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THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers.

MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
No Confidence in the Minister for Racing and Gaming

MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [ 10.02 an]d: I move, without notice -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the following motion -

That this House has no confidence in the Minister for Racing and Gaming in
regard to the handling of her responsibilities associated with the Tocalisaror
Agency Board, Radio Station 6PR, and the racing codes.

Mr Pearce: It is a bit rich to try to move a motion of no confidence in a Minister who is not
here!
Mr COURT: It is not our problem if a Minister is not in the House.
Mr PdJ. Smith: Find out! Get yourself organised. Find out if the Minister will be here.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are a number of ways in which we can go about this. We can
continue in this manner, which is not unusual seeing that it is Thursday, or we can have the
Leader of the Opposition submit his proposition and say why he needs to do this now, and
have someone from the other side or from somewhere else say why it should or should not
happen. I think the latter is the way to go.
Mr COURT: Some serious matters have been brought to our attention about the manner in
which the Minister for Racing and Gaming has been carying out her responsibilities in this
portfolio. We believe it is proper that this Parliament debate those issues, particularly in
view of the fact that a lot of concern has been expressed publicly about what has been taking
place in relation to the Totalisator Agency Board, Radio Station 6PR and the racing codes -
trotting, turf racing, and greyhound racing. Government members have stated that it is not
appropriate for us to bring on this matter because the M inister is not in the House. It is not
our responsibility to have the Minister in the House. If the Leader of the House explains that
the Minister will be here at a later stage of the day's sitting, we will be only too willing to
accommodate her.
Mr Pearce: The Minister will be here next Wednesday for private member's day. You can
do it then.
Mr COURT: Is the deal that the Minister will only come on Wednesday?
Mr Pearce: That is when you can deal with this matter.
Mr COURT: This Parliament should properly debate this matter because it has been brought
to our attention -

Mr Read: Why did you not do it yesterday?
Mr COURT: Because I had not received the information that has caused us considerable
concern and that verifies what has been happening. Do not members opposite squeal! They
say we should put up or shut up and we should give them the information. It has been
brought to our attention that the Minister for Racing and Gaming has been intimidating
people in that industry.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
Mr COURT: T'he member for Peel can squeal about this matter but I am sure that what is
taking place interests him and worries him.
Mr Marlborough: It interests me. It does not worry me.
Mr COURT: It is good to know that. Does the member for Peel think it is proper for the
TAB to tell a radio station that -
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Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel is obviously feeling much better today; I am
pleased to know that
Mr COURT: Mr Speaker, do you think it is proper for the TAB to give a written instruction
to a radio station that a certain promotion will go ahead only if a commitment is given that
there will be no adverse comment by commentators or other people about the TAB? Is it
okay to have complete censorship of a section of the media? Is it proper for a Minister to tell
a person who is a director of a private company and is a member of the TAB that if he
refuses to sign -

The SPEAKER: Order! I am no: sure that you need to raise those matters. I am tossing up
in my mind the stage at which I might draw your attention to the fact that you have moved
for a suspension of Standing Orders. That does not give you an opportunity to put the
argument that you would put were you successful with that motion. You need only convince
the House that it is necessary to suspend Standing Orders in order for you to move this
motion. I am not prepared at this stage to have you submit the argument that you will submit
at a later stage if you are successful.
Mr COURT: Some very concerning things have taken place in relation to the operations at
Radio 6PR, the operations of the Totalisator Agency Board, the dealings that have been
taking place with regard to greyhound racing, trotting and the Western Australian Turf Club,
and the fact that the Minister for Racing and Gaming, apart from intimidating people by
saying that if they do not stop public criticism they will lose their jobs, is still refusing to
reveal the report on the financial dealings that have been talking place in both the Western
Australian Turf Club and the Western Australian Trotting Club.
It is a serious situation and one which is causing concern to the public, and I believe it is
quite appropriate that this matter be debated now. If the Government says, "We will wheel
in that Minister only on Wednesdays", how low have we gone, when the Government has
said that it will be accountable to the people of Western Australia?
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [10.10 am]: The Government will not
agree to this suspension of Standing Orders, for two reasons. Firstly, we are in the second
last week of this session of dhe Parliament with Government business that has been going
very slowly, with the private members' day that was held yesterday, and with an opportunity
for a matter of public importance to be raised today. That means the Opposition has had
plenty of opportunity during the course of this week, or will have during the course of today,
to raise this issue without seeking a suspension of Standing Orders.
Secondly, nothing the Leader of the Opposition said indicated why the matter could not have
been dealt with by the Opposition yesterday. The matters to which he alluded are public
knowledge in that they have been taken up by Mr Maumill on Radio 6PR week after week
now with exactly the kind of wild allegation made by the Leader of the Opposition. If the
Leader of the Opposition had not heard about these rumours or Mr Maumill's comments
yesterday, that is his problem. I do not believe that the timing of the operation of the
Parliament should be subject to the slowness of the Leader of the Opposition in hearing
about Tumours and claims that have been made on the radio for weeks now. Nothing in what
the Leader of the Opposition said could not have led to this matter being raised yesterday
when private members' business was held. I suppose this afternoon or next Tuesday he
might find out about something else. By then he might have found out about the Battle of
Hastings and we will be asked to discuss that matter.
I appreciate two things about the Leader of the Opposition. Firstly, it takes a while to get on
top of an organisation like the Liberal Party and knock it into some sort of shape. Secondly,
I understand he needs a kind of hit back to try to recover from the unfortunate things which
happened to him yesterday, and it is quite likely he would seek to use the Parliament for that
purpose. The fact is, we are here to deal with the laws of Western Australia.
Mr Court: That is right - that is exactdy why I moved the motion.
Mr PEARCE: We have important matters of legislation which have been delayed for a long
time and the people are waiting for those matters to be dealt with. This Parliament gives a
greater amount of time to private members than does any other Parliament in Australia, or
most other Parliaments in the world, including the Mother of Parliaments. Certainly private
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members here have a tremendous amount of time. In the past private members' business has
been closed down this late in the session, but we have not sought to do that. We do not
propose to agree to the suspension of Standing Orders in this way. Itris an artifice and a
device by the Leader of the Opposition. In his speech he gave no reason at all why the
matter could not have been dealt with yesterday or could not be dealt with next Wednesday,
nor why it could not be dealt with as a matter of public importance. As Leader of the House
I set up the matters of public importance procedure as a way of giving the Opposition the
opportunity of dealing with matters like this, instead of their always seeking to suspend
Standing Orders. In a discussion I had with the people then dealing with the business of the
House for the Opposition - and faces change pretty rapidly on that side of the House -

Mr Kierath interjected.
Mr PEARCE: I have been sitting in this seat for seven years and I have watched people on
the other side come and go. At an early point in chat seven years I made an arrangement with
the Opposition that we would have one matter of public importance a week 10 avoid this kind
of suspension of Standing Orders. The Opposition has not used the matter of public
importance procedure this week, and it is available for the Opposition to use it today. I think
the fact that members opposite cannot get themselves organised to use the forns available to
them and cannot get in the claims they want to discuss in time to deal with them on private
members' day demonstrates that their situation is hopeless. The. Government does not
propose to give over its time because the Opposition cannot organtise itself.
MR CLARKO (Marmion) (10.15 am]: Yesterday the Opposition received tome very
serious and damaging information about this matter which has motivated it to raise the issue
now. The matter has been in a state of high drama for at least two years. When the current
Minister for Racing and Gaming took over the position about February 1990 she was advised
by the outgoing Minister, Hon Graham Edwards - who had held the position for some
months subsequent to the current Moinister's having held it previously for approximately two
years - chat he had set up an inquiry by the Public Service Commission into the affairs of the
Chairman of the Tocalisator Agency Board, Mr Jarman. That matter dragged on and
ultimately led to a report being provided by the Auditor General, who again expressed his
concern at the operations of the racing industry and in particular the improper and probably
illegal purchase of Radio 6Plt The Auditor General had on two separate occasions witten
to the TAB board and said it could not buy 6PR, but the board blatantly went ahead and
purchased it. About June or July last year the Minister herself sent to the Attorney General a
communication in which she called on the Attorney General to do two things.

