals, two hospitals
in my own area are long overdue for replacement
and extension. These are Augusta Hospital and
Margaret River Hospital. I would have expected
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at least some announcement to be made about
the commencement of work on either or both of
these facilities in 1983-84. In view of the revenue
collection the Government will make in this gen-
zral area of hospitals and health care, it is very
important. I will certainly make further represen-
tations to the Government, and I will be looking
forward to next year. While I was caustic in my
criticism tonight, I will be equally generous in my
praise when I read of those two projects being
undertaken next year.

Mr RUSHTON: I was interested in the devel-
opment of the matron's quarters at Boddington
Hospital. I have been interested in it ever since I
was elected to the seat. This is something which
has been under consideration for a long time.
There has been a dispute about the form the
building will take. At this time no provision has
been made for it. I would like the Government to
give this extra attention so that we can achieve
these matron's quarters at Boddinglon next year.

A Government member: If there is no provision
for it, can we debate it?

Mr RUSHTON: I am told so.
A Government member: You were told exactly

the opposite. You were told to raise it in the sec-
ond reading debate.

Mr RUSH-TON: We are talking about hospi-
tals generally.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mrs
Henderson): The debate is to the specific item.

IHem No. 13: Mental Health Services-
Mr MENSAROS: Obviously I am interested in

the Swanbourne Hospital complex, what will hap-
pen there, and how it will be replaced, as it is in
my electorate. I asked the Minister for Planning a
question about detailed plans. He responded that
he did not think it was appropriate to divulge
those plans. I wonder whether at any time he will
consider it appropriate to divulge those plans. If
they are kept secret, this will give rise to much
speculation.

There is no doubt that the Government wants
to utilise the land and achieve the best price for it.
At the same time, the people in the area are
interested in its future use. A number of people in
the neighbouring suburbs are also interested in
the future of the Brockway tip, because it will
make a considerable difference to the rates in
places such as Subiaco, Nedlands, Claremont,
and even to some extent the City of Perth. Conse-
quently I would like to prevail upon the Minister
or the Treasurer, unless it is a matter of policy not
to do so, to divulge plans. It is in the public
interest to do so.

I would like to raise another question to the
Treasurer in connection with this, and that is
whether he will agree that we simply put
questions to the respective Ministers regarding
Budget items. This will shorten the debate very
much. I understand that previously there was a
misunderstanrding in connection with a question
by the member for Murdoch, who did not get a
response to a question connected with the Budget.
if we can get a response, it will save a lot of time
now. I would like to ask what the policy is in this
respect.

Mr Brian Burke: If I could answer you in re-
spect of the question asked by the member for
Murdoch, perhaps there was a misunderstanding
in the answer suggested by Treasury. This is my
first Budget and Treasury told me what the stan-
dard answer was. The question asked by the mem-
ber for Murdoch made sense. I can give the mem-
ber an assurance that if he asks that sort of
question it will be answered.

Mr N4ENSAROS: There is no policy against
that?

Mr Brian Burke: That is right, yes.
Mr TRETHOWAN: I ask the Minister for

Health: For how many patients were the new fa-
cilities at Armadale and Bentley intended to
cater, and when is the completion date for those
facilities? The reason I ask is, as the Minister is
well aware, that H-eathcote Hospital is the princi-
pal psychiatric and mental health hospital south
of the river. This is within my electorate, and at
times it is unable to eater for all the patients who
require treatment within its catebiment area. It
will certainly be of distinct benefit to residents of
the area south of the river to know that there are
additional psychiatric units available at Bentley
and Armadale. When is the completion date for
those units, and for how many patients are they
proposed to cater?

Mr PARKER: I shall respond briefly to the
comments made by the member for Floreat con-
cerning the Mental Health Services land at
Swanbourne. A number of issues are to be re-
solved in respect of the future of the Swanbourne
site. Those issues are being addressed in a report
to the Government by the Urban Lands Council
which has been given responsibility for the devel-
opment of the site by negotiation between it and
the city of Nedlands and between me and the
City of Nedlands.

Within the last 10 days I have had a meeting
with the City of Nedlands which is concerned
about a number of issues. One is the size of John
X X III CollIege. The City of Nedla nds' very strong
view is that the previous Government was unduly
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generous in the area of land allocated to the
school and it believes a smaller area of land ought
to have been given to it. However, we endorsed
the agreement the previous Government had
made.

Mr Mensaros: We were concerned not so much
about the school having enough ground now, but
also that it must be in a position to have sufficient
area for possible later extensions. We were con-
cerned that the area should be for the school's
purposes only and not for subdivision.

Mr PARKER: That is one matter about which
they may be concerned. The council is concerned
also because it badly needs playing fields and I
shall turn to that in a moment. The people at the
school are concerned about its size and what it
means in terms of playing fields and the issues
just raised by the member for Floreat. It certainly
seemed to be the intention of the former Govern-
ment so far as one can discern from the corre-
spondence that was in existence, and it is certainly
our intention, that any land which the school had
was for the purpose of school facilities and not for
subdivision.

I would say that, as it is a Catholic and residen-
tial school, inevitably there will be some need for
accommodation for priests and the like, but there
is no intention that there be any commercial
subdivision.

The second point of concern is the general area
of playing fields which may be available. That is
tied up with the future of the Brockway tip. At
the moment the council is having a battle with the
Minister for Health on that matter and it is an
issue which needs to be addressed by him. It is a
public health issue in which I would not want to
interfere. A determination has been made and
whether it is right or wrong is not for me to say. It
is up to the council to negotiate with the Minister
and the Public Health Department. However, it
has an effect on the ability to provide playing
fields and the City of Nedlands has explained its
desire to redevelop the playing fields on the river,
possibly near the Nedlands Park Hotel or in other
areas.

The City of Nedlands does not believe the pres-
ent location of the playing fields is appropriate
and it wants to develop that area for further rec-
reational activities. The City of Nedlands is
anxious to obtain playing fields and believes that
either the playing fields should be made available
by the school for public access or that the council
be given other areas. It has been suggested that
such alternative areas could be between the SEC
transformer station and the remaining part of
Graylands Hospital. or the area which is now a
(1661

reserve for the WA College of Advanced Edu-
cation on the north-west of the site.

Those matters are being addressed. The City of
Nedlands is worried also about the overall
question of roads and access, as the member for
Nedlands indicated, particularly in relation to the
school but, more importantly, in respect of the
longer term question of the overall development of
the site.

One of the points made to me by the City of
NedLands was that, as far as the overall develop-
ment of the site was concerned, it would like to be
part of the planning from the word go, rather
than simply being consulted. The City of
Nedlands did not just want to be approached as
the initiator of the zoning. It indicated it would
like to be involved in the management and
planning of the area. I indicated I thought that
was quite appropriate.

We want to get two areas going straight away:
One is the so-called "Doctors' Alley" where the
Mental Health Services accommodation used to
be. Some very valuable land is located there
which is essentially subdivided. We can obtain a
quick return from that area to help the Mental
Health Services fund its relocation. I understand
the school is anxious to commence construction of
its facility early in the new year, so that it can
open in the first term of 1985.

If members have read the newspapers they will
be aware the school has placed all of its land in
Claremont on the market. I have indicated to the
council that, as far as those areas are concerned,
we will address the transport question, but we
would like to move along with it very quickly.

As far as the more general questions are con-
cerned, including the utilisation of the buildings
on the ridge, it is our intention to involve the City
of Nedlands in all of those matters. At this stage
a preliminary report has been prepared for the
ULC. That report has been presented to me, not
to the Government as a whole, and it would be
premature to release it at the moment, although I
have indicated to the city that I do not object to
its being involved in those discussions at this
stage.

Item 14: Primary and Secondary Education
Buldings-

Mr CLARKO: I do not believe one gains much
by looking at the amount shown adjacent to the
item which indicates that the actual expenditure
on primary and secondary education buildings
last year was $11.4 million and the amount pro-
posed this year is $10.5 million. Obviously that
represents a decrease of $0.9 million, which is a
significant amount.
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One gains more if one turns to the end of item
14 and looks at the final figures. There we see
that, prior to making the necessary deductions,
the total actual expenditure was $27.8 million last
year and the proposed expenditure this year is
121.7 million. Thai represents a decrease of ap-
proximately $4 million, which is a significant
amount.

If members look at the figures for deductions,
they will see the figures for the Commonwealth
last year and this year are virtually the same and
in the order of $13 million. However, if members
look further at the last line of the entry for this
item they will see a description of "Internal Funds
and Balances". Last year the actual figure was
$3.1 million and the figure proposed this year is
almost a token amount of SI15 000. The figure of
$3 million makes a big difference to the total situ-
ation.

I have examined last year's booklet and it is
clear there that for the previous year the figure
allocated to this area was $3 million. Could the
Treasurer explain the $3 million difference?

If we look at the amount proposed to be spent
on primary and secondary education buildings
this year we see the figure is $23 728 090. If that
illustrates the whole picture, it can be seen that
much less is being done in this area this year than
last year. That is only looking at the situation in
dollar terms, but if we make an adjustment of
nine or 10 per cent, a further SI million would
need to be deducted. It can be seen there is a big
difference between those figures. In dollar terms
it is about 15 per cent and in real terms it is ap-
proximately 25 per cent.

I have looked at the various new schools and
additions to older schools which comprise this
item and it is clear there are few genuinely new
projects planned. I guess it is quite logical to ex-
pect that, when we resume Government in
another two years, our first Budget for school
buildings will bc based on preordained expendi-
ture by the previous Government. Indeed, that is
what is occurring at the moment in relation to this
Budget. I am pleased to see the sum of $600 000
is allocated for additional stages at the John
Willeock High School in Geraldton.

Mr Brian Burke: What happens if you don't get
back into Government in 2 h years?

Mr CLARKO: Regardless of the period of
time, the situation will be as I outlined.

I am not trying to grandstand and say that is
abnormal. When we were looking at the Budget
last year the present Minister for Education tried
to claim we were entering into expenditure in an
inappropriate way. I pointed out to him that in

the last year of the Tonkin Government the per-
centage of its committed funds was even greater.
It is normal and natural in a State like Western
Australia to desire to maintain what I believe is
the best set of buildings collectively of any State
of Australia; and credit for this must certainly be
given to the long period of Liberal Governments.
Indeed, during periods of Labor Governments
there was also a continuation of the desire to en-
sure that we kept up with building programmes,
even in the 1960s and 1970s when we had a rate
of population growth twice that of elsewhere in
Australia.

Mr Thompson: Regardless of where I have
been I have never seen better school buildings
than those which we have here in Western Aus-
tralia.

Mr CLARKO: They are excellent, and I am
sure everyone acknowledges that.

Before the Treasurer interrupted me, I was
speaking about the John Wilicock High School. I
anm pleased to have been the Minister at the time
and to have made the decision to raise that school
from a three year to a five year high school. The
matter had been looked at for several years before
I made my decision. This Geraldton High School
was an excellent school. Jim Trevascis, a man
whom all educators are proud of, was the princi-
pal. He was one of the old school and he did an
excellent job educating the young people of
Geraldton. The school was bursting at the seamns
and I was pleased to make the decision to extend
John Willeock to a Five year high school.

It is a pity the Minister for Education is not
here at the moment, or some of his colleagues, be-
cause he has tried to have a Field day in my elec-
torate over the Warwick High School. Again, it
was my decision to increase that high school from
a three year to a five year high school.

Mr Davies: You fixed up that high school in
your electorate while you were Minister, did you?

Mr CLARKO: I attended to the John Willcock
High School, and that is a fair way from the
Karrinyup electorate. If members look at last
year's booklet, they will find that Karrinyup was
not one of the areas to receive a great deal from
the education vote.

Mr Thompson: You must have had a thing
against Government members; you didn't do any-
thing for Kalamunda either.

Mr CLARKO: I am sure the member will be
able to persuade the new Minister to do some-
thing.

It is regrettable that nasty partisan politics has
entered into statements by the Minister and by
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the local Labor Legislative Councillor over the
Warwick High School concerning difficulties re-
lated to its extension.

If members look through these papers they will
find very few new schools are to be built. This
would be partly related to the decline in the absol-
ute number of primary pupils. I am sure the
Treasurer will be able to make some comment, or
supply the information in a detailed form at a
later stage if he does not have the information
with him, to explain that very significant differ-
ence between the sums of money proposed to be
spent on primary or secondary school education
buildings this year compared with last year.

Mr RUSHTON: I was not sure from the
Treasurer's earlier comments whether he would
reply to our queries at the end of the debate or
supply detailed answers in due course.

Mr Brian Burke: I will refer each of the com-
ments raised--except those concerning the Minis-
ter for Planning, who has been able to answer im-
mediately matters raised concerning his port-
folio-to the relevant Minister with the
instruction that he reply to the query and forward
any information as soon as possible.

Mr RUSH-TONh~: I thank the Treasurer. One of
my concerns relates to the Oakwood school, which
is in an expanding rural area. It was once just a
small school, but now it is rapidly growing. It
needs to be replaced, so I would like to know what
firm plans there are for this school.

Land needs to be purchased for the Byford
Senior High School and for the Mundijong Dis-
trict High School, and I would like information
on these matters.

