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

UNPARLIAMENTARY BEHAVIOUR

Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): During yester-
day's sitting, while I was briefly absent from
the Chair, an incident arose in the House con-
cerning the use of the word "lies". The Deputy
Speaker in the Chair at the time iuforned
members that the word was acceptable but that
an imputation that a member of Parliament
was a "liar" was not acceptable.

I have been giving further consideration to
this matter and I have bad consultation with
the Deputy Speaker, and, for the benefit of the
House, I would like to make clear what I regard
as unacceptable language in this respect. I have
decided to revert to the practice which, until
fairly recently, had been a longstanding prac-
tice in this House. In future, the words "lie",
"lies", 'liar", or the accusation that a person is
"lying", in those direct terms, are to be
regarded as unparliamentary expressions.

These words have long been regarded, both
within and outside the parliamentary sphere, as
being highly inflammatory and, as such, they
must not be used in this Chamber. Should I
notice, or have it drawn to my attention, that
such expressions are used, I shall seek the with-
drawal of them immediately.

With all of my predecessors, I believe that
goodwill and moderation should be the hall-
mark of parliamentary debate, and I believe
that accusations of lying against fellow mem-
bers contribute much more heat than light.

MEMBER FOR GASCOYNE

Select Committee of Privilege:- Notice of Motion

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) (10.48 a.m.J:. I give notice that at the
next sitting of the House I shall move-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable a mo-
tion to the moved to establish a Com-
mittee of Privilege.

Suspension of Standing Orders
MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the

Opposition) [P0.50 a.m.]: I move, without no-
tice-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as will permit and allow the
Government's notice of motion for the es-
tablishment of a select committee and the
referral of certain matters thereto to be
dealt with forthwith and disposed of at this
sitting.

In moving this motion, I understand that the
Government will accept that this matter be
dealt with forthwith and therefore I do not
need to address it at length. However, I stress
that I think it is appropriate that the issue
should be dealt with at length. The Govern-
ment's move is a stunt; it is simply an attempt
to put pressure on the member for Gascoyne to
prevent his exercising the proper privilege of
this House, to say things that ought to be said
in this House, and for the very existence of
which parliamentary privilege exists.

Mr Parker: Even if they are completely un-
true.

Mr HASSELL: If the Government wants to
stifle Parliament, the motion should be dealt
with straight away and the Government should
be exposed for what it is. That is why I propose
that the Government's motion should be dealt
with immediately.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [10.53 am]: The Government pro-
poses to support the motion moved by the
Leader of the Opposition. The only reason the
Government did not seek to proceed with the
debate forthwith was that in accordance with
the normal traditions of the House we felt that
the Opposition should have some notice of this
motion to consider its own position; but on the
basis that the Opposition is happy to proceed
with debate, I indicate the Government also is
certainly ready.

Mr MacKinnon: Telegraphic punches
through the Press. We didn't get much notice.

The SPEAKER: I advise members that this
motion requires an absolute majority of the
House. If when I put the motion there is a
dissentient voice I will have to divide the
House.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: I have counted the numbers

in the House and have satisfied myself that the
appropriate numbers are present.

Question thus passed.
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Motion
MR PEARCE (Arrnadale-Leader of the

House) [ 10.54 a.m.): I move-
()That a Select Committee be appointed

to inquire into and report upon com-
plaints of breach of privilege referred
to it by the House; that the Committee
have power to send for persons,
papers and records; to sit on days on
which the House does not meet and to
move from place to place.

(2) That the Members of the Select Com-
mittee shall be the Members for
Welshpool, Gosnells and Stirling and
the Leader of the Opposition, together
with the mover.

(3) That the allegation made by the Mem-
ber for Gascoyne in his speech on the
Address-in-reply on Wednesday, 18
June 1986, that the Chief Electoral
Officer acted on a direction from the
then Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform that he should not
proceed with a complaint made by the
Member for Gascoyne, be referred to
the Privileges Committee.

(4) That the Committee shall present its
report to the House concerning this
reference no later than 8 July 1986.

In moving to establish a Select Committee on
the privilege of the Parliament to investigate
allegations made last night by the member for
Gascoyne the Government is seeking to clean
up the act a little in this Parliament. In recent
days we have seen the Federal Parliament
reduced to a forum where not only are the most
scandalous and inaccurate allegations made
against members and their associates, but also
it seems to be the norm, in looking at the media
reports, that one's success or failure in the Fed-
era] Parliament is based on one's ability to un-
settle other members of Parliament or mem-
bers of the Government by making scandalous
personal and inaccurate allegations.

Mr Hassell: Are you unsettled? Have you
been unsettled?

Mr PEARCE: We have not been unsettled.
Mr Hassell: Obviously that is what you are

worried about.
Mr PEARCE: That is standard parliamen-

tary behaviour which every member Qf this
House would not like to see become the norm
here. It has been the case in the relatively short
time that I have been a member of this Parlia-
ment that that kind of scandalous and totally

unfounded personal accusation has not been a
feature of this Parliament. Regrettably, during
the last 12 months the member for Gascoyne
has sought to make himself the Wilson Tuccey
of this Parliament. He has on every occasion
sought the headlines by using the parliamben-
tary privilege which this House confers upon
him to make allegations which are reportable in
the Press but which he has never been game to
make outside the Parliament, and that seems to
be his normal behaviour. I think this is a very
unfortunate trend in this House because if par-
liamentary privilege is to retain respect in the
community it must do so not only because
members exercise their parliamentary privilege
with great care and attention to the reputations
of those outside the Parliament who are
maligned by statements made here and against
which they have no right of legal redress, but
also because members of this House are
entitled to tell all by coming into this House
and taking advantage of the parliamentary
privilege which they have and which should be
exercised on their honour with due care and
attention being paid to the great traditions of
all Westminster Parliaments. They should not
expose themselves to baseless allegations.

In the House last night the member for
Gascoyne alleged that two people had acted
illegally and in breach of the Electoral Act. One
of those persons was the permanent head of the
Electoral Department, Mr Ray Shaw. The
member for Gascoyne alleged that a senior
public servant accepted a direction to breach
the Act. He was the permanent head of the
Electoral Department and was responsible in a
circumstance where surely it is important that
the Electoral Department is seen to be an im-
partial arbiter in these kinds of disputes when
allegations are made. That is an important part
of this man's role, and also an important part
of the integrity of that officer is that he is seen
to act impartially upon complaints.

The member for Gascoyne further alleged
that he acted in that illegal manner on the di-
rection of a then Minister of the Crown, now a
backbench member of this House, the member
for Morley. I immediately sought advice from
each of the parties involved as to whether those
circumstances had taken place. The member
for Morley denied absolutely to me that he had
given any such direction. I then spoke to the
current Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform, the Deputy Premier, and he said
that he had received a report by the Chief Elec-
toral Officer with regard to the member for
Gascoyne's complaint, and not on the basis of
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any direction that was given or could be given.
His advice as to the action that the Chief Elec-
toral Officer intended to lake was based on
Crown Law advice.

The fact that the current Minister is able to
report on that matter clearly indicates that it
was not even the former Minister, the current
member for Morley, who was involved at the
point at which the decision was made not to
proceed with the member for Gascoyne's com-
plaint because the Ministry had changed and
the Chief Electoral Officer was only then mak-
ing his decision on that point.

The Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform rang the Chief Electoral Officer
last night to ask point-blank had any such di-
rection been given to him by the former Minis-
ter and had he acted upon it. The Chief Elec-
toral Officer denied absolutely that any such
direction had been given. No such direction
was given.

Under those circumstances it is my view that
a clear breach of the privilege of this House has
occurred in that the member for Gascoyne has
made scandalous allegations of illegal conduct
in regard to a Minister of this House and in
regard to the head of a significant Government
department, and on the basis of those alle-
gations he has raised these matters in the
House. All participants in the circumstances to
which the member for Gascoyne alludes have
denied that any such thing occurred.

By forming a Committee of Privilege in this
Parliament we do two things: Firstly, we give
the member far Gascoyne the opportunity to
bring forward any evidence that he may have to
prove the allegations that he has made in the
Parliament; secondly failing his ability to
produce such evidence there is a prima facie
case that the forms of this Parliament, particu-
larly parliamentary privilege, have been grossly
abused by the member for Gascoyne and if the
Committee of Privilege so finds, it will be in-
cumbent upon that committee to report to the
House that it needs to look to its own standards
and to its own future credibility in the com-
munity by taking whatever action is necessary
against the member for Gascoyne to discourage
him-and other members if necessary in the
future-from using the forms of the House in
this most outrageous manner-

Mr Hassell: Trying to silence members of
Parliament-the Marcos Government!

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Employment and Training) [ 11.00
a.m.]: I second this motion and I do so because,

despite the mirth and general gaiety exhibited
by members opposite, this is a very serious
issue and one which in the Government's view
it is important to have determined.

For the reasons indicated by the Leader of
the House, the appropriate course is to have a
committee of inquiry into the issue of privilege,
with the opportunity being given to the mem-
ber for Gascoyne to state clearly and
unequivocally the material upon which he re-
lied to establish the very serious allegation
made against the permanent head of the Elec-
toral Department.

It is important to remember in this connec-
tion that an allegation that a Government Min-
ister interfered with a senior public servant is
always an important and serious allegation, but
is particularly so when made in respect of the
permanent head of the Electoral Department
because of the independent role that the elec-
toral office must play.

I remind members opposite that it was in the
Court of Disputed Returns in 1977 that Mr
Justice Howard Smith found that Court
Government Ministers had improperly sought
to influence the determinations and actions of
the then Chief Electoral Officer. That was a
very serious allegation and one which illus-
trates quite clearly how important such an alle-
gation is when made in relation to the Electoral
Department and the role of the Chief Electoral
Officer.

For those reasons, I second the motion.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [ 11.03 a.m.):
The Opposition will oppose this motion, for a
very good reason. It is interesting that the
Government decided to proceed with it today,
because some months ago the Government de-
cided to set up a similar committee. It went
through the charade of appointing the mem-
bers, and then referred nothing to it.

I ask members to cast their minds back to
that occasion. It was an occasion on which I
spoke in a debate regarding the Exim leases in
the Kimberley-a matter which is still of great
disgrace to the Labor Party and this State.

Mr MacKinnon: The Parliament has been
misled.

Mr LAURANCE: In that debate I made a
claim that a fee of $90 000 commission had
been paid to a pastoral real estate agency and
that a private person had been given a com-
mission of S4 000 for not proceeding with an
option to purchase. I was called on to give
proof of those allegations-it was said that I
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could not be believed-and the Government
set up a committee to investigate them.

Mr Blaikie: Not only that; it was the Premier
who said that you were wrong.

Mr LAURANCE: He came rushing in here
and gave a 20-minute speech to denigrate me,
and asked how I could say these things as there
was absolutely no proof. The very next night ,during question time, the member for
Kimberley asked the Premier about this mat-
ter. The Premier said-and it is on the record
in Mansard-that $90 000 commission was
paid to Elders Pastoral for not selling the
Emanuel properties, and Mr Hodgson received
$4 000 for not proceeding with his option to
purchase.

They were exactly the allegations that I had
made! The Premier gave the answer to the Par-
liament the next night, but he had said to me,
"Where is your proof?" I do not need any more
proof than the Premier substantiating my alle-
gations.

Mr Hassell: I think you do.
Mr LAURANCE: With this Premier I

probably do.
Mr Blaikie: The interesting part was that the

Press did not mind printing what the Premier
said, but it did very little about printing the
retraction.

Mr Parker There was never a retraction.
Mr LAURANCE: What I had said was absol-

utely true. There was a sale in that case, where
an agency was involved-

The SPEAKER: Order! I am not averse to
the member making a brief comment about the
matters which he is now discussing, but I am
not at all happy that he should make them the
basis of his speech because the matter before
the House has nothing whatsoever to do with
what he is speaking about at the moment. If he
wants to add anything more in this vein, it
should be very brief and he should then return
to the point which the House is supposed to be
debating.

Mr LAURANCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I
will conclude that pant of my remarks by saying
that that was the occasion when last the
Government tried to set up such a committee,
and it was a farce on that occasion. I only
mentioned that to highlight that it is a farce
again on this occasion.

The Government was not going to do any-
thing about it. It simply gave notice-it was
carrying out the act because some mention was
made to the Press last night that the Govern-

ment would move in this direction. The matter
would probably have fallen off the end of the
Notice Paper if the Opposition had not taken it
forward.

We intend to take this matter forward at
great length today, and on possibly future oc-
casions in court proceedings. There is a case for
the Government to answer and it was right and
proper for me to raise it here in the Parliament.
I could have raised it from the time that I
received the advice from the Chief Electoral
Officer-I could have raised it in the courts if I
had been prepared, at my own expense, to take
the matter to the Supreme Court. I was not
prepared to go to that expense because I have
the confidence of my electors to be elected to a
place where one can raise these matters of con-
cern. If one cannot do that, why do we have a
Parliament? What is a Parliament for?

Mr Hassell: Trying to silence a member!
Mr LAURANCE: if the only way that a per-

son can get some redress against a Minister of
the Crown, who comes into his electorate three
days before an election and defames someone
who has represented that electorate for nearly a
decade, is through the courts, we might as well
close this place down. There is no reason for
having a Parliament.

Mr Peter Dowding: You abused the privilege
of Parliament.

Mr LAURANCE: We will see about that in a
moment. It is interesting that the only occasion
in the history of this Parliament, as I under-
stand it, when a person has been taken before a
Select Committee ini order to investigate alle-
gations that he made in the Parliament and try
to get him to give some proof-

Mr Thompson: You mean Sticky Fingers.
Mr LAURANCE: It was Sticky Fingers him-

self. It has never happened to a member on this
side of the House; it has certainly never
happened to me. It happened to the member
for Ascot, as he was at that stage.

Mr Bryce: I have consistently represented
five times more people than you have.

Mr LAURANCE: And five times less well!
Never mind that. That member was taken be-
fore a committee, and what happened on that
occasion? He refused to give any evidence.

So even when a committee has been estab-
lished, it is members opposite who are really in
the sights of the gun, not anybody on this side
of the House. I presume that is why the Deputy
Premier did not take part in moving this mo-
tion, although he did see fit to go on radio this
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morning and defame me. He knows that he
himself is the only person who has had to
answer any of these allegations before in a simi-
lar way.

I have the Mansard copy with me. I believe it
is important that the matter be put straight in
the early stages of this debate.

Mr D. L. Smith: Why oppose the motion?
Mr LAURANCE: Because it is a charade.

Last time the Government did not proceed
with setting up the committee and this time it
was not going to proceed unless we brought the
matter on. We are helping the Government out.

Mr D. L. Smith: You won't test it before the
courts and you won't test it before the com-
mittee.

Mr LAURANCE: That is one interjection I
would like to take up. I hope it was recorded in
Mansard because that simply is not the case. if
the Government proceeds to set up this com-
mittee despite our opposition, wonderful things
may happen. On the other point the member
made, 1 have never said I do not intend taking
the matter before the courts; I said that I did
not take it before the courts until the sitting of
Parliament where I have the legitimate right to
raise this matter.

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: Members opposite have

not heard my legal advice. I will give them that
shortly.

Mr Bryce: Is it from Williams QC?
Mr LAURANCE: No, it is not the person

who was defamed by the Deputy Premier last
week.

Mr Hassell: Perhaps we could refer that to a
Committee of Privilege.

Mr Bryce: Now you are getting touchy, Bill.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: The allegations I made in

the debate yesterday are the subject of the mo-
tion. It is very important that we should go
back to my exact words. I presume the Govern-
ment has had a look at the Hansard record
before it moved the motion; that would be the
first thing one would expect the Government to
do. I will check with Mansard on that; up until
late last evening the Government did not have
it. Perhaps it has taken some action to get hold
of a copy this morning. I am not aware of that
yet.

Yesterday in the debate when I had outlined
what the charge was I said this-

I believed that I had a case. I took it to
the Chief Electoral Officer that day and
told him I wanted some action on the mat-
ter. I had to wait a month after the election
and then I wrote to him and said, "What
are you doing about it? Because I had had
nothing more than an acknowledgment
from him. The Chief Electoral Officer
wrote to me only a few weeks ago and I will
quote from his letter. It reads-

In response to your letter of 6
February concerning your complaint
against Mr. Grill the matter has been
examined by Crown Law officers.
Advice to me is that there are no
grounds for further investigation or
action and I shall therefore not be pro-
ceeding with the matter.

It was a brief letter saying he was not going to
do anything more about it. According to
Hansard I went on to say this--

I have the highest regard for the Chief
Electoral Officer and for those Crown Law
offiers ...

The Government is going to set up a committee
to investigate allegations I made against these
officers. Let us make sure we are very clear
about the record. I accorded them the highest
reputation; it is recorded in Hansard. Then I
went on to say, "but this Government-", and
the Deputy Speaker interrupted, and there were
some interjections and a point of order. On the
next page of the transcript I went on to say the
following-

I have the highest regard for those
officers, but their work on this occasion
has been prostituted by this Govern-
ment..

I did not retract anything from my regard for
the reputation of the officers at all. It just
shows how silly the Government looks over
this matter.

Mr I-odge: No matter how hard you wriggle
you cannot get out of this; you are wasting
time.

Mr LAURANCE: Who is wriggling?
Mr Hodge: You are; you are right on the

hook.
Mr LAURANCE: I went on to say yesterday

that their work has been prostituted by this
Government, which obviously has directed
them. I said-

This Minister should have been re-
moved from Parliament for a period of
two years under that clear breach of the
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Act-that is the penalty, and he is guilty
and should have lost his seat in this Parlia-
ment under the terms of the Electoral Act.
This Government directed those officers
not to take any further action. That is how
much they have prostituted those officers.
It would not allow them to do the right
thing, although it is quite clear what the
right thing is.

I would say that I have just given a testimony
to the efficiency and effectiveness of the
officers of the Crown Law Department and the
Chief Electoral Officer. I would be the best
friend they have in the Parliament, and I have
confirmed that again today. Those remarks I
made contained only one allegation, and it is
against the Government; yet the Government
is setting up a Committee of Privilege. If a
member of the Opposition cannot come into
the House and make allegations against the
Government of the day, what is Parliament
for?

Mr Hassell: They want to close it down.
Mr LAURANCE: It must be a very sensitive

Government which cannot stand the normal
sort of criticism from the Opposition. That is
all this is.

Mr D. L. Smith: Test it before the com-
mittee.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government would
not even set up the committee last time.

Mr Hassell: He is testing it before the House.
Mr LAURANCE: Where it should be tested.
Mr Burkett: In four weeks he will be testing

you for your job.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: Let us be clear about what

I said. Mr Shaw has been personally known to
me for many years. I have the highest regard
for him, not only personally, but also as a pro-
fessional officer. I do not know who gave the
opinion from the Crown Law Department, but
I have had a lot to do with those people in my
parliamentary career and I have never found
any of them to be unsatisfactory officers or to
be non-professional.

Mr Hassell: I Presume the Government made
the opinion available to you?

Mr LAURANCE: I have not seen the
opinion yet, and I do not know who gave it to
the Government. I want to put on record, as I
did yesterday, my support for those officers
and for the Public Service. It is well-known that
the Public Service is not held in very high re-

gard by members opposite. We have been the
champions of the Public Service in the last
three years, but the Government has destroyed
the Public Service.

It is on that record that I decided to charge
the Government and bring this allegation
against it that it directed the officers on this
occasion. The reason I did so was that I had
three lots of legal advice that told me that the
Minister for Agriculture, when he was the Min-
ister for Transport prior to the last election,
broke the Electoral Act and acted illegally.
When a Minister acts illegally it is a very im-
portant matter, and it should be brought before
this Parliament, as it was and will continue to
be. If members opposite work out a way
whereby they can disrupt and frustrate the
proper course of the law in this State I will have
to go to the Supreme Court. That is the answer
to the member for Mitchell.

It should first be brought to the proper place.
The member for Vilgarn-Dundas is a Minister
of the Crown in this Parliament; he acted il-
legally, and he must be brought to book for it,
and that is why I am raising the matter here.
Let members opposite try to tell me anything
different. Let them bring up motions and do
what they like; they can sing and dance, but
they are only trying to protect him and to
silence me. I tell them this: I will not be
silenced; there is no way.

Mr Peter Dowding: You can tell the com-
mittee then, can't you?

Mr LAURANCE: I will tell anybody, and I
will tell the Government today at great length.
The Government can check Standing Orders
and the Acts of Parliament; it can go through
them with a fine tooth comb and see if it can
find some ways to frustrate the law and protect
the Minister and silence me. They will not
work; none of them will work because this will
be said and this action will be taken against
that person.

I play the game reasonably tough and so does
he. We were school chums together. I have
known him for a long time. He came to my
electorate several times during the election and
played it fairly rough. He threatened staff
members of the Main Roads Department
office. One of them-the Minister knows
whom it is and will probably sack him
tomorrow-spoke to me. A meeting was called
by the Minister, not in his position as a Minis-
ter of the Crown, but as a private member.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I point out again to
the member for Gascoyne that the matters that
are before the House are not those which he is
now canvassing, On this occasion I will not
give him the opportunity to draw those matters
to a conclusion. I1 ask him to move directly to
the matter before the House.

Mr LAURANCE: I appreciate your direction
and advice, Mr Speaker. This matter surrounds
the allegations and the actions of the Minister
for Agriculture. It is difficult to talk about the
letter that was eventually sent without talking
about some of' the other things that surround
the action.

Points of Order

Mr MacKINNON: The member for
Gascoyne is referring to matters relating to the
Minister for Agriculture and his activities in
Carnarvon at the time of the election.

Mr Pearce: Those matters are not before the
House.

Mr MacKINNON: Paragraph (3) of the mo-
tion refers to "the allegation made by the mem-
ber for Gascoyne in his speech on the Address-
in-Reply on Wednesday, 18 June, that the
Chief Electoral Officer acted on a direction
from the then Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform that he should not proceed
with a complaint made by the member for
Gascoyne, be referred to the Privileges Com-
mittee". If we are to debate this motion prop>-
erly, we must be able to refer to the extent of
the complaint which involved the Minister for
Agriculture and his activities at that time.

While I respect your opinion, Mr Speaker, I
put it to you that we must be able to refer to
that point of view as a pant of the debate, if we
are to debate the motion correctly.

Mr PEARCE: I have worded this motion
very carefully to refer specifically to that part of
the member for Gascoyne's speech last night
which, in my view, constitutes a breach of
privilege; that is, the allegation of illegal activ-
ity by a Minister of this House and by the
permanent head of a significant Government
department. Therefore, I have not referred in
paragraph (3) of the motion to all the alle-
gations made by the member for Gascoyne. It
is certainly not my intention that the Privilege
Committee should be a kind of Royal Com-
mission into all the allegations made by the
member for Gascoyne. if I did, the committee
would sit for a year and a day.

The specific matters that I have addressed in
the motion are the ones I referred to in my
speech-that is, the allegation that an improper
and illegal direction was given to the head of a
Government department. The circumstances
surrounding whether that direction was given
are not, in my view, germane to the point. The
Privilege Committee will be asked to decide on
whether such a direction was given.

Mr MacKin non: In relation to the nature of
the complaint.

Mr PEARCE: That has nothing to do with it.
The allegation was made that an illegal direc-
tion was given. The Privilege Committee will
not be asked to consider any other matter.

Mr LAURANCE: Surely this is nonsense.
Why is this matter being sent to the committee
if it is not about all allegations? If!I am not able
to speak about those allegations, why did
the Government decide to proceed with this
action?

Mr Brian Burke: The member for Gascoyne
is speaking in support of a point of order
against himself. That must be the first time that
has happened.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: I am convinced, after

listening to the points raised, that my previous
ruling was correct. It may be difficult for some
members to understand why the Government
has moved this motion in this way. It may be
difficult, therefore, for them to debate it in this
way. Nonetheless, it is my duty to the House to
ensure that only those matters before the Chair
are debated.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: Paragraph (3) of the mo-

tion reads-
That the allegation made by the Member

for Gascoyne in his speech on the Address-
in-Reply on Wednesday, 18 June 1986,
that the Chief Electoral Officer acted on a
direction from the then Minister for Par-
liamentary and Electoral Reform that he
should not proceed with a complaint made
by the Member for Gascoyne, be referred
to the Privileges Committee.

I intend to stick to that pant of the motion and
particularly the part that states, "a complaint
made by the member for Gascoyne". I will
stick to the matters relating to the complaints I
made to the Chief Electoral Officer on 6
February, which was a Thursday. The election
was held on Saturday, 8 February. On
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Wednesday, 5 February, an article appeared in
the two local newspapers distributed in
Carnarvon. It was a Press release, substantially,
from the Minister for Transport as Mr Grill
then was. Both newspapers carried the story. I
got hold of a copy of that Press release and
found that the newspapers had used it almost
in its entirety. However, they had decided to
remove two groups of words. One group was
that 1 had been "deliberately misleading his
constituents" and the other was the group re-
ferring to my being "totally dishonest". The
newspapers appeared on the streets on 5
February. It was carefully designed so that the
letter should appear in those newspapers on the
day because the newspapers are published only
once a week. The next time they would be
published would be on the Wednesday follow-
ing the election and that would have been too
late for me to have done anything.

Mr Brian Burke: What has this to do with the
motion.

Mr LAURANCE: Paragraph (3) of the mo-
tion refers to the complaint made by me to the
Chief Electoral Officer. That was the reason
that it was difficult to respond in those news-
papers; in fact, it was impossible. The Minister
chose the last publication date prior to the elec-
lion fur the article to appear. He gave that
Press release to the newspapers four or five
days before in order for them to be included in
the last pubication before the election.

On the same day that the newspapers hit the
streets every letterbox in Carnarvon had
delivered to it a copy of a letter. I have the
letter here; it was given to me by a constituent.
I must keep emphasising that this all occurred
on Wednesday, 5 February, prior to the elec-
tion on 8 February so that members and the
media will appreciate that, because of the me-
dia blackout from midnight that night until
election day, it was impossible for me to re-
spond in any way. I could not buy time on the
local radio station on the Thursday or the
Friday to refute some of the smut that the then
Minister for Transport had published about
me.

If he had stuck to the newspaper only I would
have taken it on the chin, because he said some
other things which were printed in the paper, as
did I, and it was tit for tat. However, he de-
cided to go one step further and wrote to every
constituent in the electorate who lived in
Carnarvon on the last day before the media
blackout. The letter was written on his official
letterhead, signed by him, but it was unauthor-
ised and, therefore, was in technical breach of

the Electoral Act. I will come back to this mat-
ter at a later stage, but I advise members that
this breach has been substantiated by the Chief
Electoral Officer. I am not referring to a techni-
cal breach, but to an illegal breach.

Mr Peter Dowding: What did you say about
the Chief Electoral Officer?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order'
Mr LAURANCE: I have directed the

Premier's attention to the section of the Act
which has been breached and I now have
pleasure in drawing this matter to the attention
of the fonner Minister for Transport who, in
his legal capacity, will be aware that my
remarks are directed to part (3) of the Govern-
ment's motion.

On the day the letter was distributed-I have
given the House the significance of that day-
one of my constituents brought it to me and
asked if I thought the letter was fair. He said to
me that he knew that candidates could get
rough at electoral time, but he did not think
they could get as bad they had. I immediately
rang the Liberal Party headquarters and asked
for its advice as to whom I should contact in a
legal capacity regarding this matter. I was not
referred to the old firm of "white lipped and
trembling", but to a prominent loca firm in
this city; I contacted a leading member of the
profession and told him the circumstances. I
facsimiled the letter to him and within that day
he telephoned and said, "My clear advice to
you is that there has been a breach of section
183(5) of the Electoral Act". Those words came
from a leading solicitor in this city.

Mr Peter Dowding: How long did it take for
him to reach that conclusion?

Mr LAURANCE: Long enough to give me an
indication that it was a breach of the Electoral
Act. It was not a technical breach, but a
substantial illegal breach of that section of the
Act which carries a penalty of disqualification
from Parliament for two years.

Of the two breaches that is the one I was
more concerned about and that is to what pant
(3) of the motion moved by the Government
today relates. It is interesting that it was not
only my solicitor who gave me that advice,
because I telephoned the two newspapers who
published the subsequent articles. As I have
already mentioned, the letter is the same as the
Press release which was given to the news-
papers. I advised them that they had published
the Minister's Press release word for word ex-
cept that they had removed certain passages'
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which made the article totally misleading and
dishonest. I asked the reason that these pass-
ages had been deleted and I was advised that
their legal advice was that these passages were
defamatory, and thus they were deleted. One
newspaper changed the wording to what its sol-
icitors thought would be more acceptable to
me-the person being defamed. The other
newspaper deleted the sections to which I have
referred and printed the remainder of the Press
release as it was presented to it.