Poimt of Order
Mr PEARCE: I suppose it is a standard tactic when moving a motion of this kind to seek to
put in the argument in case the suspension does not pass. The member for Marmion should
be giving reasons why we should deal with this matter today by suspending Standing Orders
rather than by going through the forms of the House, giving notice and dealing with it at the
appropriate time.
Mr Kierath: That is exactly what he is doing.
Mr PEARCE: He is not; he is talking about things that happened last June. If the matter was
dealt with last June he could have moved it last July. Mr Speaker. I believe the member for
Marmnion should be asked to confine his argument to why the matter should be dealt with
today by suspending Standing Orders rather than by using the forms of the House, giving
notice and doing it next Wednesday, or doing it by way of a matter of public importance
today.
The SPEAKER: I was going to give the member for Marmion slightly more than 30 seconds
to get to the point which he should be discussing. The point raised by the Leader of the
House is certainly correct that is, introducing facts or information of one sort or another that
occurred 12 months ago is hardly relevant to why we should discuss this matter today.
However, I am certain that the member for Marmion has been here long enough to know that
and was about to put his argument about why we should suspend Standing Orders.

Debate Resumed
Mr CLARKO: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for your decision, which was, as usual, ilustrious.
About June or July last year the Minister for Racing and Gaming referred something to the
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Attorney General and we have not received an answer. The requests she made were very
serious; they were that the Attorney General look at the issue in general and also advise her
whether it is necessary to bring legislation to this Parliament.
In a few days die Parliament will rise for three months and, if the Government and the
Minister do not start to do something, once again months will go by and nothing will happen
about this gravely important matter. Everybody admits that it is a matter of grave
importance. It is before the Attorney General, and surely that shows how grave is the
situation. The matter was referred to the Minister when she returned to the portfolio in
February 1990, but nothing has been resolved. The Auditor General repeatedly writes about
it, and I have the papers to which I referred in earlier debate about his concerns. He
repeatedly expresses concerns about what has happened in this area; so, it is vital that we do
something. Minister Edwards in the other place put the matter before the Public Service
Commission, which indicated that he believed it to be a matter of urgency. Matters are not
passed lightly to the Public Service Commission. We should not ignore the Auditor General;
we desperately wait on the Attorney General.
I advise you, Mr Speaker, because as good as your memory is you would not realise that I
have directed several questions to the Minister for Racing and Gamning about that report. I
asked whether she had received that report and when she will do something about it. The
Minister continually avoids giving an answer about the time frame; that is the reason the time
frame is so critical now. Ihe situation is critical from another aspect also, which I am sure
the Government is concerned about. 'he racing industry is being ground to its knees. It is
not an accident that radio station 6PR is talking about the situation all the time; it does that
because it is a matter of grave concern.
Mr Pearce: Why didn't you raise the matter yesterday, last week or before?
Mr Court: You said you wanted some evidence. We have the evidence!
Mr CLARKO: The Minister can always say that. We received major evidence yesterday
which shows that theme was an attempt by the Government through one of its agencies to
stifle the media of Western Australia. We have it in black and white, and my leader is ready
to use it. I have not head before of an example of a semi Government body stating in
writing that it will do certain things which will affect the profit of an organisation unless that
organisation refrains from commenting about a Minister.
Finally, last Sunday a motion of no confidence in the Minister was passed by 94 votes to one
by people in the greyhound industry. I would have thought that the Government would be
keen, as are most Governments, when a motion of no confidence is proposed, to deal with it
and get it out of the way. This is a most serious matter to be placed before Parliament. The
community knows about this matter. Yesterday we received a diabolical letter. When that
letter is ultimately published it will play a major part in the public's judgment of
Government's credibility. The Government should deal with this matter now, considering
the nature of the issue.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [10.22 amn]: I am absolutely amnazed at the attitude of the
Government on this issue. 'The suspension of Standing Orders has been a convention of
Parliament for a long time. No other avenue is available in this place to be used in the same
way. In the past, the Government has accepted -

Mr Pearce: The member may not know, but I offered to wade off this motion against a
matter of public importance and the Leader of the Opposition rejected that because be
wanted both.
Mr HOUSE: I am a member of the Standing Orders Committee, which also comprises Labor
Party members. That committee has discussed the issue of the suspension of Standing
Orders and matters of public importance. It has always been the intention of that committee,
and it has recommended to Parliament, that the suspension of Standing Orders should be the
prime way to raise these sorts of issues in this place - not through matters of public
importance.
Mr Pearce: Ame you arguing to have both?
Mr HOUSE: Absolutely.
Mr Pearce: In the past I have made arrangements with the Opposition when it wanted to deal
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with a matter because it thought a matter of public importance was the way to go. I said I
would agree to debate rather than having a matter of public importance. That has been
accepted in the past.
Mr HOUSE: The Minister knows that we would be limited to half an hour's debate. This is
a serious issue, and die Government is running away from it.
Mr Pearce: I said that I am prepared to have debate, but members cannot expect to suspend
Standing Orders on the day after private members' day, have a debate, and then move
straight to an UPI!.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HOUSE: Without doubt the motion should be supported. The Minister is due to arrive in
this Parliament at 11.30 am, as the Government bnows. She is currently at Kojonup and the
aircraft will land at Perth Airport at I11 o'clock. She could be in this place by 11.30 am. If
the Government is worried about the Minister's no: being here, we will accommodate the
debate starting at 11.30 am when she arrives.
Mr Read: What about 3.30 Pmn?
Mr HOUSE: Any time; will the member make that offer?
Several members interjected.
Mr HOUSE: This is an important issue; it is very important for the people of Western
Australia to be aware of the Government's attitude. The suspension of Standing Orders
should be supported.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [10.25 am]: I will not support the motion to suspend Standing
Orders and I will explain why. However, first of all it might be good if the leaders and the
people responsible for debate in this House when they get up in the morning
notwithstanding that we sat late last night - occasionally checked their arithmetic and
remembered that it might be worthwhile letting people whose votes ame crucial to them know
what they intend to do at 10 o'clock in the morning.
Mr House: Don't tell me you will not support the motion because you were not consulted!
What a way to make a decision!
Mr C.J. Barnett: People in this Parliament have a responsibility to the people of Western
Australia, not to individual members. Put the debate on the public record. What are you
hiding from? The people of Western Australia want to know.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I do not know that I can say too much about that.
A& DONOVAN: I will try to say a bit more. In response to the deputy leader of the National
Party, it is not the case that I would make a decision based on those prounds. I simply point
out to people in this place that it might serve them well to do a little arithmetic in the
mornings. Secondly, and more importantly, I know the point that has been made about
having this debate later in the day and so on, but it is un-Australian for people to move such
motions against people who amt not here.
A Government member: Well said!
An Opposition member Do your mob worry about that?
h&rCourt: We donot mind debateatl1.30Oam.
Mr DONOVAN: If members on this side moved a motion of no confidence at 10.00 in the
morning against the Leader of the Opposition and he were in Bunbury or Geraldton, I would
take exactly the same attitude. It is un-Australian and we should not be doing it. By far the
most important point about the debate is that notwithstanding what has been said so far about
precedents and the history of the suspension of Standing Orders, Standing Order No 419
clearly directs the use of this mechanism to those cases about which urgency can be
established. At the risk of comning in for aother bucket-load from the deputy leader of the
National Party, eaulier in the year I had what I thought was an urgent situation in respect of
the education campaign that was being mounted towards the children of this State. I felt
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there needed to be some urgent attention paid to what I regarded as the inadequacy of the
campaign. In my view that was an urgent situation because the Minister for Health, in this
case, was doing something that would shape how that campaign would be mounted. It was
happening then, not a week after. As I understand this argument, what is being discussed in
this debate is not something about to happen today or tomorrow, it is not something to which
the full attention of the House needs to be directed today, disregarding the whole legislative
program and other motions that should occupy the business of this House today. That
urgency does not exist. The House should, when it considers this motion, first and foremost
consider whether there is such urgency that the full attention of this House is required right
now to devote itself to the resolution of the question. I do not think that exists. It is
improper to move such a motion in the absence of the Minister, and members should think
more carefully before they come into the House to move such a motion at 10.00 am on a
Thursday.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [10.30 am]: I agree that this matter should be debated,
and the time of the House should be made available for it; however, it is not appropriate to
suspend Standing Orders for that purpose. Having had more than 20 years' experience in
this place, I remind the House that no Government has been more accommodating in
approaches from the Opposition, sometimes in extraordinary ways, than this Government.
Government members: Hear, hear!
Mr THOMPSON: It shows some immaturity on the part of the Opposition in attempting to
employ this device to raise this matter today.
Mr House: if you agree to this motion, you will never get your MPI up; you should be
truthful.
Mr THOMPSON: The matter of public importance is in the hands of the Speaker, and he
will make a decision on what is to be done. The deputy leader of the National Party has
raised an important point It is within the competence of the Opposition to seek the support
of the Speaker to bring on debate on a matter today by way of an MPI.
Yesterday I and a couple of other Independents agreed, in discussions with the member for
Wellington, to support a motion which we were assured would be moved and voted upon
yesterday. However. the Opposition is so inept and incapable of managing the business of
the House on its day that the matner did not go to a vote.
Mr Court: If the Government talks out the motion, it is not possible.
Mr THOMPSON: The Opposition had four speakers!
Several members inteijected.
Mr Clarko: How many speakers?
Mr THOMPSON: I may not be entirely accurate in the detail, but I amn aware the Opposition
filibustered its own motion; it is simply inept at using the forms of this House. I am sure the
member for Wellington, who paid the Independents the courtesy of seeking our support, felt
embarrassedL I hung around yesterday - in some discomfort I might add - for the vote on the
motion; however, when it became apparent that the motion would not get up, I went home.
The Opposition should not blame the Government for denying it the right to debate this
matter today; also, it should not suggest to the people of this State that the Opposition is
being thwarted in its attempts to raise matters of importance; it is not. I will not support this
motion.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [10.33 am]: Mr Speaker -