The Roleystone District High School is a splen-
did building, but it would appear to be a very ex-
pensive one. One of my colleagues thought the al-
location in last year's Budget was for the first
stage and imagined the allocation this year would
be for the second stage. In fact, the collective fig-
ure is for the first stage, so this indicates it is a
very expensive school. What happened was that
not enough teaching places were allowed for by
the planners, and already it has more children
than was planned for. This makes stage 2 a very
urgent requirement. The high school is very much
appreciated by the local people, but they are
urging the Government not to stand still on the
construction of stage 2.

Mr MacKINNON: Madam Deputy Chair
(Mrs Henderson), I too would like to speak on
item 14, but I have two comments. to make before
doing so. First, I thank the Treasurer for his com-
mitment relating to questions on the Budget next
year. His acceptance of my suggestion will do a

lot to speed up the process of Committee debate
on the Budget. The sting in the tail of that com-
ment is that I am concerned that the debate
tonight is being conducted with so few Ministers
in the Chamber. I understand we are to go on to
the CRF Budget debate, and I am well aware of
the items on the Notice Paper the Government
wishes to deal with. But the Government put the
items there. To be fair, it should ensure as many
Ministers as possible are present for this debate
which is a rare opportunity for Opposition mem-
bers, or indeed backbench Government members.
to publicly question Ministers and to obtain infor-
mation from them. I am extremely disappointed
that tonight this is not the case.

Mr Brian Burke: I don't agree with you gener-
ally, and I will explain that in my reply. But all
the matters raised are generally non-contentious
matters seeking information, and that information
will be provided. The points raised have not been
highly political. You know as well as I do that we
spent a full day on one item on the Notice Paper
and we are in the position not to proceed with
certain other matters because some Opposition
and some Government members are not present.
It is give and take.

Mr MacKINNON: I still believe that when we
are discussing the CR1' and the GLF Bills, the
two most important Bills to come before Parlia-
ment each year, some attempt should be made to
have Ministers present to provide answers quickly.
The Premier and I will have to agree to disagree.

My question relates to the Lynwood Senior
High School, which is in my electorate. Madam
Deputy Chair, you would be well aware that most
schools have problems, but this school has had a
problem of a continuing nature for some time.
The school faces a serious overcrowding problem
in 1984. As the basis for that statement I will
refer members to my question 1906 of 9
November and the answer thereto. I quote-

()What is the current enrolment at
Lynwood Senior High School?

(2) What is the predicted enrolment for
1984 at Lynwood Senior High School?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) 1 251 at I July 1983.
(2) The projected enrolment ranges between

1 330-1 380 with enrolments at year 8
not finalised and the actual retention be-
tween years 10 and I 1 not certain until
February 1984.

1 was concerned to learn of a predicted increase in
enrolment of between 79 and 129 at a school with
one of the highest enrolments in this State. The
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following is another question 1 asked on the same
day and the Minister's reply-

(1) How many transportable classrooms are
currently located at Lynwood Senior
High School?

(2) How many transportable classrooms will
be located at Lynwood Senior High
School during 1984?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) As well as 48 equivalent full teaching

areas the Lynwood Senior High School
has five general purpose relocatable
classrooms, two science transportable
rooms, and one home economics
transportable room.

(2) There will be a review in February 1984
to determine whether the school requires
general purpose rooms additional to the
above.

The examination of those facts causes me great
concern. The predicted enrolment at the school at
its least will be 79 up on this year, and at its
highest 1 29-almost 130. Yet the Minister admit-
ted no new classrooms will be provided at the site
until a review is made in February 1984. Madam
Chair, you are experienced in the education
system and you know as well as I that if the re-
view is made in February 1984 it will be two
months at the earliest, and probably four to five
months, before transportable classrooms are
placed on site as they are needed. Therefore 1
have made an urgent appeal to the Minister, and I
renew that appeal via the Treasurer, for the Min-
ister to quickly examine the position at Lynwood
Senior High School and urgently to take some
measures to rectify the problem.

The Minister knows the problem only too well.
He was a teacher at the school, and earlier this
year I invited him to visit the school to inspect the
problem. It can be addressed in some ways. An
undercroft area at the school could be enclosed at
a reasonably cheap cost to provide a permanent
classroom. That work should be proceeded with as
a matter of urgency.

Mr Davies: What is it used for now?
Mr MacKINNON: It is not used for anything

now other than for students when it rains. Plenty
o f cover other than that undercroft area is
available during the wet times to allow it to be
used as a classroom. The pi incipal. the patents,
and certainly I would agree that is possible.

Secondly, improvements are urgently required
in the manual arts area. With the enrolment now
at nearly 1 400, that area is placed under extreme
pressure. Work needs to be undertaken. Firstly,

the noise level in the area must be reduced, bear-
ing in mind the large numbers. Secondly, the
large outside area used when the weather is not
inclement could be covered to provide much
needed and valuable space for the students at the
school. Of course, thirdly, as I have already indi-
cated, it appears to me on the basis of the answers
provided by the Minister that additional
transportable accommodation is required for oc-
cupation in 1984. The matter should not be just
reviewed at that time.

It is unacceptable for the Minister, as he has
done previously, to advise me to suggest to the
parents and the principal that we apply to the
minor works programme for funds to carry out
that work. The work is well beyond the means of
that programme, which has limited funds. The
school needs action now, not words.

I urge the Treasurer to pass on to the Minister
what I have said, and urge the Treasurer to en-
sure the Minister gets the necessary funds to pro-
vide that accommodation-not midway through
1984, but before school opens in 1984-in the
interests of a fair deal for the parents and
students of Lynwood Senior High School.

Item IS: Technical Education Buildings-
Mr CLARKO: In regard to technical education

buildings the proposals are, as 1 said when speak-
ing on item 14, in the main a continuation of the
programme set up last year. Without doubt the
catering and computing projects at Albany,
Bunbury, and Fremantle were planned previously
and are now coming to fruition in this Budget at a
cost of around $5 million. At Fremantle, in ad-
dition to the $3 million which will be spent on
catering and computing, approximately $500 000
will be spent. Thornlie is an excellent technical es-
tablishment and will have spent on it $3.6 million
as a continuation of that project. Leederville will
have spent on it $800 000 for an architectural
studies section. The stage one workshops at Mid-
land will have $1 million spent on them, which I
regard as expenditure on a new project. Then we
come to stage two of the Perth Technical College
where $1.3 million will be expended.

Perth Technical College is dear to my heart. I
have put a lot of effort into pressing for the con-
tinuation of that project. It is essential that the
city area of Perth has first-class technical facili-
ties. The hole in the ground at Northbridge has
been there for so long it is an eyesore-in my op-
inion it is like a vacant front tooth-and needs to
be used for the completion of the building work
needed for technical education in Western Aus-
tralia.

While the suburban technical schoos, which
were created in recent years-during the lives of
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the Court and O'Connor Governments-have cre-
ated quite a new direction for technical education
in this State, we cannot ignore our central, major
institution.

I put a lot of effort last year into trying to per-
suade some people in the Education Department
that it should get on with building the second and
later stages of the Perth Technical College. These
people suggested to me that the Commonwealth
education people were not too happy about the
idea of making the extensions. in effect, the Com-
monwealth people felt that this construction
should be the replacement of buildings that had
been demolished around the arts centre and that
they did not look forward with much joy to spend-
ing money on replacing buildings, but wanted to
be in the business of providing new facilities.

I am pleased the $1.3 million has been allo-
cated, but it is a great pity money was not allo-
cated for stages two and three. My memory is
that about $6 million is required for that work,
which should be carried out by a Government
over a period of two or three years. The work is
essential for the proper development of the techni-
cal education system in WA. While accepting
that country areas need to have money allocated
to them for technical education, the work at Perth
Technical College should proceed.

When the overall situation of technical edu-
cation buildings is considered, I am sure the
people involved with education in whatever area
would be disappointed to know that the net
amount spent last year on technical education
buildings was $2.9 million in the O'Connor
Budget compared with the net proposed expendi-
ture for 1983-84 of $1.7 million, and that rep-
resents a fall of $1.2 million. Probably that
amount can be regarded as not large when con-
sidering the gross all-education budget of the
order of $600 million-plus, but it is significant
when the contribution of the WA Government is
considered. In effect, the Government will spend
out of State moneys on technical education build-
ings about half the amount spent last year. That
is disappointing and shows a lack of commitment
in this area by this Government.

Later, when I talk about the CRF Budget and
education, I will once_ again show how the people-
of Western Australia have been short-changed on
education by this Government. It has not even
maintained the expenditure on the Education De-
partment in terms of the percentage allocation of
the Budget compared with last year's Budget; that
is, $17 mill ion.

There is a shortfall of $17 million. The Govern-
ment is trying to perpetrate a fraud in respect of

arriving at the education Percentage of the
Budget. It is quite unacceptable to take out of the
gross CRF expenditure for the State the matters
relating to diamond pre-paid royalties and ad-
justments for Medicare. as the Premier has tried
to do. I hope the people of WA will react and
understand how raise that exercise is.

Technical education in terms of building
finance has been seriously let down by this
Government. It will be interesting to see whether
the Government will be prepared in the next year
or two to increase the amount allocated in this
area. The Government has also made a decision to
decrease the amount allocated to primary and sec-
ondary education buildings at the same time,
which represents a fall in its expenditure in the
order or nearly $1 million. It is a fall of about $I
million in dollar terms comparable with the
amount spent last year, but if we look at it in
terms of the fall in the value of money and in
terms of the much higher cost of buildings, we re-
alise it is s very substantial shortfall. I am sure
that people who supported this Government in
February this year and who believed they were
going to get much more for education, have
woken up-if they have seen these figures-ta the
fact that this Government is insincere in this mat-
ter.

Mr RUSHTON: It is quite a farce that we are
addressing ourselves to this General Loan Fund
Bill when we have only two Ministers in the
Chamber.

Mr Parker: Three are here.
Mr RUSHTON: The third one is not in his

correct seat. We should hear an accounting by the
Government of what is going on in respect of this
loan fund.

Mr Brian Burke: It just so happens that you are
in Opposition, not in Government, and we are not
going to be accountable to what you say. We will
run the Government the way we want. You run
the Opposition the way you or your leader thinks
is right. You speak more nonsense than anyone in
this Chamber.

Mr RUSHTON: It is a disgrace for the
Treasurer to say the Government will not come
here and account for its loan funds.

Mr Brian Burke: You are an absolute disgrace.
Mr RUSHTON: The Premier can continue to

be rude.
Mr Brian Burke: If you had any brains, you

would be dangerous.
Mr RUSHTON: We have had no account of

what has taken place in respect of the loan fund.
Mr MacKinnon: Hear, hear!
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Mr RUSHTON: It is a disgrace. It is about
time this Government woke up and started
running Parliament by the Executive. The
Government of the day-

Mr Brian Burke: You will have a nervous
breakdown in a minute.

Mr RUSHTON: We have witnessed utter con-
tempt here tonight. 1 have been sitting here
patiently waiting for some information to be pres-
ented by the Government in response to the many
questions we have asked.

Mr Parker: The Premier has cold you what he
thought of the questions.

Mir RUSHTON: That is very nice. He just sits
in the corner and does not answer one question.
For instance, we did not get a response about the
Midland Workshops stage 1.

Mr Burkett: You will have a stroke if you don't
go slower!

Mr Parker: Do it tomorrow.

Mr RUSHTON: We will not get it tonight.
The Government is contemptuous of the people.
We should adjourn the debate and get on to
proper business and debate the loan fund
tomorrow.

A Government member: You are getting
touchy because the hour is late.

Mr Parker: I think he has lost his temper.
Mr Burkett: I think he has lost his way, not his

temper.

Mr RUSHTON: The treatment the Opposition
is receiving-

Mr Parker: Hold your temper.

Mr RUSHTON: I was patient enough to listen
to all the other items. We have had no response
from the Premier and we will get a note telling us
what is happening.

Mr Brian Burke: That is correct.

Mr RUSHTON: This is where we should get
accounting. This is the time the Government
should respond.

Mr Brian Burke: You will receive a fairly de-
tailed answer.

Mr RUSH-TON: We should get it here tonight.

Mr Brian Burke: Why should you get it here
tonight?

Mr RUSHTON: We gave it to the Opposition
every year we were in Government.

Mr Brian Burke: Nonsense. Have a look at last
year's record.

Mr RUSHTON: I have been here for IS years
and the Opposition got the answers for those 18

years. The Premier was not here at those times.
The Government is holding this Parliament and
the people in contempt.

Mr Bryce: You are a bundle of contempt.

Mr Burkett: Weakness is a weak person's
image of strength, and you are rude.

Mr MacKinnon: Government by design! The
Minister cannot answer.

Mr Brian Burke: If you didn't spend all day on
one item, we would have made more progress.
The Ministers were here earlier to answer your
questions.

Mr MacKinnon: I didn't speak on the item.

Mr Brian Burke: You might not have spoken on
it-but thought you had more sense than to say
that.

Item 19: Public Buildings not otherwise provided
for-

Mr MENSAROS: Despite the fact that the
Minister for Works was kind enough to inform
me privately that an amount was provided for my
hobbyhorse, I still mention this matter for the re-
cord. 1 often asked the principal architect when I
was Minister for Works about rejuvenating the
Harvest Terrace frontage Of Parliament House.
Any visitor to Parliament House when confronted
with the vista of the original frontage of the build-
ing thinks it is neglected. This question does not
require any detailed knowledge. I ask for the
Premier's comments on whether he agrees that
this part of Parliament House should be
smartened up so that it is appropriate for the two
Houses of Parliament in Western Australia. We
should not be ashamed to show it to people who
come here. It really is in a bad condition.