I received advice from the senior solicitor of
a leading firm advising that the letter was
clearly a breach of the Act and the two news-
papers obtained separate legal advice which
stated that the letter was defamatory and, as a
result, did not print those words. The whole let-
ter is defamatory, however I did take particular
exception to those two statements.

For the benefit of the House I will refer to the
section of the Act which has been breached.
Members have already heard about the letter
and the Press release and that the two legal
advisers to the newspapers and a senior solici-
tor in this city said there was a breach of sec-
tion 1 83(5) of the Act. This section states-

.... or at any time between the issue of
the writ and the close of the poll ....

This is the time I am talking about. It con-
tinues-

... publishes or exposes, or causes to be
published Or exposed, to public view any
document or writing or printed matter ....

That is exactly what is contained in the letter.
It continues-

*.... containing any untrue statement de-
famatory of any candidate ....

We have clearly established that point. It con-
tinues-

.... and calculated to influence the vote
of any elector;

If it was not calculated to influence the vote of
every elector, why was the letter sent to every
elector in Carnarvon three days prior to the
election? It is as clear as the nose on a person's
face-it was an illegal act and in breach of the
Electoral Act and this Government and this
Minister know it. That is why the Government
has prevented this matter being brought for-
ward by the officers concerned.

Mr Blaikie: The Minister will say that it
seemed like a good idea at the time.

Mr LAURANCE: That is right.

It should have been confirmed by the then
Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform but, unfortunately, he has been paired
for today.

Mr Spriggs: Where is he?
Mr Peter Dowding: Again you are alleging

that he interfered with Mr Shaw's exercise of
powers.

Mr LAURANCE: No, I am not.
Mr Peter Dowding: You are doing it again.
Mr LAURANCE: I am dealing with it.

Mr Pearce: We were not intending to proceed
with this discussion until next Tuesday, but
you asked for the discussion today.

Mr LAURANCE: The previous Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform is paired
for the day. As Mrs Malaprop would say-it is
a magnificent co-in-ci-dence that he is not here
today.

Mr Pearce: Because we had anticipated deal-
ing with the motion on Tuesday and we
brought it on today at your request.

Mr LAURANCE: It is only the second week
and the Minister has already failed as Leader of
the House.

The SPEAKER: Order! It is becoming very
difficult for Hansard to take down this debate.

Mr LAURANCE: I do not want to deal with
the interjections either, so I will press on.

Section 183 of the Act has been clearly
breached in this case. Thus, on receiving this
legal advice I did what any member of this
Parliament would do. I wrote immediately to
the Chief Electoral Officer and brought the
matter to his attention. I should just bring to
the attention of the House what I said to the
Chief Electoral Officer at that time.

I received advice on 5 February and wrote to
Mr Shaw on 6 February. I facsimiled my infor-
mation to his office so that he could receive it
the same morning. I acted with all due haste to
bring this matter to his attention, because I
wanted him to take some action against this
Minister prior to the election which was to be
held on the Saturday.

Mr Pearce: H~e did.
Mr LAU RANGE: He did not tell me any-

thing. He certainly did not respond to me be-
fore 8 February when the election took place.

Mr Hassell: Let the Minister finish his inter-
jection. I think he has changed his mind. He
has just had urgent advice to shut up.
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Mr LAURANCE: I did not quite hear the
end of that interjection from the Leader of the
House.

Mr Pearce: The Chief Electoral officer re-
ferred your complaint to the Crown Law De-
partment on 7 February.

Mr LAURANCE: That is what I said. I have
the highest regard for this officer, who is a
professional. I said that he did not reply to me.
That is why I said I acted with all due haste to
get this matter into the hands of the Chief Elec-
toral Officer as I believe anyone who was
involved would have wanted, and you, Mr
Speaker, would have wanted me to do. My let-
ter of 6 February to the Chief Electoral Officer
read-

Dear Mr Shaw
I wish to lodge an official complaint
against Julian Grill, Minister for
Transport, for his conduct during the cam-
paign for the State election on Saturday,
February 8th 1986.

On Wednesday 5th February, Mr Grill
had distributed to electors at Carnarvon a
letter I believe contravenes the Provisions
of the Electoral Act.

A copy of the document is attached.

Legal advice available to me yesterday
indicated that Mr Grill had breached Sec-
tion 183 (5) of the Electoral Act.

The Statements contained in the docu-
ment are untrue and I believe them to be
defamatory and calculated to influence the
vote of the electors.

In view of the short time remaining
prior to the election for me to seek redress,
I request your immediate response to my
complaint.

I asked for his immediate response.
Mr D. L. Smith: The Deputy Leader of the

Opposition is sending yet another note.
Mr Clarko: It says, "Concentrate on the

member for Mitchell; he's not doing too well."
Mr LAURANCE: The Minister for

Agriculture had very carefully and deliberately
committed this illegal act on the eve of the
blackout prior to the election. I brought the
matter to the attention of the Chief Electoral
Officer and asked him for some response prior
to Saturday's election. He was not able to give
me that response as the Crown Law Depart-
ment was not prepared to give an opinion rap-
idly, as had my private adviser, that his action

was a very serious breach of the Act. The elec-
tion came and went..

Mr Pearce: Quite a number of your col-
leagues went in the election.

Mr LAURANCE: I cannot see anything
about that in this motion.

I waited until 8 March, one month after the
election, without having received any formal
reply from the Chief Electoral Officer, before
contacting him. I told him that I thought this
was a very unsatisfactory state of affairs. I be-
lieved at that time that the Government was
making sure that no further action was taken
on it.

Mr Pearce: Did you not receive a letter from
the Chief Electoral Officer dated 18 February
1986?

Mr LAURANCE: An acknowledgment?
Mr Pearce: Did you receive a letter fronm the

Chief Electoral Officer dated 18 February
1986? You just said that you had no contact
from him.

Mr LAURANCE: If I had any contact, I do
not have a record of it on my files.

Mr Pearce: You said you had had no contact
from him. I am asking whether you received
this letter.

Mr LAURANCE: I ask the Minister to read
the letter.

Mr Pearce: The letter reads-
Dear Mr Laurance

I refer to your letter dated 6 February,
1986 concerning papers issued by the Min-
ister for Transport. As discussed with you
personally I am examining the matter and
will contact you further in due course.

So he discussed it with you personally and he
wrote you a letter, but you said that you had
had no contact with him. You are not telling
the truth.

Mr LAURANCE: I am happy to accommo-
date the Minister. I discussed the matter with
the officer personally, because I rang him.

Mr Pearce: Ah, so you did discuss it with him
personally!

Mr LAURANCE: Certainly, I have said that
all along.

Mr D. L. Smith: You said you had received
no response before 8 March.

Mr LAURANCE: I said that he had not re-
plied to me with respect to the substance of the
allegation. I will tell Government members
about that in a moment. In response to whether
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I had personal contact, I say that I rang the
Chief Electoral Officer. I tld him what had
happened and that I had a complaint which I
would formally bring before him. He said that
that was my entitlement and asked when I
would do so. I said that I would get it to him
the next day and asked whether he had a fac-
simile machine in his office. He said that he
had not. I then asked him whether he had a
telex, to which question he also replied in the
negative.

This is an important point, because those
facilities should be available to that officer. I
asked whether he could get legal advice so that
he could get back to me quickly on the matter.
He said that he had to refer the matter to the
Crown Law Department. It is wrong that that
should be the case at the time of an election. He
should have those officers available to him. I
facsimiled the letter to Parliament House, to
the office of the Leader of the Opposition, and
telephoned him to ask him to get a driver to
take the information to the Chief Electoral
Officer.

Mr Brian Burke: I will tell you one thing; I do
not think there will be a challenge to the Leader
of the Opposition in the next couple of months.

Mr LAURANCE: I discussed with the Chief
Electoral Officer how I could get this complaint
before him rapidly.

Mr Brian Burke: You could have done it.
Did you ask him whether he had a parking
space?

Mr LAURANCE: I know that the Premier is
terribly upset, but if he contains himself I will
be able to continue. I am trying to complete
this matter as quickly as possible.

When a month went by and I had received
nothing more than -an acknowledgment from
the Chief Electoral Officer, I issued a Press
release. I said that the Government was stalling
on the matter.

Mr Peter Dowding: You said you had had no
contact and you have been caught out by the
Leader of the House.

Mr LAIJRANCE: I do not think the Minister
has made his point quite clearly.

Mr Peter Dowding: I think it has been made
very clear.

Mr LAURANCE: No, it is not clear.
Mr Peter Dowding: Are you a bit desperate?
Mr LAURANCE: No, I want to deal with the

Minister's interjection. I am giving him the
time to make his point properly.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have been caught
out and it must be very embarrassing. That
explains your behaviour.

Mr LAURANCE: My complaint-the one
referred to in paragraph 3 of the Government's
motion-was raised as a matter of urgency. I
wanted it to be dealt with with some rapidity.
What happened? I received an acknowledg-
ment, nothing more. I repeat that for the ben-
efit of the Minister for Employment and Train-
ing. A month passed. I again contacted the
Chief Electoral Officer and asked what was
happening. He .said that the Crown Law
officers had not given him any response, that
he could not get anything from them.

Mr D. L. Smith: Now you are suggesting the
Crown Law officers were directed by the At-
torney, are you? Do not make that implication!

Mr Hassell: I suppose what they really said to
the Chief Electoral Officer was: "You can pros-
ecute the case if you like, but the Attorney
General will stop the prosecution.1 '

Mr LAUJRANCE: I have heard that the Min-
ister for Industrial Relations is looking for a
safe seat in the upper House to transfer back to.

Mr Shaw responded to me after a month had
passed and I had contacted him and told him
that I thought he was dragging his feet. He
wrote to me on 27 March, approximately seven
weeks after the election. His letter read-

Dear Sir,
In response to your letter of 6 February
concerning your complaint against Mr
Grill the matter has been examined by
Crown Law officers.
Advice to me is that there are no rounds
for further investigation or action and I
shall therefore not be proceeding with the
matter.

That was the advice I received, compared with
the advice I had received from three indepen-
dent legal sources that the action was a clear
breach of the Act. The letter from the Chief
Electoral Officer arrived at my office in
Carnarvon while I was overseas and it was
brought to my attention when I returned. I re-
plied to Mr Shaw on 28 April-the delay in
replying had occurred because I was overseas.
My letter stated-

Dear Mr Shaw,
On my return from overseas a few days ago
I sighted your 27th of March letter
explaining that you intend to take no
further action in the matter of my com-
plaint against the Hon. Julian Grill,
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M.L.A., for printed material that he
distributed to my electors during the re-
cent election campaign.
I am amazed that the advice to you from
Crown Law Officers is that there are no
grounds for further investigation or action
in this matter.
You will be aware that legal advice given
to me was that there was a clear breach of
the Act. It appears strange to me that you
have not attempted to give me any rounds
as to why the material does not offend
under the particular section of the Act that
I have referred to.
I should also point out that the two local
newspapers in this area had received the
letter from Mr Grill in the form of a press
release, and after seeking legal advice both
newspapers changed certain words in the
context of the article before publishing, be-
cause they felt there may be some grounds
for action on my pant, if they did not. it
seems surprising in view of this that the
Crown Law Officers have indicated to you
that there are no rounds for further ac-
tion.

Mr Peter Dowding: What is the implication
you are making when you say that it seems
strange?

Mr LAURANCE: I left the matter of my
complaint then, unsatisfactory as the reply had
been.

Mr Peter Dowding: You do not want to
answer my question.

Mr LAURANCE: I would like to answer the
question-

Mr Peter Dowding: What inference were you
seeking that the Chief Electoral Officer or a
reader should draw from the events?

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister mistakes my
reason for raising this matter. I want to record
in Hansard what happened in the complaint
which is dealt with in section 3 of the motion of
the Leader of the House.

Mr Peter Dowding: What is the inference?
Mr LAURANCE: This matter is raised for

the record. Hansard is available as a clear
record for the benefit of future readers. The
Minister can draw any inference he likes. The
advice in the letter conflicts with the legal ad-
vice I had available and I wish to emphasise
that point.

Mr Hassell: We do not know what question
the Crown Law officers were asked. They may
have been asked the wrong questions.

Mr Pearce: If you get the member for
Gascoyne to sit down we will give you the
answers.

Mr LAURAN CE: I felt it was incumbent on
me to tell the Chief Electoral Officer that I
disagreed with his ruling and that it was in
direct conflict with all the legal advice available
to me.

Mr Peter Dowding: Did you tell him you
were going to defame him in the Parliament?

Mr LAURANCE: That interjection was
about defamation which is a very serious claim.
For the benefit of the Minister I will repeat
what I said about the Chief Electoral Officer
yesterday. I will quote from Hansard-

I believed that I had a case. I took it to
the Chief Electoral Officer that day and
told him I wanted some action on the mat-
ter.

I broughit all the facts before Parliament and
everyone knows that what I am saying is absol-
utely true. To continue-

1 had to wait for a month after the elec-
tion and then I wrote to him and said,
"What are you doing about it?"...-

The Minister for industrial Relations is now
leaving the Chamber in embarrassment. To
continue-

... because I had had nothing more than
an acknowledgment from him.

Mr Pearce: Your story today is different.
You are changing it day by day.

Mr LAURANCE: As weak as the answer of
the Leader of the House is, I have the time to
entertain him.

Mr Pearce: Only by keeping your colleagues
here after dinner, which is why they are looking
distinctly uncomfortable.

Mr LAURANCE: For the Minister's benefit I
advise that the Opposition is holding a func-
tion in Parliament House this evening and we
shall be here anyway.

Mr Pearce: You will be here anyway the way
things are going.

Mr LAURANCE: The Leader of the House is
not spitting out his dummy, is he?

I continue quoting from yesterday's Hansard
report in response to the Minister for Industrial
Relations' interjection about defamation-

The Chief Electoral Officer wrote to mec
only a few weeks ago, and I will quote from
his letter.
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I will not read the letter again. The report con-
tinues-

I have the highest regard for those
officers, but their work on this occasion
has been prostituted by this Government,
which obviously has directed them.

How is that a defamation of the Chief Electoral
Officer?

Mr Pearce: You implied that he took direc-
tion and acted on that direction rather than on
his own conscience and that he broke the law.
That is what the Privilege Committee is to be
asked to investigate.

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister can believe
what he likes. I am on record in this Parliament
and I know the man personally very well. I
have not defamed him in any way. I have at-
tacked the Government which has obviously
gone to great lengths to protect the Minister
who quite clearly has acted illegally. The Minis-
ter may choose to misinterpret those events as
much as he likes.

Mr Hassell, The Government has put up a
case to be considered by the Privilege Com-
mittee but it should have the actions of its
Minister investigated. It has attacked the mem-
ber for Gascoyne because he dared to raise the
matter. It has not put up the real issue of
breach of privilege which should relate to the
actions of the Minister.

Mr LAURANCE: What is wrong with this
forum? It appeals to the Government a great
deal and it also appeals to me.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have made a scurri-
lous allegation that cannot be decided else-
where with regard to the Minister for
Agriculture and the Chief Electoral Officer.

Mr LAURANCE: My allegation against the
Government still stands. I have made that alle-
gation in Parliament where the Government
has to face the Opposition. That is what the
Parliament is for.

This debate cannot continue without bring-
ig to the attention of the House another mat-

ter directly related to the Minister for
Agriculture and the distribution of material be-
fore the election. In addition to writing to the
newspapers and to each elector, the Minister
for Agriculture met Main Roads Department
employees and wrote to them, not only in my
electorate, but also in other electorates. As a
result of that letter the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition also Wrote to the Chief Electoral
Officer and he received the following reply-

I have had advice from Crown Law
Officers to the effect that the document is,
in their opinion, an "electoral advertise-
rnent" and, as a consequence, subject to
section 187 (1) of the Electoral Act.

The reply was dated 6 June 1986. By way of
explanation, I want to say that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition drew to the attention
of the Chief Electoral Officer the fact that the
material which had been distributed to these
people was in much the same terms as the com-
plaint which we are discussing here today.

Mr MacKinnon: In my electorate.
Mr LAURANCE: In the electorate of the

Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The material
was not authorised. This point is very import-
ant.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: My point of order is that the

grounds for referral to the Privilege Committee
are very specific in terms of the motion I have
moved. The Government has not been taking
points of order throughout the speech of the
member for Gascoyne, though it has not re-
ferred to the specific ground in the motion.

Mr Hassell: You have raised the issue in your
motion. You are trying to avoid that point.

Mr PEARCE: The member is not even ad-
dressing the point made with respect to the
Minister for Agriculture-

Mr Kassell: You have thrown the issue open.
The SPEAKER: Just a moment. When a

point of order is taken and the member is actu-
ally addressing me in respect of that point of
order, I do not want to hear any interjections
from the Leader of the Opposition or anybody
else. I am quite happy to sit here and listen to
points raised and give them due consideration,
but it is very difficult when interjections are
made. If you have a point I am more than
happy to listen to it.

Mr HASSELL: I acknowledge your direction,
Mr Speaker. On the same point of order, the
motion has been put before the House by the
Government, not by the Opposition. It raises
the issues which are being canvassed. In part
(3), the motion refers to an allegation made by
the member for Gascoyne. It refers to a direc-
lion, and it refers to a complaint made by the
member for Gascoyne. Only the most narrow
and technical constrnction could possibly ex-
clude a debate on the issues. With respect,
these are the issues which ought to be dealt
with by the Parliament because, after all, we
are seeking to have referred to a Privilege Corn-
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mittee-and that in itself is a serious matter-
the conduct and the words of a member of the
House.

This is not a member of the public but a
member of this House, of the Parliament, an
elected member who comes to this Parliament
with a right to the privileges of this Parliament.
For the Government, through its points of or-
der, to seek to stifle debate on the substantive
issues is an indication of how seriously the
undermining of the Parliament's rights is being
undertaken by the Government itself. I put it
to you, Mr Speaker, as the person who is re-
sponsible for upholding the privileges and
rights of the Parliament, that this debate
should not be confined.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The motion deals
very specifically with one matter, and that mat-
ter is an allegation by the member for
Gascoyne that the Chief Electoral Officer acted
on a direction.

An Opposition member: You blew it!

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: That, with respect,
is the narrow framework about which this mo-
tion is cast. The original reference to the com-
plaint made by the member for Gascoyne is
simply by way of identification of the nature of
the issue on which this alleged direction was
made, so that the complaint itself is not the
subject of the debate, it is the question of the
direction. With respect, I urge that is the view
of the motion.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: I thank the Leader of the

House for raising the point of order. He did so
at a time when I was about to rise to my feet
and draw the attention of the House to the fact
that I believed the debate had up to that time
strayed somewhat frnm the narrow confines of
the motion, but that I had allowed it to do so. I
was about to say-and will do so now-that I
think, although until I hear it I am not sure,
that the introduction of the material the mem-
ber for Gascoyne was about to embark on
would have expanded the motion beyond that
which I would think should be accepted by the
House.

I understand that there are members in the
House who will not like that ruling.
Nonetheless we are debating the specific mo-
tion before the House. It is a narrowly worded
motion, and I have no option but to keep the
debate within those narrow confines. If the

House does not like it, there is action it can
take.

Debate Resumed

Mr LAURANCE: I want to refer to clause (3)
of the motion. It reads-

That the allegation made by the Member
for Gascoyne in his speech on the Address-
in-Reply on Wednesday, 18 June 1986,
that the Chief Electoral Officer acted on a
direction from the then Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform...

That is quite wrong when one looks at my
statement in Hansard. I was referring to the
Government, not any specific Minister. To
continue-

.. ,. that he should not proceed with a
complaint made by the Member for
Gascoyne, be referred to the Privileges
Committee.

I think the whole debate has been centred
around that particular clause. That is the
reason for the motion being put before the
House. That is what we have been debating,
and I appreciate that members can see the
reason for our being allowed to proceed in that
manner.

I want to expand on the point of order taken
a few moments ago. The Government can take
as many points of order as it likes, but it is its
motion. Presumably it is concerned about the
whole matter, that is why it has decided to use
today for the debate on this motion. It wants to
pursue the matter and have it debated. It wants
these things brought properly before the House.
That is my reason for bringing the problem
before the House.

I was going to draw to the attention of mem-
bers again the whole question of the material
distributed by the Minister for Transport, as he
was then. It is important for the House to know
it was in breach of the Electoral Act because it
was not authorised.

Point of Order

Mr PETER DOWDING: Once again the
member for Gascoyne is talking about matters
which have nothing to do with the motion.

The SPEAKER: in respect of that point of
order raised by the Minister for Industrial Re-
lations, I would just like to hear a little more
before I am able to determine whether the
statement he has made is correct.
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Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: I intend spending a very

brief moment on that particular matter any-
way. I point out to the House that a very simi-
lar matter was raised by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, and the Chief Electoral Officer,
when he wrote back, said there was a breach-

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Order! That is not accept-

able.
Mr Pearce: The Speaker had already ruled on

that one too.

Debate Resumned
Mr LAURANCE: I will refer again to pant (3)

for the Minister's benefit.
Mr Pearce: You are just reading it for your

own benefit because if you have more than five
minutes' break you forget it.

Mr LAURANCE: Not at all.

Mr Rushton: Do you not want to discuss it?

Mr Watt: The Minister had to call for a copy
because he could not remember it.

Mr Pearce: You are just wasting time.
Mr LAURANCE: Very clearly, the motion is

about a complaint which was before the Chief
Electoral Officer and what has happened sub-
sequent to that complaint being raised. That is
quite clear and I am happy to debate it and
stick specifically to that point. I do not want to
waver away from it.

Since yesterday when this matter was raised
and I heard publicly, via the Press first of all,
and then on radio this morning, that the matter
would be pursued by the Government today, I
went back to the same legal adviser and asked
him to confirm for me his original advice that I
was correct in declaring that the Minister's ac-
tion was illegal.

That senior solicitor has confirmed to me
this morning that what the Minister did is still
very much in breach of section 183(5) of the
Electoral Act. He indicated also that he is
drawing up a writ of mandamus which, if I
decide accordingly, may be issued in the Su-
preme Court asking the Chief Electoral Officer
to provide the advice he was given by the
Crown Law Department and his reasons for
not pursuing this matter.

Mr Pearce: We will take the money and you
will get the advantage of that advice for free
very shortly.

Mr LAURANCE: That is what has happened
today. My legal advice has been confirmed to
the effect that the original advice was in
breach-

Points of Order
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is interesting but not

relevant that the member for Gascoyne has
done certain things in respect of seeking legal
advice.

Mr Laurance: This is the gag, is it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This motion is about
the allegation by the member for Gascoyne that
the Minister directed the Chief Electoral
Officer to break the law. That is what the mo-
tion is about; nothing more and nothing less.

Mr Hassell: Haven't you read the motion?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Someone should pre-
vail upon the member to stay within the rel-
evance of the motion that is before the Parlia-
nment. I suppose it matters little in the long run,
because the matter will be debated and voted
upon and that will be that. However, in his
address, the member should remain within the
confines of the motion.

Mr HASSELL: On the same point of order, I
submit to you, Sir, again that what the member
for Gascoyne is referring to is within the con-
fines of the motion. This is the Government's
motion; it is not the Opposition's motion. This
motion has been brought before the Parliament
today because the Government is seeking to
take some action on words spoken in this
House last night by the member for Gascoyne.

You, Sir, may apply a narrow, technical,
legalistic interpretation to the motion to try to
exclude these very matters, but the member for
Gascoyne was just referring to action that he
has taken this very day in response to a public
announcement by the Government that it
intended to move this motion. Now the
Premier is suggesting to you, Sir, that the
Government's public announcement of what it
intended to do about this motion is not some-
thing to which the member for Gascoyne may
refer in the debate. With respect, that is an
absurd approach for the Government to take.

It was interesting also to note that, as the
member for Gascoyne was addressing the
House, the Leader of the House interjected to
say that, in a few minutes, the member for
Gascoyne would have the advantage of know-
ing what the advice of the Crown Law Depart-
ment was.
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Therefore, the Leader of the House intends
in his reply in this debate to raise the issue of
legal advice which is exactly what the member
for Gascoyne was speaking about.

The Parliament will be reduced to an absurd-
ity if we are not permitted to debate the real
issues which have been raised by what the
member for Gascoyne said last night and what
the Government is trying to get the House to
control or direct in some way.

The SPEAKER: Order! I advise members
once again-I hope I will not have to do it
again during the course of this debate-that the
matter under discussion is really the question
of whether a direction was made by the Minis-
ter for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform. If
one were to place very narrow restrictions on
that, it would be very difficult indeed to debate
the issue. As a consequence, from time to time
it has been necessary to add material' which
some people could possibly describe as being
extraneous.

I believe the matters being raised by the
member for Gascoyne when the point of order
was taken bad very little relevance to the mo-
tion before the House. However, I am prepared
to allow him to conclude his remarks on that
and to develop briefly that argument-I em-
phasise that he must be brief-and then return
quickly to the matter of whether the direction
was given.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: The committee which it is

proposed to set up would look at the allegations
that I made. I have tried to keep the matter in
context and talk about the sorts of allegations I
made.

It is interesting to note that I did not men-
tion a particular Minister, but the Government
has seen fit to take it that I referred to the
then Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform. If he is the Minister to whom the
allegations stick, so be it; that is the Govern-
ment's business. I do not know which Minister
directed which public servant. My allegation is
that those directions were given.

Mr Pearce: How do you know they were
given if you do not know who gave them to
whom? What sort of proof do you have?

Mr LAURANCE: I made the allegations in
the Parliament.

Mr Pearce: Do you have any proof?
Mr LAURANCE: I shall come to that in a

moment.
(191

Mr Pearce: You don't know which Minister
gave which direction 'to which public servant.

Mr LAURANCE: The motion moved by the
Leader of the House is about my allegations in
the House.

Mr Pearce: That is right.
Mr LAURANCE: I thank the Leader of the

House for that acknowledgement. I am saying
that the allegations I made were against the
Government. However, the Government de-
cided to nominate a particular Minister. Its
reasons for doing that are known only to it, but
my Mansard transcript clearly states that I
blamed the Government for having a hand in
this matter.

Mr Hassell: So you might well have been
referring to the Attorney General as much as to
any other Minister.

Mr LAURANCE: That could well have been
the case.

Mr Spriggs: Or to the Minister for
Agriculture.

Mr LAURANCE: That could well have been
the case. I would hope that the Government
would make this quite clear.

Mr Pearce: If you are not sure, you have no
proof, and that is the substance of your alle-
gation; you have no proof of it.

Mr L.AURANCE: The point made by the
Leader of the Opposition is an excellent one,
but if we look at the record of the Attorney
General as far as interfering in legal matters is
concerned, much can be seen,

Mr D. L. Smith: He is the finest Attorney
General the State has ever had.

Mr LAUJRANCE: It appeared that this mat-
ter was to be dealt with today by means of this
motion. I was given an indication through third
parties that that was the course of action the
Government had decided to take. I believe that
that matter and the allegation should be
investigated further.

While I oppose the motion, the fact is I be-
lieve strongly that the allegation should be
investigated further. I have indicated already
that my legal advice is that perhaps I should
move in the next day or two to have the Su-
preme Court issue a writ to get the Chief Elec-
toral Officer to proceed. That is how anxious I
am to have an investigation of my allegation
brought forward.

We are talking about only one thing, and that
is whether the Minister for Agriculture is guilty
of an illegal act. I am happy for an investi-
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gation into that matter to proceed in any form
anyone might choose. The Government is try-
ing to block off an avenue to take action which
is properly open to me, and I am talking about
this House.

Because I knew this motion was coming for-
ward today, last night I wrote to the Attorney
General in the following terms-

Dear Minister,
You will be aware of my complaint

against the former Minister for Transport,
Mr Grill, under the Electoral Act.

The advice that was provided by Crown
Law to the Chief Electoral Officer obvi-
ously conflicts with the private legal advice
that I obtained.

As the advice that I obtained was that
there had been a clear breach of the Act, I
am most dissatisfied with the outcome.

Mr D. L. Smith: You don't have a legal
opinion in writing from anyone, do you?

Mr LAURANCE: Yes.
Mr D. L. Smith: Why didn't you enclose that

opinion with your letter?
Mr Hassell: The last time we wanted to give

you a legal opinion, which was last week, you
didn't want it. You attacked the man who gave
it.