Mr Marlborough: You will not get Lark Hill this way, mate.
Mr TRENORDEN: I could raise Lark Hill in this argument
Mr Kierath: Interjections are out of order when the interjector is standing.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member did not even see my lips move!
Mr TRENORDEN: I do not want to offend Australian football, meat pies and the Australian
way, but we have a serious situation before us. I am amazed that the Government will not
accept this motion to suspend Standing Orders, because a cursory glance at the history of the
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event would justify passing the motion. The Minister for Racing and Gaming has been
telling the House about the investigations into the Totalisator Agency Board. The TAB
Board paid $13 000 for an investigation into the TAB; that is how serious the TAB
considered this matter to be. The Minister in question is responsible for the TAB, and in a
debate two days ago on Supply she said that it was a police matter and was out of her hands.
We must get to the bottom of the matter because it was announced yesterday by the Minister
for Police that the police investigation into the TAB would proceed no further. I find that
absolutely incredible! It is a bolt from the blue and like being hit with a bucket of cold
water.
Several members inteijected.
Mr TRENORDEN: It has renched the stage that perhaps the Commissioner of Police has
files on this matter in his safe. The Minister for Racing and Gaming is directly responsible
for the TAB, and she has been telling us for 12 months that when this matter is reported, she
will inform the House. If this matter is not debated quickly, and the police investigation is
not brought out into the open, it will be another case of sweeping the events of the past under
the carpet; an action repeated by this Governiment.
A letter has been circulating which has had some aiuplay on radio stations, and this letter also
indicates chat the Minister is involved in an unusual position. It is right that we debate this
position now.
Mr Pearce: When was that letter on the radio?
Mr TRENORDEN: It was about whether a police investigation should take place.
Mr Pearce: You said that the letter had been played on a radio station and that is why it is
important that we should have a debate today.
Mr TRENORDEN: I did not say that. The Leader of the House was calldng to the Premier at
the time; he is very good as his mouth works and his eyes are open, but be is not quite there.
Several members interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: It was only late yesterday that the Minister for Police announced that
there would not be an investigation into matters arising from the TAB. These are very
serious mactens.
Mr Court: Do you consider that this matter could be debated in half an hour in an MPI?
Mr TRENORDEN: No, an MPI would have no chance of covering the matter.
Mr Pearce: I said that you could not have an MPJ as well.
Mr Court: This matter cannot be debated in an MOPI.
Mr TRENORDEN: We do not want to debate something which occurred yesterday or the
day before; we have been waiting for some time for a response from the Minister for Racing
and Gaming to investigations made by the Auditor General and by the Police Department.
Until last night I was under the illusion that this matter was proceeding in the proper mannier
however, we discovered late last night that it was not. We also found out in debate two days
ago that the Minister is suddenly saying that this is a police matter and has nothing to do with
her, even though the TAB paid for the investigation. The Minister has cold us on numerous
occasions that she will report to the House on this serious matter. If this does not occur, this
Government stands damned for another attempt, as we have seen many times in the past, to
withhold from the public of Western Australia what is going on.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [10.38 am]: Most points on this matter have been made, but I
shall reply to a couple of points made by the deputy leader of the National Party in
connection with the matter of consultation. He said that if one votes against a matter simply
because one has not been consulted, that is the wrong way to go. I do not agree, and that is
one of the reasons that I will not support the motion.
Mr House: Surely you could make a decision based on the facts.
Dr ALEXANDER: I have been given no facts.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You should be prepared to listen to the arguments in the debate and then
make your decision. You are voting against the debate being held. This is Parliament.
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Dr ALEXANDER: Standing Orders indicate that -

Mr Court: Are you saying that nothing can be debated in the Parliament until you are fully
briefed?
Dr ALEXANDER: No. If the Leader of the Opposition will let me say my piece, he may
understand my position. If Standing Orders are to be suspended, it is necessary to establish
that the matter is urgent. Nothing I have heard in the Opposition's presentation has
convinced me that we should debate this matter now or at 2.30 pm today, particularly when
the responsible Minister will not be here. It is said that she might be back by 11.30 am, but
she also might not be back.
Mr House: She will be.
Dr ALEXANDER: How does the member know? The plane has not bloody well landed yet!
The member may have good connections, but they are not that good.
In the Federal Parliament recently we have seen a long and steady campaign against a Labor
senator which was successful in removing the senator from Cabinet. I was in Canberra a
couple of weeks ago and I observed question time in the Senate. That was one day out of
about 10 or 20 days of extensive and direct questioning of the Minister. I thought it was very
unusual to see a very powerful Labor Party senator under close scrutiny, but there was no
move to suspend Standing Orders or to condemn him on the spot. Senators waited until the
basis of the case had been established.
Mr Court: The Minister for Police has been flushed out because The West Australian was
going to run an article on this subject and placed pressure on him. It is one of the areas the
Opposition wants to debate in this Parliament. Instead of flushing things out trough the
media we want to debate the matter in this Parliament.
Dr ALEXANDER: That could be debated this afternoon or next Tuesday. I am quite happy
to listen to a debate at the appropriate time as I believe these matters are pretty serious. I
read about these matters in the newspaper last week and I did think it sounded like something
funny was going on. There has been no mention of this matter in question time.
Mr Court: The Opposition has asked a question on this matter every day over the last week.
Dr ALEXANDER: There has been no serious attempt to bring Independents into the action
at all. I accept the Leader of the Opposition's apology for not doing that.
Mr Court: We will send you a membership form.
Dr ALEXANDER: The Leader of the Opposition is an eternal optimist.
Above all, if the matter is urgent, this is a day on which we can debate a matter of public
importance; so it could be considered at that time.
Mr Court: We cannot discuss the issues in half an hour.
Dr ALEXANDER: The deputy leader of the National Party referred to the Standing Orders
Committee and the suspension of Standing Orders. I cannot recall a meeting of the Standing
Orders Committee where this matter has resulted in any recommendation. The deputy leader
of the National Party may be correct in saying that the committee discussed the issue, but no
recommendation was made to Parliament along the lines he suggested. Maybe that needs to
go back to the Standing Orders Committee for consideration.
Mr Watt: The Standing Orders Committee clearly understood that the MPI slot would not
remove the opportunity for this type of debate.
Mr Thomas: When it is appropriate, and if the House agrees with it. We do not think it is
appropriate.
Dr ALEXANDER: I do not think it is appropriate at this point. The difference between now
and 2.30 pm is only a few hours. Whether an hour or so is sufficient time to explain the
situation properly, it would at least would give the Opposition time to circulate some
information to the people from whom it might be seeking support and to explain the situation
to them in the lead up to the debate. I arm not convinced this matter should be considered
now, but I am quite happy to listen to a debate at the appropriate time.
MR KIERATII (Riverton) [10.43 am]: I support the motion to suspend Standing Orders.
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This is a very important and serious matter which should not be treated flippantly. I noticed
earlier that the Leader of the House, in answer to questions, stated that we would have the
chance to move this motion next Wednesday. The member for Avon pointed out that events
had come to light recently, and the Opposition accepts that some issues have been bubbling
on for a year or so. Yesterday I was given some hard evidence. Te Opposition has been
aware of the general context of the allegations, but like anything in this House the
Government wanted proof. The Government does not want allegations, it wants
substantiation. The Opposition waited until it had that substantiation. On top of that proof
was the announcement yesterday by the Minister for Police that there would be no
investigation. Obviously the Opposition has touched a sensitive nerve. The Leader of the
House asked us to explain the urgency of the matter, and it was pointed out that the written
proof did not come into our possession until yesterday. Further to that was yesterday's
statement from the Minister for Transport that she was awaiting the outcome of the police
investigation. The Minister for Police then announced there would not be an investigation.
Those are two very good reasons for urgency. The Opposition brought up the matter at the
very first opportunity available to it after receiving proof and after those announcements. As
the member for Avon said, this is die first opportunity the Opposition has had to bring the
matter forward.
I have heard the argument from members opposite, and I accept it, that perhaps there should
have been some consultation, but it is an urgent issue and we have been anxious to discuss
the matter. The time frames the member for Marmion established were simply the history
leading up to this point. If the Government wants to have a motion of no confidence against
one of its Ministers hanging over its head for a further week, so be it. It is my understanding
of the Westminster tradition that any Government that has a motion of no confidence moved
against one of its Ministers should do everything in its power to bring the matter on for
urgent consideration of the House. I understand that is the convention. If the Premier, who
said in this House that she stands for open, honest and accountable Government, wants to
have that motion hanging over her Minister's head until next Wednesday, so be it.
Mr Clarko: The meason the Government is doing that is probably that it has not cooked up
one of its typically dubious answers. It has to work up an answer with one of its 900
advisers.
Mr KIERATH: I did not know the Minister was away. When she was not in the Chamber
this morning I assumed she was being briefed by somebody to make sure she could cover her
tracks. It is silly to tell us to leave die debate until next Wednesday. The other argument
which has been put is that we can debate the matter as an MPI. I have so many things to say
about this issue that I could not make all my points in 30 minutes, let alone the time required
by other members who may wish to speak on the matter. These are serious allegations. It is
not something that could be considered even in an hour. The Opposition has taken great care
not to put this issue on until it is sure of its facts. It must be given credit for that. It could
have gone off earlier with the issue and run to the media, but it has been asking questions and
has flagged its intentions. The Government would have known this issue was coming up by
the very nature of the questions Opposition members have been asking. One does not have
to be a great philosopher or forecaster to work out this was building up.
Mr Thomas interjected.
Mr KJERATH: The member for Cockburn has pointed out on numerous occasions that the
Opposition should put up or shut up. The Opposition waited until it had evidence there
would not be a police inquiry and then moved its motion. Most of the arguments on this very
serious issue have been canvassed already and it is not something that can be debated in half
an hour or even an hour. This very important issue should take priority over the business of
this House. This House should do everything within its power to bring on the debate as soon
as possible.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [10.48 am]: I have no doubt it is a very serious matter but I
am not sure of its urgency. It is inappropriate to suggest we should do this when the Minister
is not in the House. If anyone must face a motion such as this he should be here to answer it.
Mr Kierath: We are prepared to wait for the Minister.
Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr CONSTABLE: I support the comments of other Independents in saying how difficult it is
to arrive at Parliament House at 10.00 am and two minutes later be asked to support
something one knows nothing about. This matter of consultation is extremely important.
Mr Ciarko: As you are here longer you will find that happens more and more often.
Dr CONSTABLE: Members are trying to deal with a dozen things in five minutes. If
another matter comes up it would be better to be cautious and to ask for some dine to deal
with it. I am unable to support this motion.
The SPEAKER: This motion calls for the suspension of Standing Orders. In order for it to
be successful, it will need the support of an absolute majority of members. If I hear a
dissentient voice when I put the question, it will be necessairy for me to divide the House.