Mr RUSH-TON: I also wish to speak to this
itern.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't go into a tantrum.

Mr RUSHTON: I have had my say regarding
that matter.

Mr Brian Burke: He lost his temper.

Mr Clarko: That is not right.

Mr Brian Burke: You put on a real tantrum.

Mr O'Connor: If he feels strongly on a certain
matter he should be allowed to express his views.

Mr Brian Burke: Expressing something
strongly is different from Jumping to your feet
and throwing yourself on the floor.

Mr RUSHTON: That is a case of the pot call-
ing the kettle black, if the Premier remembers.

Mr Burkett: Don't be racist.

Mr Parker: Speak to the items.
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Mr RUSHTON: I am addressing myself to the
points relating to the State Emergency Service,
and this year no allowance has been provided for
communications. This area is in great need of a
priority base. I ask to be furnished with an indi-
cation of what lies ahead in this regard and what
radio stations are to be opened this year in areas
where they are urgently needed, such as in Collie.
This has been going forward on a progressive
basis. It looks as if it has stopped this year. An al-
lowance is urgently needed for this. We want a
continuation of the provision of radio aerials for
these areas.

Emergency services is something we all support
without any contest of party politics. It is a mat-
ter of good judgment as to the determination of
the highest priority.

Division put and passed.
Division-Treasury, $3 550 006-put and

passed.
Division: Business Undertakings, $846 000-
Mr RUSHITON: I just want an explanation in

due course in relation to the bus numbers exten-
sion. Obviously the service has been extended and
there is an extended replacement programme. I
would like to know what the present Government
sees as a policy decision relating to the replace-
ment of buses. I would like to know this urgently
because it is obvious there will be a blow-out in
deficit in this area.

Among the items for fare collection units there
has been a turnaround. Obviously there has been
some union pressure because they do not want
that system to proceed. I would like to have some
clear understanding about what is to be done with
this system. It was to bring about extra efficiency.

Mr Grill: I have already told you all this. You
asked a question about this two months ago.

Mr RUSHTON: The answer I was given re-
lated to one point only, and I am asking about the
general policy. The Treasurer has undertaken to
ensure that we will receive a reply in due course.

There has been an extension costing $274 000
at Kalamunda. I think it relates to an extra car
park. This development was carried out some time
ago, so the amount should not relate to the same
development. What is the new development?

Rockingham has had an extension to the car
park also. It is interesting to note that the
Government does not like to mention what is hap-
pening and this is the only time of the year we can
obtain some information. The Government is not
prepared to let us know the details. I would like
some answers to my questions.

Division put and passed.

Divisions -H1ousing Authorities, $21 $10 000;
Technical and Further Education Colleges,
S2 907 000; Other Authorities, $859 000-put and
passed.

Schedules I and 2 put and passed.

Clauses I to 3 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-

port adopted.

Third Reading
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)

[11.56 pm.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a third time.
I would like to say. I am extremely disappointed
with the attitude expressed by the member for
Dale. If the member for Dale looks at last year's
debate on the GLF, he may be surprised to find
that it was not treated in the manner that he
maintains is the correct way~in which to treat the
G LF debate.

I am not saying that the Executive wants to ex-
ercise all its power. What I am saying is that we
are not to be bound by the methods and manner
of the treatment of different items of business in
the Parliament which were adopted by the pre-
vious Government.

All the items raised tonight were parish pump
political matters that did not involve any subjec-
tive information, as far as I am able to discern, on
the part of the people who were raising them for
those Ministers who may have been called upon to
answer them.

Mr Rushton: We did not debate them tonight.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know how one
would debate a request of the number of patients
to be treated or accommodated in a particular
ward of a hospital. I do not know how one could
debate most of the items which were raised.

As I indicated, if the Opposition wants to de-
bate for the full day on the financial interests of
members, that is the decision of the Opposition
and we will not interfere. We did not place the
guillotine on the debate or try to restrict it.

Mr Clarko: The whole day has been quite a
good balance.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I agree, and I am not
complaining about it.

Mr Clarko: It does not help if you start to chide
us at this hour.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Dale
did not chide us. He went off the planet.

Mr Clarko: I think you have made your point
clearly.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am grateful for the co-
operation from the House; we have worked very
well. I have instructed all Ministers that they are
to have their departments prepare detailed
answers to all of the matters raised in the com-
ments that appear in Hansard. I will arrange to
have the information forwarded as quickly as
possible by the Ministers to the members who
raised the questions.

I say to Opposition and Government members
that they should not expect each year that we will
follow exactly the same procedures as our prede-
cessors followed because there is not much point
in a lot of the methods by which we have done
things in the past.

Mr Rushton: As long as the Parliament is in-
formed adequately.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I informed Parliament at
the outset in my response to the member for
Floreat and in general terms when I answered
another question raised in response to an
interjection.

Mr Rushton: We need more information.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What the member for

Dale would like is not necessarily what we will
agree to give him.

Mr MacKinnon: You agree to disagree.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for

Murdoch disagreed at the start, but he did not
jump up and down like the member for Dale.

Mr MacKinnon: I agree with that point.
Mr Rushton: You could decide that we should

not receive any information.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I advise that members

will receive the information and we will all get on
famously as long as we do not lose our tempers.

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

Council.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TRIPARTITE
LABOUR CONSULTATIVE COUNCIL DILL

In Committee

Resumed from 23 November. The Chairman of
Committees (Mr Barnett) in the Chair; Mr
Parker (Minister for Employment and Adminis-
trative Services) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-
Progress was reported on clause 1.

Mr CLARKO: I am somewhat suprised that
we are dealing with the Committee stage of this
Bill because I was not aware that we had dealt
with it in the second reading stage.

Mr Parker: We didn't because what happened
when we moved the second reading was that the
Speaker called the question and, despite the fact
that there were several members sitting on the
front bench, no-one moved an adjournment and
we went through the second reading Stage without
debate.

Mr CLARKO: I ind it amazing that such a
thing could happen. There is no point in this place
existing if something can slip through. Over the
]O years I have been in Parliament, on occasions
when things like this occurred-I can remember
the Deputy Premier jumping up on several oc-
casions-

Mr Parker: Refer it to the Speaker.
Mr CLARKO: If the Minister for Employment

and Administrative Services is seeking to defend
it, he is making a major mistake. It is amazing to
have a situation where a whole Bill slips through a
second reading stage without debate.

Mr Brian Burke: I was the one who suggested
we might report progress so the matter could be
retrieved.

Mr CLARKO: The Bill is not contentious and I
intend to support it, but I wonder what would
have happened if the Government had been in a
similar position when in Opposition. I am sure it
would have acted accordingly.

Mr Parker: You need to look at your own pro-
cedures in that regard. That sort of thing hap-
pened when we were in Opposition and our Whip
or deputy Whip jumped up and adjourned the de-
bate.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Perhaps I could
help rather than have members discuss what hap-
pened in the past. In respect of this Bill, let us try
to retrieve the situation. I am prepared to allow a
certain amount of leeway and perhaps on the
short title the member for Karrinyup could direct
the comments he would have made in the second
reading speech.

Mr CLARKO: That is the kind of decision I
expected from you, Mr Chairman. However, I re-
peat that I cannot, for one moment, accept the
views of the Minister for Employment and Ad-
ministrative Services. They were nonsense.

The Opposition supports this measure. Both the
Minister for Industrial Relations and the shadow
Minister are members of the Legislative Council,
the House of Review. There was a very full de-
bate in that Chamber on this Bill.
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Mr Bryce interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The Deputy Prem-

ier!

Mr CLARKO: There was a great deal of con-
sensus in the other Chamber and the Minister-

Scvcral members interjected.
Mr CLARKO: -put forward his particular

position very clearly and the Legislative Council
agreed to the inclusion of a representative from
the Perth Chamber of Commerce to the Western
Australian tripartite consultative council. This
was done in order to give that organisation a fixed
voice on the body and I think that can only add to
the stature of the council.

It is my understanding that the idea of the
tripartite committee was initiated in 1974 by my
leader, Ray O'Connor, when he was Minister for
Labour and Industry. Although that committee
ran into some difficulties because certain interests
decided they did not wish to continue with it,
clearly there is quite a deal of acceptance of this
sort of arrangement.

The Labor Party's green paper led me to be-
lieve that there would be representation which
would really leave the ball in the court of the
Minister. It would be the Minister because there
would be an equal number of representatives of
employers and employees on the council. The
Minister of the day would hold the balance and in
that sense, if and when the council came down to
making a decision about a contentious item, it
would be decided in a partisan way. I noted with
interest the Hon. Des Dans' comments about a
person who is described as the director of the
Western Australian Government industrial re-
lations service. I read his comments in 1-lansard
where hie argued that that person was a represen-
tative of the employers. I cannot accept that argu-
ment. I believe in what has come from the Legis-
lative Council by way of amendment to this Bill
and also the comments the Minister made about
how he would be prepared to bring in amend-
ments to the legisation if hie found that. the coun-
cil did not wvork satisfactorily. I believe that is an
important reason for our supporting the council.

I wonder how a Liberal Government would act
on the question of putting industrial relations
,matters; before this particular body. I know it: is
not mandatory, but if the council were in exist-
enice and a Liberal Government or Minister de-
cided to bring in a new industrial relations Act, or
something of the Sort, I wonder how it would fare
before this body. Clearly, a group like this should
give the community and the vested sections of the
community involved in industrial relations an ad-
vantage in terms of the resolution of conflict

which unfortunately occurs regularly in Western
Australian and Australian industrial relations.

Mr PARKER: I thank the Opposition for its
support of the measure. The aim of the tripartite
council is to achieve wherever possible consensus
agreement on industrial matters, and recognising
that that will not be possible from time to time,
provision is made For any disagreements to be re-
ported to the Parliament. The Parliament will
then be aware of the different attitudes of the
parties so that it is not a question of a vote one
way or another, but a full report being made to
the House on the different attitude of the parties.

Mr Clarko: It seems to me it overvalues the re-
port. but 1 reserve my final decision on that.

Mr PARKER: The member made the point
about how a Liberal Government would fare tn
putting its legislation before such a body. The
answer is to ask how any Government would rare
if it passed legislation regarded as extreme by all
sections of the industry.

Mr Clarko: Extreme or highly partisan.
Mr PARKER: Yes, whether a Labor or Liberal

Government was putting it before such a body.
The member mentioned that his leader when he
was Minister for Labour and Industry set up this
sort of consultative process. I am saying that
being a union official at the time and involved in
negotiations I would think the sort of things he
was talking about doing would have fared well in
such a body because they were in the range of
matters encompassed or envisaged by union and
employer groups. Some would have been dis-
agreed with by one side or the other. No doubt
exists as to how the measures the Opposition's
most recent Minister for Industrial Relations (Mr
Masters) proposed would have fared. I refer to
those he put forward last year which would have
fared badly because they would have been unani-
mously rejected. We knew that because every see-
tton of' the industry said so. Only the Government
wanted to push them forward. They were extreme
propositions on the extreme outside of what any-
one in the industry wanted.

Mr Clarko: I do not know that they were ex-
treme; they were different.

Mr PARKER: The member can say that again.
At the other end of the spectrum, if we did that
sort of thing we would get the same reaction.
Some support would come from the trade union
movement but most people would say that it was
not what they wanted. Hopefully, this legislation
will encourage Governments-ours or any future
Government-to look to legislation which has the
support of all parties in the industry. If legislation
is to be a success in an area like this it will have to

5289



5290 [ASSEMBLY]

be workable and acceptable to the people who are
represented on the Council. This Bill provides an
opportunity to get a fair measure of agreement on
these matters. We have said that the Government
is elected to govern and we will have to make our
decisions and put our legislation before the
House, but the House will have an idea of the at-
titude of the parties.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 to 12 put and passed.
Schedule put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-

port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Parker
(Minister for Employment and Administrative
Services), and passed.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REV-
ENUE FUND) BILL

In Committee

Resumed from 23 November. The Deputy
Chairman of Committees (Mrs Henderson) in the
Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer) in charge of
the Bill.

Division 53: Agriculture Protection Board,
$8 417 000-

Mr O'CONNOR: I want to comment briefly
on the board. It is one of great importance to
Western Australia, particularly in view of the
large area of land and the difficulties we face in
many of those areas. A matter that concerns me
and, I imagine, the Minister, is the small percent-
age increase in the amount allowed to this depart-
ment. The figure last year was $8.24 million,
compared with £8.4 17 million this year, an in-
crease of about 2 per cent, which is a fairly sub-
stantial drop in real terms. Perhaps the Minister
can give reasons for that.

There are two or three issues of concern to most
people in the State, one of them being the prob-
lem of starlings coming from the Eastern States.
We recently passed a Bill to allow the use of
silencers on guns used in shooting s~tarlings. We
supported that strongly because if these birds get
a hold in this State it will be to the disadvantage
of the farming community generally. Can the
Minister indicate whether beneficial effects are
coming from that move and whether the problem
is being overcome?