Mr LAURANCE: The final paragraph of my
letter reads as follows-

In order for me to pursue this matter
further, I now request that you make avail-
able to me a copy of the Crown Law
opinion that was provided to the Chief
Electoral Officer and the name of the
Crown Law officer who provided the
opinion.

Similarly last night I wrote to Mr Shaw in the
following terms-

Dear Mr Shaw,
You will be aware that today I raised in

the Parliament the matter of my complaint
against the former Minister for Transport,
Mr Grill, under the Electoral Act.

You will also recall that I responded to
your letter of 27 March, 1986 indicating
that I was surprised at the legal opinion
you had received from Crown Law.

In view of my desire to pursue this mat-
ter further, I now request that you provide
me with a copy of the opinion you have
received and the grounds on which you
made your decision.

Mr D. L. Smith: You want him to name the
person who gave him his opinion, but you
won't name the lawyer who gave you your
opinion.

Mr LAURANCE: I would love to name the
very senior legal practitioner who gave me that
opinion. I have already said that he is a senior
member of the profession. He is well-known in
Perth and is attached to an outstanding and
well-known firm in this city. I would love to be
able to name him.

Mr Burkett: If you keep this up they will give
you a discount.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: It is highly disorderly for

a member to interject out of his chair.
The SPEAKER: Members of some standing

should well know the Standing Orders, which
suggest that interjections of any sort are dis-
orderly; but particularly disorderly are those
made by members from out of their chair. I
advise members that in future they should re-
frain from that practice.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: It is obvious that in all of

this the Opposition has acted properly and in
an orderly manner and that it is the Govern-
ment which has been disorderly and not doing
the right thing in the running of the Parliament
and in the choice of matters it brings before
members.

As I said, I would love to name that senior
solicitor who gave me my opinion; however, we
have had the precedent just one week ago when
the Leader of the Opposition rose in this place,
referred to a QC's opinion, was asked to name
the QC, and when he did so we saw the most
disgraceful display from the Government while
attacking that person. Government members
defamed him mightily in this place, a Queen's
Counsel of this State. One would have thought
that even a ratbag Government like this would
not impugn such a man; that is why I will not
name the person who gave me my legal
opinion. I dare not, after what happened last
time.

Mr Hassell: And repeated again this morning
by the Deputy Premier.

Mr LAURANCE: lHe was defamed again.
Government members will know that mem-

bers on this side elevated a QC from the Parlia-
ment to be a judge. When this terrible situation
was going on last week I interjected and asked
whether the Government was accusing him of
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not making a proper decision from the bench,
because that is the sort of attack Government
members made on Daryl Williams QC. Sud-
denly members opposite are very quiet; they
are very studiously reading their papers. But
last week in this Parliament they defamed a
Queen's Counsel when we gave his name. For
that reason my solicitor's name will be kept to
me. Anyway, if we proceed to the Supreme
Court, he will be representing us, and then
members opposite will know who he is. In the
meantime for the very good reason that I want
to protect his good name from those hyenas
over there, I will not give his name. However, I
can guarantee that it is not the Minister for
Employment and Training.

Mr Pearce: What about winding up? This is
getting boring.

Mr LAURANCE: It may be boring to the
Leader of the House, but this is a matter I have
pursued for some months. It started with a
Government Minister on 5 February and was
continued today when the Leader of the House
himself put this motion before the House.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! That was not a very
good example for anyone.

Mr LAURANCE: This matter is terribly im-
portant. This is what Parliament is all about.
We do receive privileges when we are elected to
this place which give us the opportunity to
raise important matters. I am under attack by
this motion. I have a right to speak and Stand-
ing Orders give me unlimited time. It is not
incumbent on the Government to try to silence
me or to deny me my right to speak. After all,
the Government brought the matter forward.
What are we about here?

I raised a legitimate complaint against a Min-
ister of the Crown, and the Government in its
wisdom and acting within its rights decided to
try to turn the attack away from the Minister
and on to me.

The Government introduced the motion to
which I am now specifically directing my
remarks, and it is fair and right that I should
now have an opportunity to respond to it. Such
a response to a motion like this occurs in most
Parliaments around the world and in respond-
ing to this motion I am exercising my rights.

I would refer specifically to the points of the
motion, particularly to clause (3), which relates
to my complaint. I think it is fair to ask where
this matter will end. If the motion is agreed to

by the House-the Opposition is opposing it,
and I would hope some members of the
Government still have a vestige of fairness left
in their hearts and will not see fit to support
this motion, which I can confidently predict-
it will be because members of the Labor
Government have been corralled, as they
usually are, or because they were afraid to do
the right thing as the might of their party
system and the pledge they signed before they
came to this place meant they had to vote as
they were directed.

Mr D. L." Smith: The only reason we will vote
today is the way you have behaved over the last
three years I have been here.

Mr LAURANCE: The member for Mitchell
did not even apologise to me after he raised
this matter in Committee, when he was to be
the Chairman of the Committee. His own
leader stood up in this place and proved that
everything I had said was 100 per cent true, yet
he has still not apologised to me!

The SPEAKER: I appreciate that the mem-
ber for Gascoyne is rather disturbed that an
incident of the past should be recalled; how-
ever, I have already ruled this morning that
should this matter be raised by way of unruly
interjections, it should be ignored.

Mr LAURANCE: I certainly agree. It was
wrong of me to allow myself to be drawn by
that interjection because the Government pre-
sumably did not want the member for Mitchell
to make it in the first place.

If this motion is passed, a Select Committee
will be appointed. The member for Welshpool,
a new member, will sit on that committee, and
he will deal with an incident which occurred
before the election. He was not even a member
of Parliament when the offence occurred.

Mr Hassell: He has two weeks' experience of
parliamentary sitting and he is sitting in
judgment on you. It is an insult.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes, I have been here 12
years.

Mr Bryce: How much experience had you
had in October 1976?

Mr LAURANCE: The member for
Welshpool might have a fantastic legal brain-
I hope he has-and he may be a brilliant mem-
ber of the committee, but I think it is a bit
demeaning for the Government to have put
forward a member who has come so recently to
the Chamber.

Mr Bryce: Just like the member for Gascoyne
in 1976.
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Mr LAURANCE: I will come to that later. I
would like to refer to 1976, but in response-

The SPEAKER: I suggest that the member
for Gascoyne does not.

Mr LAURANCE: I can feel some discussion
about that coming on.

The next member to whom I wish to refer is
the member for Gosnells. I mean no disrespect
to you, Mr Speaker, but she would have had my
vote had there been a ballot for your posi tion.

The SPEAKER: Order! What has that to do
with the debate?

Mr LAURANCE: The member for Gosnells
has been here longer than the member for
Welshpool, and judging from what I have seen
of her in the time she has been a parliamen-
tarian I would say she is a fair person. I have no
complaint against her being a member the com-
mittee. She handled herself well as a Deputy
Chairman of Committees, sitting in the Chair
of this place. Everything I have seen of her
indicates to me that her inclusion on the com-
mittee, under clause (2) of the motion, will be
ideal.

Mr Blaikie: You are selecting the jury right
now.

Mr LAURANCE: As I am the one who is to
go before this Star Chamber, it is very import-
ant to me that the members of it are not only
sympathetic, but also compassionate and em-
pathic. One has only to look at the member for
Gosnells to realise that she has all of these
qualities, which one would want to have in a
member of a committee such as the one l am to
go before.

While I oppose the motion now being
debated, if I had my choice of the members
who would sit on the committee I would select
the member for Gosnells as one of its members.

The next member of the committee is to be
the member for Stirling. At last we have a
member who has had some experience of this
place; he has been here longer than I by three
years. I believe that when a member is to be
judged by his peers it is good to have, as one of
the judges, a member who has been in this
place for a fraction of time longer than he has
himself. It gives a degree of stability and ex-
perience to the committee, and the member for
Stirling's inclusion is welcomed by me if the
Government is determined to bludgeon this
motion through.

The Leader of the Opposition has just
indicated to me that he will be very disap-
pointed if I do not spend longer on him, and

the reason for his appointment to the com-
mittee, than I spent on the member for
Gosnells. I will have to be very sensitive about
this issue. The Leader of the Opposition, with
his legal acumen, is an ideal person to be on the
committee. His expertise and legal ability are
outstanding-

Mr Brian Burke: If you don't stop talking,
you might be on the committee as well as ap-
pearing before it.

Mr LAURANCE: I have not come yet to the
reasons I should have been appointed to the
committee, because I am trying to stick within
the terms of clause (2), as the Government
would want me to.

When one looks at the structure of this com-
mittee, one can see that the legal experience
contributed by the member from the Liberal
Opposition benches is outstanding. The Leader
of the Opposition's expertise, not only in this
Parliament but also in his profession before he
came here, is outstanding. I am happy to be
judged by a man with such tremendous legal
capacities and experience.

Mr Taylor: He will be happy to judge you!
Mr LAURANCE: The Minister may well be

right.
The member for Stirling, with his vast ex-

perience in this place, will also be welcomed by
me, and will make this committee something of
which the Parliament can be proud. Let us look
at the members from the other side of the Par-
liament: Apart from an element of compassion,
it does not do the Government any good to
come here and put forward a committee of this
nature-light on in experience and obviously
jettisoned by the front benches, which dredged
up a couple of fairly new members to shove
onto the committee in opposition to the weight
of real parliamentary experience provided by
this side of the House.

Thank goodness that this side of the House is
upholding the parliamentary traditions of this
State because the Government side certainly is
not.

If the committee is constituted, I presume
that these people will meet.

They will refer the matter that I have brought
before the Parliament and this matter of the
illegal action of the Minister for Agriculture
will be dealt with by the committee. That is
where this motion differs from the previous
one, and that fact was brought forward in re-
lation to a similar matter, because at that time
only the committee was established; nothing
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was referred to it. What a farce it was that we
went through this whole charade and nothing
was referred to the committee. However, in
relation to clause 3, specifically this matter, the
Government at last has been able to pluck up a
little more courage than it did when it tried to
discredit me the last time. It backfired on that
occasion, and when the Minister for
Agiculture loses his seat in this Parliament it
will again backfire. We will get Marie Louise
back on to him!

Mr Terry Burke: With the same results, I
presume.

Mr LAURANCE: It wI be interesting. I will
enjoy going down there for the by-election. I
might even write a letter to the electors.

Mr Hassell: You would tell them the truth,
wouldn't you?

Mr LAURANCE: Absolutely.
If the committee meets it will want infor-

mation from me and I will determine-I will
have to seek legal advice and advice from the
parliamentary officers-whether!I am prepared
to give evidence to the committee. Similarly,
the Leader of the Opposition and the member
for Stirling will have to decide whether they
will take their places on that committee be-
cause one of the options open to us is to boy-
cott the committee. The current Premier acted
similarly when given the opportunity. He was
placed on a committee and he refused to attend
the meeting.

Mr Brian Burke: I did not refuse to attend.
Mr LALJRANCE: The Premier attended only

one meeting.
Mr Brian Burke: I refused to attend only one

meeting of which I was given notice at 4.00
a.m. It was for the-same day. I attended every
other one.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier should get his
facts straight.

Mr Brian Burke: I attended. You don't tell
the truth.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier attended only
one meeting.

Mr Brian Burke: Only one meeting was
called at a time when I could not attend. I
attended every other meeting. Speak the truth.

Mr LAURANCE: The Premier can make up
his own excuses. He boycotted the meeting.

I do not want to be disrespectful to Arthur
Tonkin, but I cannot remember which elector-
ate he then represented. I think he was the
member for Morley. He did not attend the

meeting either, so at least one of the meetings
of the committee w as boycotted by the then
Opposition. The current Opposition has to de-
tennine whether it intends to support the oper-
ation of the committee. From memory, the per-
son who was brought before the committee, the
current Deputy Premier, refused to give any
information, and that was the option available
to him. The Government could set up this com-
mittee and I may very well refuse to give the
committee any information. On the previous
occasion nothing happened. I think a report
was brought to the Parliament, together with a
minority report. On this occasion the Oppo-
sition could easily arrange for a minority report
to be brought to the Parliament. So even if this
motion is passed, what a nonsense it will be; it
will be an absolute charade.

Mr Hassell: It is only intended to silence you.

Mr LAU RANGE: It will not be successful. It
will not work. The Government should think
again. The Leader of the House should put his
thinking cap on and start again because this
will not work.

I want to paint another scenario. It may be
that if this motion is passed the Opposition will
decide to support the committee, to go along
with it. I may decide to give evidence before it.
I may make a condition of that evidence that I
have in my hands a copy of the papers, includ-
ing the advice that went backwards and for-
wards between the Chief Electoral Officer and
the various Crown Law Department officers
who were involved. My appearance before the
committee could be conditional upon having
that evidence in my possession before I give
any evidence to the committee.

Once again I would have to seek legal and
parliamentary advice on this matter before I
decide what action to take. The committee will
also have powers to send for persons, papers
and records and if I decide to appear before it I
would be first seeking to have called before the
committee the Chief Electoral Officer and any
Crown Law officers who had anything to do
with this matter, because this committee
should be able to investigate and examine the
evidence and any papers and records available
about this matter.

I am looking for the opportunity for this to
happen and I want it to happen. Whether I
decide that this committee is the appropriate
forum, or whether the evidence should be
heard in the Parliament-the way members op-
posite are acting I do not think it is the best
place-or the Supreme Court is immaterial to
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me as long as the substantial allegation against
the Minister for Agriculture is pursued to a
conclusion, because this is what this whole
business is about, make no mistake. That is
what could possibly happen.

If my legal advice is that I should not pro-
ceed and support this committee-in other
words, to ask two members of the board not to
attend and to boycott the meeting-we would
have to seek some other avenue. The way will
not become clear until such time as the
Government is prepared to make the papers
available to me. The Government could table
the papers or it could wait, if it does not want
to do so, until the Chief Electoral Officer and
the Attorney General have my letters. They
were written last night and were delivered by
hand early this morning to the Minister and to
that officer, requesting that the opinion and the
name of the person who provided the opinion
be made known to me. The Government might
be prepared to allow that to happen. Then
again, the Government may direct them to not
make that information available. Only time
will tell what the response to my letters to those
two gentlemen will be. However, we will then
be in a position to know whether we intend to
pursue the matter via this committee.

If the Government is serious about pursuing
this committee it could very well backfire on
the Government, and this is a question that the
Government must ask itself. Does it want to be
embarrassed by the Chief Electoral Officer or
an officer of the Crown Law Department giving
evidence to this committee which might be
very awkward and which might later be
challenged in the courts, and shown that the
three separate legal opinions I obtained Were
correct, and that the legal advice given by the
Crown Law Department was deficient? I would
think that point could be truly decided only in
a court of law.

It may be that the Government might choose
to withdraw this motion and not proceed to set
up this committee, because if the legal advice I
receive is that I should pursue the matter
through this committee I will be a very willing
subject. I will appear before the committee very
willingly indeed and will pursue the matter as
far as I possibly can via that avenue. A con-
siderable number of persons, papers and
records will be considered by the committee,
and that may well be the way to go. I am happy
for the Government to proceed in that way if it
so desires. However, in the light of the com-
ments I have made and the obvious danger for
the Government in proceeding in this way, it

may well be that after I have concluded my
remarks the Government will withdraw the
motion and let the matter rest, in which case I
will go back to my legal advisers and consult
my colleagues and decide whether we will pro-
ceed through the Supreme Court. As I said, we
have already discussed with our legal advisers
the form that representations should take.

If the Government does decide to withdraw
the motion and not proceed via this committee
we will need to discuss with the Government,
when it makes available to me the information
regarding the Crown Law advice, just what our
action should be.

This matter will not be left here by the Oppo-
sition. Regardless of the outcome of this mo-
tion, we intend to pursue it. The reason for
wanting to pursue it is, as I indicated very early
in my remarks, that I like playing the game of
politics fairly hard. The Minister for
Agriculture-or Transport, as he was when
these things occurred-likes playing it in the
same way; and we had a verbal slanging match
in the newspapers in my electorate. Presumably
he did so in other electorates as well, but I am
not aware of them and I do not want to pursue
that.

I would have been prepared to leave it at
that. It was a tit-for-tat situation, and things
can get pretty tough in the time leading up to
an election. However, he went beyond the pale.
He went beyond the bounds of decency, and
published untrue statements, and distributed
them directly.

The SPEAKER: Not only has the member
for Gascoyne said this before, but also I have
made a ruling on it.

Mr LAURANCE: I will just see if I can
rephrase that-

A Government member: You are having dif-
ficulty.

Mr LAURANCE: Not at all, I think it is the
Minister who is in some difficulty. If it had
been left to the newspapers that would have
been an end of the matter; but there is a re-
sponsibility on the part of Ministers of the
Crown, and in fact they take a very serious oath
that they will uphold the laws of the realm, that
they will do right by all manner of people. If a
complaint is made that there has been a breach
of the Electoral Act-and that is what this mo-
tion is all about-it is incumbent upon the
Government of the day to see that the matter is
pursued; that is, to establish whether an offence
were committed by any person. But in this case
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an illegal act was perpetrated by a Minister of
the Crown. That is how serious this matter is,
and that is why it needs to be taken further.

The Government can withdraw its motion to
save further embarrassment on its'part-em-
barrassment, for it as a Government and poss-
ible embarrassment and serious action against
its Minister-or it can proceed with the mo-
tion. If it does the latter, it is most likely that I
will be a very vigorous person before the com-
mittee, giving evidence and seeking to have
persons and papers brought before it. The
Government can proceed in that way if it
wishes; and, as long as my legal advice comes
out the way in which I anticipate it will, I will
be happy to pursue that course. I will be far
happier than any member of the committee-I
will be the happiest person involved in the
whole charade, because that is what I want to
happen.

If it does not happen in that way, I tell the
Government now that we will be seeking
another way to take this matter further and to
pursue the Minister for Agriculture because of
his illegal conduct.

It is my intention later to move an amend-
ment which will give the committee Imore
substance to work on.

When members receive a copy of the amend-
ment they will see that it is a genuine attempt to
give the committee some teeth and to allow
important matters to be raised before it. The
Minister for Employment and Training
interjected mightily earlier, although he seems
to have lost his enthusiasm somewhat.

Mr Pearce: We all have.

An Opposition member: Perhaps he has been
silenced.

Mr Pearce: Many of your colleagues are look-
ing pretty quiet, too. The only one smiling is
the Leader of the Opposition. He has had a big
win this morning. He is looking good while you~
stand up-he only looks bad when he stands
up.

Point of Order

Mr MacKiNNON: Mr Speaker, as I under-
stand the procedures of this House, members
are not permitted to interject or speak unless
they are in their seats, but the Leader of the
House is doing just that.

Mr Clarko: It is not the first time he has done
that.

The SPEAKER: In actual fact the Standing
Orders do not allow that to happen at all; inter-
jections of any sort are disorderly. My atten-
tion was distracted at the time, as the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition well knows, and I did
nor hear it; but I do ask that if members want
to interject and the interjection can be de-
scribed as somewhat orderly, they at least try to
do it from their seats.

Mr LAURANCE: Actually, we did hear that
the Leader of the House was asked to leave his
seat so that he could not interject.

M r Pearce: Your own colleagues asked that.
Mr Clarko: No, your colleagues.

Debate Resumed
Mr LAURANCE: If the amendment is ac-

cepted by this House, and I have every confi-
dence it will be, it will give real weight to clause
(3) of the Government's motion because it re-
fers directly to the committee the matters that
started this issue in the first place. It gets right
back to the illegal act of the Minister for
Agriculture, and it will give the committee the
ability to home in specif ically on that matter.

The point at issue is whether the Minister for
Agriculture should retain his seat in this Parlia-
ment. If a Privilege Committee is to he set up
to investigate the matter, the real substance of
the issue should go before that committee.

Sitting suspended from 1. 00 to 2.15 p. m.
Mr LAURANCE: I wish to thank you, Mr

Speaker, for your patience and forbearance in
this debate. I have endeavoured to be as brief
as possible.

Amendment to Motion
I move an amendment-
To add to paragraph (3):

and in addition, that the action of the
then Minister for Transport in distributing
an inflammatory letter to the electors of
Gascoyne three days before the election on
8 February, and as to whether that letter
contravened the provisions of the Electoral
Act which prohibit untrue and defamatory
statements designed to influence votes,
also be referred to the said Privileges Com-
mittee.

MR HASSELL (Cortesloc-Leader of the
Opposition) [2.17 p.mn.]: I second the amend-
ment. This amendment is important because it
will put before the Select Committee which the
Government has proposed the real substance of
the issue, which is whether there was a breach
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of the law on the part of the then Minister for
Transport, now Minister for Agriculture, for
which he is accountable.

As members have heard from the member
for Gascoyne, he received legal advice that
there was a breach of the Electoral Act. He
subsequently ascertained that two newspapers
circulating in his home town had received legal
advice that the material was in breach of the
Electoral Act. As he explained to the House
today, he has taken further advice specifically
directed to the question of whether the circulair
put out by the Minister for Agriculture was in
breach of the Act.

In each case the advice has indicated that it
was in breach of the Electoral Act. The result
should be an investigation and, if warranted, a
prosecution of the Minister for Agriculture
with the attendant imposition of .the appropri-
ate penalty.

We have seen today an attempt by the
Government to silence, attack, discriminate
against, and single out a member of this House
in relation to something he said in the House
last night in exercising his undoubted right to
speak and exercising the essential and central
privilege of this House-to speak without be-
ing subject to penalty under any law for what-
ever may be said.

The essence of Parliament is its privilege-
the right of members to speak out and tell the
truth as they see it. Even if members are wrong
and make errors, whatever may be the basis for
their speaking out, the essential right and privi-
lege of the House is for members to speak. I
remind the House that in the United States
there is virtually no law of defamation and in
the public arena people may say virtually what
they like, without redress under defamation
law, except in then case of malice. That is a
situation which has arisen from the Bill of
Rights in the US.

However, it does not mean that statements
made in the United States which are defama-
tory and which pull people down necessarily
gain credibility. The test is one of believability.
It is one of questioning whether people are
genuine in what they say or whether they are
just striking out because they want to.

I thought that it was made admirably clear by
the member for Gascoyne this morning that he
had good grounds for making the statement
that he made in this House last night on the
matters of substance. This matter will be forced
through today by the superior numbers of the
Government and each Government member

will vote without taking note of the issues and
in accordance with the direction given. It is an
attempt to try a member of this House for
something he said in this House. That is absol-
utely wrong.

If members refer to the provisions of the Par-
liamentary Privileges Act they will see that
those provisions are directed to the rights of
members of this House and the protection of
those rights so that the very privilege of the
freedom of speech will be protected. That is
what that Act is about and that is what the
history of parliamentary privilege is about. Of
course, a king of England lost his head because
he sought to deny the Parliament the right to
speak.

The Government is attempting, by this mo-
tion, to put pressure on the member for
Gascoyne because he is so effective in embar-
rassing this Government in raising truths in
this place. We all know that, prior to the elec-
tion held on 8 February, a disgraceful cam-
paign was carried out by the Government to
denigrate the Opposition and to tell untruths
about it. The Government used taxpayers'
money to carry out this campaign. Ministerial
letters by the thousands were sent out to the
people of this State under the hand of Minis-
ters, using the letterhead of Ministers, and paid
for by the taxpayers. The letters included all
sorts of outlandish and outrageous issues in an
attempt to bolster the Government and to in-
fluence electors by the weight of power of min-
isterial influence.

The Government has been caught out. The
letter, about which we are speaking, should also
be referred to the committee, if a committee is
set up. It is one of a dozen different varieties of
such letters and one of thousands that were
sent out to the people of this State. This epi-
sode should be seen for what it is. Let us not
mistake the reality of what went on. Quite
clearly it is an attempt at silencing and stifling
the member for Gascoyne and other members
on this side of the House. It is an attempt to
put fear into members that, if they say some-
thing that offends the Government, they will be
put on trial before a committee of the House
which has a majority of Government members.

Let us consider where this leads us. If this
Government does not succeed in gagging the
House completely we will be hearing some
pretty dramatic things in the weeks ahead.

Mr Peter Dowding: What do you say about
the allegations?
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Mr H-ASSELL: The Minister for Industrial
Relations will hear some things about his mates
in the Builders Labourers Federation and in
the Building Workers Industrial Union of
Australia that might even shock him because
they are so serious. They will upset him and he
will be deeply offended chat his mates who
Provided funds to the Labor Party in the elec-
tion will be put on the spot by evidence
produced in this House.

If the Government is allowed to put on trial
the members of this House for their statements
in this House they will succeed in destroying
the Parliament and the parliamentary process.
The amendment suggests that, if the Govern-
ment is going to examine the sizzle, it had also
better examine the steak. It had better consider
the real substance of the issue before the
House. The investigation should relate to the
total conduct of all members, including
Government members, in relation to the mat-
ter we have been debating for some hours. Let
us make no mistake: All Ministers were
involved in a campaign and conspiracy to ad-
vantage the Labor Party at a cost to the tax-
payer. One by one each Minister became
involved. However, the Minister for
Agriculture went over the top. His letter
defamed a member three days before the elec-
tion. It was deliberately designed to influence
the voters of the Gascoyne electorate.

OUr amendment suggests that, if we are to
examine members' conduct and not permit the
true process of the law to be followed, we had
better look also at the conduct of all members,
including Government members. The amend-
ment is designed to ensure that a committee of
privilege does not examine members in a Star
Chamber or a loaded dice situation. Who can
imagine that a committee which includes three
Government members who will vote according
to a Caucus decision will do anything but rule
against the member for Gascoyne? Who would
imagine that the member for Mitchell, through
his own conclusions as a chairman of a former
Select Committee, would make a decision not
to proceed with a certain matter?

Everyone knows the political realities. Every-
one knows what goes on in a Caucus meeting.
Everyone knows the influence and the pressure
of a Caucus. Let us wait and see how many
members of the Labor Party cross the floor on
either of these issues today. That will be the
measure of the independence of members when
dealing with this issue. I do not believe for one
minute that individual members on the other

side of the House, having heard the member for
Gascoyne this morning, are convinced that it is
right to put him on trial for what he said yester-
day in this House, but that is what they will
vote to do.

They will vote to put him on trial for what he
said in this House yesterday. That will be the
measure of their independence and their com-
mitment to freedom of speech. They are the
people who profess to support the Bill of
Rights; they are the ones who are committed to
supporting that Bill, but they want to gag a
member of Parliament in the Parliament. We
will see how independent they are when it
comes to voting. We will see how many of them
have the courage to cross the floor to support,
not necessarily the member for Gascoyne, but
the right of any member to say what he will in
this House even if it is wrong. That is the issue.
There is no freedom without the freedom to do
wrong. If some wrong has been done it can be
dealt with in the House.

Mr Peter Dowding: Hut the Leader of the
Opposition should know that the member did
not admit today that he had no evidence for the
allegation he made against the Chief Electoral
Officer.

Mr HASSELL: I know that the Minister can-
not understand these things unless they are
explained to him. Let it be clearly understood
that I did not say that the member for
Gascoyne had done wrong. I said that there was
no freedom unless there was the freedom to do
wrong. If members on that side of the House
believe that he has offended them or done
wrong and if they also believe in the Parlia-
ment and freedom of speech in the Parliament
they should support his right to speak without
being put on trial before a loaded committee.
That is what they should support if they believe
in Parliament and the parliamentary process. It
is no good their bringing up all these sorts of
excuses and fine points of order about alle-
gations.

The situation yesterday was very simple. The
member for Gascoyne said that certain things
had happened. The Minister disagreed that
they had happened and got someone to ask him
a question in question time so that he could put
his point of view. it was then left to the world
to judge the value of each statement. Parlia-
ment was used as it should be used. The mem-
ber for Gascoyne had made his statement. The
Minister had replied and rebutted the
statement and people were then left to make a
judgment. They could judge whether there
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might have been some interference in the due
process of law.

They could have looked back to see what the
Attorney General of this State, a man sworn to
uphold the law, had done to a criminal pros-
ecution because some of his union mates were
involved. They might well have reached the
conclusion that, given that a Minister of the
Crown was involved and not just an outside
unionist, it was possible on the balance of
probabilities that a Government so keen to
protect its own would interfere somewhere
along the line in the operation of the judicial
process.

The SPEAKER: Order! I point out to the
Leader of the Opposition and for the benefit of
other members that it is considered highly dis-
orderly to speak in those sorts of terms about a
member of the upper House. I would prefer
that members give very serious consideration
about what they are going to say about mem-
bers of the other House before they actually say
it in future debates.

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I understand the
point you have made, but I believe that I am
free within the Standing Orders to point out the
facts. That is all I wanted to do. I understand
your ruling about making judgments on those
facts in relation to the Attorney himself.