Division
Division taken with the following result -

Mr Ainsworth
M i. Barnet
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bloffwitch
Mr data
Mr Court

Dr Alexander
Mr Bridge
Mr Catania
Dr Constable
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan
Dr Edwards

Mrs Edwardes
Mr House
Mr Kiemath
Mr Lewis
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee

Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrece
Mr Leahy

Ayes (20)
Mr Omnodei
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland
Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Wan

Noes (26)
Mr Marlborough
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Riebeling
MrRiper
Mr D.L Smith
Mr Pl. Smith

Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw
(Teller)

Mr Thomas
Mr Thompson
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Nicholls
Mr Cowan
Dr Turnbull
Mr Minson
Mr Omayden

Mr Troy
Mrs Beggs
Mr Mc~inty
Mr Taylor
My Graham

The SPEAKER: An absolute majority has not been achieved; the motion is lost.

PETITION - PUBLICATIONS
Reduced Standards Stoppage - Clossiflcatdon Standards Review

MR FRED TUBBY (Roleystone) (10.53 am]: I have a petition which has been signed by
229 citizens and which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned residents and electors of Western Australia, deplore the
reduction of moral standards pertaining to the display of posters, covers and contents
of photos, drawings and articles in some magazines and in particular the publication
"Picture".
We call on the State Government, through the Attorney General, to demand the
Federal Government to support our request to stop reduced standards being set by
publishers of certain magazines and posters debasing women. We also ask to
immediately review classification standards of magazines and posters and:
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(a) ban uncovered breasts on posters and covers of magazines;
(b) insist that all A.O. publications be placed above eyesight level, with only the

title of the magazine visible whether in sealed plastic bags or not;
(c) insist on the establishment of a code of conduct for retailers.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of die Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 46.]

PETITION - NULLARBOR PLAIN
World Heritage Listing Opposition

MR COURT (Nediands - Leader of the Opposition) [10.55 am]: I have a petition in the
following trms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia oppose any attempt by the
Western Australian Government, in conjunction with the South Australian
Government and Federal Government to World Heritage List any portion of the
Nullarbor Plain.
I1. In doing so we point out that no consultation has been initiated with resident

land users in the area.
2. Further, we point out that Western Australian State Government Legislation is

already in place to ensure that present or future management strategies
protect, promote and develop the area in a responsible manner.

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

The petition bears 28 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 47.]

PETITION - "IT'IS OK TO SAY NO" CAMPAIGN
Support

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [10.56 am]: I have a petition which reads as follows -
To the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly, we the humble
undersigned citizens of Western Australia pray that the Parliament of Western
Australia will continue to endorse the highly responsible attitude that the Hon Mr
Keith Wilson has taken in the sex education program - "It's okay to say no".
Your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.

The petition bears 13 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 48.]

PETITION - "IT'S OK TO SAY NO" CAMPAIGN
Support

MR OMODEI (Warren) [10.57 am]: I have a petition along similar lines to the previous
petition and it reads -
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To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned wish to indicate our strng support for the Health Deparments
"Its Ok To Say No To Sex" Campaign. We believe a campaign designed to inform
sixteen to twenty five year aids of the risks and consequences of sexually transmitted
diseases is long over due, and should be supported by all Western Australians.
We also believe that any effort to convince our young people to make sensible and
responsible decisions about their sexual behaviour is fundamental to the building of a
sound community. We support Minister Wilson and the Parliament of Western
Australia's decision which projects a positive message that everyone has the capacity
to control his or her life.
We support dhe campaign to target sixteen to twenty five year aids with the focus on
peer group influence as part of an extended programme to alert individuals as to the
consequences of sexually transmittable diseases.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition beans 22 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 49.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY
SERVICES

Out offHome Placement of Children Report Recommendations
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Community Services) [11.00 am]: On 9 April this
year I tabled the report of the inquiry into the decision making in the out of bomne placement
of two children and the current procedures for such placement of children in Western
Australia. On 29 April I advised Parliament of the Government's intention to implement all
21 recommendations of the report and detailed, at some length, the progress of the
implementation of the recommendations. I gave an assurance to the House that I would
provide a further report to Parliament by 28 May.
I am pleased to report that further progress has been made with the implementation of the
recommendations, many of which, by their nature, require work over a long period of time.
A procedure is in place within the department to ensure that the work occurs. An
implementation committee has been established which is systematically planning for the
implementation of all the recommendations. I am also pleased to advise the Parliament that
action has occurred on all 21 recommendations.
In addition to the advice I gave to the House on 29 April, further progress has been made on
recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8,9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 18, 19 anld 20. 1 will briefly outline
some of the more important recommendations on which progress has been made.
Recommendations 6 and 7 deal with orientation and training. I am pleased to advise
members that an orientation program for staff is currently being planned to cover case
management requirements and ensure that new staff are familiar with major policies and
guidelines. In addition, private sector child care agencies will participate in that training
program.
In regard to information systems, a project officer has been appointed for two months to
amalgamate all policies and guidelines relevant to case management in one case management
handbook. I am proud to be in a position to advise members that in its Social Advantage
package the Government made a commitment to increase foster subsidies aver the next three
years to reflect the real cost of caring far children as determined by the Australian Institute of
Family Studies. Within that program priority has been given to increasing the subsidies for
teenagers. A workcing group has been established to implement the decision to establish a
quality assurance unit within the department. That unit is consulting other States and will
submit a final proposal to the implementation committee by the end of June.
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The senior programs officer in the out of home and alternative care area has been placed on
special duties for two months to assist with the implementation of the inquiry's
recommendations. The inmplementation committee is examining mechanisms which exist in
other States to establish a panel to investigate the death of children who are under the
department's care.
This is a complex matter which involves many details and recommendations and I will table
a written report on it next week.