Another problem is that of skeleton weed. I was
with the Minister at Geraldion some weeks ago
when we were shown examples of the weed grown
in Western Australia. From the discussions we
had it appears that while we are attacking this
problem strongly we are not winning and more
outbreaks are occurring than was the case in the
past. This is particularly worrying because the
weed will create real problems if it gets a hold. I
ask the Minister whether he feels we are gaining
the upper hand in the battle. I know that one of
the problems in relation to skeleton weed is that it
is difficult to watch the borders right along the
State, particularly the border with the Northern
Territory. Stock and vehicles coming in bring the
seed with them and drop it along the way, and
that starts some of the outbreaks. I ask whether
there have been many new outbreaks in recent
times and whether we are starting to overcome
this problem in any way.

1 mention also the donkey shoot in the northern
part of the State and the new type of rifle used.
Has this proved satisfactory, or have any dif-
ficulties arisen? I know the Police Department
was strongly opposed to the use of that rifle in
that area. However the APB indicated it was a
more humane way to kill the donkeys because this
type of rifle killed more quickly and did not pose
the problems which occurred with the previous
rifle. The new rifle also lasts longer.

Without any in-depth knowledge, I am con-
cerned at the increase in the estimates of two per
cent for the APR. I wonder whether the Minister
can tell me the score. Did he have a battle in
Cabinet with his colleagues?

Mr BLAIKIE: By sheer coincidence, the re-
marks I make are almost in line with those of my
leader, obviously an indication of good teamwork
and close co-operation. It is interesting to look at
the Budget allocation for the APB, in 1981-82
$6.6 million was allocated and the following year
$8.242 million was allocated. From one year to
the Following, that amounted to an increase of
23.21 per cent.

[Quorum formed.]

Mr BLAIKIE: The difference in allocation of
funding to the APB from 1982-83 to 1983-84 is
an increase of 2.1 per cent, or an amount of
$185 000. Last year a substantial amount, in the
order of $500 000, was allocated to locust control
as a special control area. Notwithstanding that.
and drawing that into the Budget, the increase
this year is still only just in excess of eight per
cent. Members on this side question the Govern-
ment as to the reason a board as important
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as this one is not getting its fair cut of the
Government's cake.

The Leader of the Opposition has indicated
some of the programmes carried out by the APB
and he mentioned the starling programme. To
date the officers of the board have been relatively
successful in ensuring the State has been kept
almost free of starlings. Only time will tell bow
long that will continue. It is a programme that
must be maintained to protect the grain lands in
this State. Locust control is also an area of im-
portance.

I return to some of the smaller items which are
of equal concern to agriculture and I refer spec ifi-
cally to arum lilies. While their white flowers may
appear to be very pleasant in the spring to people
who drive past and who see them in the paddocks
from the roadside, they are, in fact, a curse to
agriculture. The APB has done an excellent job in
helping to cradicate this problem.

M r Watt: They are only good for funerals.
Mr BLAIKIE: And weddings as well, I am

told.
One of the problems associated with arum lilies

is the wide infestation within the State forest
areas. One of the real difficulties over a number
of years has been to encourage and demand that
the Forests Department carries out a programme
of control within its areas. I am pleased to say
that now takes place. It is important for agencies
of Government and Crown lands to come under
the ambit of control to assist the agricultural in-
dust ry.

My investigations indicate that the largest area
of control which the APB has relates to its dog-
ging programme, which costs something in the
order of $1 million a year. If one took a cost
analysis on the number of sheep in the pastoral
area and the cost of that programme. one would
know it could be argued that the State was not re-
ceiving much benefit. However, I make the point
that if-a dogging programme was not carried out
in pastoral areas, the wild dogs would move to the
agricultural areas and there would be further dev-
astation. It is important that these programmes
are maintained and that the APB continues with
the work being carried out.

It is important to have a, level of funding which
will enable the work to be carried out for the pro-
tection of the agricultural industry of Western
Australia.

A further area of concern relates to wingless
grasshoppers. While they do not come within the
realms of locust control, wingless grasshoppers
cause a great deal of concern throughout many
agricultural areas of Western Australia. In some

districts they have reached plague proportions and
while management programmes are arranged by
the department and a real attempt is made for
some form of biological control, there is no direct
funding available to assist local authorities to
carry out spraying of large areas. These wingless
grasshoppers are causing concern in many areas
and the level, intensity, and number of areas af-
fected is growing each year.

My final point relates to the work being carried
out at Perth Airport in quarantine control and
control of visitors and livestock entering the State.
I understand that Department of Agriculture
quarantine officers and animal health officers at
Perth Airport are carrying out control work as far
as passengers are concerned. As far as any move-
ment of livestock or other forms of plant and ani-
mals is concerned, that is done by officers of the
Agriculture Protection Board.

Digressing for a moment, I point out that the
agricultural industry in Australia to date has been
free of the dreaded foot and mouth disease. We
are also free of rabies. There are occasions when I
wonder whether that is the case in this Chamber!
These are diseases from which this country has
been relatively free. My concern is that only time
will tell how long we are able to maintain that de-
gree of freedom, because the indications being as
they are today, with the free access of people by
air and people being able to move from country to
country, there is an ongoing and everlasting
threat.

I raise these matters because the fact that so
many airline passengers come into the country is
probably one of the ways in which these dreaded
diseases can be transmitted. All that work could
well be carried out by officers of the Agriculture
-Protect ion Board, but not officers of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture as such. I fail to see why the
fumigation of aircraft is a function of officers of
the Department of Agriculture. That should more
properly be done by officers of the Agriculture
Protection Board. No doubt this happens at other
airports throughout Australia. but at Perth Air-
port passengers cannot leave until officers of the
Department of Agriculture have sprayed the air-
craft. 1 believe the attitude of passengers would
change quite dramatically if those passengers
were told that the officers from the Agriculture
Protection Board were spraying the aircraft be-
cause of the fear of bringing unwanted diseases
into the country.

A sound argument can and should be advanced
to extend the role of the Agriculture Protection
Board into all animal and plant quarantine areas.
The Agriculture Protection Board as it currently
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stands has a function to attempt to cure a prob-
lem.

Mr Evans: Research and laboratory work has
been extended.

Mr BLAIKIE: It should be, because the work
of the Agriculture Protection Board is one of at-
tempting to cure a problem once it gets here. The
board's work should be further advanced and en-
hanced by ensuring that it has a programme of
work to prevent the problem coming into Aus-
tralia. There should be an investigation into the
department to see whether this can be expanded,
not necessarily to have an overall increase in the
number of officers, but to give the Agriculture
Protection Board a new meaning, a flew direction,
and a far more important role to play in the pro-
tection of our agricultural industry.

Mr EVANS: I would just like to reply to the
point raised by both members, firstly in conne-
tion with funding. They claim there was an in-
crease of two per cent. That is not so, because in
last year's Budget there was a one-off $500 000
made available for locust control which shows as
part of the Budget. When one looks for a com-
parison, that is not included this year. That is one
reason for the decrease.

Another reason concerns staffing costs.
Workers' compensation has fallen from 2.5 per
cent to 0.5 of one per cent. A further decrease i n
buildings, plant, and equipment involves the re-
alignment of the emu fence which happened last
year. Again this is a one-time-off item not for rep-
etition.

The same occurred with administrative ex-
penses with the introduction of a computer in
1982. This was not required in 1982-83. The
underspending in 1982-83 by S70 000 on the item
for building, plant, and equipment resulted in
Treasury making only the actual expenditure
available in this year's Budget. It is not a two per
cent figure one is looking at; it is something in the
order of 7.6 per cent.

Mr Blaikie: May I make a point on that? We
are still looking at eight per cent less this year
than last year.

Mr EVANS: The thing is that in terms of costs
to fund the operations one is looking at a 7.6 per
cent increase.

As far as the starlings arc conccrncd, they have
been reduced from something in the order of
I 400 to three, and it is hoped to pick off those
three with the breeding season.

Skeleton weed outbreaks will not be dealt with
until harvesting commences.

As Far as the feral donkeys are concerned, there
has been no donkey shoot in recent times, but
these shoots did prove effective, especially in the
more remote and difficult areas.

The question of arum lillies is a local problem.
Research funds have been made available on

the control of wingless grasshoppers. At Gingin a
control programme is being conducted by local
government and interested residents. In that way
quite substantial progress is being made.

As far as locusts are concerned, control is not
expected this year, and I hope the predictions are
right. The control of locusts has been referred
back to the PIA and the PGA to ascertain a form
of funding acceptable to both of them. They are
aware of that and they are working on it.

One thing that was not mentioned is in connec-
tion with Noongoora burr. There have been about
eight outbreaks of this burr in the Kimberley and
it looks as though there may be a line below the
Kimberley beyond which the movement of stock
will be very difficult indeed.

Those are the main points.
Mr O'Connor: Did you have anything on star-

lings?
Mr EVANS: Starlings have been reduced from

I 400 to three. They are hoping to pick those up
in the swamps when nesting commences. It has
been a tremendous effort, and the officers
certainly deserve commendation.

Division 53 put and passed.
Division 54-Rural Adjustment Authority,

$481 000-put and passed.
Division 55: Western Australian Meat Com-

mission, $4 656 000-
Mr O'CONNOR: I would like to make some

brief remarks relating to the Meat Commission.
Mr Evans: I would not if I were you.
M r O'CONNOR: Why not?
Mr Evans: Carry on.
Mr O'CONNOR: I would just like to indicate

concern at the losses in this area, and also to indi-
cate that I believe the Government must at some
time have considered the question of the Midland
section of it. At some stage, the Government must
sell off or do something about the Midland sec-
tion.

The loss of $4.5 million by the WA Meat Com-
mission is substantial and it cannot continue to be
carried year after year. Last year I spoke to the
Minister for Agriculture indicating my concern
on this matter. I said I thought we ought to do
something about the position.
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The Minister might disagree with me, but that
sort of loss by Midland abattoir places an unfair
burden on Robb Jetty. It is probably necessary to
continue the operations at Robb Jetty in order
that prices may be kept at a certain level, but the
private abattoirs have an important role to play
also. If the work of the WA Lamb Marketing
Board were taken away from the commission I .t
would cause tremendous hardship, and it is im-
portant to look at the total operations here.

I realise we cannot continue to write off sums
of this order year after year. A great deal of the
equipment has been removed from Midland abat-
toir and what is left probably does not have a
great deal of usefulness as far as the commission
is concerned.

The Government should look at the position in
respect of Midland abattoir and decide whether it
should be retained in the future.

Mr BLAIKIE: I am concerned about the
financial position of the WA Meat Commission,
and also about its trading operations.

Mr Evans: You did your best to make sure it
got into this situation.

Mr O'Connor: Fair go!
Mr BLAIKIE: I amn concerned about the losses

being incurred by the commission which, in the
main, result from Midland abattoir. It will not do
thc Minister any good to give his 1969 speech
about what the Nalder-Brand Government did in
those days, how it did more in 1970, and how the
ALP was saddled with a white elephant, because
we havc heard that ad infinitum. This is 1983.'
The losses are there and the Government will
have to make a decision about what it intends to
do in respect of Midland abattoir. I believe it will
have to sell Midland abattoir and write off the
debt which is an overpowering burden on the WA
Meat Commission. If the commission wishes to
function properly, it must be given a fair go. If
the livestock numbers in Western Australia con-
tinue to dwindle, the commission will face more
trouble in the future. With a reduced throughput
of cattle, the commission will not be able to make
adequate profits to enable it to carry the burden
of Midland abattoir.

Mr EVANS: The Budget papers indicate the
loss incurred by Midland abattoir was $1.3
million and this Government inherited that from
the previous Government. However, in the past
eight months we have taken some positive action
in this respect. We have undertaken a full review
of the possible uses of Midland abattoir, including
the relocation of the metropolitan markets.

The $1.3 million loss is indicated under the
item of interest charges in respect of Midland

abattoir. The Minister for Planning has a report
on the possible uses of the abattoir and it is some-
thing which should have been undertaken earlier.
It is a tragedy to see the magnificent cold stores
at Midland abattoir and a decision will be made
in respect of them in the near future.

Mr O'Connor: Do you mean as to the possi-
bility of closing it?

Mr EVANS: A decision will be made as to its
future. Action will not be taken until the examin-
ation of possible uses of the abattoir is completed.

In respect of Robb Jetty, this Government
picked up the tab for $195 000 for trading losses.
That was another inheritance from the previous
Government.

Mr O'Connor: Was there a trading loss there
last year?

Mr EVANS: Last year the figure was
$ 130 000, and for the first half of this year it was
$65 000. An independent inquiry is to be conduc-
ted into Government involvement in the meat in-
dustry in this State. That inquiry will include the
WA Lamb Marketing Board, the WA Meat
Commission, the livestock trade, and Midland
and Robb Jetty abattoirs. The names of the three
independent people appointed to that inquiry have
been released. That is not a bad start towards
overcoming a problem which was not of our mak-
ing, but which was inherited. We propose to do
something about this matter in the near future.

Division 55 put and passed.
Division 56: Fisheries and Wildlife,

$7 93 90-
Mr BLAIKIE: The number of officers in this

department this year is 237 compared with 236
last year. One is aware of some of the major diffi-
culties the fishing industry is experiencing in this
State. We have seen the paucity of prawns in the
Exmouth area and the need for the Government
to close the prawning season early. We have seen
the growing hostility among the groups of people
who take snapper in the Carnarvon-Shark Bay
area, the need for Western Australian tuna
fishermen to be more vigilant in their fishing
methods, and the fact that size limits have been
set so that only larger tuna may be taken.