This amendment before the House is a test of
the sincerity of the Government and of the
sincerity and integrity of every member of the
Government party. We have heard in the past
two weeks some very high-minded speeches
from new members of this Parliament. We
have heard members thank their electors for
entrusting them with representing them in this
place. We have heard them refer to their
predecessors and others. The opportunities are
now presented for members to show that they
value this place.

They have two opportunities to do so. First,
they can support the amendment so that the
Parliament will have before it a Select Com-
mittee which deals with the real substance of
the issue, the act ivities' of the Minister three
days before an election. That is the substance
of this whole matter. That is where it began- If
that is not considered, how can anyone sit in
judgment on what happened here yesterday
afternoon? The greater test will be whether
members will reject the notion that a Select
Committee ought to be set up in this way to
make a judgment and put on trial a member of
this House for saying something with which
Government members disagreed. That is the

test of the commitment of members opposite to
Parliament and the parliamentary process.

In the face of the opposition of a substantial
number of members of this Parliament to the
establishment of this Select Committee-es-
pecially in the face of the opposition of the
member whom the Government seeks to ac-
cuse-this committee should not be estab-
lished. However, we must first resolve the mat-
ter of the amendment which seeks to ensure
that if we are to have a Select Committee we
should put the real substance of the issue under
the microscope.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [2.38 p.mn.J: I will
be fairly brief and speak directly to the amend-
ment because I want to make some further
remarks on the motion later. I cannot see that
this amendment is a matter of privilege. It re-
fers to the provisions of the Electoral Act and
the member has the right to take legal action.
The provision is there. I do not see that this
House should spend its time on a matter which
could be taken before the courts of the land by
the member. If the laws are wrong, let this
Chamber alter them. There is provision in the
Electoral Act for action to be taken by the
Chief Electoral Officer or by any other citizen.
The member has that option if he wishes to
avail himself of it.

The motion itself is quite different and the
matter should be reviewed by a Privilege Com-
mittee if it is to be reviewed at all. The
National Party cannot support this amendment
because we believe that a legal avenue is open
to the member. Quite frankly, I would not have
been surprised if you, Mr Speaker, had actually
ruled the amendment out of order.

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [2.40 p.m.): The Government also will
not support this amendment, first for the
reason which has been very clearly enunciated
by the Deputy Leader of the National Party.
The matter is not one of privilege. It took place
outside this House during an election cam-
paign, whereas matters of privilege usually deal
with matters taking place in this House.

The Government also takes the substantive
point that the qualitative difference between
the motion and the amendment is such that the
two matters should be treated quite differently.

With regard to the motion I have moved to
refer allegations made by the member for
Gascoyne to a Privilege Committee, in this
case the Government has what it believes to be
incontrovertible evidence that the allegation by
the member for Gascoyne is untrue.
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I am told now that in a Press conference over
the luncheon adjournment, the member for
Gascoyne, when tackled directly by members
of the Press about whether he had any evidence
for his allegations, was heard to say that he had
no evidence for these allegations but he had a
strong suspicion.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is that what he said?
Mr PEARCE: That is what he said to the

Press. It will be on TV tonight. He had no
evidence of those allegations but he had a
strong suspicion.

The case of the Government is that it is not
enough to come into this House and use parlia-
mentary privilege to defame a Minister, and a
head of a Government department, in a way
which would open him-the member for
Gascoyne-to legal action if said outside. He
cannot use parliamentary privilege to do that
inside the House and not expect the Parliament
to take same action to ensure that it has a
decent reputation in the community.

Members on this side of the House are very
concerned about the development of this Par-
liament's reputation when people like the
member for Gascoyne do the sorts of things the
member for Gascoyne has been doing in this
and many other cases.

Let me refer directly to the claim being made
with regard to the Minister for Agriculture in
the amendment. These are the three crucial
paragraphs from the so-called inflammatory
letter by the Minister for Transport as he then
was prior to the last election. I shall read the
first three paragraphs because they are the cru-
cial ones, but I shall table the whole document
for the information of members.

The letter reads-
Transport Minister Julian Grill said

today Ian Laurance, Member for
Gascoyne, was deliberately misleading his
constituents concerning Liberal Party pol-
icy on moad building.

He said it was totally dishonest of Mr
Laurance to deny that his Party's policy
was to put all public funded roadworks out
to tender.

Mr Grill said page 14 of the Liberal
Party's transport policy document clearly
states:

A Liberal Government would:-
"establish an independent assess-

ment body to call tenders and award
contracts for all road construction in
WA involving expenditure of public

funds. Such an assessment body would
also manage successful tenders."

There is the Liberal Party's transport policy:
To put all roadwork involving the expenditure
of public funds out to tender. The Minister for
Transport said-

It was totally dishonest of Mr Laurance
to deny that his Party's policy was to put
all public funded roadworks out to tender.

That is the basis on which he made a complaint
to the Chief Electoral Officer. Unless there is
some other evidence that the member for
Gascoyne has, one has only to read those three
paragraphs to realise that no matter of privilege
is involved.

I want to go through the evidence on the
other side, and that is why the Government
supports its reference to the committee as dis-
tinct from the proposed reference from the Op-
position, because the sequence of events fol-
lows the circulation of that letter.

On 6 February, the Thursday before the elec-
tion, the member for Gascoyne wrote to the
Chief Electoral Officer seeking to lodge an
official complaint and enclosed a copy of the
letter from which I have just quoted.

Mr Watt: How does this relate to the amend-
ment?

Mr PEARCE: I am indicating to the House
that the Government makes a positive distinc-
tion between this Proposed reference to the
comniitteee and the reference proposed by the
Opposition.

On 6 February, the member for Gascoyne
sent a letter and a copy of the letter from the
then Minister for Transport to the Chief Elec-
toral Officer asking him to take action. On
7 February, the Friday before the election, the
Chief Electoral Officer referred that letter to
the Crown Solicitor in the following terms.

Crown Solicitor: ..

I have received a facsimile of a letter
from Mr Ian Laurance, M.L.A. setting out
a complaint against the Hon. J. F. Grill,
M.L.A.

As can be seen Mr. Laurance indicates
his belief that Mr. Grill has breached Sec-
tion 183 (5) of the Electoral Act.

As may be seen the basis of the com-
plaint is to be found in the statement ap-
parently made by Mr. Grill a copy of
which is attached.
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Mr. Laurance does not elaborate upon
his belief that the comments are defama-
tory and calculated to influence the vote of
the electors.

Listen to this paragraph with regard to the alle-
gation that ministerial direction was involved.
The last paragraph of the letter from the Chief
Electoral Officer to the Crown Solicitor on the
Friday before the election reads-

I have not informed anybody, including
my Minister, of the complaint however the
matter is public knowledge as it has been
reported in the Press.

Mr Laurance: I did not mention the Minister.
Mr PEARCE: The Minister for Parliamen-

tary and Electoral Reform is the only Minister
who has the capacity to direct the Chief Elec-
toral Officer. The Government does not have a
capacity to direct a Chief Electoral Officer as a
Government.

Mr Rushton: It has not the capacity to direct
anybody.

Mr PEARCE: Through its Minister. The
power to direct-

Mr Laurance: He wrote the letter himself.
Mr PEARCE: The only person who can di-

rect the Chief Electoral Officer is the Minister
for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform.

Mr Brian Burke: Just read the paragraph
again.

Mr PEARCE: It reads-
I have not informed anybody, including

my Minister, of the complaint however the
matter is public knowledge as it has been
reported in the Press.

It is dated 7 February and I shall table the
document for members' edification. On
18 February the Chief Electoral Officer wrote
to Mr Laurance in the terms I have already
indicated to the House acknowledging the com-
plaint and informing him that he would be
contacted in due course.

Nothing further occurred on the file until 19
March 1986, when the following advice was
received from the Assistant Crown Solicitor
(Prosecutions). It reads-

RE: COMPLAINT AGAINST HON. J.
F. GRILL, M.L.A.

I refer to your correspondence dated 7th
February directed to the Crown Solicitor
concerning the above matter.

Section 183(5) of the Electoral Act states
that any person who-

"at any time between the issue of
the writ and the close of the poll
publishes or exposes or causes to be
published or exposed, to public view
any document or writing or printed
matter containing any untrue
statement defamatory of any candi-
date and calculated to influence the
vote of any elector;

shall be guilty of undue influence."
In order to institute proceedings for a

breach of this section, it is necessary to be
able to prove, among other things, that the
statement published was untrue, that it
was defamatory of an election candidate
and that it was calculated to influence the
vote of any elector.

Perhaps the most difficult element of the
offence, under the section, to prove is that
the statement was defamatory. At common
law, a defamatory action arising out of
statements made during an election cam-
paign could be subject to what is known as
qualified privilege based on the common
interest of the public. That is, provided the
statement is relevant to the matters which
the electors will have to consider in
deciding which way they will cast their
votes, then such statements as made by Mr
Grill are protected by the qualified privi-
lege when otherwise they may not.

It is my view that such qualified privi-
lege extends from the common law to the
provision under the Electoral Act and that
the content of Mr Grill's letter was
relevant to matters which the electors
would have to consider in the casting of
their votes.

Therefore, I am of the view that no
further investigation need be made nor any
action taken for a breach under section
183(5) of the Electoral Act.

He wrote on the same day to Hon. Julian Grill
MLA.

I will conclude this section of my comments
with regard to the evidence the Government
has on this matter by quoting a letter which the
Chief Electoral Officer sent as Cover to a re-
quest from the Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform for photocopies of the file of
documents involved in this matter. I will read
the letter for the edification of the Parliament
because this is the officer whom, in the view of
the member for Gascoyne, according to his al-
legations last evening, is one who had accepted
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directions from the Minister for Parliamentary
and Electoral Reform or same other Minister
of the Government that a certain course should
be followed. I quote as follows-

Further to our conversation yesterday
enclosed herewith are photo copies of
papers of my file.

Since speaking to you I have tried to
recall whether I mentioned the matter to
Mr Tonkin and I do not believe that I
discussed it with him.

The only opportunity I would have had
would have been during the first week fol-
lowing the election when Mr Tonkin and
Jim Mylonas visited the Tally Room at the
Royal Show Grounds to check some fig-
ures. I may have mentioned the fact that I
had the complaint and had sent it to the
Crown Law Department. However I rather
think I did not mention it.

Shortly after that Mr Tonkin was
appointed Minister for Police and conse-
quently would not have figured in any sub-
sequent considerations.

Whether or not the matter was
mentioned two things are very clear.
Firstly no discussions were entered into
and secondly no directions were given by
the Minister.

The fact is that the Government in its view has
prima facie evidence that in making the alle-
gation he made under parliamentary privilege
last evening, defamatory of a member of the
House and of a senior public servant, the mem-
ber for Gascoyne not only had no basis for
making that allegation but also had no evi-
dence which he might tender to a Privilege
Committee of this House. In that long waffle
we had this morning from the member, that
unbelievable time-wasting effort, he made no
effort to tender any evidence to support his
allegation.

Over the lunch break he had the temerity to
say to the Press that he had no evidence. I
would think that someone caught out in that
way in making an allegation that turned out to
be wrong-in the words of the Leader of the
Opposition-would have had the decency to
apologise to the House and to the two people
concerned for having made the allegation in the
first place..

Under those circumstances, the member for
Gascoyne not taking the opportunity made
available to him to enter into that level of apol-
ogy, something which might then have satisfied
the Government and the House, an oppor-

tunity that would have been accepted by any
person who valued his integrity, the Govern-
ment has no option other than to proceed with
the move to set up a Privilege Committee with
the reference it wishes to provide.

W ith reference to the a me ndment, f irstly it i s
not a matter of privilege; secondly the prima
facie evidence, such as it is, is that there is no
evidence rather than that there is any evidence;
and thirdly the member for Gascoyne has again
produced no evidence.

This House is sick of the scurrilous, baseless
and defamatory allegations made by the mem-
ber for Gascoyne when there is no evidence for
them. On this occasion the Government,
having no evidence to the contrary, is taking
the member on and giving him the opportunity
to present any evidence in support of his alle-
gation. If he has no evidence, the way in which
he is bringing this House into contempt by his
use of the forms of the House is something the
House ought to be concerned about. It ought to
use the forms of the House to discipline the
member for Gascoyne.

I seek leave to table the documents from
which I have quoted.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the papers be
tabled.

(See paper No. 193.)

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) 12.54 p.m.]: It is
amazing that the Leader of the House should
accuse another member of showing scant re-
gard for the forms of the House, because the
Leader of the House now and in the past has
shown himself to be a man of double standards
in these matters.

From the outset I refer to his own perform-
ance on 5 March 1985 when we were debating
a fellow by the name of John O'Connor.

Point of Order
Mr BRIAN BURKE: On a point of order-
Mr Clarko: You are run ning scared.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It would be a long time

past or in the future that I ran scared of anyone
on the opposite side of the House.

Mr Clarko: You could not run.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the standard of

their comments.
My point of order is that John O'Connor and

the issues of 5 March 1985 and the involve-
ment of the Leader of the House in those issues
really have nothing to do, even with the length
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of time and imagination that would be required
to prove some link, with the amendment before
the Chair.

Mr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, if I could
indicate how the comments relate to the
amendment before you determine your atti-
tude-

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not find it diffi-
cult to rule on this point of order. I find that
something that happened in 1985 relating to
another matter altogether has no bearing what-
soever on the amendment, and I therefore rule
in that way.

Debate Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: I come back to the very

beginning of this debate when the Leader of the
House was discussing the care and attention
that members of the House should exercise
when making comments about people outside
the House. My point is that the Leader of the
House has quite a track record of making
disparaging remarks about people outside the
House. In his case his comments, should we
have determined it appropriate on the oc-
casion, could have been referred to a Privilege
Committee of the sort he is now seeking to
establish.

The principal comment I want to make re-
lates to actions of the Minister for Agriculture,
which form the reason we have moved this
amendment. It is easy for the Leader of the
House to get up here today, table documents
and say that the House is not the appropriate
forum to debate the issue.

I draw the attention of members to a State
Electoral Department letter I received concern-
ing the self-same letter-

Mr Peter Dowding: How could that relate to
this issue?

Mr MacKINNON: Part (3) of the motion
reads-

and in addition, that the action of the
then Minister for Transport in distributing
an inflammatory letter to the electors of
Gascoyne ... -

I have such a letter that went to the electors of
Gascoyne; the self-same letter was distributed
to Main Roads Department employees within
my electorate. I wrote a letter then to the State
Electoral Department asking for some infor-
mation concerning that letter because I wanted
to know whether section 187 (1) of the Elec-
toral Act had been transgressed as a
consequence of that letter. The Chief Electoral
Officer wrote to me in the following terms-

I have had advice from Crown Law
Officers to the effect that the document is,
in their opinion, an "electoral advertise-
ment" and, as a consequence, subject to
section 187(l) of the Electoral Act.

He went on to say that in his opinion the Min-
ister had breached the Electoral Act, section
187(l), but that he had chosen not to proceed
against him. I quote from his letter as follows-

The subsection requires the name and
address of the person authorising the ad-
vertisement to be placed at the end of it.
Advice on this point is that by omitting the
address from the foot of the second page-
albeit including it at the foot of page one a
breach has occurred but one that could be
described only as minor and technical.

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you agree?
Mr MacKINNON: If I had not agreed, per-

haps I would have raised the matter in the
Parliament.

Mr Peter Dowding: You agree it was minor
and technical?

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, in relation to that
breach.

The point is that in this instance the Minister
for Transport, as he was then, the present Min-
ister for Agriculture, distributed a letter to
Main Roads Department employees. In other
words, he used his position wrongly and im-
morally to his own advantage and to the
Government's advantage. The letter was on a
Government letterhead, unqualified in any way
and without any reference to the fact that it had
been paid for by himself, and he had in fact
done so in direct contravention of the Electoral
Act.

It seems we have a very justifiable case. The
member for Gascoyne seems to agree because
he believes there is justifiable cause for the
Minister to answer a breach of section 183 (5)
of the Electoral Act. It is a major breach of the
Act; it is not a minor or technical breach in this
instance.

Mr Grill: Just let me assure you that that
letter was entirely paid for by myself.

Mr MacKINNON: Why didn't you say so on
the bottom of the letter?

Mr Grill: I am telling you now it was entirely
paid for by me.

Mr MacKINNON: It was sent out to all
Main Roads Department employees.

Mr Grill: There is no requirement to do that.
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Mr MacKINNON: No requirement to do
what?

Mr Grill: To state that it was paid for by me.
I am just telling you.

Mr MacKINNON: Why did you therefore
put "P.S." on the bottom of the other letter
that was sent out-"P.S., I have paid for this
myself"?

Mr Grill: Because in the interim period you
people had already raised the subject that the
letter had gone out without the qualification
about payment, so I thought in order to prevent
these sorts of allegations being made, I would
put that notation on the bottom of the second
letter. But let me assure you right now-you
can check the matter out with the Main Roads
Department or the commissioner himself-it
was entirely paid for by me.

Mr MacKINNON: The letterheads, stamps,
preparation, envelopes, the lot?

Mr Grill: Everything.
Mr MacKINNON: Who prepared them?
Mr Grill: Various people.
Mr MacKINNON: Who?
Mr Grill: Various people.
Mr MacKINNON: Your secretary, your

office?
Mr Grill: Within the ALP.
Mr MacKINNON: So in other words you are

admitting that the ALP had direct access to
lists of all Main Roads Department employees
and the lists thereof were supplied directly to
officers of the ALP?

Mr Grill: They were not addressed individu-
ally to people at their home addresses.

Mr MacKINNON: I have a photocopy here
of an envelope headed "Mr A. M. Plummer, 20
Colkirk Way, Willetton, 6155". Mr Plummer is
an employee of the Main Roads Department.
This is a copy of an envelope in which a letter
headed "To all Main Roads Department em-
ployees" was contained. Does the Minister now
claim that that information was not supplied to
the ALP?

Mr Grill: It was supplied to me and ALP
members put the list together, yes.

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, we now have it. The
Minister, through his office, provided lists of
all Main Roads Department employees to the
ALP for political purposes, misusing his office
alone for those political purposes, and the
Leader of the House doubts that we want to
raise with this motion, this matter of privilege,
a reference to this Minister's activities.

Mr Grill: You can raise that if you want to.
Mr MacKINNON: Does the Minister mean

he has no objection therefore to the amend-
ment and this committee examining all these
aspects?

Mr Grill: You can raise those particular mat-
ters any time you like.

Mr MacKINNON: Which matters?
Mr Grill: It is not appropriate to raise them

right now.
Mr MacKINNON: Why is it not appropriate

to raise them now?
Mr Grill: Because we are considering other

matters, are we not?
Mr MacKINNON: Right at this minute we

are considering an amendment relating directly
to the Minister and his activities and I think it
is very appropriate that this proposed com-
mittee should undertake such an examination,
particularly in light of his revelation just now
that he, as a Minister of the Crown, has allowed
what I would think is confidential Government
information-that is, lists of employees of
Government departments-to be made avail-
able to his political party for party political
purposes. That is unprecedented. It is unheard
of.

Mr Clarko: Surely his staff must have also
provided information to him or to those people
directly, information which involved his de-
partmental people.

Mr MacKJNNON: I certainly take that infor-
mation to be the most serious breach of prac-
tice we have heard here today-the Minister
making available to the ALP lists of Main
Roads Department employees. How many
other Ministers in this House did exactly the
same thing? Did the Minister for Industrial Re-
lations, for example, at that time, write letters
directly to employees, or did he provide lists of
names to members of the ALP to whom other
people could write letters?

Mr Williams: They have gone very quiet,
haven't they?

Mr Clarko: He has become very red in the
face.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you going to talk
about the issue before the Chair? Then we will
be able to respond.

Mr MacKINNON: Clearly, the Minister for
Industrial Relations was involved in that game
as well. Clearly we have now ascertained that in
the lead-up to the last election two Govern-
ment Ministers were involved in providing lists
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of Government employees' names to the
Australian Labor Party to be used to distribute
information which we feel in this instance
contravened the Electoral Act. If members do
not believe it was in contravention of the Elec-
toral Act, then I am not a lawyer. It seems clear
to me that the section is specific. 1 quote
again-

or at any time between the issue of the writ
and the close of the poll publishes or ex-
poses or causes to be published or exposed,
to public view any document or writing or
printed matter containing any untrue
statement defamatory of any candidate
and calculated to influence the vote of any
elector,

That is quite clear. The member for Gascoyne
has already indicated that the letter was
distributed throughout his electorate three days
before the election and whether or not i t is
defamatory is certainly open to question.

More importantly, at the same time as those
letters were mailed by the ALP directly to elec-
tors, Government employees whose names had
been provided to the Australian Labor Party,
no more or no less than for the distribution of
political propaganda-

Mr Grill: I did not say they had been given to
the ALP.

Mr MacKINNON: How did the ALP get
them?

Mr Grill: I said "Members of the ALP".
Mr MacKINNON: I think we are getting

closer to the truth now. What happened was
that the lists were provided to members of the
ALP who were employed by the Government.
That is obvious. If that was not the case, who
were these fictitious people who typed out all
these envelopes from lists supplied to them by
the Minister? Members of the ALP employed
by whom?

Mr Grill: I do not know.
Mr MacKINNON: The Minister says, "I do

not know". He thinks we came down in the last
shower.

Mr Grill: Various people.
Mr MacKINNON: The letter bears the signa-

ture of "J. F. Grill, Minister for Transport". It
is the Minister's letter. It was forwarded in an
envelope addressed to one of my electors who
drew it to my attention, and the Minister is
telling me he does not know who prepared the
letter.

Mr Grill: Not specifically.

Mr MacKINNON: A group of people? Were
they employed by the Government?

Mr Grill: No.
Mr MacKINNON: But they were members

of the ALP?
Mr Grill: They were not employed by the

Government, no.
Mr MacKINNON: But they were members

of the ALP? They were not employed by the
Government. As the Minister involved, the
Minister has provided confidential infor-
mation, lists of Government employees, and
we will have to examine this-

Point of Order
Mr PETER DOWDING: The matters now

being raised by the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition do not in any way relate either to the
motion or to the amendment before the Chair
to which he is speaking. He is now talking
about who compiled the letter, where an ad-
dress came from, and a whole range of issues
which have nothing to do with the allegation
that the letter was disputed and contravened a
specific section of the Electoral Act. That is the
narrow range. One might have got up 10 min-
utes ago when the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition was ploughing slowly on with his ad-
dress, but he has in fact gone on now for over
10 minutes on a subject which is unrelated to
the amendment before the Chair.

The SPEAKER: Order! In respect of the
point of order raised by the Minister for Em-
ployment and Training, while I have not
wanted to restrict the debate to the specific
amendment moved by the member for
Gascoyne, as it has been drawn to my attention
now and I have to rule on it, I am forced to rule
in favour of the points raised by the Minister
for Employment and Training.

I cannot see how the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition can relate in the remotest way the
line of questioning he is now putting to the
Minister for Agriculture with the amendment
that we should be debating. If I am wrong, and
if the Deputy Leader of the Opposition can
fairly quickly relate the two, he should feel free
to do so; but if I am right-and I think I am-
he had better desist.

Debate Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: Thank you, Mr Speaker,

for your guidance. The point I was making, and
upon which I will conclude, is that information
provided directly to the electors of the elector-
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ate of Gascoyne and other electorates in West-
emn Australia was obviously done by agreement
with the Minister for Agriculture in a manner
which 1 would have thought contravened some
other Act of Parliament relating to secrecy of
information, and which I intend now to pursue.

In relation to this motion, however, suffice it
to say that the actions taken by the Minister in
relation to the' distribution of the letter, his
proven contravention of section 187(1) of the
Electoral Act, and his proven-by admission
today-misuse of his office, give us every
reason to believe that the amendment to the
motion moved so ably by the member for
Gascoyne should be supportLed, and I have
great pleasure in doing so.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [3.12
p.m.]: I want to try to draw together the threads
of the different arguments which have been put
forward by members supporting the member
for Gascoyne; firstly in opposing the establish-
ment of the Privilege Committee, and secondly
in supporting the amendment that he has
moved to widen the ambit of the committee's
considerations.

Mr MacKinnon: You are trying to dig the
Leader of the House out of the great big hole in
which you have left him.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The first thing to
understand is this: No-one asked the member
for Gascoyne to come into this Chamber yes-
terday and accuse the Chief Electoral Officer of
accepting a direction to break the law. No-one
asked the member for Gascoyne to stand in his
place and make that foul accusation of that
public servant. if there is someone who forced,
or asked, or urged this mean member to make
such an allegation, why did the member-

Points of Order
Mr LAURANCE: The Government decided

to take a lot of points of order today to ensure
chat the debate stuck to the point. I ask that the
Premier be made to relate his comments to the
motion before the Chair.

The SPEAKER: What is your point of order?

Mr LAURANCE: It is quite obvious that the
Premier was not speaking to the point of order
either. A point of order was taken as soon as
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition started to
make his remarks. Now the Premier has started
in equal fashion. You ruled that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition had to confine his
remarks to the motion, and I now ask you to do
the same in relation to the Premier.

The SPEAKER: I think the Premier probably
was not speaking to the point of order, because
the matter before the Chair is the amendment
moved by the member for Gascoyne.

In respect to the queries raised by the mem-
ber for Gascoyne as to whether the Premier is
addressing his remarks to the matter before the
Chair, I would have thought that he was; but in
any event he has been speaking only for some
60 seconds, and a substantial amount of that
time has been taken up by interjections. I ex-
pect the Premier, just as anybody else, to ad-
dress his remarks to the amendment before the
Chair. I believe he is doing that.

Mr LAURANCE: On the same point of or-
der, Mr Speaker, a point of order was raised by
the Minister for Employment and Training
when not one minute had elapsed. In fact,
when you stood up to reply to that point of
order on the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
the clock was reading 19-exactly as it is now.
No latitude was allowed for the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to develop his argument and
he was confined strictly to the amendment. I
believe that you should rule in a consistent
way, and that the Premier should be con-
strained by the same requirements.

The SPEAKER: Is the member for Gascoyne
reflecting on my impartiality?

Mr LAURANCE: Not at all, Sir. I was asking
for a ruling.

The SPEAKER: And the member has the
ruling, and it will remain as it was. I sincerely
hope that you are not reflecting on my impar-
tiality, but I believe that you are coming fairly
close to it and my tolerance will not stretch
much further.

Debate Resumed
Mr BRIAN BURKE:- This motion, and the

amendment proposed today, revolve entirely
around the decision by the member for
Gascoyne to come into this Chamber, unpro-
voked and unurged, and make an allegation
against a senior public servant-an allegation
that he has been unable to support with one
skerrick of evidence.

Point of Order
Mr LAURANCE: On a further point of or-

der, Mr Speaker, it was indicated earlier in the
debate today that, if one reads the Hansard,
one will see that no such allegation was made
against that particular senior officer. I would
like to draw that to your attention. If the
Premier is going to speak to the amendment, he
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should at least be accurate and refer to the
Hansard of this Partliament.

The SPEAKER: In respect of the point of
order raised by the member for Gascoyne, I
rule again that the Premier is addressing him-
self to the amendment before the Chair. I cau-
tion the member for Gascoyne that although he
is entitled to raise points of order, if he does so
again in what I consider to be a frivolous
fashion, I will take some action.

Debate Resumed
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I was trying to make

the point that no-one forced the member for
Gascoyne to do again what he has done so
frequently before, and that is to make un-
founded, unsubstantiated, and unprovable alle-
gations against people who are not in this
Chamber and who cannot defend themselves.

Let there be no mistake about what the mem-
ber for Gascoyne did: He came into this
Chamber and said that the Chief Electoral
Officer, acting on direction, had broken the
law. That is what he said, and he made no
bones about it. He said an offence had been
committed and that the Chief Electoral Officer,
acting under direction, had decided not to pro-
ceed against the perpetrator of that offence.
And, quite rightly, the Government said,
"W'here is your proof'? What do you put for-
ward to support this allegation against the
Chief Electoral Officer?" And nothing was
proffered.

Every facility was extended to the member
for Gascoyne to prove the case, to support what
he had to say with some evidence, and the
member for Gascoyne refused or was unable to
substantiate the claim that he had made, not-
withstanding the fact that today he has tried to
say that he holds the Chief Electoral Officer in
great esteem, and that he believes him to be an
outstanding public servant.

The truth is that last evening this member
stated that that public servant, acting under
direction, had broken the law. That is what he
said.