BUSH FI[RES AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Gordon Hill (Minister for Mines), and read a first time.

RATES AND CHARGES (REBATES AND DEFERMENTS) BEL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council.

PAY-ROLL TAX AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 6 May.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cotteslue - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) (11.07 ami]: The Pay-
roll Tax Amendment eml is closely related to the following Bill on the Notice Paper which is
the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment eml. The first of these emls seeks to adjust the tax
threshold for the payroll tax system in Western Australia and the second Bill seeks to raise
the tax free threshold below which payroll tax is not liable. These emls provide some relief
from payroll tax and for that reason the Opposition will support both Bills.
The decision to raise the tax free threshold fromn $320 000 to $350 000 was announced by the
Premier when she launched the WA Advantage document. While the Opposition welcomes
this increase because it will provide relief to small business, I rem'ind members of the
threshold levels which apply in other States. In New South Wales payroll tax becomes liable
only when the payroll of a company is greater than $500 000. Similarly, a tax threshold of
$500 000 applies in Victoria; in Queensland it is $600 000; in South Australia it is $456 000;
and in Tasmania it is $500 000. Of the States, Western Australia has the lowest tax threshold
for payroll tax. Even with the proposed increase it will be only $350 000. In other words, it
is in the order of $150 000 below that applying in most States in Australia. The implication
of that is that small business in Western Australia experiences payroll taxation at an earlier
stage than does any small business in Australia. It is true there is a variation between the
States in both the rate of payroll tax and in die definition of what is assessable as a payroll
for tax purposes. In New South Wales and Victoria the rate of seven per cent applies, and in
Queensland it is a low rare of five per cent. Queensland has an attractive payroll tax regime
for employers. In South Australia the rate is 6.1 per cent. In Western Australia the situation
is more complicated because of a sliding scale, which I do not disagree with. From the
threshold level of $350 000 up to $1.4 million payroll tax, under the proposed scale, will
gradually come into play. When the payroll exceeds $1.4 million the rate of payroll tax will
be 3.95 per cent. At $2.3 million the payroll tax level will be 4.95 per cent and when a
payroll reaches $2.9 million the rate of six per cent will apply.
I emphasise that there are differences in the definition of "assessable payroll", and the
member for Geraldton may well comment on that aspect in a moment. The implication Of
these differences is that in Western Australia payroll tax bits small businesses at an earlier
stage. Businesses in this State with payrolls of less than $500 000 - which is the great
majority of small businesses - will pay a certain amount of payroll tax whereas in most other
States they would not be required to pay any tax. It is true that medium and larger size
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businesses - I am ignoring the definition aspects - in Western Australia pay a lower rate of
payroll tax than they would in most other States. I put it to the Treasurer that, although I do
not advocate increased rates for medium and large businesses, it is somewhat ironic, and it
should be considered carefully and in greater detail, that die bulk of small businesses in this
State are taxed more heavily and the larger businesses are taxed less than they would be in
other States. If anything, the balance should be the other way around.
Dr Lawrence: We are progressively moving towards that
Mr CiJ. BARNETT7: I am conscious of that, and I add that I think the sliding scale system is
preferable to the systems operating in other States. Also, once the top rate of payroll tax
applies in Wester Australia on amounts above $2.9 million, no exemption level applies. In
other States, no matter how much payroll tax is paid, an exemption of $500 000 applies at all
levels. Of course, it is more than outweighed by a higher rate of payroll tax.
I remind the House that the policy of the Opposition, both the Liberal Parry and the National
Party, as expressed in the Federal Opposition Fightback package, is for the total abolition of
payroll tax. Although we can adjust exemption levels so that smaller amounts are payable,
as is happening with regard to these Bills, one of the many things needed in Austalia to
create employment is the abolition of payroll tax. The commitment in the Fighrback
package, at both the Federal and State levels, is to abolish payroll tax in Western Australia in
1994-95. Figures produced by the Australian Chamber of Manufacturers indicate that the
abolition of payroll tax will create 175 000 jobs nationwide. On a simple pro rata basis, it
can be anticipated that the abolition of payroll tax in Western Australia, under a Liberal and
National Parry Government in 1994-95. will lead to the generation of 17 500 jobs. Week in
and week our I come into contact with business people who give practical examples
indicating that if payroll tax were abolished they would employ more staff - perhaps one, two
or five. They look at the total wage cost and work out how many people they can afford to
employ. Most medium to large sized businesses pay payroll tax at the rate of six per cent
and, therefore, they would nominally have the ability to employ six per cent more labour if
the tax were abolished. It is a significant amount, and the abolition of payroll tax under the
Opposition parties will be one of the major planks in getting rid of the high level of
unemployment in Western Australia.
When making these announcements in the WA Advantage policy release, the Treasurer made
considerable play of the fact that 90 per cent of businesses in Western Australia will fall
below the new threshold figure of $350 000. I do not dispute that; 90 per cent of businesses
will not pay the tax but the important point is that, although it may apply to only 10 per cent
of businesses, those businesses employ more than half the work force. This tax has a major
impact on the businesses that employ 60 per cent of the private sector work force. I agree
that 90 per cent of businesses will not be affected, and that a single owner operator will not
be affected, but that is not the point. Although the percentage of businesses is large, the
number of people they employ is small. Payroll tax is paid by 60 per cent of businesses and,
therefore, its abolition is important and it will have a significant impact on employment.
I emphasise that the Opposition supports these Bills but they do not go far enough. Although
they provide some relief at the margin, it is poor in comparison to the Opposition's intention,
when in Government, to abolish payroll tax.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldron) [11.15 am]: I support the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill
and the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill because they will reduce, to some extent1
the number of people who will be trapped by this insidious taxation system. Payroll tax best
illustrtes the fwndamiental errors in our taxation system. It is a classic example of the
reasons that employment is at such a low level in this State. Any system that penalises an
employer for employing more people almost belongs at Alice in Wonderland's mad hatter's
tea party. What kind of Government would institute a measure that seems to directly
encourage employers to cut back their staff numbers in order to reduce their liability to pay
tax to the State Government? It is absolutely incredible. Itris even more incredible that this
State Government has been given the opportunity to abolish this onerous tax, but it has
elected not to take that opportunity. It seeks merely to increase the threshold level, which
will reduce the number of people required to pay the tax.
The Treasurer said in her second reading speech that one half of taxpayers will have their
liability to pay the tax reduced as a consequence of a lift in the payroll thresholds at which
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the various rates apply. Oh, how figures can be distorted! The Treasurer also said thai the
measure will result in a saving of $5.! million. Taking into consideration that the anticipated
revenue from this tax is $585 million, I estimate that the saving will be approximately 1.21
per cent. Yet, the Government indicates that half the employers in this State will save
money. Nothing could be further from the truth.
Mr Wiese: What revenue did the Government get last year?
Mr BLOFFWlTCH: If I remember correcty, it was between $540 million and $550 million,
and it anticipated an increase this yea.
Mr Wiese: This year's figure is up $30 million to $40 million.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Yes, d&at is correct. It is also interesting to look at the way the octopus
operates. It operates in all States of Australia, and the systems in some States are even more
onerous than that in Western Australia. For example, New South Wales currently imposes a
race of seven per cent; Victoria, seven per cent; Queensland, five per cent; South Australia,
6.1 per cent; Western Australia has a sliding scale, from 3.9 per cent to six per cent;
Tasmania, seven per cent; Australian Capital Territory, seven per cent, and the Northern
Territory, five to six per cent. In New South Wales the payroll tax is payable at the rate of
seven per cent on all amounts above $500 000. As I look though the scales shown in this
document it occurs to me that the biggest disadvantage this State faces is having a tax
threshold of $300 000 or $320 000 which results in more businesses being caught in the tax
web.
Mr CiJ. Barneste How many people can one employ for $350 000?
Mr BLOFEWITCH: If one takes an avenage wage of $20 000, around 17 people. Members
should remember that a husband and wife teamn usually works in a business employing
between 15 and 17 people and in some cases ame earning $30 000 to $40 000 each.
Therefore, the number of employees is really It or 12. What these figures say is that any
business employing 11I or 12 people is caught in the net of payroll tax. The appalling thing is
that the impression is given by this Government that half of all employers will be excluded
from this tax by its recent move when the reality is that that move involved a less than two
per cent reduction in total revenue. That says a lot for the intentions of this Government.
The Government has an opportunity to reduce the amount collected from businesses in this
State by $585 million by taking this opportunity to completely restructure the taxation
system. That is not only logical but absolutely essential.
Despite the criticism I hear from the Government side of the House whenever Opposition
members mention Fightback WA or anything to do with it, I ask the Premier how the
Government can abolish this onerous obligation on businesses of Western Australia without