The fishing industry in this State is coming
under increasing pressure. We see pressure on the
resources as a result of the increased activities of
professional and amateur fishermen. We must
also consider the use of recreational equipment
and the effect it has on the environment.

In Cockburn Sound we see the level of
involvement of amateur Fishermen who are vir-
tually professionals. Recently publicity has been
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given to trawling in the Mandurab area and the
concern of the local community there. The Minis-
ter indicated to the people prawning in that area
that they should move out otherwise the Govern-
ment would look seriously at the position when re-
viewing their licences. The same sort of concern
has been expressed in respect of Geographe Bay.
All of these issues relate to the difficult job of the
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife in at-
tempting to manage the resource and ensure all
the people interested in it obtain a reasonable and
fair share of it. Fair and reasonable jobs can be
determined in different ways by different people.

I come back to the very point I want to make,
which is that the level of patrol officers for this
department has not been increased even though
the department is facing the sort of problems I
have outlined, and those problems are not found
in isolated areas of the State but are widespread
from the north to the south of the State.

We must also consider the wildlife area, and
again we find a paucity of officers to look after
the State. Shortly, these officers will have to take
care of a new duck season and a new niarron
season. They will have to ensure that people take
the appropriate size and appropriate species, so
these officers will have to patrol a large area. Un-
fortunately. this section of the department is also
undermanned and its officers cannot be expected
to cope with the pressures currently placed on
them. In the future they will be under even more
pressure. The following is a question I asked on
15 November, and the Minister's reply-

Is it the Government's intention to ex-
pand-
(a) the number of officers;
(b) the number of trainees,
to thc

(i) wildlife;
(ii) fisheries

investigation services?

Mr EVANS replied:
It would like to. However the staffing
requirements of the Department of
Fisheries and Wildlife have to be con-
sidered within the Government's total
staffing framework, taking into account
the limited funds available.

I emphasise the point that, notwithstanding the
last part of answer about the limited funds
available, if some of the $500 000 the Govern-
ment spent on employing its advisers twJ been put
aside, it could well have been used to advantage
employing an increased number of fisheries and
wildlife inspectors. This would have served the

State far better; it would have been of on-going
benefit.

Only recently an inquiry was conducted by the
department into the fishery at Geographe Bay.
The result of that inquiry was a recommendation
for the extension of a netting ban in the area and
the appointment of an officer at Busselton, at
least on a part-time basis, to ensure the netting
ban and other requirements of the fishery were
adhered to. The following is a further question I
asked on 15 November, and the Minister's
reply-

As the appointment of a Fisheries en-
forcement officer at Busselton is a key
recommendation in the Geographe Bay
inquiry and is also of important com-
munity interest-
(a) when is he going to look into the

possibility of an appointment;
(b) when will he know if an officer is

available;
(c) when will he make a decision?

Mr EVANS replied:
(a) to (c) In the near future.

Quite frankly, that answer is not good enough.
The area is deserving of a full-time officer. As
long as an officer is not stationed in the area, we
will have increasing conflict between the pro-
fessionals and the amateurs, a conflict already
creating concern to the community. In due course
that concern will affect the department.

As an indication of the need for such an officer,
some few weeks ago a complaint was made to the
local authority about professionals catching crabs
in the main beachfront area. The local ranger
contacted the department's office in Busselton
only to learn that the officer was away on leave.
The shire contacted the office in Bunbury where
two officers arc stationed, only to learn that both
were in Perth attending a conference. Contact
was eventually made with senior staff of the de-
partment in Perth, only to learn that virtually no
officers were available in the south-west. Further
investigations revealed that as the rock lobster
season was about to begin, no fisheries officers
would be available to police the general area.

That is a real problem and one which will not
go away, but rather increase. More officers of the
investigatory service should be stationed in the
areas I have mentioned to provide all the services
the department generally provides in other areas.

As long as the Government continues to put off
the day for appointing more officers to control
these fisheries and wildlife matters which are so
important, the greater the conflict that will arise
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between sections of our community. The role the
officers play is one of policing and ensuring that
the spirit of the Act and the sharing of the re-
source is maintained and that people stick to the
provisions of the licences they are provided with.
Again. I express my concern that no increase in
these officers has been provided for in 1983-84.

Mr EVANS: The member for Vasse is per-
fectly correct in describing the increasing pressure
on our fisheries, whether it be pearls at Broome,
or snapper, scallops, or prawns elsewhere in the
State. Action has been taken in many areas by
way of restrictions and so forth, and a lot of
investigations have been commissioned. In fact,
quite a lot has transpired in recent months.

I could not agree more with his comments
about the need for additional inspectors through-
out the State. However, the illustrations he gave
are ones I could have given last year or the year
before to the same extent. Obviously an effort will

have to be made as the number of professionals
increases, as the intensity of effort increases, and
as the number of amateurs increases. The mem-
ber is quite right in what he said.

Division 56 put and passed.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again.
on motion by Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer).

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE: SPECIAL

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [ 12.58
am.]: I move-

That the House at its rising do adjourn
until Friday, 25 November, at 10.45 am.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned a( 1.00 am. (Friday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE Mr

(I)
TRANSPORT: BUSES

Change of Terminus

2160. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has the Metropolitan Transport Trust

changed the terminus (bus station in
Wellington Street) of approximately
nine bus services?

(2) If "Yes", why?

(3) If "Yes" to (1), does this affect approxi-
mately 170 runs per day?

(4) Have the services on these routes been
reduced'?

(5) If the routes have been altered, has this
led to congestion in Wellington Street,
in the vicinity of Boans?

(6) If the routes have been altered, will pa-
trons have difficulty making use of the
yellow clipper?

Mr GRI LL replied:
(I) Yes. However, the number of route ser-

vices involved was four.

(2) To meet the need to through route ser-
vices to East Perth.

(3) Yes.
(4) Yes.
(5) No.
(6) The change has no doubt affected some

patrons from the route servies involved,
but such effect would be marginal.

2163 and 2165. These questions were further
post poned.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Corporate Plan Operations: Deficit

2169. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is it a fact that the likely deficits for

Westrail under each of the corporate
plan options being studied is $19 million,
$23 million and $39 million per year?

(2). How many sta ff would become
redundant for each corporate plan
option'?

(3) What time-span would be required to
implement each corporate plan?

GRILL replied:
No. Westrail has prepared indicative as-
sessments of the impact of three corpor-
ate plan options as a basis for discussion.
The deficits quoted by the member are
not results per year. but the expected
deficit in 1988-89 if these options were
fully implemented. Further they exclude
the impact of restructuring Westrail's
accounts to provide a more appropriate
performance measure, the details of
which have yet to be finalised.

(2) Under the three options, staff required
would reduce by approximately 2 300,
2250 and 1 150.

(3) Planning options are based on progress-
ive implementation by 1988-89. 1 must
stress that none of the corporate plan
options have been adopted by Westrail
as yet and have not yet been considered
by Government.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff: Redundancies

2171. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

Of the 2 000 or so Westrail workers who
would be "shed" under the corporate
plan which would give Westrail its best
financial return in the next five years,
how many workers are anticipated to
be-

(a) retired early;

(b) not replaced when they leave;

Mr
(a)

(c) transferred?

GRILL replied:
to (c) Planning options are based on in-
dicative figures only and are subject to
refinement as plans are developed. It is
not possible at this stage to anticipate
the numbers likely to fall within each
category. As indicated in answer to
question 2169, none of the corporate
plan options have been adopted by
Westrail as yet and have not yet been
considered by Government.

2173- This question was further postponed.
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TRANSPORT: ROAD

Deregulations, Tonnage

2179. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What is the estimated annual transport

task (in tonnes) involved in the transport
of small freights in the South-West
Land Division?

(2) Now that the deregulated small freight
policy has been operating for more than
a year, is it a fact that the present com-
petitive system is providing users with a
wide range of choice at very competitive
rates?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) No estimate of the total annual

transport task is available as many short
haul and intra-urban transport tasks are
not monitored.

(2) Yes. In fact one of the problems emerg-
ing in country areas is the confusion
generated by the number of transporters
operating through small country towns.

TRANSPORT: ROAD

Deregulation. Private Sector Expenditure

2180. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Does the Transport Commission have

any record of the expenditure of the pri-
vate transport sector in equipment and
depot facilities as a result of the
deregulated land freight policy?

(2) If so, what is the estimated expenditure
by this sector since 1 July 19822

(3) What is the estimated additional
number of people who have been em-
ployed in the private transport sector
since the deregulation of small freights
on 1 July 1982?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) As part of the monitoring process, the

Transport Commission has produc ed es-
timates of additional v~hiele require-
ments resulting from the policy changes.
however no estimates have been pro-
duced with regard to other associated
equipment or facilities.

(2) Monitoring Report No. 10 (September
1983) estimates that if all these ad-
ditional vehicles were purchased new the

expenditure during 1982-83 was in the
order of $5 million.

(3) Estimates are not available for the
period from I July 1982, but since de-
regulation was first introduced in 1980
and up to 30 June 1983 some 225 ad-
ditional jobs are available in the private
transport sector. However, it must not
be overlooked that over the same period
total employment in Westrail fell by
roundly 1 400 and of this Westrail attri-
butes the loss of an estimated 700 jobs
to deregulation.

RAIL WAYS
Ka tannin~g

219). Mr OLD, to the Minister for Transport:

In the view of the recent provision of
transportable barracks for Westrail at
Katanning, would he please detail-

(a) what plans arc proposed for the
existing barracks adjacent to the
Katanning primary school;

(b) what plans arc evisaged for the
utilisation of the new barracks?

Mr GRILL replied:
(a) I understand the building is in poor con-

dition and as it is no longer required by
Westrail demolition is proposed.

(b) To accommodate road motor coach
drivers, train crews and relief staff.

2224. This question wvas further postponed.

RIVERS
Woodchipping Licence Area: Increased

Turbidity
2240. Dr DADOUR, to the Minister for Water

Resources:
(I) (a) Is it a fact that the Public Works

Department has recorded increased
turbidity in rivers and/or streams in
the woodehip licence area;

(b) if so, what are the names and/or lo-
cations of the rivers and/or streams

-where increased turbidity has been
recorded?- -

(2) What levels of turbidity have been re-
corded?

(3) Has the turbidity recorded reached
levels that are-
(a) lethal;
(b) dangerous,

to trout and other aquatic life?
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(4) Has increased sedimentation been re-
corded in-

(a) any reservoirs;
(b) any rivers and/or streams; and
(c) if so, which ones?

(5) Has the increased turbidity been caused
by erosion occurring-
(a) on logging roads and/or tracks;
(b) in clearfelled coupes in karri and/or

jarrab forest; and

(c) if no;, to what cause or causes is it
attributed?

(6) Is the Public Works Department con-
cerned about the increased turbidity?

(7) What has the Public Works Department
done or recommended be done about the
increased turbidity?

(81 Have any reports concerning the above
been made; if so, will he please table
them?

(9) Has the Forests Department given the
Public Works Department a definition
of a stream considered of sufficient size
or importance to warrant protection by a
reserve of uncut vegetation; if so, will he
please provide the definition?

(10) Has the Public Works Department pro-
posed any changes to the system of re-
serves, established by the Forests Depart-
ment for the protection of rivers and
streams in the wvoodchip licence area; if
so, what changes have been proposed?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) (a) Yes;

(b) the gauging stations in the
woodehip licence a rea where
turbidity is measured are shown in
the list which I will table in Appen-
dix A.

(2) See Appendix B which I will table.
(3) (a) and (b) The level of turbidity which

may be lethal or dangerous to trout
and other aquatic life is not Firmly
established, but because of the
intermittent nature of the turbidity,
the recorded levels are probably tol-
erable to trout and aquatic life.

(4) (a) to (c) Sedimentation in reservoirs
and rivers in the woodehip licence
area is not measured, but sediment
quantities caught in siit traps above
the gauging stations on the at-
tached list are measured from time
to time.

(5) (a) It appears that erosion on logging
roads and/or tracks in current use
can cause a local increase in
turbidity;

(b) the erosion of clearfelled coupes
does- not appear to have a
significant effect on the increase in
turbidity;

(c) answered by (a) and (b).
(6) Yes, but it is considered that it is being

controlled by good management.
(7) The Public Works Department is

liaising with the Forests Department to
ensure satisfactory design of roads and
road drainage.

(8) The only relevant report is a 1980 De-
partment of Conservation and Environ-
ment report titled "Research into the
Effects of the Woodehip Industry on
Water Resources in South Western Aus-
tralia" and this has been publicly
available for some time.

(9) Yes. It has not been possible to locate
the definition in the time available. It
will be supplied later.

(10) No change has been formally proposed
but the need for change is under con-
sideration by officers of the Public
Works Department.

The lists were tabled (see paper No. 496).

STATE FINANCE

Claimant State Status

2243. Mr RUSHTQN, to the Treasurer:
(1) Referring to the Government's intention

to adopt a more aggressive position by
taking a greater entrepreneurial role to
secure for the State economic and
financial independence, how will this
State retain any financial gain from
these actions against the decisions taken
by the Commonwealth Grants Com-
mission in dealing with measurement of
a claimant State's financial capacity as
against the standard States of New
South Wales and Victoria?