Why is it that the Government should not
allow this member every opportunity to prove
the point that he made, to support the alle-
gation that he flung at this public servant? Be-
cause that is all we are doing.

If in his rectitude this member is so certain
of his grounds, why does he fly from the com-
mittee that will give him every opportunity to
bring forward the evidence that any reasonable
and decent person would have prior to making

such an allegation against someone who is
outside this Chamber and who is unable to
defend himself'? We know already that this per-
son has said publicly that he was not subject to
any direction from the Government or from
any Minister.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: Mr Speaker, at the mo-

ment we are debating the amendment to mo-
tion moved by the member for Gascoyne. The
amendment refers to the actions of the then
Minister for Transport in distributing a de-
famatory letter to the electors of Gascoyne. I
have no wish to stifle the Premier's speech, but
I think the appropriate time for the Premier to
speak on these matters is after we accept or
reject the amendment and return to debate the
motion.

Paragraph (3) of that motion refers to an
allegation made by the member for Gascoyne
in the Address-in-Reply debate. The Premier is
now referring directly to that allegation. As I
said, I do not want to stifle the Premier, but I
think he should refer to these matters at the
appropriate time which will be when we return
to the motion.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Earlier today a number of

points of order were raised by Government
members while the member for Gascoyne was
making his speech. As a result I think unpalat-
able comments were made to certain members.
The reverse is now the case. I attempted, as far
as possible, to allow the member for Gascoyne
to put his case in an uninterrupted fashion. It is
true, in respect of this point of order, that we
are not debating the motion, but that we are
debating the amendment moved by the mem-
ber for Gascoyne. While not wanting to be too
restrictive, I ask members to confine their
remarks to the amendment.

Debate Resumed
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would hate to see an

opportunity or an occasion when the Oppo-
sition was trying to stifle any debate because
that is four points of order in four minutes.

This matter arose from the deliberate de-
cision by the member for Gascoyne to come
into this Chamber and make a foul allegation
against a public servant. As a result of that
allegation, the Government decided to give the
member for Gascoyne every opportunity to
prove his case. Last night, in debate, he was
unable to do so and today, despite having
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spoken for several hours, it seems to me that he
was again unable to produce a skerrick of evi-
dence to support his claim.

I suggest to members that they are not here
to judge simply whether they like this person or
dislike that person. They are here to decide
whether someone making a claim can support
that claim with any evidence. The member for
Gascoyne has produced no evidence whatso-
ever.

The member moved his amendment in the
following context: He has already made a com-
plaint which has been processed in the normal
way and which has elicited from the Crown
Law Department advice that the matter did not
constitute an offence. Despite the member's
standing here today and saying that a criminal
offence had been committed and that an il-
legality had been perpetrated, the Crown Law
Department advice received by the Chief Elec-
toral Officer has been supplied and tabled in
this Parliament. The advice was that no offence
had been committed. As the member for
Stirling so ably pointed out, if the member for
Gascoyne is aggrieved and if he disagrees with
that advice, it is open to him, as the member
for Gascoyne boasted today, to take action
through the courts to redress the wrong he be-
lieves he had suffered. He has not chosen to
take that action. lHe has chosen again, by virtue
of this amendment, to impugn the Crown Law
Department and the Chief Electoral Officer be-
cause this amendment says to them, "We do
not care what your advice is; we do not believe
you are being honest or truthful- We believe
you are incompetent and an offence has been
committed. We will impose our view upon you
by moving an amendment to force the Privilege
Committee to look at this matter".

Everything has been done, on our part, in a
completely orthodox fashion. A complaint has
been made by the member for Gascoyne. The
member for Gascoyne has been given the op-
portunity to justify his claim that the Chief
Electoral Officer has broken the law at the di-
rection of the Government or at the direction
of a Minister. He has been unable to do so. Do
members opposite feel embarrassd that they
sat and heard this man say these things? They
should remember he could be saying it about
them next week. He said it about the Chief
Electoral Officer. What justification have they
heard for those allegations being made? I ask
one member sitting opposite to tell me where is
the evidence.

Mr Lighttfoot: What are you looking at me
for?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Because the member
happens to be on that side of the House. He
will be voting on this matter.

Mr Lightfoot: So will you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course, and I take
the responsibility because there is no evidence.
Putting politics aside, I ask members opposite
to tell me where is the evidence that supports
the allegation that the Chief Electoral Officer
acted under direction. Not one member on that
side of the House can offer any evidence or
substance. Not one member opposite is able to
say honestly that the Chief Electoral Officer
acted under direction because this person told
him or because he had come into the pos-
session of this letter or instruction and he
knows that the facts prove or demonstrate the
truth of the claim. Members opposite should be
ashamed to be silently in support of the mem-
ber for Gascoyne. As I said, next week it could
be one of them or it could be someone near and
dear to them. If that is the way they want to be
treated, so be it.

I will withdraw this motion immediately if
anyone can offer evidence in support of the
allegation. The member for Gascoyne now has
the opportunity to avoid this committee. The
Leader of the Opposition can avoid the Star
Chamber if someone on that side can support
the allegation with evidence. Again I say that I
wI withdraw the motion if I am given one
skerrick of evidence.

Mr Laurance: Give me the costs and I will
take you to the Supreme Court.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Did members want any
clearer a demonstration than that?

Everyone knows what the member for
Gascoyne is like. We take him as he comes.
Sometimes he gets under our skin and some-
times we get under his. However, it is import-
ant for all members to know the standards by
which the member for Gascoyne comports
himself in this place. Those standards are
reflected here today. The Chief Electoral
Officer has a family and he has friends. H-e will
be challenged today about his breaking the law
by acting under direction. Why? All because
the member for Gascoyne decided, unpro-
voked and unasked, to say these things about
this man. There is no other reason.

Mr Lewis: What did he say about him?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He said he acted under
direction..
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By accepting this amendment we are saying
to the Assistant Crown Solicitor who tendered
this advice that we do not care about his ad-
vice: He has given this advice to the Chief Elec-
toral Officer and whether it is ight or -wrong
advice we shall ignore it because the member
for Gascoyne is in a spot of bother and he
wants to widen the ambit of the committee to
inquire into this matter. That is what the mem-
ber says, unjustified as it is.

In fact, we would have to direct the Chief
Electoral Officer to take action in a situation in
which he was advised by a Crown Law Officer
not to take action. That would be an offence
and a crime if we had directed that, when it
was his will not to take action. That is why this
amendment finds no basis in fairness, morality,
logic or justice. It is an attempt by the member
for Gascoyne to widen the ambit of the debate
because of the uncomfortable hook on which
he is wriggling. No-one asked the member for
Gascoyne to do what he has done. There was
no percentage in it for him and he was making
no great political headlines by hurting the Chief
Electoral Officer. The Minister for Agriculture
can look after himself and I would lay odds at
any time that he would sort out the member for
Gascoyne with one hand tied behind his back
in any area, intellectually, physically, or in any
other way. But that is the Minister for
Agriculture. He is in this Chamber and he can
look after himself and answer allegations made
against him. However, the Chief Electoral
Officer cannot; he is not here to stand up and
say to the member for Gascoyne that what he
has said is untrue. In the Press today the Chief
Electoral Officer has said that he acted under
no direction.

Where is the evidence? How can the member
for Gascoyne keep maintaining that the Chief
Electoral Officer acted under direction? How
can the member for Gascoyne keep on saying
that the Crown Law advice was faulty advice
that he is not privy to when it has been read to
the House and provided to the member?

Mr Laurance: It is now.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Well the member for

Gascoyne should apologise now.
Mr Laurance: I have not referred it to my

solicitor yet.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me say that I

understand that from time to time members in
this place during debate will say things that
they later regret. I can honestly say that on
occasions I have said things I have later regret-
ted saying. But accepting that there is no evi-

dence and no member on that side can produce
any evidence as to this matter, I will withdraw
this motion if the member for Gascoyne
chooses to apologise to the Chief Electoral
Officer.

Mr Laurance: Let us go to court.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: By all means go to

court. The member for Gascoyne has had four
months in which to go to court and has not
done so.

I do not want him to apologise to the Minis-
ter for Agriculture, he can look after himself;
but I will withdraw this motion if the member
for Gascoyne is big enough and man enough to
say to the Chief Electoral Officer that he was
wrong in saying that the Chief Electoral Officer
acted under direction to break the law.

Mr Laurance: Read the Hansard; that is what
I said and I will stick to it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is what the mem-
ber for Gascoyne is saying and he will repeat it.

Let me sum up: The member for Gascoyne
came into this Chamber unprovoked to make
unsubstantiated allegations against the Chief
Electoral Officer. The Chief Electoral Officer
has denied the allegations, the file material
demonstrates that the allegations are ground-
less, and in time terms are not capable of
substantiation. They could not be true. Then
the member for Gascoyne tries to widen the
debate of the ambit of the committee inquiry to
include actions against the Minister for
Agriculture.

As the member for Stirling has pointed out,
there is ample option for the member for
Gascoyne to pursue the Minister for
Agriculture wherever he likes, in courts of law
if he wants to. The member for Gascoyne has
boasted about writs of mandamus and of ac-
tions available to him in the Supreme Court.
Let him proceed if he feels so aggrieved. But let
him not insult and defame the Chief Electoral
Officer because that man has nothing to do
with the matter.

We have decided quite deliberately as a
Government to frame this motion and put it
forward and we had decided to hold the mem-
ber for Gascoyne accountable for that which he
has had to say. Tomorrow it could be anyone; it
could be someone who, being close to members
of the Opposition, will cause them grief.

The Chief Electoral Officer is not known to
me more than as a passing acquaintance and I
do not see why he should be permitted to be
fouled in this manner. As far as the Govern-
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ment is concerned it is as simple as this: The
member for Gascoyne has made an allegation
and it is now up to him to substantiate the
allegation or withdraw it and apologise. It is no
more difficult than that. That is where the mat-
ter starts and finishes. I do not see why we as a
Parliament or the Government as a group
within the Parliament should permit the mem-
ber for Gascoyne to carry on in this way all the
lime without substantiating the claims he has
made.

I do not know whether it will amount to
more than a row of beans in the consideration
of most members; I guess it will not. But the
events of today have served to highlight the
fact that the member for Gascoyne is prepared
to say things for which he has no evidence or
substantiation. As I sit down I invite the mem-
ber for Gascoyne to give us the evidence.

Mr Laurance: You are a bag of wind; sit
down, you have finished your time.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The answer is that I am
a bag of wind and I should sit down because I
have finished my time. It is very disappointing
to be confronted by a person, who, when asked
to substantiate a serious allegation, replies in
that vein.

It is not even a smart comment to make. I
have six children, the youngest of whom is two
years old and even he is smarter than that. That
is the truth.

An Opposition member: Six this year, what
about next year?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I may have seven next
year, I do not know. However, if any one of
them did what the member for Gascoyne has
done I would spank his or her bottom.

MR RUSHTON (Dale) [3.37 p.m.]: This is
not the occasion, Mr Speaker, on which to say
the things to you that I wish to, but I am very
appreciative of your endeavour to uphold the
decorum of this Chamber. I wili discuss the
other things I wanted to say at a later time.

We have listened to the Premier speaking
and members who recall his approach in this
House three or four years ago will agree that in
those days his style was to take over the House
on the basis of putting people's characters to
the test, including people outside this House
who could not defend themselves. He is now
adopting the opposite stance.

The amendment is very worthwhile because
it gets to the root of the problem. It goes back
to where the wrong was perpetrated. This is
just the tip of the iceberg and I give credit to

the member for Gascoyne for bringing it to the
attention of the House. It is the only way he can
bring attention to this matter. A number of
other issues are waiting to be brought forward;
I have a list of 12. Some are similar to the issue
brought forward by the member for Gascoyne
and they should be aired since they are matters
of concern to the public.

I have a similar incident in the same terms
involving the Minister for Agriculture. Once
again it relates to the Minister; being personally
accountable for breaching the Electoral Act. I
think it was the dirtiest election campaign that
I have stood against and, in fact, it finished
with an attempt to defame me in the Federal
Parliament. I have no defence in that area and I
will raise this matter in more detail during the
Address-in-Reply debate. The member for
Canning defamed my conduct.

Mr D. L. Smith: I certainly hope you will
address some of your remarks about defa-
mation to the person who stood against you.

Mr RUSHTON: I simply intended to-
Mr D. L. Smith: It was absolutely scandal-

ous, disgusting, and unwarranted.
Mr RUSHTON: The member for Mitchell

will have his opportunity. When his actions in
respect of the local chamber of commerce are
sheeted home, he will be asking what happens
when one leaves the Bar. As a barrister, his
conduct in that situation, if caried to its logical
conclusion, will result in his being removed
from the Bar.

Point of Order
Mr D. L. SMITH: I do not know what the

matters being raised now have to do with the
subject before the Chair, which is the a mend-
ment.

Mr Rushton: Why did you interject and en-
courage me to speak on those matters then?

Mr D. L. SMITH: I did not interject for that
purpose, but rather because I believe a person
was slandered unbelievably and in a manner
which I have never seen before in any other
election campaign.

The SPEAKER: Order! I consider that this
time the member for Dale was giving back-
ground to his comments and he will come to
his point in due course.

Debate Resumed
Mr RUSHTON: The amendment which il-

lustrates the reasons for the action taken by the
member for Gascoyne is just the tip of the
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iceberg and much more information will be
brought to light. Were this a case being heard
before an impartial jury, I am sure the jury
would find in favour of the member for
Gascoyne and the Minister for Transport
would find himself facing a by-election.

We are defending a very important principle
here today; that is, the right of a member to
bring matters of this nature to the attention of
the House. It is imperative that members are
able to do so. Members of the present Govern-
ment, in particular the Premier, used to use
that method in the extreme. From time to time,
the Premier slandered innocent people, but
that was his way of dealing with things.

We have many more matters to bring to the
attention of the House and if this means of
doing so were stopped, the Parliament would
not be able to operate as it should. We have a
perfect right as members to be able to bring to
the notice of the House various matters which
we may not always be able to prove to the nth
degree. We must be responsible, but we have a
duty to the public in this respect. We have the
right and privilege here without fear or favour
to represent the electorate and to try to ensure
that questionable matters are dabated.

Mr Brian Burke: But you have never made
that sort of claim without some evidence in the
years you have been here. How long have you
been here?

Mr RUSHTON: I have been here 21 years.

Mr Brian Burke: You have not dlone that in
the 21 years you have been here, and, in the 14
years I have been here, I have never heard you
make that sort of allegation. You have been
wrong sometimes, but you have had a reason to
say something.

Mr RUSHTON: We all must have a reason
to say something and I hope the Premier would
judge the member for Gascoyne as having a
reason.

Mr Brian Burke: But when I paused and gave
him ample opportunity, he advanced no
reason.

Mr RUSHTON: The Premier is aware that I
have said that he likes to conduct himself in
this House as if he were in a courtroom. Per-
haps he has ambitions in that regard when he
retires from this place and he is getting some
practice here, but it is not really what we are
about.

In simplistic terms, we must retain our right
and privilege to bring matters of concern to the
public before this House. That privilege is very
dear to me and it should continue.

During the last election I could have
complained about breaches of the Electoral
Act. Those breaches related to technical points
some of which were very serious. An example
was the eats and drinks that the Premier and
others had at Mundijong two days before the
election.

It is of grave concern to the future of this
Parliament if we cannot bring before it matters
similar to those which have been raised in this
debate. We should be able to deal with such
matters without fearing that we will be judged
by our opponents in the nature suggested in
this motion by a proposed Select Committee.

I regret the fact that today it seems to be
common practice to issue writs, certainly
against Opposition members on the basis that
they do not have the means to defend them-
selves. Ministers have the financial support
provided by the taxpayers' money, but Oppo-
sition members do not. That unequal situation
was illustrated by the member for Gascoyne
when he said, "Give me equal finance and I
will fight this case". That is a reasonable re-
quest. We saw the same situation occur re-
cently when the Prime Minister and the Leader
of the Opposition went before the people of
Australia.

Australians try to be fair and we should de-
fend our right to bring issues before the Parlia-
ment and ensure that we do not lose it, because
it is the very basis of our representation.

Amendment put and a division called for.

Points of Order
Mr PEARCE: I hea rd only one member call

"Aye" when voting on the amendment, and, in
that case, it is my understanding of Standing
Orders that one voice is insufficient on which
to call a division.

Mr MacKINNON: On the same point of or-
der, sitting in the corner of the Chamber I
clearly heard the members for Dale and
Karrinyup both call "Aye". That makes two
members.

Mr CLARKO: On a further point of order, I
cannot confirm what the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition said. However, if he heard two
people speak, it is clear he was in closer prox-
imity to the other person than was 1. My voice
carries clearly and can be heard by everyone
throughout the Chamber.
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I draw to your attention, Sir, that the Leader
of the House was not in his seat and, indeed,
was in almost the furthest position possible
away from where the member for Dale was
sitting. Therefore, he might not be in the best
position to judge how many Opposition mem-
bers voted on the amendment. Indeed, it was
only due to your generosity and fairness, Sir,
that be got the call.

-Mr PEARCE: On the basis of the statement
made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
that two members of the Opposition voted in
favour of the amendment, I am happy to with-
draw my point of order.

Division Resumed
Bells rung and the House divided.

Result of Division
The division resulted as follows-

Ayes 16
Mr Bradshaw Mr Lightfoot
Mr Clarko Mr MacKinnon
Mr Court Mr Mensaros
Mr Crane Mr Rushton
Mr Grayden Mr Thompson
Mr Hassell Mr Tubby
Mr Laurance Mr Watt
Mr Lewis Mr Williams

Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Canr
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Hodge
Mr House
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough

Mr Cash Ae
Mr Cowan
Mr Spripg
Mr Blaifkie

Noes 31
Mr Nalder
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Schell
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Pairs
Noes

Mrs Hegg
Mr Tonkin
Mr Bryce
Mr Tom Jones

(T1111)

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [3.52 p.m.J: In

view of the considerable time spent on this
matter today I will be brief. The situation we
are in at the moment is very reminiscent of one
that occurred in 1976 and it is appropriate that
I make some reference to the debate of that

time. I refer now to Hansard for Thursday, I I
November 1976, where the member for
Kalamunda, who subsequently became the
Speaker of this place, moved the following mo-
tion-

That a Select Committee be appointed
to inquire into and report upon allegations
made against a Minister or Ministers of
the Government by the Member for Ascot
in the Legislative Assembly on 9th
November, 1976.

So, a member of Parliament had made alle-
gations against a Minister. That member
happened to be a Labor member making alle-
gations against a Liberal Minister and the inci-
dent is referred to colloquially as the "sticky
fingers" incident. The Liberal-National Party
Government of the day moved for a Select
Committee. In speaking to the motion the
member for Kalamunda said-

The motion I have moved simply
affords the opportunity to the member for
Ascot to prove some base to the allegations
he has made. I want to say at the outset
that it is not my intention to canvass those
matters which will become the subject of
the Select Committee inquiry, because it
would be quite improper of me to do so; as
the mover of this motion I would be
involved in the Select Committee, and I
would suggest also it would be improper
for members of Parliament generally to
delve into that matter. Members opposite
may laugh if they wish.

I wholeheartedly concur with his comments
and for that reason I do not intend to traverse
all the points that may come up before the
committee as I might possibly be a member of
it. I assure members that if my appointment is
carried through I will act in the interests of
upholding the dignity of this place and I cer-
tainly will not be swayed by party-political con-
siderations.

The member for Kalamunda went on to
speak about our freedom of speech in this
place, and I quote as follows-

This freedom of speech, however, brings
with it a very sombre responsibility: the
responsibility to act fairly.

I concur wholeheartedly with that. He
continued as follows-

To support that contention, I would like
to quote from Erskine May's Parliamen-
tary Practice, 19th edition, chapter VI,
page 78 under the heading of "Restraint of
Speech in Parliament". At that page there
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is a section from Anson, Vol. 1
(Parliament) p. 170, which reads-

Speech and action in Parliament
may thus be said to be unquestioned
and free. But this freedom from exter-
nal influence or interference does not
involve any unrestrained licence of
speech within the walls of the House.

May goes on to say-

The cases in which Members have
been called to account and punished
by the House for offensive words
spoken before the House are too nu-
merous to mention (u). Some have
been admonished, others imprisoned,
and in the Commons some have been
expelled (a).

It is clear from that quotation that while we
have privileges, they are qualified.

We in the National Party believe that we
must protect a member's right to speak in this
place and the privileges afforded to him; how-
ever, that privilege carries the qualification as
expressed in that quotation. We must be able to
prove our allegations. I would hope that the
Privilege Committee proposed to be estab-
lished is being sought to ascertain whether the
member for Gascoyne can prove his allegation.

Further on in that debate, at page 47 55 of the
same volume of Hansard, an amendment was
moved. Members who were here at the time
might recall that in fact several amendments
were moved to the original motion. The
amendment finally accepted was moved by Mr
O'Neil, the then member for East Melville.
Part (5) of his amendment read as follows-

(5) Requests the Attorney General to
undertake consideration of appropriate
amendments to that Act with a view to
furnishing the House in the future with
more adequate powers. of punishment of
its own members for contemptuous con-
duct.

I wonder whether any action along that line has
been taken. Certainly it is high time that the
House gave consideration to that matter.

Mr Brian Burke: You will agree that it is
better that we did not need to have those sorts
of strictures.

Mr STEPHENS: But it would allow action to
be taken that would prevent time being wasted
as it has been today. The Government should
consider establishing the mechanism to over-
come this sort of delay.

It is clear that the Liberal-Country Party
Government of the day saw fit in similar cir-
cumstances to appoint a Select Committee. If
we are to be consistent we should support the
motion before the House.

MR D. L. SMITH (Mitchell) [4.00 p.m.]: We
are considering a motion to refer a particular
matter to a Select Committee which will look at
the question of whether there has been a breach
or an abuse of parliamentary privilege by the
member for Gascoyne. As other speakers have
indicated, it is appropriate to refer to some
previous occasions when the appointment of a
Select Committee has been considered by this
Parliament.

Reference has been made to 3 April 1985
when I moved that a Select Committee be
appointed. Speakers opposite have levelled
some criticism on the basis that on that oc-
casion it was a charade and the committee was
never called together to consider an allegation
against the member for Gascoyne. In defence
of myself and the other members of the com-
mittee, I would like to read the motion moved
and passed by this House on that occasion. it
stated in part-

That a Select Committee be appointed
to inquire into and report upon complaints
of breach of privilege referred to it by the
House;

It then goes on to talk about the powers of the
committee. There was never a reference by this
House to the committee, and that is the sole
reason that the committee never met because
the parliamentary sitting concluded shortly
after it was appointed. It has been cited to show
that the matter which should have been con-
sidered by the committee was a particular com-
plaint about the member in relation to alle-
gations he made about members of the Tour-
ism Commission.

Mr Laurance: Not at all.
Mr D. L. SMITH: The only reference to that

by me in moving the motion was that when I
was asked to give an example of the kinds of
breach of privilege that could be considered by
such a committee, I said that one example was
the speech by the member in relation to the
Tourism Commission. In my view that was a
situation involving a breach of privilege.
The obvious reason the Parliament and the
Government could not move to refer the mat-
ter to the Select Committee was that firstly, I
had said in the Parliament it was not the inten-
tion that that matter should be referred and,
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secondly, I had expressed an opinion on the
matter which would have placed me in a situ-
ation of having expressed a view which
indicated a bias against the member and then
sitting on a committee to consider the matter.

The matter I wanted to refer to in the debate
on that occasion was not that element at all but
a reference made by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition on page 2195 of Hansard on 17
April 1985 when in relation to the House of
Representatives' practice he quoted the then
Speaker, Sir Billy Snedden, in these words-

In regard to freedom of speech, [ think it
is important for us to understand that
there are occasions on which a Member in
this House, exercising the freedom of ab-
solute privilege of what he says in this
House, can and does attack persons who
apparently are defenceless. This privilege
in the past has been used outrageously by
individual Members. But the point made
by Speaker Thomas I think is true; that is,
there is a fundamental sense of justice in a
House and if a Member is acting badly the
House will recognise it and treat him ac-
cordingly. The public will also recognise it
and rob him of his credibility.

Those words carried some weight with me
when the Deputy Leader of the Opposition re-
ferred to them, and I have a personal deep
sense of the privilege extended to members of
Parliament to be free to say whatever they wish
to say on any matter. They should be given
almost absolute privilege in that regard. The
inference to be drawn from what Sir Billy
Snedden said was that when a member abuses
that privilege by making defamatory remarks
about people outside the House in circum-
stances where the member has not a shred of
evidence whatever the House itself will take
some action to demonstrate its sense of injus-
tice.

The truth is that the member for Gascoyhe,-
in the three years I have been in this House, has
repeatedly abused the privilege in the way he
did last night in relation to the Chief Electoral
Officer. He then repeated a similar allegation
today in relation to the Crown Law Depart-
ment, and referred in particular to the prosti-
tution by the Government of its officers.

I feel rather like a father who has a difficult
child; he starts off by offering some stern ad-
vice, and if he gets no response he might think
about a withdrawal of a future privilege the
child might have. The punishment might then
go up the ladder of privileges, and if there is no

action and the child is of appropriate age, the
father might have some recourse to pun ish-
ment which none of us want to contemplate-
something physical-such as spanking his bot-
tomn, or a withdrawal of pocket money, or what-
ever.

If I felt that members opposite were really
taking those steps with the member for
Gascoyne I would probably not support this
motion. Liberal members opposite-I do not
include the National Party in those comn-
ments-have had an opportunity over the last
three years to demonstrate their shame, dis-
tress, and disapproval of the member for
Gascoyne. They have had the opportunity time
and again when he has shamelessly abused the
privilege of this House.

Mr Lightfoot: What are those abuses?

Mr D. L. SMITH: I suggest to the new memn-
ber that he read the speeches by the member
for Gascoyne in relation to the Tourism Com-
mission and the Shire of Carnarvon's health
inspector, and a host of other examples I could
cite. On each occasion when this side of the
House seeks to chastise the member for
Gascoyne on that abuse of privilege we get no
support from the Opposition. We do not see
him sitting by himself in the dining room or
being removed from the Opposition front
bench. Last year he chose to remove himself
from the front bench, but he is back there now.
If there was a real sense of disapproval on the
other side I would be reluctant to vote for this
motion.

I am like the reluctant father, and I see no
alternative but to resort to the Select Com-
mittee to demonstrate to the member once and
for all that, in abusing the privilege, he loses the
respect of this Parliament and the esteem of its
members.

I want to address my remarks to the Press as
well because one of the elements Sir Billy
Snedden referred to was the fact that the public
would recognise what a member had done and
rob him of his credibility. The editors of our
print media and the news directors of our elec-
tronic media must realise that while they give
publicity and support to people like the mem-
ber for Gascoyne they are encouraging the
abuse of privilege and the defamation of people
outside this House in a way that is quite unjust.
It is time the editorials started to direct their
attacks to these kinds of breaches if the House
itself is not going to take the action required.
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All the Press did by giving him publicity was
to encourage him, and all the Opposition did
by leaving him on the front bench was to en-
courage him to defame people in public office
without a shred of evidence.

The member for Gascoyne said today that he
felt something coming over him. It seems to me
that every now and again he does feel some-
thing coming over him and he wants to make
speeches without any substance. The member
for Subiaco, in her maiden speech, mentioned
that we should be sympathetic towards people
in that situation and try to provide them with
treatment in the community, but I do not see
why we should tolerate such people and their
excesses of conduct in this House.

The Leader of the Opposition has been
placed in an invidious position in this debate.
He knows that there is a threat of contest of his
leadership coming from the member for
(lascoyne and he knows that he cannot desert
that member in this debate for fear he will be
called a turncoat who has betrayed his leader-
ship by not protecting one of the Liberal
Party's own. That is why he has come into this
debate in the way he has in order to protect the
member for Gascoyne. In doing so, however,
he has gone directly against the ruling of the
former Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, Sir Billy Snedden, that members must
show no toleration for abuses of privilege of
Parliament such as the member for Gascoyne
has shown.

I feel I must say to the Leader of the Oppo-
sition that it takes more than a change of hair
style, the putting on of weight, or a different
coloured shirt to demonstrate leadership. If he
really wants to demonstrate his leadership
qualities, he must start by teaching members of
the Opposition to respect the privileges of this
House and not to abuse them in the way the
member for Gascoyne so often does.

I had the privilege of attending university
with the Leader of the Opposition and from
that experience I know that he has a real sense
of decorum and propriety. He may not be the
warmest man, and he may be fairly conserva-
tive, but I am absolutely amazed that he should
have found himself in the situation of having to
speak against the privileges of this House in
order to protect a member who has abused
them so quickly and so grandly.