completely restructuring the taxation system? Unless the Priemier has the capacity to do chat,
we will never see a reduction in the number of unemployed people. Like the previous
speaker, I move among many business groups and without exception the complaint from
medium to large businesses is about the absolutely ridiculous payroll tax system they face.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I met a printer last night who said be would employ six additional young
people immediately if payroll tax weie abolished.
Mr BLO)FF WITCH: One of the large earthrnovers I know pays $200 000 a month in payroll
tax. He said to me, 'Bob, I give you an undertakcing that if the Government removes payroll
tax I will put that total $200 000 back into jobs." That is the type of incentive that must be
encouraged. That is the sort of incentive available to get rid of payroll tax. The Premier
should not make statements that one half of taxpayers have received relief as a result of
lifting the taxation teshold. That does not apply to half the taxpayers because is involves
only 1.2 per cent of revenue. I am absolutely amazed at this Government's gall in
insinuating it is doing people a favour when is has the opportunity to embrace a change in its
package by removing payroll, tax totally.
Is is interesting to look at the tables from the various Stases and compare them to see what
else is classed as income in this and other States. Some people are quite surprised by what is
caught in the net of payroll tax. I see from this document that in Victoria, for example,
health benefits are caught where a taxable benefit or cost is incurred, payment of school fees,
payments relating to an employee's credit card, and payments mnade to a member's family
trust are also caught by the tax. I do not see anything here about superannuation. Benefits
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generally exempted from payroll tax include shares, medical services, professional services
and telephone. It is interesting that anything to do with travelling, gardening, clothing, and
entertainment allowances is avoidable in many States.
Members may ask why I am mentioning what applies in other States. It is because I have a
suspicion about any tax system that as things get tighter in our economy taxes change. If
people do not embrace the Fightback WA package to remove payroll tax completely we will
follow the lead of other States with our taxing as we have done previously. Probably the
greatest example of that is the present wholesale tax system which started at a rate of 2.5 per
cent to help the war effort. What relationship does that bear to today's huge revenue that die
Government collects under this tax system?
I mention my suspicion about these figures because I believe they are an indication of things
to come. This Government has shown in the past that its only concept of increasing
Government income is to tax a little more those businesses that employ people. It is that
philosophy that has caused the chronic unemployment we have today. It is that philosophy
that has undermined what should probably be the greatest State in Australia when one looks
at productivity and assets over liabilities and its future Without a fundamental change to the
tax system things will not improve.
I notice that in Queensland, Victoria. Western Australia and the Northern Territory gifts are
assessable when treated as an expense of business but exempt if a personal expense of an
employer, in other words, if a gift is an expense against the business for one of my
employees, for example, who has to travel, when the inspector goes through the books that
can also be included as part of his wages. Therefore, what we think is wages in the cheque
we pay to an employee on investigation, because of the complexities outlined in this
document, it is not and because of that not one company in Western Australia faced with a
full audit of assessable income would not incur the wrath and penalties of the State Taxation
Department.
I can remember a situation involving sales tax that affected the Motor Trades Association of
Western Australia, a non-profit organisation. That organisation believed for many years, as
unions and others including me believed, that it was exempt from tax. Five or six years ago
the association was informed its advisers had read the Act incorrectly and it was not exempt
from tax. The association's intent was to pay tax had it been liable. What sort of
consideration and understanding did the association get from the tax office? It had to pay a
substantial fine and bring all taxes up to date. This is an organisation that works using
subscriptions from small business people. 'What will happen when it levies for that tax?
That will put a greater strain on the membership, their businesses, and in some cases I ant
sure will result in one or two people being put off because of the business's increased costs.
I am sure that happening had an effect on the association.
I listen to the business people in Gcraldton in shipbuilding who work on subcontract
arrangements to stay competitive with international exporters in the shipping industry who
also operate on a subcontract arrangement. There is not a constant order to build ships.
Therefore, is it not logical to bring in contractors to do the work only when an order does
come in? It is senseless to have the contractors on a fixed wage and to have them wait for
two months for an order to come in. That is the reason that this arrangement is convenient.
However, let us look at what happened when Geraldton Boat Builders Pry Ltd was
investigated by the State Taxation Department. A huge amount of sympathy was given to
that company! The company was fined and had to pay back taxes. The company is now at
the stage where whether it will stay in business or close down depends upon the toss of a
coin. There is no relationship between taxation assessment and what is necessary for a
business to survive. If that can happen to a small shipyard in Geraldton, what will happen in
Cockbumn Sound? Will Australian Shipbuilding Industries and the other large shipbuilding
companies there which use only subcontract labour be told that they also have to join the
payroll tax queue? Of course, once those companies become assessable for payroll tax, they
take on the employee/employer relationship and are then contacted by the Workers
Compensation Board, which says, "Goodness me, you have nor been paying workers'
compensation for all these years; let us see if we can get a bit more money out of you." The
payroll tax scheme is the most sinister part of our taxation system.
I urge the Treasurer to re-examine this situation. I understand that $585 million is an
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enormous amount of money to take out of our Budget, but brave decisions must be made
now for the benefit of all Western Austalians and not in order to make it easier for the
Government to balance its Budget. I call on the Treasurer to have the courage to make those
decisions, and also to review what is happening with the Taxation Department and the
shipbuilding industry in Geruldton. This is an important issue for employees who are
struggling to hold on to their jobs. What happened to this shipbuilding company in
Geraldion will have ramifications for other shipbuilding companies in Western Australia. It
will affect also the right of the housing industry in this State to be exempt from payroll tax.
If all of a sudden a builder has to pay payroll =a on die wages that he pays to his employees,
the ramifications will be mind boggling. I urge the Treasurer to muster the courage, endorse
our Fightback WA package, and abolish payroll tax once and for all.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [11.33 am]: I have a great deal of interest in the Pay-roll Tax
Amendment Bill, and at the outset ask the Treasurer whether she supports the
Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill which has been introduced into the Federal
Parliament?
Dr Lawrence: That is a tricky question.
Mr TRENORDEN: It certainly is.
Mr Pearce: It is also out of order.
Mr TRENORDEN: it is not out of order. It has a great deal to do with this Bill, and I would
like an answer.
Dr Lawrence: I have made the answer very public.
Ms TRENORDEN: Yes, on ABC Radio, where you stated that you support it. The
Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill will increase dramatically the payroll
taxation take in this State because as soon as the three per cent, five per cent, nine per cent
and up to 12 per cent levy about which the Prime Minister is talking comes into effect, that
will be locked into the remuneration package of the employees of Western Australia and up
will go Western Australia's payroll tax take; and the Treasurer knows it. The Treasurer is an
Indian giver. The Government has told this Parliament that it will do wonderful things to
reduce its payroll tax take, but that Federal Bill will dramatically increase the payroll tax take
in this State.
Mr Pearce: That is nonsense. People will get the normal pay increases but they will be in
the form of superannuation rather than cash in the hand. It will not make any difference.
Mr TRENORDEN: The notes that have been supplied to us by the State Taxation
Department state, under the heading "Superannuation Contributions", that in Western
Australia, "contributions which are part of a formal remuneration agreement are assessable."
Mr Pearce: It will not make any difference because when people get pay increases, they will
be in the form of superannuation racker than cash in hand every second Friday.
Mr TRENORDEN: That shows the hypocrisy of the Government's position.
Mr Pearce: No. It will not make any difference to payroll tax.
Mr TRENORDEN: Of course it will. The Federal Bill is either a charge upon employers,
which means that the Federal Government is imposing a further nine per cent payroll tax -

Mr Pearce: That is wrong. Have a chat to the member for Geraldton. He will explain it all
to you.
Wr TRENORDEN: There will either be a nine per cent increase in payroll tax, or the
superannuation levy will become part of the wages package. Either way, the Leader of the
House knows that within a number of years, the Federal Bill will increase wages by 12 per
cent.
Mr Pearce: They would increase by that amount in any event, but instead of people saving
the money for their future, they would be spending it
Mr TRENORDEN: The Treasurer has stated on numerous occasions that it is wonderful that
we ame almost at the stage where we have zero inflation; there will be no increases in wages
or charges, etc. However, the Leader of the House is now telling us that within a couple of
years, wages will go up 12 per cent! Is the Leader of the House saying that the Treasurer is
lying about the inflation rate?
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Mr Pearce: The word "lie" would not cross my lips in this place. I am saying that the way
that scheme will work is that people will take pay increases in superannuation rather than in
cash.
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, and they will take up to 12 per cent in a couple of years.
Wr Pearce: No time frame has been Set.