(2) Will he please advise me of any related
detailed information which shows how
this State can gain financially from in-
dependent actions ahead of the other
States, while Western Australia remains
a claimant State?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Western Australia ceased to be a claim-

ant State in 1967-68. Consequently, the
only time the State's financial capacity
is measured against that of other States
is in any reviews of State relativities
which may be conducted by the Com-
monwealth Grants Commission. There
must be considerable doubt as to
whether the scope of any further review
would include the Western Australian
Development Corporation in view of the
restrictive interpretation previously
placed by the commission on the scope
of its reviews.

(2) Not applicable.

RECREATION: YACHTING

Marina: Construction

2244. Dr DADOUR, to the Premier:
(1) Is he aware that the first ocean marina

and yacht club was constructed at
Fremantle in 1978-79 and was used to
moor the yachts competing in the
Parinelia race at the end of 1979?

(2) Is he also aware that a financial crisis
arose in the club due to spiralling
interest rates requiring all members to
raise in excess of $1.6 million during
982?

(3) If a marina is to be built to the same ex-
cellent standards as Fremantle Sailing
Club, and which could cost at least twice
as much on today's prices-

(a) wvho will pay for the construction:
(b) will any costs be shared by a yacht

club or clubs;
(c) is the Government considering

sharing these costs'?

Mr BRIA
(1) Yes.

(2)
(3)

tN BURKE replied:

Yes.
(a) to (c) Specification of the proposed
marina will be-determined as a result of
a survey planned to forecast require-
ments for boating facilities generally in
the next ten years but it is not envisaged
that facilities would be to the same stan-
dard or extent as those at Fremantle
Sailing Club.
Financial details are yet to be finalised
but it is probable that the facility will

provide for both the general boating
public and the defence of the America's
Cup in 1986-87 and that costs will be
shared accordingly.

HEALTH

Foodstuffs: Testing

2245. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Health:
(1) How many officers are employed by the

Health Department for the purpose of
ensuring food products, including meat,
are maintained at standards suitable for
human consumption?

(2) Can an estimate be made of the number
of food items tested each month?

(3) How many of these items are meat from
retail outlets or from abattoirs or cold
stores?

(4) Do the tests conducted by these officers
ascertain if there are any antibiotic or
other veterinary product residues con-
tained in meat?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) 46 full-time and others are involved

from time to time (as are Local Auth-
ority Health Surveyors).

(2)

(3)
(2)

Average per month-620.
Average per month-260.
Not usually for the reasons outlined in
the answer to part 4 of question 2162 of
23/11/83.

MEAT

Inspect ion

2246. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) What inspection procedures are conduc-

ted in abattoirs in this State to ensure
carcases processed by them are suitable
for human consumption?

(2) Do the procedures incorporate analysis
of samples of meat to ensure there are
no chemical residues which may con-
taminate meat?

(3) In each month, approximately how
many carcases or cartons of' meat are
sampled by authorities under the control
of the Department of Agriculture or the
Department of Primary Industry'?

5299



5300 (ASSEMBLY)

(4) Of the meat processed by abattoirs hold-
ing an export licence and inspected by
Department of Primary Industry
officials, what proportion of meat is
redecsignated as domestic and sold lo-
cally?

Mr EVANS replied:
(1) to (4) This question should have been di-

rected to the Minister for Health.

A BO R!GIN ES

Ermu Farm: Wdluna

2247. Mr CRANE. to the Minister for Youth
and Community Services with special re-
sponsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Further to my remarks in Parliament on

Thursday. 10 November, regarding as-
sistance for the emu farm at Wiluna, is
he aware that the farm only has suf-
ficient grain remaining to feed the birds
until about Christmas time?

(2) Is he aware that the last load of I5
tonnecs was donated by Mr Norm
Loekyer of Armadale, a load which, in-
cluding the cost of transport, was in ex-
cess of $2 0007

(3) Will he arrange for the purchase and de-
livery by the Government of sufficient
grain to continue the operation, while
arranging for assistance from the Feder-
A Government for this project, which is
employing 1 5 couples, is unique in West-
ern Australia, and will be viable in two
ycars' time'?

Mr WILSON replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) Yes. 1 was aware that a donation of

grain had been forthcoming.
(3) I am told by the Federal Department of

Aboriginal Affairs that the Federal
Minister is examining a proposal for the
continuation of funding. Should an
emergency arise, the State Government
will arrange for further grain to be made
available. The project to date has been
funded through the community develop-
ment employment programme.
I would be delighted to be provided with
the figures indicating that the project
will be viable in two years' time, should
the member be in a position to produce
such details.

MINING: DIAMONDS

Equity Purchase: Consultants

2248. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
What payment has been made or is to be
made to each consultant or adviser to
the Government in relation to the acqui-
sition of shares by the GovernmenL in
Northern Mining Corporation NL and
the agreemnt by the Government with
the joint venture not to require the con-
struction of a town?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
I refer the member to the replies to
questions 2197 and 1416.

HEALTH: ASBESTOS

Limitation Act: Amendment

2249. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Attorney General:
(1) Does the Attorney General intend to

bring forward an amendment to the
State Limitation Act relating to asbestos
disease sufferers?

(2) If so, when?
(3) Will it cover all people affected?
(4) If not, how does the Government pro-

pose the problem be dealt with?
Mr GR I LL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) A Bill amending the Limitation Act will

be intoduced next week.
(3) and (4) The details in the Bill will be

made known on introduction into the
Parliament.

2 2 50. This q uesl ion was postponed.

STRATA TITLES

Perth City: Easement Services. Owners' Rights,
and Future Development

2251. Mr M ENSAROS. to the Minister rep-
resenting the Attorney General:

With existing strata titles in the central
business district of the City of Perth.
how are the easemntrs services, the
owners' rights in terms of fire protection
and earthquakes, and possible future
redevelopment of the total property in
which the strata title lots arc incorpor-
ated, solved?
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M r G R ILL repl ied:
The Strata Titles Act Creates essential
easements for support and services, in
sections 6, 7, and 8. In addition, the pro-
prietors may create easements and re-
strictive covenants, by unanimous resol-
ution under section 12.
The Act requires the strata company to
insure the building to its replacement
value, unless the proprietors, by unani-
mous resolution, otherwise resolve, Indi-
vidual proprietors also have certain
rights. The whole question is discussed
at length in chapter 15 of the report on
the Strata Titles Act produced by the
Law Reform Cornmission.
Redevelopment of a property incor-
porating strata titles presently requires
cancellation of the existing
plan-technically, a notional destruc-
tion--and the lodging of a new plan. A
discussion of these issues may be found
in the Law Reform Commission report
under the headings "Extinguishment
and Variation of Strata Plans" and
"Staged Development."

HOUSING: LAND

Residential Lois: Number Created

2252. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Planning:
(I) IS it a fact that during the month of

August 1983 about 600 residential lots
were created in the Perth metro-
politan region as opposed to the average
mnonthly production of less than half this
numlber during the other months in
1983?

(2) What is the reason for the very sharp
rise in the number of residential lots cre-
ated in the Perth metropolitan region
during the month of August'?

(3) Has there been considerable increase in
demrand, and if so. how was this demon-
straied?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) The Town Planning Department lot pro-

duetion figures have recently been re-
vised and indicate that 755 residential
lots were created in the Perth metropoli-
tan region during the month of August.

(2) The rise in the number of lots created
reflects' in the main additional demand
for housing generated by Federal and

State Governnient policy initiatives, and
to an extent, Seasonal variation normally
associated with the beginning of the
financial year.

(3) The land development industry has been
operating under depressed conditions for
several years. As a result of (2) above,
demand has increased, compared with
figures for previous months produced
during the current year.

LAND

Swanbourne Hospital: Future Use

2253. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Planning:

Would he please disclose in detail the
plans for the future use of the
Swanbourne Hospital land and existing
buildings, taking into consideration the
often stated agreement with John XX II I
College, and the necessity of Brockway
tip?

Mr PARKER replied:
The Urban Lands Council's planning
consultants have just completed a report
on the future use and development of the
Swanbourne Hospital site for Govern-
ment's consideration.
Discussions have taken place with the
Nedlands City Council on this matter
and are proceeding. It is not considered
appropriate to release details pending
further discussions with the various
authorities involved.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTE

Couintiry A rea s Wa ter Supplies

2254. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Adverting to his reply to question 2120
concerning strike action, would he please
place the starting and finishing dates
next to the ten occasions mentioned?

Mr TQN KIN replied:

1-406 man/days lost 14/8/80 to
22/8/80
2-16 man/days lost 10/10/80 to

16/10/80
3-292 man/days lost 14/10/90 to

16/10/80
4-34 man/days lost 4/8/8 1
5-2 man/days lost 24/9/8 1
6-2 man/days lost 29/L0/81
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7-I8 man/days lost 25/5/82 to
26/5/82
8-14 man/days lost 25/5/82
9-13 man/days lost 25/10/82
10-8 man/days lost 20/12/82 to

22/12/82
WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN

WATER AUTHORITY

Capital Expenditure: Sourcing

2255. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Of the projected capital expenditure in
the order of $93 million for 1983-84 by
the Metropolitan Water Authority-

(a) what was the estimated sourcing of
spending in the first quarter of the
financial year;

(b) what was the actual sourcing of
spending in the first quarter of the
financial year'?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(a) and (b) Funds for the annual capital

works programme are obtained from a
number of sources which for 1983-84
include-

public and private loans
external contributions by de-
velopers, etc.
Commonwealth grants
internal funds.

Because the authority raises these funds
on an annual basis, and because the
funds become available at different
times of the year, it is not possible or
meaningful to identify the composition
of funds which comprise actual expendi-
ture for a specific period during the
year.

WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY

Capital Expenditure: Amount

2256. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Of the projected capital expenditure in

the order of $93 million for 1983-84 by
the Metropolitan Water Authority, how
n,,ach mnitny "a,~ estimated to be spent
in the first quarter of the financial year
for each water, sewecrage, drainage and
other services?

(2) H-ow much money has actually been
spent in these categories'?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) and (2) MWA capital expenditure to

30 September 1983-
Predicted ($ million)
Actual*

(S million)
Water 5.181 5.420
Sewerage 14.788 15.368
Drainage 0.046 0.134
Common Ser- 4.248 4.115
vices

TOTAL 24.263 25.037

*Includes goods and services worth
$2.4 million which had been re-
ceived at that date but not paid for.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Dispute: Wungong, Dam

2257. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) (a) Adverting to his reply to question

1355 of 1983. has the settlement or
part of it been paid yet to the con-
tractor of the Wungong Dam;

(b) if not, when and how is it agreed to
be paid?

(2) What was and/or is going to be the
source for such payments?

(3) Has this source been allowed for in the
estimates in the Metropolitan Water
Authority for 1983-84.

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) (a) Yes, full settlement has been paid

on or about 23 September 1983;
(b) not applicable.

(2) Capital works budget for 1983-84.
(3) No.

MINING

Tenements: Reports

2258. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

How many reports received by the
Mines Department from tenement
holders are-
(a) currently held by the Mines De-

partment:
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(b) held on microfisehe by the Mines
Department?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(a) 12 912:
(b) 3 279.

MINING

Minerals Revenue Study Group

2259. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:
(1) Under what terms of reference or

instruction will the minerals revenue
study group operate?

(2) (a) Has the mining industry been ap-
proached to provide input to these
terms of reference;

(b,) if so, what changes have been made
as a result of those approaches?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) The mineral revenues study group will

operate under broad terms of reference
which require the following to be ad-
dressed-

(a) analyse the existing system of de-
termining and collecting mineral re-
source revenues in Western Aus-
tralia:

(b) identify and evaluate alternative
methods for the Government of
Western Australia to determine and
collect mineral resource revenues
having regard to the objective of
maximising the benefits to the
people of Western Australia in the
long term from a vigorous mineral
resources industry;

(c) recommend the most appropriate
method(s) of levying mineral re-
source revenues and rates or levels
of charges associated with the re-
commended method(s); and

(d) present an interim report within six
months of commencement and a
final report to the Premier within
nine months.

(2) (a)
(b)

Yes;
no substantial change.

MINING

Tenements: Technical Information

2260. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:
(1) What is the current time delay for a

company or individual wishing to obtain
technical information on a mining ten-
ement from the Department of Mines?

(2) What is the reason for this delay?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) and (2) There is no delay in respect to

information from surrendered tenements
on the microfilm open-file system.

MINING

Mines Department: Batteries

2261. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:
(1) (a) Is any of the $732 000 allocated to

services and contracts in the Mines
Department vote for 1983-84 for
the purposes of introducing corn-
puterisation to the Department of
Mines;

(b) if so, in what areas is the com-
puterisation being introduced?

(2) How much of the $732 000 has been al-
located for that purpose?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(I) (a) Yes;

(b) to provide the computing facilities
for the mining tenement infor-
mation systems, explosives licens-
ing, mineral reports retrieval, mine
contamination monitoring and for
the enhancement of existing
systems.

(2) 5432 000.

MINING

Tenements: Local Government Revenue

2262. Mr MacKINNON. to the Minister for
Local Government:
(1) How much income is it estimated that

local authorities will receive from the
rating of mining tenements in 1983-84
and 1984-85 should the current Local
Government Amendment Bill be agreed
to'?
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(2) How much income was received by local
authorities from the rating of mining
tenements in-
(a) 1980-81;
(b) 1981-82; and
(c) 1982-83?

Mr CARR replied:
(1) and (2) This information is not held in

my department.