[ have been given a wind-up note from the
Leader of the House and so I will close my
remarks.

Mr Clarko: It's a shame that wasn't 10 min-
utes ago.

Mr D. L. SMITH: I remind members op-
posite that if they do not want this kind of
motion coming forward they must remind
members like the member for Gascoyne that if
they feel inclined to breach the privileges of
this place they will be treated as the lepers they
are.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Aye
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr Onil
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr HodgeI
Mr House
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough

No4
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr CraneI
Mr GraydenI
Mr Hassell
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis
Mr Lightfool

Pa
Ayes

Mrs BeggsI
Mr TonkinI
Mr BryceI
Mr Tom Jones I

Question thus passed.
Motion passed.

:t31
Ar Nalder
Ar Parker
Ar Pearce
Ar Read
Ar Schell
Ar D. L. Smith
Ar P. J. Smith
Ar Stephens
dr Taylor
Ar Thomas
Ar Troy
Ans Watkins
)r Watson
Ar Wilson
Ans Buchanan

S15
Ar MacKinnon
Ar Mensaros
Ar Rushton
Ar Thompson
Ar Tubby
Ar Watt
Ar Williams

lirs
No

Ar Cash
Ar Bradshaw
Ar Sprigps
Ar Blaikie

(Teller)

(Teller)

Cs

MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC
AFFAIRS COMMISSION AMENDMENT

BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Gordon
Hill (Honorary Minister assisting the Minister
for Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs), and read
a first time.

BILLS
Standing Orders Suspension

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [4.18 p.m.): I move-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable the
Treasurer's Advance Authorization Bill,
the Financial Administration and Audit
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Amendment Bill, the Acts Amendment
(Financial Administration and Audit) Bill
and the Transport Co-ordination Amend-
ment Bill to be passed through their re-
maining stages on the one day and to en-
able this business to be entered upon and
dealt with prior to the adoption of the Ad-
dress-in-Reply.

I have discussed this motion with the Oppo-
sition and I believe that we have an agreement
about it.

Mr MacKinnon: I seek clarification. Could
the Minister please read those Bills again. I
know the Opposition agreed to three of them
today but I want to make sure.

Mr PEARCE: We agreed previously to deal
with four Bills today but in view of the dis-
cussion on the notice of motion, which we did
not intend to deal with today, the subsequent
agreement is that we will deal with three of
those Bills before dinner if we can, and then
deal with the Treasurer's Advance
Authorization Bill on Tuesday, However, if the
House has to sit after dinner, we will deal with
all four today. The Address-in-Reply will carry
through.

Mr MacKinnon: I signify that subject to the
agreement which the Leader of the House
has just indicated, the Opposition will support
the motion.

Question put and passed.

MINING (VALIDATION AND
AMENDMENT) BIL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council with an

amendment.

Council's Amendment In Cornmittee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mrs-

Henderson) in the Chair; Mr Parker (Minister
for Minerals and Energy) in charge of the Bill.

The amendment made by the Council was as
follows-

Clause 7, page 6, lines 14 and 15-To
delete the words "the application" and
substitute the following words "the first
mentioned application for a mining ten-
ement".

Mr PARKER: I move-

That the amendment made by the Coun-
cil be agreed to.

This amendment was made last night by the
Legislative Council during debate on this Bill.
An amendment was moved by the Minister
representing me in the other place. It is a pro-
cedural amendment and clarifies a point which
was raised that there could be some misunder-
standing in the interpretation of proposed sec-
tion Il1A (1). Although the Government be-
lieved that no misunderstanding could occur, it
was decided that because the word
4,aplctin had been used in two places it
might be confusing to a layman and an amend-
ment would clarify the situation. As a result the
Attorney General moved the amendment
which now forms this message from the Legis-
lative Council. I have no objection to it and I
ask the Committee to agree to the amendment.

Mr MacKJNNON: I would like to clarify a
point in order that I clearly understand the
amendment. Is the Minister saying that the
amendment will refer to the firstmentioned ap-
plication?

Mr Parker: Yes.
Mr MacKINNON: The Opposition has no

objection to the amendment and would be
happy to support it.

Question put and passed, the Council's
amendment agreed to.

Report
Resolution reported, the report adopted, and

a message accordingly returned to the Council.

FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION AND
AUDIT AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 12 June.
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Leader of the

Opposition) [4.25 p.m.]: At the outset I indi-
cate that the Opposition supports this legis-
lation which is intended to make some minor,
but significant, adjustments to the financial
administration and audit legislation brought
into the Parliament last year.

The Bill specifically provides the means to
enable the departments which constitute Par-
liament, the Parliamentary Commissioner for
Administrative Investigations, and the Office
of the Auditor General to be accountable di-
rectly to the Parliament instead of to the re-
spective Ministers. The Bill contains provisions
to distinguish between the money and property
of the State and a statutory authority to ensure
that statutory authorities are covered by the
provisions of the principal Act.
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As I have said, the Opposition supports the
Bill, but it will be raising questions about ac-
countability in general in relation to this legis-
lation. There was some debate about this when
the parent legislation was dealt with last year. It
is interesting to note the extent to which the
cover of financial accountability is failing to
grasp the activities of government. For in-
stance, I have some recent examples which I do
not intend to deal with in detail today.

First, I refer to the Paul Gadenne concert on
which hundreds of thousands of dollars of tax-
payers' money was wasted on a venture into
which the Government should never have
entered. The point I am making is not so much
the loss of money, although that is important,
but the lack of accountability of those respon-
sible for organising the concert.

The sale of the Midland abattoir is another
matter which will be debated separately and in
which the statutory authority, the Western
Australian Development Corporation, is com-
pletely outside the ambit of any level of ac-
countability.

Another example is the illegal payments
made to certain members of Parliament which
show that there has been a lack of account-
ability and this is seen in the refusal of the
Government to respond in any way to a situ-
ation when it has been clearly established by
respected legal advice that illegal payments are
being made. Those payments have been made
without any appropriation from this Parlia-
ment.

The essence of financial accountability under
the Westminster system is that payments made
should be authorised by Parliament. Next
week, as the Leader of the House indicated, we
will consider what used to be the Supply Bill
and what is now called the Treasurer's Advance
Authorization Bill. Authorisation will be
requested for a significant sum of money to be
spent by the Treasurer of this State in advance
of the Budget. That is pant of the normal pro-
cedure and the Opposition accepts that. It
underlines the point that the taxpayers' money
cannot be spent without the approval of Parlia-
ment. The Opposition has raised in Parliament
a proven legal case where illegal payments have
been made, but the Government has not
responded and a financial administration and
audit legislation does not put these things right.

I have mentioned IThree examples, which
quickly come to mind, of cases where this legis-
lation will not apply. I give credit to the Gov-
ernment in its moves to upgrade accountability
and also to the fact that is is moving

immediately this year to adjust that legislation
in line with the change in statutory authorities
as is outlined in the Acts Amendment
(Financial Administration and Audit) Bill,
which is a related Bill. In terms of proper inde-
pendence of the Auditor General, the
Ombudsman, and Parliament, they must, of
course, be accountable to the Parliament and
should not be otherwise dealt with. Those are
the positive sides.

The Government is right to bring forward
this legislation. The Opposition will debate
other matters-not today, given the circum-
stances of its understanding about handling
legislation, but there are areas where there is a
lack of accountability. The Government, while
under pressure and embarrassment about those
issues has, nevertheless, recognised the prin-
ciple of accountability for which it has our sup-
port and that is the basis on which this
legislation is supported.

MR COURT (Nedlands) 14.30 p.mn.]: The
Premier is probably quite relieved that we have
a time restraint on this legislation. Members
may recall that we had a lengthy debate on this
Bill last year, a debate which revolved around
two aspects. One of them was that the WADC
and WA Government Holdings Ltd were not
covered by the legislation. I spent some time on
the subject of laying down some guidelines to
control how the Treasurer or statutory body
went about the investment of its funds. Since
that time I have continued to be very con-
cerned that Government bodies, and those two
in particular, are not covered by this legislation
dealing with taxpayers' funds.

The Financial Administration and Audit Bill
introduced last year was one of the most im-
portant Bills we debated. The Bill set down the
gu ,idelines for the prudent financial manage-
ment of this State, a subject which is currently
very topical and, of course, always is. We are
discussing taxpayers' funds, how they are con-
trolled and how the Government departments
spend that money. We should never lose sight
of the fact that Governments do not have
money in their own right; they collect money
from the taxpayers and they use the taxpayers'
money.

The Government learned very quickly how it
could bypass some of the very tight controls
outlined in a Bill such as that we are amending
today. They have managed to get around the
provisions and I suppose they think they have
chosen a clever or quite cunning way to do so.
We have a situation in which the WADC, for
example, at any one time can have all the
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State's short-term cash surplus, say $400 to 500
million, and yet not comply with or be covered
by this legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: They can have the money
on the same basis as Barrack House might have
it.

Mr COURT: I am in a difficult position be-
cause I have been advised not to dwell on this
point as I have a defamation case against me on
this subject.

Mr Parker: It is deserved too.
Mr COURT: The Minister may think so but

I am concerned about the matter.
I am questioning the accountability of the

bodies I have referred to. I will continue to
question this. Let us take another example of
WA Government Holdings Ltd. In answer to a
question the Treasurer explained that $6
million of Federal funds went to the State and
those funds were given to a company called
WA Livestock Holdings Pty Ltd. It is tax-
payers' money and I think we should know
what is happening to those funds. The question
of accountability is at the root of the criticisms
which we shall continue to make about bodies
of this nature.

In the debate last year I outlined additional
controls which I would like introduced, par-
ticularly for the investment of public money. I
will not go to the extent of repeating those
suggestions now. However, it is a pity that
some of them have not been included in the
amendment before the House.

The Bill concentrates largely on the public
moneys of the different statutory authorities
and during the debate last year I questioned
whether the funds of all the statutory
authorities listed would come under the control
of the Treasurer. I notice in this Hill that one of
the amendments relates to the definition of
public moneys being widened to make sure
there is no conflict in that area.

It will be interesting to see what happens in
the year ahead as the Government has budget-
ary problems and to note how many statutory
authorities have their funds brought directly
under the control of the Treasurer. At present,
of course, many of them are quite independent
in the way they handle the investment of funds.

I wanted to make those brief comments in
view of the fact that, as I said at the beginning,
I thought the legislation was the most import-
ant we put through this House last year. No
doubt there will be more amendments on legis-
lation as complicated as this. I am still not

satisfied with the accountability of the two
Government bodies referred to, particularly as
they have the ability to expand. WA Govern-
ment Holdings keeps forming subsidiary
companies which do not come under the scru-
tiny of this Parliament.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [4.37 p.m.]: I wish
also to make a brief comment on the Bill before
the House. Firstly, I would like to place on
record the appreciation of my party to the
Treasurer and those officers involved who
made themselves available to explain to us
some of the aspects of this amendment and the
Act. I am not sure that I am able to say with
any great degree of confidence that I took it all
on board, but on behalf of the National Party I
thank those officers for coming to this estab-
lishment and giving us a briefing.

I have one issue which I think it appropriate
to raise at this stage in connection with this
amendment. It relates to statutory authorities
which will be subject to this amendment and,
of course, to the Act itself. I refer to the fact
that the commercial perfonmance of some
statutory authorities must be relatively confi-
dential and I am aware that some statutory
authorities fear that when they become subject
to the provisions of the Act, especially the audit
provisions, they may lose some of the
confidentiality that they have at the moment.

I refer particularly to the Grain Pool of West-
ern Australia. It is competing in a fiercely ag-
gressive international market for the sale of
agricultural products and it is essential that
some details of its operation remain confiden-
tial.

It would seem to be somewhat injurious to
the performance of any of these statutory
authorities if, under the provisions of this legis-
lation, we were able to make public the actions
or activities of either the authority itself or the
officers of the authority.

Mr Court: Also, they lose the direct control
of the surplus funds.

Mr COWAN: No, they do not lose direct
control of their funds.

Mr Court: They may lose direct control.
Mr COWAN: That was one question which

was asked and it was made clear to us that, as
far as funds are concerned, this legislation does
not threaten them in any way. They will be able
to continue to do precisely what they have been
doing in the past. However, it appears to me
that the powers of auditing the performance of
that operation will be changed and there will be
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a capacity for far greater examination and scru-
tiny of the functions of those authorities.

That being the case, I would not like to see,
because of a public scrutiny of the authority or
its officers, that in some way confidentiality is
breached or its ability to compete aggressively
in the areas in which it is trying to sell its
products is diminished because of the pro-
visions contained in the legislation.

However, that is the only doubt I have about
the Bill and the principal Act. We think, as
does the Opposition, that it is a step in the right
direction and we support it.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)
[4.42 p.m.]: I thank members of the Oppo-
sition, both Liberal and National, for their sup-
port of the legislation. The Government obvi-
ously agrees with the sentiments expressed
about the distinction and character that at-
taches to the Financial Administration and
Audit Act.

The Act, which was passed in 1985, stands as
a credit and tribute to those Treasury officers
and other public servants who worked so hard
and for such a long lime through the
administrations of successive Governments to
bring the Act into being.

This legislation makes more sense by tidying
up, in a marginal manner, some of the parts of
the Act which previously were perhaps a little
untidy or lacking in precision or definition.

The major tidying-up operations have been
referred to, but essentially the changes add cer-
tain statutory authorities to schedule I of the
Act. The changes delete other statutory
authorities from the same schedule, those
authorities having gone out of existence.

As the Leader of the Opposition said, the Bill
also seeks to change procedures to permit the
departments which constitute Parliament to re-
port and comply with the Act in a way which is
suitable to them as opposed to a way which is
suitable to statutory authorities which report
through a Minister. The modification there is
to schedule IA and it is an eminently sensible
change.

The other change of major note is that the
public and private moneys held by statutory
authorities and the investment functions of
authorities have been clarified and tidied up.The prudent investment of moneys will now be
possible according to a manner that this Act
says is appropriate, and private funds may be
treated in the same fashion, according to this
Act, replacing a situation in which the law was

silent about the investment of funds by these
authorities.

So the Government thanks the Opposition
for its general support of the Bill. I guess we
will continue to argue about the Western
Australian Development Corporation and
whether it should be accountable other than
under the Companies Code or in the way in
which it is now accountable and I guess that
will be a philosophical or ideological argument
about the corporation for as long as-

Mr Hassell: It is a very practical argument in
some cases.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Mainly it is
ideologically powered, but there may be practi-
cal aspects. However, that is an argument
which persists outside the circle of this Bill and
is one which will be pursued by the Opposition
at another time. At that stage we will canvass
again the arguments which have been raised
and any new arguments which may be put for-
ward.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the
Council.

ACTS AMVENDMENT (FINANCIAL
ADMINISTRATION AND AUDIT) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 12 June.
MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the

Opposition) [4.47 p.m.]-. The Bill is intended to
make minor amendments to the Financial
Administration and Audit Act. Those amend-
menits are due to the creation last year of six
new bodies which otherwise would not be sub-
ject to the requirements of the Act.

While we are talking about the size and
growth of government, it is interesting to note
that within a year of passing this Bill we have
had to amend it to cover six new bodies.

Mr Brian Burke: But we are repealing five of
them.

Mr HASSELL: Yes; but they were non-c nti-
ties anyway. There was no substance to them
and there had not been for years.
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The essence of the Bill is that the Govern-
ment is moving to ensure that these new
bodies, the rightness or wrongness of the cre-
ation of which can be debated at another time,
are subject to the legislation. That is right, and
the Opposition supports that move.

The Bill provides also for the Act to be
amended because, as the Premier said, five
bodies are being repealed.

The Bill also authorises the Anzac Day Trust
and the Grain Pool of Western Australia to
continue to report on 31 December and 31
October each year respectively. It seeks also to
repeal a section in the Local Government
Superannuation Act 1980 to enable the Auditor
General to form an opinion in accordance with
Australian audit practices. That is an import-
ant aspect of the legislation, because
increasingly the accountancy profession of
Australia is developing standards of reporting,
of accountability, and accountancy related to
government which are based on its experience
in the private sector and which are related to
what is clearly an Australia-wide movement
which is overdue. It is very desirable for
government to become more properly and
more effectively accountable generally and, in
particular, in relation to its accountancy
reporting.

The Opposition supports the Bill.
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer)

[4.50 p.m.]: I thank the Leader of the Oppo-
sition for his stated support of the Bill and also
for the support which was indicated across the
Chamber by the Leader of the National Party.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Coiminlee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without de-

bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Brian

Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the
Council.

TRANSPORT CO-ORDINATION
AMENDMENT BIL

- Second Reading
Debate resumed from 12 June.
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [4.54 p-m.]: At

the outset I indicate that I appreciate the assist-
ance provided by the Minister for Transport in

enabling us to deal with this legislation quickly.
The Opposition appreciated the assistance
afforded by Mr Ray Ellis, the Deputy Director
General of the Transport Commission. We also
appreciated the co-operation of the Minister in
making Mr Ellis's services available.

This amendment to the Transport Co-ordi-
nation Act will enable a change in the method
of raising funds through the business franchise
petroleum products licence, which is better
known as the State fuel levy. At this stage only
the method of collection by the fuel companies
is being changed. The companies pay an annual
fixed fee together with an amount per litre on
wholesale motor spirit and diesel fuel. The cur-
rent cost is 2.17c per litre for motor spirit and
3.95c per litre for diesel.

Mr Cowan: Not for long.

Mr LAUJRANCE: That is the point. It has
already been made public by the Minister that
the State fuel levy will be increased, It was not
mentioned in the package of increased taxes
and charges that the Government has recently
announced, so one can only assume that the
poor, harassed motorist is shortly about to cop
another increase.

I want to make the point that had the result
of the recent election been different, those
taxes would have of course either been com-
pletely removed or would be in the process of
being phased out, because it was a very firm
commitment made by the Opposition during
the election campaign that the State fuel levy
was one tax which would be removed. This tax
raises about $45 million a year. The very clear
commitment made by the Opposition prior to
the election was that the tax would be
eliminated in our roll-over programme. There
would have been no departure whatsoever from
that programme. However, that is not the case
and the motorists of this State will still feel the
effects of the State fuel levy which, I repeat,
will shortly be increased, judging by the public
statements members of the Government have
made in recent days.

We were informed on Tuesday morning only
that the Bill had to be dealt with today. The
Minister then made Mr Ellis available to us
yesterday and we are debating the Bill today. It
really has not given the Opposition much time
in which to consult with the industry about
these changes. That will be done in depth be-
tween now and when the matter is discussed in
another place. However, I understand that the
oil companies are not particularly happy about
the change, although strictly speaking it will not
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mean that they will pay any more. They will
pay the charges in a different way, but even the
change causes some difficulties to the oil
companies.

The change has been brought about mainly
because of oil companies which have left or are
leaving Western Australia. For example, Mobil
Oil Australia Ltd has left and Esso Australia
Ltd is about to depart also. Many of the de-
cisions these companies made were based on
their requirement to pay this fee. It did not
seem fair to them. On the other hand,
depending upon the time at which they ceased
operation in this State, it could be that they did
not meet their proper entitlement to pay the
fee. Then, because of the way it was being
charged, other companies which might have
picked up the sales would not have-picked up
the liability to pay the fee also. The State would
therefore lose this revenue. That is the reason
for the change and the Opposition appreciates
the need for it. We do not particularly agree
that there is a need to change the tax stmucture
in this way.

Very quickly, the tax previously paid was
$500 a year and it will now be increased to $50
per month or $600 per year, so there is an
increase. The levy itself expressed as an
amount per litre is apparently to be increased.
Perhaps in his response the Minister can indi-
cate the rate by which it will increase. The
companies arc already experiencing a little dif-
ficulty in the changeover. They will be required
to make a payment on the first day of each
month. Currently they are given 14 days' grace
from the first of each month, so they do not
actually have to make a payment until the I15th
of each month. However, they will now make
the payment on the first of each month. There
will be a further increase in the payment in July
this year because normally a payment would be
due on 15 July and under the new arrange-
ments they will have to make a payment on I
July. With the changeover they will have to
make two payments in the same month. A sol-
ution to that problem has been negotiated in
that they will pay the normal July payment in
12 equal instalments over the following year so
they will pay one and one-twelfth payments for
the next 12 months to overcome the problem of
making two payments in the first month of the
new arrangements.

It brings the time for the assessment of the
fee closer to the time for paying the fee so that
the calculation of the payment will be made in
May of a particular year and the payment will

be made in July. There will be a two-month
gap; at the moment there is a 12-month gap.
The usage and the licensing period are being
brought closer together. I understand that is the
situation in other States.

We support the legislation.
MR COWAN (Merredin) [5.01 p.m.]: The

National Party of Australia supports this legis-
lation. It was brought about because of the
rationalisation of their positions by a number
of companies involved in the distribution and
sale of petroleum products in Western
Australia. Mobil Oil withdrew its operation in
this State last year and now we see Esso
Australia Ltd withdrawing also. The Govern-
ment has to do something to ensure that the tax
is properly collected and that those companies,
by withdrawing, cannot avoid paying the tax
or, for some reason, are required to pay more
than their share.

We, like the member for Gascoyne, do not
favour this tax. We argued against it strongly
when it was introduced in 1979. The main
reason we put forward against its introduction
was that the rate of taxation was too high. Ex-
cept for the last two years we have seen the rate
increase every year. When it was first
introduced, the road maintenance tax which it
replaced yielded about $4.5 million to this
State. The replacement tax yielded about $1t7
million. The total revenue to the State now is in
excess of $45 million. That is a substantial in-
crease in revenue and it seems that the fears we
expressed at the time of its introduction have
been realised.

The Government has seen this tax as a rev-
enue-raising mechanism and has not really paid
too much regard to the people who pay it. One
advantage of the tax raised through this legis-
lation is that it is paid into a trust rather than
absorbed by Consolidated Revenue and it has
to be expended on the maintenance of roads.
That is perhaps the only justification that the
Government has for this revenue-raising
measure.

The National Party approves of the concept
of payments made on sales being backdated
two months. I understand, as was Stated in the
second reading speech, that that conforms with
the practice in other States. Of course, because
of computerisation, that will also assist the oil
companies.

I think the Government should tread very
carefully when proposing any increases to
this tax because motorists, and particularly
those I represent, have had more than enough
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of petroleum taxes. During the election cam-
paign, I made the statement that while country
areas of this State have only 30 per cent of the
population, those people pay in excess of 40
per cent of this tax. That claim was disputed
but no evidence was presented to prove that I
was wrong. The information was provided by
the Transport Commission in 1978. 1 sought to
have it verified by the Commission prior to the
last election. I received a letter stating that it
had no reason to change that opinion.

As members representing the rural people of
this State, we feel that this tax is discrininat-
ory. We accept the changes in the collection of
it. However, under no circumstances do we ac-
cept the rate at which the tax is applied.

MR TROY (Mundaring-Minister for
Transport) [5.06 p.m.]: I appreciate the com-
ments made on behalf of the Opposition par-
ties, particularly with reference to the briefing
by officers of the Department of Transport.

The member for Gascoyne commented that
the State fuel levy contributes $45 million to
the revenue of this State. It was pointed out
during the last election campaign that that had
a matching contribution.

Other than the spurious direct taxation argu-
ment raised by the member for Gascoyne,'
additional funds are applied to road projects
and we should be mindful of that. In fact,
Western Australia is continually under pressure
in terms of road funding to ensure that we
occupy a position somewhere above the per
capita level. The State Government will pursue
that argument very vigorously on an ongoing
basis.

The $45 million referred to by the member
for Gascoyne is turned into an amount in the
order of $90 million of which about $60*.

million is expended in the rural areas and
about $30 million is expended in the metro-
politan area. We should all understand that.

The member for Gascoyne and the member
for Merredin referred to the rationalisation
occurring in the oil industry in this State. There
is every indication that that will not cease. Of
course, this present Act does not accommodate
that further mationalisation because there are
disadvantages to the companies should they
leave in the middle of a 12-month period for
which they have paid their licensing fees. They
will also be disadvantaged in other areas. Fur-
thermore, the State is threatened by a signifi-
cant loss of revenue should a wholesaler decide
to leave the market as is currently the threat.

I appreciate the support of the Opposition
panties. I believe the utility on this collection is
more than effective in the Western Australian
moad programme.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without de-
bate, reported without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill 1 read a third time, on motion by Mr Troy
(Minister for Transport), and transmitted to
the Council.

[Questions taken.j
House adjourned at 5.45 p.
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QUESTI1ONS ON NOTICE

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT: BUNBURY
Free Trade Zone: Action

202. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
The South West:
(1) When will action be taken to honour

the Government's commitment to cre-
ate Bunbury as a free trade zone?

(2) What does the Government mean by a
free trade zone in this context?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The South West Development Auth-

ority is currently undertaking dis-
cussions with relevant Government
agencies with a view to establishing a
special development zone in the
Bunbury area. These discussions fol-
lowed a report on a free trade zone at
Bunbury produced by the consultants,
Barker Berry, in 1985.

(2) This zone would include a free trade
capability where certain manufactur-
ing industries could be established to
take advantage of particular con-
cessions allowed under the Customs
Act.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT: SOUTH
WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

Land Holdings
203. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

The South West:
(I) Will he list the land currently owned

by the South West Development
Authority?

(2) In each case, for what purpose was the
land acquired?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Land currently owned or in course of

transfer to the South West Develop-
ment Authority is scheduled on the
list below.

(2) The particular purpose of acquisition
is indicated on the list.

L., street

16'4
29
PT 5 & 6

3
4&5

Jubilee
Jubilee
Jeffrey
Newton
JubileedVittoria
Newton
Moontand

PTr12 &13 Jubilee

Purchase Purpose
Price

S
29150 Road:RivrDeviation
835300 Road: River Deviation

134 200 Relief Floodway
90000 Port Industry

107 580 Road: River Deviation
85 000 Port Indu=r94600 Port ndtry: River

Deviation
160 000 Road: River Deviation

te Street

2 Vittoraiaewon
IT 5 NewtoN/iumoia

PT 38 Jubilee
PTI Vittoui./Neuwton

P11T 2 Jubilee
PTr 11 Vittoria
Pt Leschennid: Lou 26 Ian per
Water Authority Floodway
Plan)
Pr I VinoriaNwton

Purchase Purpose
Price

$
60 700 Port Industry
87000 Port Industry,
47300 Relief floodway
90000O Port Indsr
57200 Road Deiton
56100 Port Industry

100000 Road Deviation
18 700 River Deviation

350000 Relief loodway
76 000 Port industry

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT: SOUTH
WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

Boat Harbour: Augusta-Flinders Bay
212. Mr BLAIKJE, to the Minister for The

South West:
(1) Is the South West Development Auth-

ority or the Government investigating
any boat harbour/mooring sites in the
Augusta/Flinders Bay area?

(2) What is the proposed cost of the proj-
ect?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) No site investigations are being car-

ried out. However, the broad land use
planning study for the Leeuwin-
Naturaliste region will identify
whether any potential sites are avail-
able for harbour development, should
a future need arise.

(2) Not applicable.

ABATlTOIR: BOYANUP
Redundancy

219. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for The
South West:
(1) With the closure of the Ross Payne &

Co abattoirs at Boyanup, can he ad-
vise the total number of people who
will be made redundant? -

(2) Would he advise what steps were car-
ried out by-
(a) the Government;
(b) the South West Development

Authority,
to ensure the works continuing oper-
ation, and with what result?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1)
(2)

Approximately 50 persons.
The disposal of the abattoir was the
responsibility of the committee of
creditors. The Government provided
financial guarantees to the creditors so
that the abattoir could continue to
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operate while the sale was widely
advertised.

PORTS AND HARBOURS: BOAT
HARBOUR

Geographe Bay
221. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for The

South West:
(1) What is the Government's, or its

agencies', position on a Government-
funded boat harbour in Geographe
Bay?

(2) What sites are currently under review?
(3) What is the estimated cost of the proj-

ect?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) A decision on a Government-funded

boat harbour in Geographe Bay has
been deferred until the State Planning
Commission has carried out broad
land use planning for the Leeuwin-
Naturaliste region, which will address
boat harbour sites in the region.

(2) The land use planning study will
examine the suitability of various sites
for harbour development between
Cape Naturaliste and Wonnerup, in-
cluding the Paint Picquet site.

(3) The cost of a first stage development at
Point Picquet was estimated at $2.9
million in October 1984.