Mr Shave: The Federal Government is saying to employers, in the middle of a recession,
that they will have to pay that superannuation levy. Therefore, they will have two options:
Go broke in this recession or depression, or sack people. The Federal Government will cause
unemployment to rise even further than it has in the past.
Mr TRENORDEN: I wish to debate the Bill before the House. I am pointing out the
absolute hypocrisy of the Treasurer in introducing a Bill which she claims will do wonderful
things for the State. when she has done her sums and knows darn well that, at the end of the
year, the payroll tax take will be greater than it was last year. even though the rate of payroll
tax will be reduced. The Government has the security net of its mates in Canberra, who have
organised this deal whereby businesses with a payroll of less than $500 000 will have to pay
an additional three per cent levy for superannuation for their employees and businesses with
a payroll in excess of $500 000 will have to pay an additional five per cent levy. From 1 July
this year, the Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill will increase wages by three
per cent for some employees and by five per cent for the majority of employees; and the
Leader of the House knows that. So the Government is not giving away anything at all.
Mr& Pearce: There is common ground between the Federal Labor and Liberal Parties on the
issue that pay rises now should be attached to productivity; so it is not a question of saying
that people will not get a pay rise unless there is a rise in the consumer price index. If there
is an increase in productivity people will get a productivity rise and not cash in hand.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the House has not read the Bill. The Federal
Government's Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill 1992 does not mention
productivity at all. It says that if an employer pays an individual mom than $250 a month, or
if an employee works mor than a certain number of hours, I think 10 a week, the employer
must pay the superannuation. It has nothing whatever to do with productivity. The Leader
of the House knows that on 1 July, only a month away, wages will rise by three per cent for
small or medium businesses with payrolls of up to $500 000, and by five per cent for those
businesses with payrolls over $500 000; so why are we seeing this Government's hypocrisy
in stating that it will reduce the payroll tax take?
Mr Pearce: We are reducing the rate of it.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Government is being absolutely hypocritical.
Mr Pearce: Even if the member were right and we did not reduce the rate the take would be
decreased. We are dealing with the rate here, and we are reducing it.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the House should not tell us that the Government is
reducing its revenue take.
Mr Pearce: We are reducing our revenue take.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is absolute garbage.
Mr Pearce: A certain rate is in place, and we would get a certain amount of revenue from
that rate. We are decreasing the rate, and therefore the revenue, and therefore we are
forgoing revenue.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Federal Government's Superannuation Guarantee (Administration)
Bill will increase wages by dte per cent or five per cent which is a great deal more than the
amount by which the Government is reducing the rate of payroll tax. The Leader of the
House knows that but he has the hypocrisy to tell this House that the take from payroll tax
will be less.
Mr Pearce: It will be less than it would be if we did not change the law.
Mr TRENORDEN: But the Government will still have a greater take at the end of the
financial year, Will the Leader of the House admit that?
Mr Pearce: It is a matter of straight logic. Obviously fewer employers are affected and the

2877



2878 [ASSEMBLY]