SHOPPING

Supermarkets: Computerised Scanners

2263. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs:
(1) Who is conducting the investigation into

the installation of computerised check-
out scanners in Perth supermarkets?

(2) When is it considered that the
investigation will be completed?

(3) If the investigation shows that such
checkout equipment is being installed, is
he then going to move to legislate to pro-
hibit product coding as a method of
price indication in retail stores?

(4) Hats he witnessed this type of equipment
in action?

(5) If he is to legislate to prohibit product
coding as a method of price indication.
will he consider approaches for financial
compensation from those individuals,
and companies, who have already in-
stalled this equipment?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) No investigaition has been

me, but I have formed a
comprising consumer, en
employer interests. It will
sumner issues which may a
use of such systems and a
cordingly. The word "inves
used by a newspaper and n

(2) and (3) Answered by (1).

(4) Not yet, but I plan tov
metropolitan installation
futlure.

(5) Not applicable.

2264. This quest ion wits postponed.

announced by
working party
iployce. and
address con-

rise from the
dvise me ac-
tigation" was
ot by me.

'isit the first
in the near

STATE FINANCE

Stamp Duty: Revenue

2265. Mr MacKINNON, to the Treasurer:
(1) How much income does the Government

estimate it will receive in 1983-84 from
State stamp duties levied on cheques?

(2) How much was received
source in 1982-83?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) $8.5 million.

(2)

from this

Details of revenue collected from stamp
duty on cheques are not separately
available. However, it is estimated that
revenue from this source would have
been in the order of $8.2 million in
1982-83.

GOVERNMENT CHARGES
Increase: Motorists

2266. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
By how much per week has the average
motorist's costs increased in Western
Australia since 19 February 1983 as a
consequence of State Government
charge increases?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The following information regarding the
charges which have been increased is
provided to assist the member-

(i) the fuel levy for motor spirit
increased from I .85c/litre to
2. 1 Oc/litre;

(ii) drivers' licence fees increased
from $11 per annum to $ 15 per
annum or from $33 for a three
year licence to $40 for this li-
cence;

(iii) Motor vehicle registration fees
increased by an average of
7.5%;

(iv) the recording fee increased
from $7.00 to $8.50.

In addition, the stamp duty on new
motor vehicle registrations and transfers
of registrations, which is not payable an-
nually but only when vehicles are in-
itially registered or transferred, in-
creased from $1.50 per $100 to $3.00
per $ 100 and the flat fee payable on the
transfer of motor vehicle ownership in-
creased from $5 to $ 10.
As will be appreciated, the average cost
per week for a motorist would depend
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upon many variables but the above in-
formation should enable the member to
determine the cost in particular cases he
may have iii mind.

INSURANCE

State Government Insurance Office: Depreciation

2267. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Attorney General:
(I) On what basis, or at what rate, does the

State Government Insurance Officc
currently provide for depreciation on
buildings in their accounts?

(2) How much has been provided for this
item in-
(a) 1980-8 1;
(b) 1981-82;
(c) 1982-83?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The depreciation of each building is

based on its expected life. Average rate
approximately I 2% pa.

(2) (a) 1980-81-Sit 570;
(b) 1981I-82-$63 070;
(c) 1982-83-$297 070.

These amounts are not tax deductible.

INSURANCE

State Government Insurance Office:
Contingencies, Debts and Reserves

2268. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Attorney General:

I n the accountis of the State Go vernmren t
Insurance Office, how much was pro-
vided in 1982-83 for-
(a) contingencies;
(b) bad debts;
(c) doubtful debts;
(d) reserves pursuant to section 7 (8)

(a) of the State Government
Insurance office Act?

Mr GRILL replied:
(a) Additional provision for superannuation

and long service leave $1 771 344;
(b) bad debts actually written off $52 867;
(c) no additional provision was required;
(d) (i) increase in unearned pre-

miuni-$5 917 000;

fii) increase in
claims-$IS 914 000;

unadjusted

(iii) reduction in reserves-
$5 995 671 (including a deficit of
$5 322 221 in industrial disease).

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Dispute: Wungong Dam

2269. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

Adverting to his reply to question 1355
of 1983, could he say in which way and
by which source legal advice has
changed to the one during the office of
the previous Government which in effect
stated that the contractor had no en-
titlement in law against the Metropoli-
tan Water Authority?

M r TON K IN repl ied:
The claim by the contractor raised sub-
stantial legal and factual issues the out-
come of which in an arbitration
although apparently favourable to the
board was not completely beyond doubt
and legal advice has not changed in this
respect.
On the advice of senior counsel it was
agreed that the reduction of the claim
from $2.2 million to $150 000 with the
avoidance of heavy legal costs was a fair
and reasonable compromise in all the
circumstances

STATE FINANCE

Financial Institutions Duty: Metropolitan Water
Authority

2270. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
Will the Metropolitan Water Authority
have to pay financial institutions duty
when it banks its receipts with Treasury
when the financial institutions duty be-
comes operational?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Yes. As mentioned in my second reading
speech when introducing the Financial
Institutions Duty Bill, it is the Govern-
ment's intention that Government
instrumentalities whose operations are in
the nature of business undertakings will
have to pay the duty in the same way as
private sector bodies.
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DRAINAGE

Rates: Non-payment

2271. MrT BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Has he seen the article in the South

West Times dated 17 November 1983
and headed "Don't pay drainage
rate-Mitchell MLA"?

(2) What is the position of the residents
should they decide not to pay their rates,
as suggested by Mr Smith?

(3) Will the Government be prepared to
waive any fines incurred by the resi-
dents?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(I) Yes.

(2) and (3) 1 have already answered these
questions.

LAND: NATIONAL PARKS

Expenditure

2272. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for the En-
vironment:
(1) What was the individual expenditure

in-
(a) Yallingup:

(b) Cowaramup:

(c) Lecuwin;

(d) Scott River National Parks,
in each year since 1980?

(2) Further to (1), how many people have
been employed-

(a) Cull-time;

(b) pairt-time,

as rangers,etc. in each park in each year
since 1980?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(11 I PIM\lIl RI. MAINTtNANCI - IMPROVEWtNTS AND)
%VA(.l ,.

1960-81

YAl I INA'tP 32000
(OWARAMUF' 27 300

II IUWIN/ 26700
S( OTT

VAIl '.11' 1I1 lull
1/3 prIlime1

(OWARANILP 1Iulltl

33 500
26 700
32 800

1lull lime

1/3 par.;.. tie

1 ull lire

39 500
34 700
37 400

l ull ime

1/3 part time
(myobile)

I (tull lime.

ttLUVIN/
SCOTT

(.obile-) tmobi le) [mob1.)

Ifutll. 'nI I 1full tier- 1 lull tit-

[/3 par' lime 1/3 part lime 1/3 part "ii

([iil) (mobile) lr,nolil).

CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT

Coastal Areas: "Seascape"

2273. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Works:
(1) Will his department investigate the

product -Seascape" currently on sale in
America for use in shoreline erosion pro-
tection?

(2) Would he be prepared to give this prod-
uct a trial in Geographe Bay to see
whether it would assist with the erosion
problems?

Mr Mel VER replied:
(I ) Yes.

(2) Yes, if the investigation shows the prod-
uct to have relevance to Busselton prob-
lems and a potential for cost-effective-
ness.

HOSPITAL
Augusta

2274. M r BLA I I E, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Further to question 779 of 23 August
1983 regarding the Augusta Hospital,
has the report referred to in the answer
been completed?

(2) What assurance can he give that the
project will commence in the 1984-85
financial year?

(3) Will he table a copy of the report?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The project will be submitted for listing
in the 1984-85 capital works pro-
gramme. Subject to funding, work could
commence during the 1984-85 financial
year.
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(3) No. The report is currently being evalu-
ated by departmental officers and op-
portunity will be taken as soon as poss-
ible to discuss the findings with local
people. I will arrange for the member t0
have access to the report once the evalu-
ation is complete.

DAIRY ING
Milk: Price

2275. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

What is the current per unit price of-
(a) one litire:,
(b) two litres;
(c) 600 ml carton;
(d) 600 m) bottle,
of milk in each capital city of Australia?

Mr EVANS replied:
liiwi ishoine Pvfrh Sydncy* Ivlbourn. Canberra I Iob., I

C0iirjr.wl.Dan-, 20.5.83j 28,4.03 1.11.83 3.9.82 i.ioXai 1.7.83 26.9.83
C C C C C C C

.m i 90 76 ?0 67 67 66 67
lh) iwo I111e, Ni/A 1503 138 132 130 None 131
(4)60Moil iin %1/A 417 42 41 44 41 41
(d1) hOrni hillv N/A 42 40 .38 41 38 40
NI/A ,No, nliII
'Ana.iddi,,n,il ,iIisy c hag~e ls math' by vvndoit in Melbourne (2c per unm and in Sydfn-y (.n1 tIlt tion of vendor].

64
None

41
38

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SECRET HARBOUR

Employment Implications
559. Mr BARNETT, to the Premier:

I refer to the announcement this morn-
ing of the go-ahead for the Secret Har-
bour development between Rockingham
and Mandurah. What are the employ-
ment implications of the project?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The first stage of the project is expected
to begin in January and will provide
work for up to 300 people. However, in
the longer term the employment impli-
cations are much greater.
The land development casts of the proj-
ct are estimated to be $90 million in
1983 dollars spread over a number of
years. The length of time will depend on
market conditions, that is, on the de-
mand for the land.
The total development costs for housing,
hotels, and other facilities that may be
included in the project are estimated to
be $500 million. Obviously the expendi-
ture of such an amount of money will
create many jobs, both directly and in-
directly.
The Government regards this as a major
development project of very great
significance and with the capacity to
make an important contribution to the
economy.

I might say that we are very pleased to
have been able to sign an agreement
with the developers for the project to go
ahead. Final approval has taken a very
long time and the previous Government
must take most of the blame for this. It
allowed the project to become bogged
dawn in red tape.
We were pleased to set up new pro-
cedures for consideration of the project
which has allowed final approval to be
achieved much more quickly than it
would have been if we had persisted with
the procedures being followed by the
previous Government.

MINISTER FOR PARLIAMENTARY AND
ELECTORAL REFORM

Exemptions, Penalties and Privileges: Statement

560. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister for Par-
liamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) Is the Minister accurately quoted in last

night's edition of the Daily News where
he said, "There should be no special
penalities, exemptions or privileges relat-
ing to any class or group within
society"?

(2) If he was correctly reported when mak-
ing those remarks in relation to electoral
matters, will he tell the House whether
the same principle should apply to laws
relating to the conduct of business, and
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laws governing the ownership of prop-
erly?

.Mr TONK IN repl ied:

(1) 1 do not have the words in front of me
and I am not absolutely sure that it is
accurately reported. However, I believe
it was from a speech given in this House
in relation to amendments to the Elee-
toral Amendment Act (No. 3). If the
Daily News has accurately reported
fromt the speech. I guess I have made
those statements.

(2) That is seeking an opinion and is
inadminissible.

RECREATION: YACHTING

America's Cup, Bunbury Initialiyc

56:. Mr P. J. SM ITH. to the Minister for the
North West with special responsibility for
"Bunbury 2000":
(1) Is the Minister aware of the formation

of a group in Bunbury called the
Bunbury promotion committee?

(2) Is he aware that this committee has as
one or its aims to attract tourists and
competitors for the 1987 America's Cup
challenge by the development of a
marina in the Bunbury Port Authority
area?

(3) If so. has any approach been made to
him by this group for Government as-
sista nce to esta blish the ma ri na?

Mr GR ILL replied.

(1) I am aware of the existence of this
group.

(2) 1 congratulate the group on its initiative
and I appreciate its enthusiasm in want-
ing to be involved with the activities re-
lated to the next America's Cup chal-
lenge.

(3) I have received no such application and
look forward to receiving it in the
future, if such an application is in the
mail. I cannot comment on the appli-
cation for that reason. However, a
numbcr of applications have been re-
ceived by the Government at the present
tinme.

Previous Governments have not allo-
cated large sums of money for this pur-
pose.

There has been a policy of giving pri-
ority to such facilities in association with
fishing facilities. The recently opened
Esperance marina is an example of that.
A marina is proposed to be built in
Georgraphe Bay. somewhere in the
Dunsborough area. The exact location
has not been finalised.

Mr Blaikie: Is it specifically for the fishing
boat industry?

Mr GRILL: As 1 say, basically it is for fish-
ing boats:, but I understand the proposal
is that the facility will also be used for
recreational purposes as well.

Mr Blaikie: It is very important that that is
well and truly understood.

Mr GRILL: That is my understanding. Full
details of that project have not come for-
ward. Inquiries and investigations in re-
spect of the site are proceeding.
I will certainly consider, in a sympath-
etic light, such an application when it
comes forward, dependent on the data
available.