TRANSPORT
Airstrips:- South-west

222. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for The
South West:
(1) What is the Government's,' or its

agencies', current position on the es-
tablishment of-
(a) a regional airstrip in the Bunbury

region;
(b,) an airstrip at Margaret River?

(2) Further to I (a) and (b), what sites are
currently under review?

(3) What are the estimated costs of the
projects?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) (a) The Government is committed

through the second stage of the
"Bunbwy 2000" programme to
plan and develop an alternative
major airport for Bunbury;

(b) following a request from the Shire
of Augusta-Margaret River the
South West Development Auth-
ority has supported a feasibility
study into the options available
for the provision of upgraded air

- facilities in the Margaret River re-
gion.

(2) and (3) Investigations into these pro-
posals are at a preliminary stage and
details of specific sites and costs have
yet to be determined.

ZOOLOGICAL GARDENS
Regional: South-west

223. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for The
South West:
(1) What is the Government's, or its

agencies', current position on a re-
gional zoo in the south-west?

(2) What sites are currently under review?
(3) What is the estimated cost of the proj-

ect?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Government is committed to the plan-

ning and development of a regional
zoo in the south-west as outlined in
the second stage of the "Bunbury
2000" development strategy.

(2) The State Planning Commission has
been requested to investigate sites of
1 000 hectares in the south-west that
may be considered as suitable for a
regional zoo.

(3) Approximately $20 million.

FISHERIES: ROCK LOBSTER
Pot Reduction Plan: Complaints

229. Mr CRANE, to the Minister
Fisheries:

for

(1) Has he received complaints or letters
of concern from fishermen as a result
of the issuing of the report of the rock
lobster industry advisory committee,

1 985, which among its recoin-
endations on page 13 of the report was
that a pot reduction plan of 10 per
cent be adopted?

(2) Is he also aware that in making this
and other recommendations, there
was very little detail included in the
report which supported research
which was supposed to have been con-
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dueted and which presumably led to
such recommendations?

(3) Why was this information not in-
cluded in the report which if convinc-
ing would show the industry that it
had been proven that a reduction in
pots would be advantageous?

(4) Is he aware that the rock lobster advis-
ory committee is not, as claimed by
the department, composed mostly of
industry members, but is in fact
composed of nine members of whom
only four are fishermen?

(5) Is it fact that there are very strenuous
objections on the pant of the over-
whelming majority of fishermen to a
reduction of 10 per cent of pots?

(6) Will he have discussions with his de-
partment to ascertain their reasoning
for fishermen who object to a 10 per
cent reduction in pots being offered an
even more drastic reduction of 15 per
cent?

(7) Would he ascertain from his depart-
ment whether the department con-
siders rock lobster fishermen more
likely to accept a 10 per cent reduction
in pots when threatened with an
alternative 15 per cent?

(8) (a) Is he aware that the uncertainty in
the rock lobster industry as a re-sult of the unsettled threats of a
pot reduction and other drastic
measures being recommended, is
causing a lack of confidence in the
industry;

(b~) if "Yes", will he hasten the de-
cision on these matters to enable
suca; business dealings to proceed
and settle the unrest in the indus-
try and so enable stability to re-
turn?

(9) Will he ensure that in future if penal-
ties are forced upon fishermen in any
way at nll, there will be adequate com-
pensation to offset such penalties?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The report of the rock lobster industry

advisory committee is not a research
document, but contains management
advice on aspects of the rock lobster
industry. The committee is concerned
about the steady growth in fishing ef-
fort and it holds stongly to the view

that a reduction in fishing effort is
necessary for the long term stability of
the industry. The view is shared by
those undertaking research on rock
lobsters.

(3) See (2).

(4) Of the nine members on the rock lob-
ster industry advisory committee, four
are fishermen and two are from the
processing sector of the industry. The
Western Australian Fishing Industry
Council would be most concerned if it
were suggested that the processing
interests were not an integral part of
the fishing industry.

(5) As set out on page 4 of the chairman's
report of the 16 May 1986 meeting of
the rock lobster industry advisory
committee, "with very few exceptions
the responses opposed the concept of a
10% pot reduction".

(6) The rock lobster industry advisory
committee at its 16 May 1986 meeting
still favoured a 10 per cent reduction
commencing in 1986-87 but moved to
propose an alternative strategy involv-
ing a 15 per cent reduction over 10
years commencing in 1987-88. A copy
of the chairman's report of the 16 May
meeting will be provided to the mem-
ber.

(7) The report of the 16 May 1986 meet-
ing sets out that the effect of a 10 per
cent reduction at the start of the 1987-
88 season and the alternative of a 15
per cent reduction over 10 years is
approximately the same.

(8) (a) Fisheries management is a dy-
namic process requiring a con-
tinuing appraisal of the fishing
pressure and the need for re-
sponses as that pressure increases;
this process is necessary but does
result in some uncertainties for
the industry;

(b) as set out on page 10 of the chair-
man's report of the 16 May 1986
meeting, the committee is plan-
ning to report to me in August; a
decision will then be made on the
recommendations.

(9) No.
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DTX AUSTRALIA LTD
Relocation: Financial Assistance

267. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
The South West:
(I) Prior to extending to DTX Australia

Ltd the assistance referred to in ques-
tion 44 of 11I June 1986, did the
Government undertake any study of
the company and its proposals to sup-
port its assistance decision?

(2) If so, who conducted that investi-
gation?

(3) What did the report recommend?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) PA Technology;

(b) Government interdepartmental
committee.

(3) The PA Technology report is confi-
dential to DTX. The Government
interdepartmental committee recom-
mended that assistance be given to
DTX to relocate in Bunbury.

HORTICULTURE: GRAPE GROWING
Select Committee Report: Action

281. Mr MaclCINNQN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

What action, if any, has the Govern-
ment taken in response to the Select
Committee report on the grape grow-
ing industry in Western Australia?

Mr GRILL replied:
The recommendations contained in
the report. involve a number of depart-
ments. I will coordinate a response
from all areas and advise the member
in writing.

DAIRYING
Milk Levy

286. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Are dairy farmers from 1 July 1986 to

be levied on each litre of milk
produced?

(2) If "Yes", what is the levy for and how
much per litre?

(3) Does he support the levy?
(4) How much on average will the levy

cost each dairy farmer?

(5) Does he intend to raise the price of
milk to compensate dairy farmers?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) 1 am advised that the Australian Dairy
Corporation has proposed a market
support levy of 35 cents per kilogram
of butterfat. This is equivalent to a
levy of about 1.35 cents on each litre
of milk based on an average butterfat
content of 3.85 per cent, produced by
a dairy farmer. The levy proceeds will
be used to support dairy produce ex-
ports.

(3) No.
(4) The Dairy Industry Authority esti-

mates that, on average, the cost of this
levy would be about $55500 per dairy
farmer in a full year, based on an
annual WA milk production of 245
million litres.

(5) The Dairy Industry Authority will be
closely monitoring the effects of the
new Federal dairy scheme on local
dairy farmers and the WA dairy indus-
try generally. There are expected to be
revenue losses and gains to the WA
dairy industry under the new Federal
scheme. The Government will con-
tinue to press the Federal Government
to explore means whereby the levy
paid in WA is returned to WA indus-
try. The question of industry margins
in the milk price structure is the sub-
ject of ongoing review by the auth-
ority's independent prices committee,
and the question of price rise will be
considered in that context.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS
Agricultural: Tractors

290. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) Has the Government supplied any
tractors to agricultural schools in the
past year?

(2) if "Yes", how many?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) In 1985-86, five new tractors and
three used tractors were provided to
agricultural schools.
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MR KEIRON JOHN McDONNELL

Charge

304. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing
the Attorney General:

(1) On what charge did Keiron John
McDonnell appear before the Su-
preme Court, Perth in April 1986?

(2) Has the Attorney General read, or is
he aware of, the content of the
transcript of the trial?

(3) Was Keiron John McDonnell charged
by the State police with conspiracy to
possess cannabis resin with intent to
sell or supply?

(4) Did the Attorney Genera! enter a nolle
prose qui in respect of the State charge?

(5) If "Yes", will he give the compelling
reasons for his action?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) and (2) McDonnell was arraigned by
the Commonwealth pursuant to sec-
tion 233B of the Customs Act and
charged with being knowingly con-
cerned in the importation of cannabis
into Australia. He was acquitted.

The Attorney General's officers stud-
ied these proceedings and reported
their effect to him.

(3) Yes.

(4) Yes.

(5) McDonnell was charged with the State
offence of possession of the same
cannabir resin with intent to sell or
supply it to another.

Both the Commonwealth and the
State offences were alleged on the
basis that McConnell arranged for
another person to bring the cannabis
resin into Western Australia and so
was a "party" to its importation and
possession.

The State prosecution relied upon
exactly the same evidence as the Com-
monwealth prosecution.

The naile prosequ* was entered be-
cause the verdict of acquittal on
the Commonwealth prosecution pre-
cluded the State from seeking to
have a jury come to an opposite con-

clusion on exactly the same evi-
dence-issue estoppel.

MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY SERVICES

Welfare Agencies: Portfolio Responsibility

311. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Community
Services:

(1) Would the Minister please list the wel-
fare agencies or any other agencies
funded by the Government that would
be related to the portfolio of the Min-
ister for Community Services?

(2) How much money is provided to these
agencies in the current financial year?

Mr WILSON replied:

(I) and (2) See tabled document.

(See paper No. 191.)

DAIRY PRODUCTS

Orderly Marketing Arrangements

363. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

What plans does the Government
have to combat any movement of
fresh milk or similar products
involved with dairy products orderly
marketing arrangements?

Mr GRILL replied:

Under the Commonwealth Consti-
tution free trade between the States is
guaranteed, so that movement of milk
or dairy produce could not be
prevented by any State. However, the
authority in conjunction with the in-
dustry has organised a strong cam-
paign promoting Western Australian
milk and produce as "WA Fresh".

In the event that milk or dairy
produce is being dumped in this State
from other States, so threatening the
continuity of supply of local milk and
produce, this Government has made it
clear to the Federal Minister and the
other States that the Western
Australian Government would take
steps to invoke the so-called "comfort
clause".
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DAIRYING

Kerin Plan: Levies
364. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for

Agriculture:
What is the expected yearly amount of
levies that will be paid by the Western
Australian dairy farmers under the Kerin
dairy plan based on a levy of-

(a) 1.3 cents per litre;

(b) 1.5 cents per litre;
(c) 1.7 cents per litre;

in the year ending 30 June 1987?

Mr GRILL replied:
Assuming the State's annual milk pro-
duction for 1986-87 will be 245
million litres, the amount of the levy
payable by Western Australian dairy
farmers under the Kerin plan for that
year will be-
(a) at 1.3 cents per litre, $3 185 000;
(b) at 1.5 cents per litre, $3 675 000;
(c) at 1.7 cents per litre, $4 165 000.

DAIRYING
Milk Production

365. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

Would he advise the total amount of
milk produced on a shire by shire
basis from the State's recognised
dairying districts?

Mr GRILL replied:

This information is no longer
published by the Bureau of Statistics
but is being calculated by the auth-
ority.
This information will be supplied
when it becomes available.

ALUMINIUM SMELTERS
Government Sites

366. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(1) Does the Government own any Sites
upon which a future alumninium
smelter may be located?

(2) If so, will he detail for me the location
and areas of those sites?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) and (2) In -its 1985 report, the EPA

found an area of land at Kemerton to
be an acceptable site for an aluminium
smelter and the WA Government,
through the Industrial Lands Develop-
ment Authority, has acquired land at
the site with a total area of over 3 300
hectares.

WATER RESOURCES: UNDERGROUND
Bores: Licensing

367. Mr MacKINNON, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:

Is the Government planning to license
private water bores in the metropoli-
tan area?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Private bores are already licensed, and
have been for some time, in several
localities within the metropolitan
area. Non-artesian bores in the
Gwelup, Mirrabooka, and Jandakot
public water supply areas, and within
the Wanneroo and Swan groundwater
areas and portion of the Peel
groundwater area are licensed. Fur-
thermo 're, all artesian bores through-
out the State, including the metropoli-
tan area, are licensed.
The Government is not planning to
require further licensing of private
domestic bores in the metropolitan
area.

GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS
CAGA House: Leases

369. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Budget
Management:
(1) Does the Government lease any office

space in CAGA House on the corner
of Victoria Avenue and Adelaide Ter-
race?

(2) If so, what floors of that building are
leased?

(3) What is the cost of that lease in each
case?

(4) When did the lease of each floor com-
mence?

(5) Which Government authority
occupies each floor?
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(6) When did each of those authorities
commence occupancy of the leased
areas?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No.
(2) to (6) Not applicable.

MINERAL: IRON ORE
Hamersley Range: Extension of Time

370. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) With regard to the processing obli-

gations under the Iron Ore (Hamersley
Range) Agreement Act, has a further
extension of time been given to the
company?

(2) When does any further extension ex-
pire?

(3) When was the company notified of
any further extension?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) 30 June 1986.
(3) 20 May 1986.

ENERGY: GAS
Dry Cleaning Insitute. Cost

371. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) What will be the price of natural gas

charged to members of the Dry
Cleaning Institute of Australia as from
1 July 1986 as referred to in question
146 of 12 June 1986?

(2) What is the price presently being paid
by the members of the Institute?

Mr PARKER replied:
(I) and (2) Dry cleaners receive supply of

natural gas at tariff rates or prices es-
tablished under individual contracts.
The industrial commercial and gen-
eral gas tariff-L3-is the applicable
tariff and presently has the following
rates-

A supply charge of 6.35 cents per
day plus all metered consumption
at:
4.64 cents per unit for the first
100 units per day
3.85 cents per unit above 100
units per day

From I July 1986, the second step of
tariff L3 will reduce to 3.33 cents per
unit in line with movements in distil-
late price.
The conditions of the individual con-
tracts, including pricing, is confiden-
tial between the customers and the
commission,

ENERGY: GAS

Liquid Petroleum; Price
372. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) In view of the drop in the world price

of crude oil, why has there not been a
drop in the price of liquid petroleum
gas?

(2) Is it a fact that there has been a price
rise in liquid petroleum gas recorded
in recent months?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) The maximum wholesale price of

LPG is established by the Prices Sur-
veillance Authority which was set up
and is operated within guidelines es-
tablished by the Federal Government.
The Price is reviewed every six
months, in April and October each
year, and is adjusted in accordance
with the lesser of movements in-
(a) the export parity value of LPG; or
(bi) the fuel and light component of

the Australian CPI.
This mechanism results in a time de-
lay in the movements in the price of
LPG relative to the price of oil. In the
past, this has protected LPG cus-
tomers against sudden upward swings
in oil prices. In the present situation,
it has resulted in a delay in reduced oil
prices being reflected in LPG prices.

(2) Yes. The normal April adjustment to
LPG price resulted in an increase,
since it considered price movements
over the preceding six months-

WATER RESOURCES
Consumption: Goldfields

373. Mr SCHELL, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) What is the present water consump-

tion on the goldfields and agricultural
water supply?
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(2) Does he envisage the future needs for
the goldfieids and agricultural water
supply coming from alternative
supplies to the present metropolitan
supply?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) The consumption of water on the

goldfields and in agricultural areas
supplied from Mundaring reservoir is
estimated to be 24 million kilolitres
this financial year.

(2) No.

EDUCATION
Pupil-teacher Ratios

375. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Education:

Would he list the pupil-teacher ratios
for primary and secondary education
for each of the years from 1973 to
1985?

Mr PEARCE replied:

Year Pm- Primary Primary ESB Secondary
primary (including

ESHI

3 973 - 29.0 29.6 10.2 35.2
3974 - 27A' 28.0 9.*4 35.0
1975 37.7 24.5 24 .9 9.7 1 4.4
1976 44.3 24.1 24.5 9 4 1 4.3
1977 47.,8 23. 9 24.3 9.7 14.0
197$ 4 3.3 22.8 23.2 8.9 33.6
1979 43.4 22.0 22.3 8.9 33.2
1980 43.'0 23.4 21.8 8.1 1 3.1
3983 42.2 21.6 22.1 7.9 33.0
1982 43.3 21.2 21.7 7.9 33.2
3983 43. 7 20.5 231.0 7.2 33.3
1984 42.8 2G. 1 20.7 7.3 13.3
3985 44.7 19.5 20.2 6.0 13.2

(1) Excludes teachers on long service
leave, extended sick leave and leave
without pay.

(2) All ratios include pan-time teachers as
full-time equivalents.

Note: ESB-Education Suppont Branch

KEEP AUSTRALIA BEAUTIFUL COUNCIL
Councillors

376. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for Local
Government:
(1) Who are the current councillors of the

Keep Australia Beautiful Council?
(2) What interests do they represent?
(3) What changes, if any, have occurred in

the representation of organisations
and interest groups on the council?

Mr CARR replied:
(1) and (2)

Members
Mr B. Kelliher

MerP. Baker

Mr T. Wright
Mr P. Eldred
Mn. Wincicel
Mr A. Hancock

MrW. Morrow

MelJ Newiby

Mr A. Bramt
MreM. J. Hardin$

Cr A. Whistinion

Cr A. Llewellyn

Nominated By
Minister for Local
Government

Soft Drink Manufacturere
Associslion (WA)
The Confederation of WA
Industry on behalf of-
]Brewing IndustrY
Manufacturers of cans
Manufacturers of glass
Manufacturers of paper
products

Packgn Council of

Director General of Mdu-
cation
WA Tourism Commission
Secretary for Local
Government
Local Governmeat Associ-
atian

Con= Shire Councils'
Ascaion

(3) The organisations and interest groups
represented on the council have not
changed since the Litter Act was first
enacted in 1979.

HOUSING: NORTH FREMANTLE
Units: Tender Price

378. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Housing:

What was the tender price for the nine
three-bedroom units being built in
Burford Place, North Fremantle for
Homeswest?

Mr WILSON replied:
The tender price accepted for the de-
velopment at Burford Place, North
Fre mantle for I-omeswest was
$599 724.

WATER RESOURCES
Binninguip: Improvement

386. Mr BRA DSH-AW, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Has a treatment plant been planned or

is being planned to improve the
scheme water at Binningup?

(2) If one is planned, when can people at
Binningup expect suitable drinking
Water?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
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(2) Provided funds become available in
the forthcoming Budget, the treatment
plant should be completed late in the
1986-87 financial year.

DRAINAGE RATES
Sand Country

388. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(I) What progress has been made by the

committee investigating drainage
rates on land near the coast which is
sandy and requires no drainage?

(2) Who is carrying out the investi-
gation-i.e. who are the members of
the committee?

(3) When can a report be expected?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) A drainage rating committee of the

Water Authority has investigated
anomalies to the new rating System
following the first three years of its
operations.
No specific amendments are proposed
for land near the coast, which is sandy
and requires no drainage. However,
amendments to the regulations and
guidelines will provide relief for some
properties which-
(i) are remote from the authority

outlet and expensive to drain;
(ii) have large areas of uncleared land

and classified uneconomic to de-
velop.

(2) The drainage rating committee and a
working party of the Water Authority
carried out this review. The members
were-
Committee
J. S. Abbott

E. E. Shelton

Li . Barker

Director of
Field Services
Regional
Manager,
South West
Region
Manager, Cus-
tomer Ac-
counting

M. D. Rose Assistant
Manager,
Country
Customer Ac-
counting

Working Party
C. B. Fitzhardinge Regional Ser-

vices Engin-
eer,
South West
Region

J. R. Quigley Managing
Clerk,
Bunbury

G. J. Holtfreter District
Officer,
Busselton

(3) No formal report has been prepared.
However1  revised guidelines
incorporating the amendments
mentioned in (1) above will be avail-
able in July.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Azwtralind: Tenders

389. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) When will tenders be called for the

Australind High School?
(2) What is the aniticipated completion

date of the Australind High School?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) Documentation is still under

way. Details relating to construction
etc will not be available until that
work is completed.

WA OVERSEAS PROJECTS AUTHORITY
Board Members

395. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:
(1) Who are the chairman and board

members of the Western Australian
Overseas Project Authority?

(2) What are the assets currently owned
by the Western Australian Overseas
Project Authority?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Mr R. Fisher, Coordinator, Dept of

Industrial Development.
Mr N. Halse, Director, Dept of
Agriculture.
Mr 0. Rolfe, Director, Management
Services, Treasury Dept.

619



[Thursday, 19 June 1986) 1

Mr P. 0. Booth, Executive Director,
WAOPA
Mr B. Easton, Managing Director,
WA Exim Corp. Ltd.
Mr H. Clough, Managing Director,
Clough Engineering Group.

(2) WAOPA's assets are valued at $1.6
million. The authority's annual report
was tabled in the House last week.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
Public Service White Paper

396. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:
(1) Is it a fact that the Government is

preparing a white paper about major
changes pertaining to the Public Ser-
vice?

(2) If so, when can the paper be expected
to be published?

(3) Would he be prepared to state the
nature of the changes envisaged?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) 1 refer the member to my minis-

terial statement made to the House
today on this subject.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Portfolio Responsibilities: List

397. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:

As his Government was formed more
than four months ago, could he now
say when the printed list of the
administration of departments,
authorities, statutes and votes by re-
spective Ministers is going to be
published?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Within the next two or three weeks.

MOTOR VEHICLES
Drivers' Licences: Card-type

399. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Further to his reply to question 139 of

1986, has the Government not made a
decision in the matter of introducing
plastic credit card type format drivers'
licences because-
(a) it has not considered the matter;

or

(b) it has considered and rejected it;
or

(c) it deferred it for further consider-
ation?

(2) If (1) (c) is the case, when is it
expected that further consideration
will take place and a decision made?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) (c).
(2) Not known.

WATER RESOURCES

Reticulation: Asbestos Pipe

400. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:

(1) Are asbestos pipes being used for
water reticulation?

(2) If so, has he or the Water Authority of
Western Australia received any
objections against the usage of asbes-
tos pipes because of health reasons?

(3) In any event, has he information from
health authorities about the advis-
ability or otherwise of the use of asbes-
tos pipes for water reticulation?

(4) If "Yes" to (3), could he describe such
information and/or advice received?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) Asbestos-cement pipes are in use.

(2) Yes.

(3) Yes.

(4) There have been a number of recent
epidemiological studies to consider
whether asbestos in drinking water
poses a health hazard. These have
been reviewed by the World Health
Organisation which states in its latest
publication, "Generally, it has been
concluded that the concentration of
asbestos in drinking-water resulting
from the use of asbestos-cement pipes
do not present a hazard to human
health."

The Commissioner of Public Health
has advised the Water Authority that
in his opinion the use of asbestos-
cement pipe does not pose a health
hazard.
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WATER RESOURCES
Dams: Capacity

401. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:

What is the capacity and present
storage in each of the dams-
(a) supplying the metropolitan area;
(b) supplying country areas,
for water and irrgation?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
NI

Cap
(a) Metropolitan

South Dandalup 20
Serpentine I8
Serpentine Pipehead
Wungong 6
Canning 9
Cburchmnans Brook
Victoria

(b) Country
Wellington
Stirling
Logue Brook
Harvey
Samson
Dikesh rook
Waroona
Glen Mervyn
Mundaring

legalitres
acity Storage

8211
4 882
3 864
0000
3400
2 182

859

185 000
56 123
24 300
9 090
8 066
2 290

14954
I1490

77 395

49 113
86632

1 406
31 456
32 249

1 033
546

110324
23 470
18160
1 932
5 760

973
10710

590
19710

The present total metropolitan storage is
36 834 megalitres less than at the same
time last year. The country storage is
35 373 megalitres less than last year.

WATER RESOURCES
Payments: Easy System

402. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Does his reply to question 9 of 1986

mean that direct debit customers will
receive their assessment before the
assessed amount is debited on their
respective accounts?

(2) If so, how many days after the receipt
or sending out of the assessment will
the amount be debited?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) The reply to question 9 of 1986 aimed

to advise that the date of issue of ac-
counts is the same, whether the cus-
tomer pays by direct debit or manu-
ally-that is, all customers receive the
same notice of due date, subject to

postal deliveries-so that direct debit
customers can arrange for funds to be
available in their nominated accounts
to meet the debit on the due date and
other customers can arrange to make
payment manually by the due date.

(2) The annual water bills are issued on I
July and the due date for the first in-
stalment is 31 July. Direct debit cus-
tomers will be debited on 31 July. Ad-
vices of future instalments payable are
issued about 3 weeks before the due
date and for direct debit customers
will be debited on the due date.

Accounts for water consumption are
issued according to meter reading
timetables and carry a due date at
least four weeks from date of issue.
Again, direct debit customers will be
debited on the due date of their ac-
counts.

WATER AUTHORITY

Five-year Plans

403. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:

(1) Is the single Water Authority going to
adopt the Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority's policy in preparing five-year
plans and following set and properly
worked out policy guidelines in
conducting its overall financial and
engineering business?

(2) If so, is such a plan in preparation and
when can it be expected to be
published?

(3) If not, why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) The Water Authority of Western
Australia published a corporate plan
on 1 July 1985 covering the years
1985-86 to 1989-90. This sets out
objectives, strategies, targets, and five-
year operating and capital budget fore-
casts. A corporate plan will be
published in July each year.

(2) Covered in (1).

(3) Not applicable.
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WATER RESOURCES: COODANUP
ISLAND

Tank- Replacement
404. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary

Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Is he aware that the water tank on

Coodanup Island, Vunderup, has a
number of holes, appears to be fairly
rusty, and does not contain any water?

(2) Are there any plans to repair or r'e-
place the tank or recomnmission it?

(3)
(4)

If so, when?
If not, will the tank be left there to
further deteriorate or will it be
demolished and canted away?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No. The tank has been redundant

since December 1978 when the local
water supply was connected to the
South Dandalup scheme.

(3) and (4) The tank and stand will be
removed when required elsewhere.

RIVER MURRAY
Flow.- Measurements

405. Mr MENSAROS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Is the Water Authority of Western

Australia still undertaking measure-
ments of river flow on the Murray
River as the Public Works Depart-
ment used to do?

(2) If so, could he tell me or let me have a
schedule of the results of such
measurements at the given points of
the river at various times during the
last 25 years?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yet.
(2) The Murray River near Dwellingup

has been continuously monitored for
river flow since 1939. Its upper
tributaries, the Williams and Hotham
Rivers, have been monitored continu-
ously since 1966. 1 table documents
detailing monthly summary results to
1982 and lists of daily flow volumes
for 1983 and 1984 for these three
gauging stations. All river gauging
records in the State up to 1982 have

been published in "Streamfiow
Records of Western Australia to
1982", which is available from the
Parliamentary Library.
Specific requests for more detailed
data or updated information on
stream flow records in Western
Australia can be made to the manager,
hydrology, Water Authority of West-
ern Australia.
(See paper No. 194.)

ARTS: FILM
"H--ail Mary": Showing

408. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
The Arts:
(1) Has he received any approaches to use

his influence to stop the showing of
the film Hail Mary during the Festival
of Perth?

(2) If so, what action has he taken in that
regard?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes-

4 phone calls to ask me to use my
influence not to screen it;
3 letters to ask me to use my influence
not to screen it;
2 letters to ask me or the Government
not to intervene.

(2) 1 have received no information to date
of a proposal to screen Hail Mary in
WA. 1 understand that the Festival of
Perth intends to preview the film.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL
Bullcreelc Administ ration Block

409. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) What is the budgeted cost for the

administration block at the Bulicreek
primary school referred to in question
167 of 12 June 1986?

(2) Was the job put to general tender?
(3) If not, why not?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) $249 300, including fire damage resto-

rat ion.
(2) No.
(3) The day labour work force is doing the

job.
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HOUSING
Tenon ts: Law Reform Legislation

410. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Housing:
(I) When will the Government be

introducing its tenancy law reform
legislation?

(2) What is the aim of the legislation?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) When the processes of drafting and

consultation are complete. It is
planned to introduce the legislation in
the Budget session this year.

(2) To clarify and consolidate existing
law, to provide for the orderly and
equitable conduct of the lpndlord-ten-
ant relationship, and to provide for a
cheap and efficient means of resolving
disputes.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Financial Result

411. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
P inerals and Energy:

Given the announcement of a 12 per
cent increase in energy tariffs, what is
the expected outcome-surplus or
deficit-of the State Energy Com-
mission for 1986-87?

Mr PARKER replied:
An estimated operating deficit of $7
million.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Review

412. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy: -

(I) Who undertook the review of the State
Energy Commission referred to by
him in his second reading speech in
support of the Bill to amend the State
Energy Commission Act 1979?