EDUCATION

School Buses: Guidelines

562. Mr CLARKO. to the Minister for Edu-
cation:

In answer to a question yesterday about
school bus contractors, the Minister
stated that because the Western Aus-
tralian Road Transport Association had
sent a circular to school bus operators,
he had cancelled an appointment with
representatives of the Road Transport
Association today, and would not con-
tinue to negotiate with them. I have read
the circular, and I find it innocuous.
Now that the Minister has had a good
night's sleep, would he reconsider his de-
cision to break off the negotiations
which have been proceeding for several
months and which have reached a fair
measure of agreement, and will he re-
inbtate the discussions with the Road
Transport Association as a matter of
urgency 9

Mr PEARCE replied:
After my very lengthy reply to the
question yesterday. I would have
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thought that no member would seek a
rerun. However, the situation simply is
that the question asked by the member
is in fact not a question but a series of
statements, most of which are
inaccurate.
As I explained yesterday, agreement has
not been reached between the Road
Transport Association, the Transport
Commission, the Education Department,
Treasury, and me with regard to a
couple of crucial points. I point out that
the points are crucial in the association's
view, but not necessarily in mine. The
association is unreasonable in asking
that the Government pays the fees of
bus contractors so they can join the as-
sociation. That is akin to the Building
Workers Industrial Union demanding
that builders pay the union fees for their
workers. We have not reached agree-
ment on this point although the associ-
ation has put its point of view at several
meetings.
I made an arrangement with the associ-
ation, in response to an offer I made, for
the association to give me its documen-
tation last Thursday so that I could at-
tach it to the Cabinet documents.

M~r Stephens: Did you double book that
meeting on 17 November? Was there a
double booking that meant you were not
able to give them your full attention?

Mr PEARCE: If that has been said, it shows
the level of distortion.
We had a meeting on Monday of the
week before last; and that meeting was
attended by eight or nine members of
the association, representatives of the
Education Department's bus section, the
Transport Commission, and the
Treasury; so there were 16 or 17 people
at the meeting.
Agreement was not reached on all of the
matters, but I told the Road Transport
Association that I would put its material
to the Cabinet for the Cabinet to make a
decision. I told the association that in-
stead of my officials or me writing out
its case, I would make the concession
that it could write its case and I would
put it unadulterated to the Cabinet.

Mr Rushton: That is a reasonable thing to
do.

Mr PEARCE: I thought it was reasonable. I
gave the association a further con-

cession, that instead of just giving me
the documentation, the representatives
could bring it personally on the
Thursday morning that the Cabinet
minute was to be passed on, and they
could go through their documentation
line for line, word for word, and figure
for figure, so that the association was
confident I understood exactly what was
in the documentation.

Mr Clarko: They don't believe that they en-
tered into a commitment to bring you
the statements last Thursday.

Mr PEARCE: That was the purpose of the
meeting. When they arrived, they had
no documentation.

My meeting was to be with the two ac-
countants for the association and not
with its officials, because the account-
ants were the people who had put the
documentation together. However, an
official of the association turned up, and
he did not have the documentation. He
argued about the fact that anything had
been agreed between the department
and the association.

After about four minutes of discussion,
the Hon. Bob Hetherington arrived in
the belief that we had a meeting of the
Government party's education com-
mittee. I stepped outside for two minutes
in order to relay information to Mr
Hetherington and one other member. I
told them no meeting was to be held;
and I returned and spent the rest of the
allocated time with the Road Transport
Association representatives. However,
the meeting was truncated to somec ex-
tent. I had offered them the opportunity
to come forward and discuss their docu-
mentation but all they wanted to do was
to repeat the arguments they had used in
generalised terms at the meeting we held
on the Monday. In the end, I said, "All
right, go away and come back with the
documentation, and do it properly the
next time". I told them that I would give
them a week.
In that week, instead of preparing the
documentation, the association sent a
circular to the bus operators, telling
them to contact the local media, P &
Cs, and local members of Parliament,
claiming that the Government still had a
commitment to the open tender system.
Now, that is a lie!
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Mr Clarko: You said on the Thursday that
your Government still favoured that.
You got down to a public tendering
system. as I remember it.

Mr PEARCE: I have the answer to the
question on 17 November in front of me.
On page 4894 of Hansard it reads-

Last Monday I met for the fifth or
sixth time with members of the
Road Transport Association in an
attempt to finalise the negotiations.
The member will understand that
the Cabinet made a decision last
March to go to open tender, and
that decision still stands.

Mr Clarko: That is the point.
Mr PEARCE: Let me finish. I continued-

A series of negotiations has been
going on to find an acceptable sub-
stitute for that policy.

It was perfectly clear to the Road
Transport Association that the Govern-
ment was negotiating with it for a sub-
stitute policy on the decision which had
been previously taken.

Mr Clarko: That is not how it was heard
here. At that time, you said that the
Cabinet decision was still public ten-
dering.

Mr PEARCE: Quite apart from the way it
reads here, which in any event is per-
fectly consistent with what I have said,
the Road Transport Association is not
dependent upon answers to questions in
Parliament, because I had spent the best
part of an hour explaining that very
point with its representatives. They
understood that perfectly.
I will not be put in the situation where
the decision should be put off because of
the inability of the Road Transport As-
sociation to provide documentation for
the Cabinet, because that would create
uncertainty in the industry and lead to
an unnecessary amount of fear among
people in the country.

Mr Clarko: Why don't you agree on that
point with them?

Mr PEARCE: I will obtain a decision at the
Cabinet meeting on Monday.
I said in the House last night that I
would be willing at any time to entertain
an approach from the Road Transport
Association on the basis that it would
rectify the deliberate lie in the statement

it put out. I am perfectly happy, on the
initiative of the association, to enter into
negotiations. However. I have had no
approaches from the association along
that line.

WATER RESOURCES: DAM

Harding River: Progress Payment

563. Mr TONKIN (Minister for Water Re-
sources):

I would like to correct the answer to
question 2211 asked by the member for
Floreat. In relation to part (4), the
answer given was "Answered by (2)".
That answer should be deleted and in its
place should be inserted the following-

million

1983-84 .................
1984-85 .................

2 424
7 938

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Western Australian Development Corporation:
Shares

564. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(1) In respect of the Government's proposed

development corporation, is it his
intention that private companies or indi-
viduals will subscribe to shares in the
corporation?

(2) Has he had any discussions with
companies or individuals in relation to
this?

(3) Have any companies or individuals indi-
cated their intention to subscribe to
shares in the corporation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I) It is possible that this will happen and
the legislation permits it to happen.

(2) No discussions have been held with any-
one about the possibility of people
buying shares in the development cor-
poration.

(3) Not applicable. No-one has given a com-
mitment that they want to buy shares,
because no-one has been asked and no
discussions have been held with prospec-
tive purchasers.
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TECHNOLOGY
Wesrintech Innovations Corporation Ltd.:

Government Participation

565. Mrs HENDERSON, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:
(I) Has the Minister seen the report in

yesterday's The West Ausiralian con-
cerning the Government's taking up of
the 10 per cent share of Westintech
Innovations Corporation?

(2) Does he support the contention that the
Government's move may be a barrier to
helping technological and scientific de-
velopment in the State?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 thank the member for some

notice of the question. I have seen the
article and it is nonsense. It is a great
pity that the Opposition spokesman on
technological development chose to go
into print in a very narrow-minded,
negative, and petty fashion to condemn
an initiative which, to date, has been
very worthwhile and which I have no
doubt will prove to be extremely
worthwhile in this area in the future.

I emphasise that the Government of this
State was requested by the leaders of the
syndicate to take up an equity in this
venture.

Mr Court: What happens if another group
wants to be involved?

Mr BRYCE: That might well occur. I did
not act precipitately. I have waited some
three or four months to ascertain just
who would indicate a positive interest in
this field. Three or four different groups
wrote to me and indicated they were
interested. Interestingly enough, they
Finished up combining their resources
and grouping together under the um-
brella of Westintech Innovations Cor-
poration group. We have now reached
the stage where an application will soon
need to be put together and presented to
the Federal authority which will be set
in place when the legislation has passed
through the Federal Parliament, in order
to provide a licence for the body.

In ease the member for Nedlands feels
some anxiety about that, I assure him
that next year it is anticipated there will
be additional scope for further licences

Mr Court: Would you advocate that action
for all new high technological develop-
menits?

Mr BRYCE: Personally I think it is a very
good concept. As it has worked with the
film industry-

Mr MacKinnon: You are getting a lot of sup-
port from them this year, aren't you?

Mr BRYCE: -in my view it probably
should be extended on that basis. How-
ever, experience will demonstrate that
the rather ungenerous types inside the
Federal Treasury, having decided to
set a ceiling of $40 million, will in fact,
as years roll by. open their hearts and
see that the actual expansion of that
taxation deduction system For people
investing in ibis field will be necessary. I
am sure the member for Nedlands and
his colleague on the front bench, the
member for Murdoch, will be only too
pleased then to retract some of the un-
kind thoughts they have had at this
stage.

SITTING OF THE HOUSE

Friday

566. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Leader of the
House:

Could the Leader of the House tell us
the planned sitting hours for tomorrow?

MrTONKIN replied:
When the Premier and I decided this
morning that the House would have to
sit tomorrow because of the substantial
amount of business on the Notice Paper,
I indicated that informally to some
members. We will be sitting at 10.45
am. and hopefully it will not be necess-
ary to sit until too late in the afternoon,
although the time of adjournment has
not yet been determined. Obviously
there is still a great deal of business be-
fore the House, and, if we make very
slow progress, we shall. have to-sit on
more days for longer hours.

Mr MacKinnon: Approximately what time
would you expect to sit until tomorrow
afternoon?

Mr TONKIN: I would expect that we would
sit until 6 p.m., but if we make good
progress we could adjourn earlier.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT: MANDURAH
SHIRE COUNCIL

Canal Development: Government Action
567. Mr BLAIKIE. to the Minister for

Plann ing:
(1) Following the voluminous answer given

by the Premier in relation to the Secret
Harbour project, what action does the
Government now propose to take to re-
solve thc Mandurab Shire Council dead-
lock with the reported S180 million
canal project?

(2) As Dr Shea is a principal environmental
adviser to the Premier as well as deputy
shire president of the council, is the
Government concerned about the pro-
priety of the position or the pecuniary
interest Dr Shea may have with the
shire in its negotiations with the Govern-
ment on ibis matter?

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: Order! I must rule the last
part of the question to be out of order. It
is not a question to which the Minister
can respond.

Question Without Notice Resumed
Mr PARKER replied:
(1) 1 am aware from Press reports of the

decision made by the Mandurah Shire
Council last night and I am aware that,
as a result of that decision, certain ac-
tion has been taken. Firstly, the de-
velopers of at least one of the projects.i
Parrys Esplanade Ltd., have approached
the Minister for Local Govern-
ment-and forwarded me a copy of the
letter-asking the Minister to rule, in
particular, on the question as to whether
Councillor Tuckey. who has consistently
declared an interest in the project, de-
spite the fact that he only has an interest
in the land connected with the John Hol-
land (Constructions) Pty. Ltd. project,
has a genuine interest. I understand my
colleague will be ruling on that in the
near future.
I have also received a direct approach
from the same people, asking for an
early meeting, and I have instructed my
office to organise a meeting with Mr
Humphrey, who is the general manager
of that section of the development
company, at the earliest opportunity and
before I go away next week.

Mr Blaikie: As Minister for Planning, do you
support the project?

Mr PARKER: If the member wanted to ask
me that he should have done so when he
asked his question.
Today the member for Mandurah issued
a statement in which he asked that the
council reconsider the decision it made
originally, a decision which was
endorsed by me and in which I asked the
council to bring forward the holding of a
referendum on the project. Had my re-
quest to the council last August been ac-
cepted by the council-namely, that the
council bring forward its referendum to
22 October, which was agreed to at the
meeting I had with the shire president
and the deputy shire president and the
member for Mandurah, but sub-
sequently not agreed to by the coun-
cil-the matter by and large would be
over by now.

Mr Blaikie: Not with Dr Shea around.
Mr PARKER: Dr Shea is like many other

people who work in two capacities. He
has his responsibility to his employer
and, like any other member of a shire
council, he is a representative of the
ratepayers of the shire and must do what
he thinks best for the benefit of the
people he represents. Whether or not I
agree with him, it is undoubtedly his
democratic right to do that.

Mr Blaikie:- And he also involves the Govern-
ment.

Mr PARKER: There are several thousand
public servants advising the Govern-
nient-

Mr Brian Burke: Are you suggesting em-
ployers should blackmail their em-
ployees on councils to vote in certain
ways?

Mr Blaikie: I will ask you the same question
tomorrow and you can have your go.

Mr Brian Burke: I will have my go too.
Mr Blaikie: Your Minister is not performing

very well.

Mr Bryce: I thought he had you tied right
up. He is ready to spit you out.

M r PARKER: The problem at Martdural' is
a vexed one. It has been going on for
some time. It was nowhere near resol-
ution during the time of the previous
Government.

Mr Blaikie: Come on now!
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Mr PARKER: I proposed certain action
which would have resolved the matter,
but which the shire determined not to
undertake. 1 am not in a position to di-
reet the shire in that regard and the laws
of this State do not permit me to do a
great deal to force the shire to initiate
the rezoning which it does not want to
do. Nevertheless, as I have indicated
previously, I am not prepared to take
premature action in this matter. I am
meeting with the developers. I am pre-
pared to meet with the shire. The mem-

ber for Mandurah has called on the
shire to hold a referendum. As I under-
stand it a meeting of the shire has been
requisitioned on 12 December and I
suggest that is an appropriate timne for
the shire to consider holding a
referendum. I hope that the matter can
be brought to a speedy resolution and I
will be doing all those things which are
in my power-although I might say they
are very limited-to ensure the proper
resolution of this dispute is brought
about.

(1671
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