(2) When was the review undertaken?
(3) Was a report prepared as a conse-

quence of that review?
(4) If so, will the review be made public?
(5) If not, why not?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) I carried out the review.

(2) 1985.
(3) No.
(4) and (5) Not applicable.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Financial Result

413. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

What is the expected surplus or deficit
that will be incurred by the State En-
ergy Commission during the year end-
ing 30 June 1986?

Mr PARKER replied:
An estimated operating deficit of $15
million.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
Land Purchases

417. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) What land has the State Energy Com-

mission purchased in Western
Australia since 1 January 1986?

(2) What plans has the State Energy Com-
mission to purchase land during the
next 12 months?

(3) Will he list-
(a) the cost of the land;
(b) the estimated cost of the land to

be purchased?
Mr PARKER replied:
(1) In the

country - 10 houses
5 housing sites
I radio base site

metropolitan
area -

2 future zone
substations

1 gas gate station
2 gas transmission

accesses

(2) The commission intends to purchase
numerous small lots to meet its staff
housing needs and provide sites for its
electricity and gasworks.
There are no plans to purchase any
major land holdings except for
ongoing land reafforestation.

(3) (a) Approximately $2. 18 million;

(b) this figure is not available.
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ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS
Hostels: Meekatharra

419. Mr LIGHTFOOT, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:
(I) Which Aboriginal hostels are located

in Meekatharra?
(2) (a) Are these hostels currently in use

on a full-time basis;
(b) if not, will he advise the current

operations of the hostels and the
reasons why they are not used on
a full-time basis?

(3) (a) Is it intended to change the cur-
rent use of the hostels;

(b) if so, will he advise the relevant
details?

(4) Is he aware of claims in the
Meekatharra community that hostels
are to be sold?

(5) Will he advise if there is any basis to
these claims and advise of any details?

(6) Will he consider the use of the hostels
for either Aboriginal children or other
isolated children?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) The Department for Community Ser-

vices is responsible for one Aboriginal
hostel, which is in Darlot Street. A
second hostel in Consul Road is
vested in the Department of Com-
munity Services and is used as a group
care cottage for emergency child place-
ment. The department also has a com-
munity centre in Meekatharra.

(2) (a) Yes;
(b)

(3) (a)
not applicable.
Yes, with regard to the com-
munity centre and the Darlot
Street hostel;

(b) the community centre is being
transferred to the Aboriginal
Lands Trust with the intention of
its being leased to the local Abor-
iginal resource agency as a centre;
the hostel, which is also in the
process of being transferred to the
Aboriginal Lands Trust, has been
leased to a mining company.

(4) No.
(5) There is no basis for these claims.
(6) The Consul Road hostel caters for all

children.

WA EXIM CORPORATION

Goidrock Investments: Sale
422. Mr COURT, to the Premier:

()Has Exim Corporation sold its invest-
ment in Goidrock Investments?

(2) If "Yes", for what price and to whom?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) $1I par shares for $1 each to Auscorp

Holdings Ltd.

WA LIVESTOCK HOLDINGS PTY LTD
Investments: Government

423. Mr COURT, to the Premier-
(1) What funds did the Government in-

vest in Western Australian Livestock
Holdings Ltd in the past 12 months?

(2) In what form were these funds
introduced to this company?

(3) What new funds will be available for
the 1986-87 year?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) None.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Not decided.

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Emanuel Leases: Executive

427. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
Who is the senior executive respon-
sible for the operations of the
Emanuel leases within Exim Corpor-
ation since Keith Gale's departure?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Keith Gale was an independent con-
sultant to Western Australian Live-
stock Holdings Ltd.

WA EXIM CORPORATION

Federal Government Grant
428. Mr COURT, to the Premier:

(1) In what form was the Federal Govern-
ment's $6 million grant to the State
Government passed on to Exirn Cor-
poration?

(2) If it was a loan, what interest is paid to
the Government?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) As a grant to Western Australian Live-

stock Holdings Ltd.
(2) Not applicable.

DRAINAGE RATES
Increase

432. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Water Resources:

Would he detail the increased amount
of rates to be collected as a result of
the Government's decision to increase
drainage rates by 9.5 per cent?

Mr BRIDGE rtplied:
Resulting from the 9.5 per cent in-
crease, the additional amount of
drainage rates to be collected in
country drainage districts constituted
under the Land Drainage Act is
estimated as follows-
Albany $5 700
Busselton $26 100
Roelands $8 400
Harvey $11 300
Waroona $22 600
Mundijong $13000

TOTAL $87 100

DRAINAGE RATES
Districts

433. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Water Resources:

Would he table papers showing-
(a) The respective drainage districts

in Western Australia;
(b~) the number of assessments in

each district;
(c) the amount of rates to be col-

lected in each district in the 1985-
86 year,

(d) the amount proposed to be col-
lected in each district in the 1986-
87 year,

(c) any detail of the number of as-
sessnments and new areas to be
added to existing drainage dis-
tricts in 1986-87?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Yes.
(See paper No. 192.)

-EDUCATION: PRINCIPAL
Augusta: House Extensions

434. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Housing:

When will funds be available to per-
mit extensions to be made to the
school principal's house at Augusta?

Mr WILSON replied:
This, together with the other capita!
works programme matters, will re-
ceive consideration when the level of
Government Employees' Housing
Authority funding for 1986/87 is de-
termined after the State Budget.

AMERICA'S CUP PROJECTS
State Cost

435. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister
representing the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:
(1) What is the projected cost to the State

of projects related either-
(a) directly;
(b) indirectly,
of-

(i) facilities;
(ii) services; and
(iii) personnel,

associated with the America's Cup de-
fence?

(2) Further to (1), what is the amount of
funds from Commonwealth Govern-
ment services, and in each category?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) The information sought by the

member is quite detailed and will take
some time to collate. A written re-
sponse will be supplied as soon as
possible.

AMERICA'S CUP
Tourists: Source

436. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister
representing the Minister with special
responsibility for the America's Cup:
(1) What is the expected total number of

tourists from-
(a) interstate;
(b) overseas,
to Western Australia for the America's
Cup defence series?
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(2) What are the anticipated country-by-
country estimates of overseas visitors
for the series?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) (a) 363 000 persons;

(b) 70 000 persons.
(2) A breakdown of country-by-country

estimates of overseas visitors is cur-
rently under examination and the re-
suits are not yet available.

ENVIRONMENT
National Estate: Private Forest Areas

437. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:

What private forest areas in Western
Australia are under consideration for
inclusion in the National Estate fol-
lowing the announcement in Canberra
by Federal Minister Cohen?

Mr HODGE replied:
I have not been advised of any inten-
tion to include private forest areas in
Western Australia in the National Es-
tate.

FORESTS: SAWMILLS
Bun nings: Areas

438. Mr BLAIGE, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) Further to his Press announcement

that Bunnings were awarded a tender
to produce sawn timber from regrowth
areas of State forest, would he provide
details of-
(a) the area involved;
(b) location;
(c) number of tenders received;
(d) price and range of tenders submit-

ted?
(2) Would he advise any further areas and

locations to be submitted for tender?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) (a) No specified area is involved; ten-

ders were called for the purchase
of a quantity of log timber;

(b) State forest areas in the
Manjimup, Pemberton, and
Walpole districts;

(c) five;
(d) $10.29 m 3 to $23.60 in3 .

(2) No decision has yet been made.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TRANSPORT: WESTRAIL
Foundry: Mlidland

48. Mr L AURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Does the Minister support the

upgrading of West rail's Midland
foundry?

(2) Will the upgrading include the
transfer of equipment from the State
Engineering Works to the Midland fa-
cility?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) and (2) The question posed by the

member for Gascoyne is still to be de-
termimed. The decision so far is that
the State Engineering Works and its
proposed location will be considered
by a working party. This information
was contained in a Press release issued
by the Deputy Premier some time ago.
Time will tell where the site will be
located. However, I am watching the
situation closely and as soon as I am
in a position to report further, I will
do so.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES: PUBLIC
SERVANTS
Salaries:- Cuts

49. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware of allegations

raised by the Opposition today that.
the Government intends to cut public
servants' salaries by 7. 5 per cent?

(2) Is this allegation correct?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 have had reported to me

claims made by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition who apparently said
publicly that Public Service salaries
were to be reduced by 7.5 per cent.

Mr MacKinnon: I did not say that at all.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am sorry.

Mr MacKinnon: I said that I had received
telephone calls from people who work
in the Plublic Service and who said
that the Public Service is abound with
that rumour.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I simply said that
what was reported to me was the
member's statement that salaries were
to be reduced by 75 per cent. I would
think that prior to repeating a rumour
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
would check the accuracy of it.
The truth is that the Government is
considering every option open to it to
reduce its expenditure and it has not
excluded from its consideration any
options at all-that includes options
which will impinge on. the Govern-
ment's work force in terms of salaries
and conditions and in terms of the
number of employees presently on the
Government payroll. It also includes
the way in which the Government
may defer election promises and in-
volves consideration of ways in which
revenue can be raised, additional to
that which has now been budgeted. It
also includes consideration of specific
new restrictions on expenditure relat-
ing to what might be called "perks" or
other arrangements for travel and
things of that nature which are
enjoyed by senior people in the
Government employ.
Right across the spectrum the Govern-
ment is considering the things it can
do. It is very unlikely, in my view, that
the Government will actually cut
people's salaries. I do not know that
even I have the courage to go through
that valley of fire again and I do not
know that it would be possible to re-
duce salaries in the way we previously
reduced them. I do not think the Pub-
lic Service would accept that as one of
the options that should be pursued.

I am not trying to beg off some of the
difficult options that are open to the
Government, but the present climate
indicates, especially when people
through the accord have had their
wages restricted, that it is unlikely the
Government will pursue the rumour
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
reported publicly today.

MAIN ROADS DEPARTMENT

Employees: Names and Addresses

50. Mr- MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) While acting in the position of Mini-
ster for Transport, to whom did he
supply the names and addresses of
Main Roads Department employees
to enable them to prepare letters he
circulated on transport matters prior
to the election?

(2) Did he also similarly release the
names of Westrail and Metropolitan
Transport Trust employees?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) [ think that that information is

confidential to me and I do not intend
to release it to the Opposition.

ROAD

Tonkin High way:- Noise

5 1. Mr THOMAS, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the significant
noise problem emanating from the
Tonkin Highway which adversely af-
fects nearby residents in the Redcliffe
area?

(2) If so, what is being done to reduce that
noise level?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Yes.

(2) It is planned to provide funding in the
Main Roads Department's 1986-87
programme of works for asphalt sur-
facing which would reduce the traffic
noise emanating from that highway.

I point out to the member that the
Main Roads Department has been
successful in reducing traffic noise on
other freeway developments in terms
of planting shrubs in areas adjoining
those roadways. If members take
cognisance of the Kwinana and
Mitchell freeways and the growth of
shrubs in those areas they will see how
successful that programme has been.
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STATE FINANCE
Territorial Revenue: Decrease

52. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:
Referring to his statement on Tuesday
that in recent weeks the Treasury's es-
timates of territorial-that is, roy-
alty-revenue have been marked back
by some $40 million, will the
Treasurer advise the Treasury's cur-
rent estimate for 1986-87 of revenue
under the following headings-
(a) Territorial land-mining royal-

ties, mining leases and other
rentals;

(b) taxation-land tax, stamp duty,
financial institutions duty, payroll
tax, licences, betting taxes, third
party insurance surcharge, casino
tax, and soccer and football pools
duty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
I thank the Leader of the Opposition
for his accommodation in the matter
of this question and apologise to the
House for the absence of some Minis-
tens at the start of question time. Of
course, question time started a little
earlier than usual this afternoon and
for that reason people on both sides
were caught unawares.
I am informed by Treasury that the
information sought by the Leader of
the Opposition is confidential until
the Budget is presented to Parliament.
On that basis, I do not feel that I can
answer the question asked by the
Leader of the Opposition, although I
do extend to him an offer of a briefing
by Treasury about these matters if he
has something about which he would
like to satisfy himself. However, in
line with established practice, until the
Budget is brought down this infor-
mation is not available.

Mr Hassell: If I may say, I thought that was
likely to be your answer in the general
context, but you did quote ofle area on
Tuesday which was to do with terri-
torial mining. I just wanted to be able
to get the total picture.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I can say is that I
do not have any knowledge myself
about the taxes referred to here, but as
I have previously said, mineral
royalties, mainly iron ore and nickel,

are down some 17 per cent in real
terms, and petroleum royalties-bath
of which come under the heading
"territorial"-are down to 46 per cent
in real terms. I do not know myself
how those real percentages translate
into dollars.

All I can say, and I think it is a reason-
ably fair proposition, is that the Under
Treasurer would, I am sure-although
I have not asked him-be happy to
discuss these matters with the Leader
of the Opposition if he wants to.

Mr Hassell: I will give him a ring
tomorrow, if I may.

HEALTH: MENTAL
A vro Hospital

53. Dr LAWRENCE, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is it true that Avro Hospital in

Subiaco is to be converted to a drop-in
centre, occupational therapy, and out-
patient clinic for people needing treat-
ment for mental disorders?

(2) Has the Minister seen comments by
the member for Nedlands in today's
Daily News indicating his opposition
to the clinic?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) and (2) The answer to both questions

is "Yes". I might add that I was a little
disappointed to read the comments of
the member for Nedlands in today's
Daily News.
Only last week members in this place
listened to the member for Subiaco
making an impassioned plea for
understanding when it comes to
psychiatric illness. At the end of that
speech she was given a round of ap-
plause-

Mr Court: You didn't bother to discuss it
with any of the local residents!

Mr TAYLOR: -and we all nodded our
heads and said, "Yes, we should all be
more understanding."
I do not wish to make a particular
issue of this, but I would say to the
member for Nedlands that should the
four people who rang him want to
speak to me, or if he wishes to speak
to me-
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Mr Court: How do you know how many
people have rung me?

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Nedlands
told the member for Subiaco how
many people had rung him, Was it
four or was it more?

Mr Court: You do not have a clue how
many people have called me.

Mr TAYLOR: If any of those residents
want to contact me to talk to me about
the issue, or if they wish to come to
my office to discuss it, they are more
than welcome to do so. I think it is
very important that there is an under-
standing of psychiatric illness in the
community. Over and above that,
there is in fact a misunderstanding
about what we are trying to do with
the Avro Hospital. It will not be a
halfway house; it is in fact what has
just been described in the question
asked by the member for Subiaco-
that is, a centre which has three main
components-an adult outpatient
psychiatric clinic, which will move
from its present location in Havelock
Street; a community occupational
therapy day centre, which is presently
located in Subiaco; and a drop-in
centre which is to be staffed by two
voluntary organisations, namely the
Mental Health Association and the
Association of Relatives and ]Friends
of the Mentally Ill.
It is really an attempt to bring
psychiatrically ill people back into the
community. The centre will not be a
place where these people stay over-
night; they will visit it and return to
their own homes at night, wherever
they happen to live.
I would say to all members, if there
are problems of this sort in the future,
they will find that I understand that,
and people's reactions when they are
told that something of this nature may
occur next door to their homes. I am
prepared, as the Minister for Health,
to sit down with them and talk to
them.

Mr Court: You must admit that Subiaco
more than pulls its weight in provid-
ing these sorts of services.

Mr Brian Burke: It is not a matter of pull-
ing your weight. These people can be a
delight to live with.

Mr TAYLOR: We should also remember
that Avro Hospital has in fact been a
hospital for many decades, and when
it closed as a private hospital it be-
came an JYF clinic for some time and
now ir is going to this next thing. The
people in that area have lived with a
hospital alongside them, and they
have been well aware that that has
been the nature of that particular fa-
cility.
All I am saying is: Please, give us a
chance to explain to the people con-
cerned what we are trying to do.

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Press Releases

54. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Local
Government and Regional Development:

I refer to Press releases issued by the
Minister between 22 May and 10 June
this year.
(1) Is the Minister aware that 20

Press releases were issued during
that period, of which 11I related to
his own electorate of Geraldton?

(2) Is he further aware that many of
those releases, such as "Minister
queries high supermarket prices
in Geraldton", and '$3 million
mark reached for Government-
secured home loans in
Geraldton", relate, at best
tenuously, to his ministerial
responsibilities?

(3) Does the Minister consider it ap-
propriate that a Government-paid
Press secretary should spend his
time in an attempt to consolidate
the Minister's marginal hold on
the seat of Geraldton?

(4) Can the Minister explain why
other vitally important regions of
Western Australia are virtually
ignored by the Minister in favour
of his own electorate?

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Burkett):
Order! Before the Minister answers
that question, I would like to have a
look at it,

Deputy Speaker'is Ruling
I will accept the first two parts of the
question, but pants (3) and (4) are the
member asking the Minister's opinion
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which is contrary to his own. I do not
think that is what question time was
set down to be. I ask the Minister for
Local Government to answer the first
two pants of that question.

Questions Resumed
Mr CARR replied:
(1) and (2) 1 might say at the outset the

irony of this question does not escape
me. We had a situation during some
weeks of the election campaign where
the member for Greenough's wife was
campaigning on the basis that I was
not doing enough for Geraldton. Now
the member is saying I am doing too
much for Geraldton.
I can understand the member for
Greenough's disappointment that the
Government is doing so much for
Geraldton.
I can understand the member for
Greenough prefering a situation
where the Liberal Party can claim that
Geraldton was not being well served
by the Government. The fact is, and
the Press statements are evidence of
this fact, the Government is giving a
great deal of attention to Geraldton. I
make no apologies to anyone for the
fact that my Department of Regional
Development is recognising, that that
particular region, as part of a major
regional centre of the State, is one of
the most vibrant sectors of the State in
terms of economic development. It
has a very bright future and it deserves
all the support the Government can
give it-

Several members interjected.
Mr CARR: The member seems to be

narked that this level of Government
attention is being paid to Geraldton.

Mr MacKinnon: You have only just
realised that.

Mr CARR: That is not true at all.
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Let us

have the Minister's reply.
Mr CARR: if the member wants to pursue

that point I am quite happy to ac-
knowledge that with my being Minis-
ter for Regional Development, per-
haps more focus is being placed on
Geraldton than prior to my becoming
Minister for Regional Development. I
do not apologise for that, although I

might say that when the member for
Greenough made the claim I was
ignoring other regions of the State,
that was a false claim. I have been to a
number of other regions of the State
which fall within my area of responsi-
bility since I have been Minister for
Regional Development. Members
must remember that the north-west
comes under the Minister for The
North West, and the south-west comes
under the Minister for The South
West. That only leaves a particular
part of the State, and I have been to all
the regions in the rest of the State,
apart from the Kalgoorlie region,
which I shall be visiting in about 10
days' time.

I flatly deny the allegation that I am
neglecting the other regions of the
State. I would almost have expected
the member for Greenough to be mak-
ing statements relating to my visits to
Albany, but I guess that does not suit
his case at the present time.

I also take up his point that the Press
statement issued from my office re-
lated tenuously to my electorate. I
take him up particularly on two
examples he has given. First of all the
example of shopping prices: When the
Labor Party's regional policy was de-
veloped prior to 1983, one of the
items on which great emphasis was
placed was our belief that wherever
people live in the State they should
have equal opportunity to services
and quality of living. Prices are an es-
sential pant of the quality of life, and
when evidence became available to
me of an unfair situation existing with
regard to supermarket prices in
Geraldton, I took it up with the
company concerned and with the De-
partrnent of Consumer Affairs. I do
not apologise for that. I see it as part
of the Regional Development port-
folio responsibilities.

Mr MacKinnon: What was the result?

Mr CARR: I am still pursuing it.
Woolworths has given a fairly dubious
explanation, but I anm still pursuing it
with the department.

The other example was with regard to
$3 million-worth of Government-
backed finance provided to
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Geraldton. Surely housing finance is
an essential pant of the development
of a major regional centre? The only
reason the member is upset about this
is because the particular house at
which the presentation took place
happened to be in that part of
Geraldton which falls within his elec-
torate.

Several members interjected:
Mr CARR: The particular point raised by

the member for Greenough concerns a
particular inaccuracy which I have
taken up in this afternoon's local
paper. It deals with the inaccuracy
raised, and I suggest the member reads
that article in this afternoon's paper._

PLANNING COMMISSION
Executive Director

55. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Planning:
(1) When is it expected that the Executive

Director of the State Planning Com-
mission will be appointed?

(2) Has a short list of applicants been es-
tablished which includes Mr Jeremy
Dawkins?

(3) Has either the Minister or the Chair-
man of the State Planning Com-
mission advised Mr Dawkins that he
has been recommended for appoint-
ment to this position?

(4) Did the Chairman of the State Plan-
nling Commission in April 1986 tele-
phone various Perth town planners
urging them to apply for this position?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The recommendation has been made

for the position of Executive Director
of the State Planning Commission and
that has been forwarded to the Public
Service Board. I understand the
recommendations were made at a
commission meeting earlier this week.

(2) There was a short list of three people
and Mr Dawkins was included on that
list.

(3) No, neither of us has advised Mr
Dawkins that he has been
recommended for that position for the
reason that Mr Dawkins rang me at
my home last Sunday week and with-
drew his application.

(4) That matter was raised in a question
on notice and I discussed it with the
head of the State Planning Com-
mission. He told me that he did not do
that.

TOURISM
Pinnacles:- Access

56. Mrs WATKINS, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:

It has been the case for many years
that one of the most attractive features
of the Nambung National Park,
namely the Pinnacles, has been access-
ible only to four-wheel drive vehicles
and small specialised tour buses. Will
the Minister please advise what action
the Government is taking to address
this problem?

Mr HODGE replied:
The concerns expressed by the mem-
ber are, of course, shared by myself
and my colleague, the Minister for
Tourism.
I am pleased to announce that a
scenic, high-quality gravel road has
now been constructed into the Pin-
nacles, the most attractive and unique
feature of the national park. This road
not only provides a considerably safer
but also a shorter route to the Pin-
nacles. The Department of Conser-
vation and Land Management is to be
congratulated for its coordination of
the construction of this road and its
effective landscaping which ensures
that environmental impact on the
national park itself is minimised, but
guarantees that the tourism potential
represented by this landmark is fully
realised.
Visiting the Pinnacles will no longer
be the exclusive domain of the owners
of four-wheel drive vehicles and small
tour bus operators but now will be
available to large tour buses and,
equally importantly, to private ve-
hicles. Basic facilities such as
cararks, walking tracks, and a
viewing platform over the Pinnacles
have been developed.
The toad will be open for traffic from
this Friday, 20 June, which is the start
of the school holidays; and I am sure
that its ready access from Perth will
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make this a most popular excursion
for metropolitan residents.

I must mention that the cost of these
improvements, amounting to some
$125 000, has been made possible by
funds from the tourist road grant
administered by the Main Roads De-
partmient.

STOCK: SALEYARD

Midland: Relocation

57. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

(1) 1 understand that the Midland live-
stock selling complex has only been
leased for six years. Given that, what
has the Minister or the Government
done about instituting a survey of
some kind to find out where a new
livestock selling complex should be es-
tablished?

(2) What is the estimated cost of that new
complex?

(3) Where is the likely position of that
livestock selling complex?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) to (3) In respect to the location of the
stockyard, it has always been my
view-and I expressed this quite early
on when discussing the sale of the
abattoirs with a whole range of in-
dustry people-that in fact I did not
believe that the saleyards would ever
leave their present location. The cur-
rent situation with the sale of the
property to Mr Elderton and his
company is that there will be a lease
for three years, with an option of
extending it for another three.

Mr Elderton has also indicated that in
his view both the brickworks and the
saleyard can coexist on that site in-
definitely. In that respect he has gi ven
certain undertakings set out in a letter
which I have tabled at the request of
the member for Stirling. He has also
indicated if there needs to be any
change in the situation he will give at
least two years' notice of such a
change. Earlier the Government, on
the recommendation of a report into
abattoirs, the Treloar Report, under-

took to have a look at possible other
sites for abattoirs. One of those was at
Northam. We will go ahead with a sur-
vey of sites, and Northam will be one
of the places surveyed. I would not
like the people in Northam to raise
their expectations because it is the pol-
icy of the Labor Party that the
salcyards should be located some-
where close to the metropolitan area.
It is my view that the present
saleyards are in the best location.

TECHNOLOGY DIRECTORATE

Director

58. Mr THOMAS, to the
Industry and Technology:

Minister for

Could the Minister please advise the
House of the current position in re-
lation to the Director of the Tech-
nology Directorate?

Mr BRYCE replied:

I regret to inform the House that I
have today requested the immediate
resignation of the Director of the
Technology Directorate, Dr Hull. In-
formation has been brought to my at-
tention regarding actions by him
which, in the Government's view,
amount to misconduct. I requested Dr
Hull's resignation following consul-
tation with the Chairman of the Pub-
lic Service Board.

In his capacity as Director of the
Technology Directorate, Dr Hull pur-
chased two airline tickets for travel on
official business through a travel
company associated with his family.
As members will be aware it is
Government policy to book State
Government travel through Holiday
WA.

While Dr Hull has advised me that he
no longer holds a direct interest in the
company concerned, his actions were
unacceptable and his resignation was
therefore sought.

In view of Dr Hull's important contri-
bution to technology development in
Western Australia since his appoint-
ment in 3983, 1 sincerely regret that it
has been necessary for me to require
his resignation over this matter.
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SEWERAGE RATES

Concessions

59. Mr COURT, to the Honorary Minister
assisting the Minister for Water Resources:

Is the Minister going to change the
method of charging for sewerage along
similar lines to the way concessional
rates were introduced for local
Government?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

In response to the member for
Nedlands, it is a matter I have not
addressed. Up to this point of time, I
guess that if there is some reason for
it, or if it does advantage the people in
this State to some extent, I would be
happy to look at it. But certainly at the
moment it is not before me for
consideration.

WATER AUTHORITY

Deficit

60. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Honorary
Minister assisting the Minister for Water
Resources:

Given the Government's decision to
increase water charges this year by 10
per cent, what is the anticipated defi-
cit of the Water Authority for 1986-
87?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
I cannot provide the details the mem-
ber is seeking simply because the
analysis has not been given to me by
the authority. I imagine it is available
and I will provide the information if
the member cares to place the ques-
tion on notice.
It is obvious to me in the short period
I have taken up my responsibilities
with the Water Authority that it has
made great effort to determine rate in-
creases that would have minimal im-
pact on the people of this State. If
members consider water charges in
other States they will find that our im-
pending increase is quite satisfactory
and that the authority's charges
announced by the Premier are those
made by a State Government having
every regard for looking after the
interests of the people 'of Western
Australia.

FORMER MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT
StaffLists

61. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Is it his practice to provide lists of

staff members to non-Government
groups on request?

(2) If not, then on what basis did he make
staff lists available to ALP members
prior to the last election?

Point of Order
Mr PARKER: The Deputy Leader of the

Opposition earlier asked that question
of the Minister for Agriculture but re-
lated to his former portfolio. I did not
rise at the time but now he has done it
for a second time I make the point
that, as I understand Standing Orders,
questions can be asked of the Premier
on matters of general Government
policy or of Ministers on matters relat-
ing to specific portfolios. Neither
question asked by the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition has related to the
present portfolio held by the Minister
for Agriculture.

Mr HASSELL: On the same point or order,
this is a very serious matter being
raised with a Minister of the Crown in
relation to his responsibilities as a
Minister. It is clear from the question-
ing that the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position is quite properly seeking in-
formation in this House related to that
Minister's activities. Surely it is en-
tirely in order for that questioning to
take place. That is essentially and
centrally what question time is about.

Deputy Speaker's Ruling
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The question is

very similar to one asked earlier dur-
ing question time and I rule it out of
order. The last question will be from
the member from Murcbison-Eyre.

Questions without Notice Resumed

ROADS
Wdluna Area: Sealing

62. Mr LIGHTFOOT, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is he aware that all the dirt roads-

that is, all the roads--in the Wiluna
area are closed because of heavy rains?

632



[Thursday, 19 June 1 9 861

(2) Given that, does the Minister envisage
that the roads from Leinster to Wiluna
and from Meekatharra to Wiluna will
be sealed?

(3) If "no", why not?
(4) If "yes", when?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) to (4) 1 am grateful for the question

because it gives me the opportunity to
draw to the attention of the new mem-

ber in the Chamber; that if he wants
specific details about specific roads I
am more than happy to provide the
information. However, I do not keep
in my head every detail of every road
under the control of the Main Roads
Department. 1 am sure he will appreci-
ate the extent of the portfolio after a
week or so. If he wants to put his ques-
tion on the Notice Paper I will be de-
lighted to give him an answer,
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