rate is less. If we did not change the law we would take mom money and it would affect
more employers.
Mr TR.ENORDEN: Then why did die Treasurer say in her second reading speech that wages
will be limited by the current inflation raze? Why did she give that impression? It is a
downright lie.
Mr Pearce: The member should be careful of his language. It is not a downright lie.
Mr TRENORDEN: It is a direct misrepresentation of the position.
Mr Pearce: It is not.
Mr TRENORDEN: I will withdraw the first expression I used, but it is a misrepresentation
because the Leader of the House bnows chat these three per vent and five per cent wage
increases have nothing to do with the inflation rate, yet in her second reading speech the
Treasurer points out to Western Australians that the inflation rate is low and wages will not
move very much so the decrease in the rate will be of real benefit to businesses. The
Treasurer did not say in her second reading speech that she was aware that the Federal
Government's Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill would instantly increase the
Government's take. There are only 100 or so words in the second reading speech.
Mr Pearce: Any pay increase immediately increases the take.
Mr TRENORDEN: Why did the Government not tell us that?
Mr Pearce: It is never put into the Bill.
Mr TRENORDEN: Or does the Government just want to run another red herring across the
path so that the public think the Government will take less in payroll tax this year? The
Leader of the House knows that is not right.
Mr Pearce: It is a question of simple language.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the House has been caught out.
Mr Pearce: We will take less than we would have taken if we had not changed the law.
Mr TRENORDEN: It is important to realise that this Bill reduces the rate and lifts the
thresholds, but it is also important to put on the record that the Government has been
absolutely hypocritical because it knew that the Federal Goverrnent would bring in the three
per cent and five per cent wage increases on 1 July in accordance with its rules and our own
State's rules for the State Taxation Department, where it is very clearly stated that any
remuneration package is to be included in payroll tax. Therefore the Government knew it
would have a windfall in the coming year, with low inflation, low wage increases and the
Federal Government's new Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill. It has nothing
to do with productivity. It says that at a certain wage or a certain amount of work the rate
goes up. The Government made a simple calculation. Members opposite know by how
much the thre per cent and five per cent wage increases will increase its take for the coming
financial year, so they took a bit off the bottom and announced to the Western Australian
public what wonderful people they are. What absolute hypocrisy! This issue demonstrates
die fundamental stamp of this Government. It does not wish to be straight about how it deals
with the public.
That is not the only problem with payroll tax. In my electorate in the last two years or so I
have received many calls from people who have been visited by State Taxation Department
inspectors wishing to check up on their companies and trusts.
Mr Bloffwitch: I hope they were treated better than were the people who have discussed this
with me.
Mr TRLENORDEN: They were not. One of the companies in my electorate had 12
employees a few years ago but now it has two. Luckily this year the company won an
argument with the State Taxation Department and had the assessment removed, Because that
company was in a trust and a neighbouring trust in the same town had an identical
beneficiary they were linked for the purposes of payroll ink. They had no operational mix at
all but were deemed by the department to be one. I would like to know just how much extra
money has been collected in this way in the last two years by the department's inspectors,
because no reasonable person could say that these two companies were associated. I went to
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the State Taxation Department and argued about the Interpretation Act on my constituent's
behalf. At the beginning the people there denied that there was any relationship between that
Act and the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Act, but eventually they agreed that under the
Interpretation Act the department had the power to interpret the Pay-roll Tax Amendment
Act, and the second reading speech and the ensuing debate, to see how that tax should be
assessed. My constitutent won that argument with the department, but it should not have
occurred in the first place.
Other people who am still caught in that bind have been ringing my office. Common
directors or common beneficiaries in mrusts are automatically linked and assessed as one, and
in a rime of recession and extremely right liquidity that is doing the employment situation in
this State immense harm. I do not believe any real decline has occurred in the revenue gain
from payroll tax; in fact, I am pretty certain that the take has increased each year. In this
case it is written in black and white on page 9 of the tables - unless the Treasurer can prove
me wrong. Further on under comparable cables it states that in Western Australia, while the
terms benefit is included in the definition of wages, there is no basis for calculating non-cash
benefit values, therefore a dollar value can be attributed to the benefit and the commissioner
will seek to levy payroll tax. The document shows that the Superannuation Guarantee
(Administration) Bill levy will increase the base from which the State Government will pull
its payroll tax, therefore the Government is aware that it will receive more income from
payroll tax this year than it did last year. Because it will benefit from that increase it will
give some back. However, the Government is saying, 'Let's pretend all the other events are
not occurring. Let's tell the people of Western Australia that the Governmnent is reducing
payroll tax. Let's cell the business houses of Western Australia and the people of Western
Australia that the Government's take on payroll tax is down." The Government says that
when all along it knows that it is not a true situation. That is typical of the manner in which
the Government treats the business houses of this State. The Treasurer has admitted that
some duplication has arisen, although that depends on which radio station she is visiting at
the time. She often changes her tune. She has said that the States have concern about the
Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill because it will increase the payroll by three
per cent to 12 per cent over the years.
Mr Shave: How many employers will attempt to employ people when this nonsense is going
on?
Mr TRENORDEN: They cannot. The Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Bill
signals a 12 per cent charge against future profits.
Another amusing aspect of the Bill is that, on avenage, employees will pay between $50 and
$60 a week from their future disposable income, just to have the age pension taken away
from them. Two weeks ago, the Sunday Times noted that award superannuation, which is the
same system, at three per cent would mean it would take 11I years to benefit frorn the
contributions, If the rate goes to five per cent it will cake nine years. These superannuation
schemes will not return any financial benefit to people at retirement. Certainly, at 12 per
cent, the benefit will not return to the people at the same level as the current pensions. Not
only will people have their future wages docked by $50 or $60, but also they will continue to
pay for other people's pensions. As the member for Scarborough said recently, the
Government expects the workers of tomorrow to contribute to the pensioners of today but not
to contribute to their own pensions out of taxes; that contribution must come from their net
income. At the same time, the Government says that the $50 or $60 will go to the State
Taxation Department which will charge a levy; the superannuation fund will charge Mnother
levy, as will the insurance manager. The Federal Government Will tax the money both ways,
in and our. Nothing will be left. The employees losing that $50 &r $60 say that they want a
percentage of the payroll tax as well. This is not a new situation. The Government has been
working towards it for some time. The Australian Council of Trade Unions went to the
Industrial Commission and asked for a deal The Industrial Commission said that the deal
was unreasonable. The ACTU then went to Paul Keating and said that it would back him in
a struggle against the then Prime Minister if Paul Keating would do a deal and bring in the
superannuation levy.
Dr Gallop: John Kerin introduced. the Superannuation Bill; he was the former Treasurer.
Mr TRENORDEN: He introduced the Bill on 2 April 1992.
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Dr Gallop: He announced it.
Mr 'TRENORDEN: The Industrial Commission wrote it off as a bad idea. The umpire blew
the whistle, but the ACWU went straight to the Government to attempt to bring in the levy on
1 July this year. When that levy comes into force on 1 July it will increase the payroll
assessment of the State; it will instantly increase payroll tax, irrespective of this Bill.
MR SIHAVE (Melville) (11.55 am]: I support the concept of the Bill but I want to talk
about its inadequacies. The suggested loss of revenue of $5 million by the Government, in
the context of the number of payrolls in Western Australia, is an infinitesimal amount. When
the Treasurer made her calculations on the loss of $5 million, I would like to know whether
she took into consideration the inflation rate when determining the number of businesses that
would benefit. If a business has a payroll of $320 000, and if we work on an inflation rate of
five per cent - which may be generous at the moment - and tack on $16 000 as an increase in
wages as a result of normal growth due to inflation with people receiving the five per cent
increase, we are looking at a payroll of $330 000. If the minimum figure is lifted from
$320 000 to $350 000, over the next 12 months effectively the catchment figure will move
from $338 000 to $350 000. That will be of very little benefit to employers.
As Opposition spokesman on employment, a case was brought to my attention the other day.
A businessman spoke to me about the Government's taxes and charges implemented over the
past two or three years. The gentleman has a wage bill of $300 000. He rook on another
business which necessitated the payment of a further $150 000. 1 received a telephone call
prior to taking on my shadow ministerial responsibilities. The gentleman said that he could
not believe the actions of the Government. He said that the Government wanted him to sack
staff. I asked him what he was talking about. He said that his wage bill was $450 000, and
that his accountant had told him that he was paying payroll tax on an ascending scale; that is,
the more wages he pays the more he will be hit. He said that with the training levy, when the
wage bill reaches $500 000 he will not only be paying the one per cent applicable to the
$200 000 figure but also be fared with a 1.5 per cent increase. Next year that will increase
again. Also, he will be hit by the employer superannuation payments. It is arguable that
employees pay superannuation by forgoing wage increases. I argue that in many instances
businesses cannot sustain any wage increas in these times. I am aware of legitimate
businesses that can produce balance sheets that show they are losing money and are about to
become bankrupt. The Federal and Stare Governments - this Government has endorsed the
superannuation and training levies - impose these costs on businesses which are going broke.
I asked this chap, "How will you overcome the problem?" He said, "I have worked out what
I might do: I have a family trust from which my wife and brother receive directors' fees." I
asked him how this was relative. He said, 'Trusts can have beneficiaries."
Mr Bloffwitch: Directors' fees are subject to payroll tax as well.
Mr SHAVE: I certainly know about that! This chap said, "I can beat the system if I do not
pay my wife or brother directors' fees. I will leave them as beneficiaries in the trust, and
then the superannuation, training and workers' compensation levy Will not apply. I will
reduce the figure at least." He said, "I will tell you what, if I don't succeed in bringing the
figure below the $500 000 mark, I will work out which of my staff I can sack. My business
cannot sustain this kind of requirement."
The Government opposite and the Federal Government in Canberra claim they support
employment and want to look after people who want a job; however, day after day we read
about how they are belting business. The Government is loading superannuation, training,
payroll, and workers' compensation levies onto the wages bill.
No incentive is provided in this country to employ people, and this Government has not
realised that the good tines have gone for employers - businesses are not making profits.
However, the Government's union mates got to the Government during the 1980s and taught
it the philosophy of kicking employers around as a social equality policy and this has taken
the incentive away from making business profits. The Government is in a time lag. The
1980s have gone; the 1990s are here. We are in the worst recession-cumn-depression in 60
years as a result of this Government's actions. There is only one way out; that is, businesses
must succeed for unemployed people to obtain jobs.
Mr Strickland: Did this mob not have something going on on the side with Bond and
Connell?
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Mr SHAVE: As long as Bond, Council and the Government's other mates received their
deals, nothing else mattered. The Government's friend John Roberts was told, "You can
have anything you like, MrRoberts; as long as you do not look at the possibility of the
effects you will have on other builders in the industry, we will give you sweetheart deals."
Mr Thomas: What deals did we give to Roberts; what did we receive?
Mr SHAVE: The member knows the sweeteart deals done with the unions at the Burswood
Resort Casino construction. The member asks his question and walks out of the Chamber in
disgust because it is starting to hurt. I am discussing areas about which he knows. At that
time legitimate companies in the building industry were trying to survive the onslaught from
the Builders Labourers Federation and other such unions, and decent employers had to cope
with the handouts which were set in place.
The Federal Government wants a three per cent, a compulsory five per cent, a nine per cent
or a 12 per cent levy - the sky is the limit. It is not amatter of whether itis lnkedto
productivity or whether the company is going broke; no matter what, the levy must be paid,
and this is defined in legislation.
I have been an employer and an employee for 20 years and with these initiatives - the
compulsory bashing of business - the unemployment statistic will not reduce in this country.
Wages have always been of concern to employers. A businessman waffles about stock costs,
rent, electricity - which is another issue we will not go into -
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: No, let us not.
Mr SHAVE: I knew that if I did discuss that issue, you, Mr Deputy Speaker, would quickly
draw me back to the subject at hand. Oh no, the flag carrier for the BLF is back!
Mr Thomas: I went to take a phone call.
Dr Lawrence: As of Tuesday I thought your party cared about workers; it did not last very
long.
Mr SHAVE: That is where the Treasurer is wrong. The difference between cur parties is
that the Liberal Patty cares about working people, but we do not care too much for militant
unions. We care about responsible unions. The type of unions the memnber for Cockburn is
tied up with could hardly be called middle of die road unions - they are very militant.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! This is the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill.
Mr SHAVE: The Treasurer made a classical comment in saying, "I thought you lot cared
about workers." We do care about workers, but as a business orientated group we recognise
that if business is not productive and does not have the capacity to employ, workers cannot
be employed. The member for Balcatta knows about this. He knows that if a balance sheet
indicates that a business is going broke and somebody asks the business to pay a nine, 12 or
15 per cent levy, the businessman throws his bands up in the air. That is why he got out of
private enterprise and camne into this place; he knows how tough it is!
Mr Catania: That is a terrible statement. I still sign my superannuation cheques every
month.
Mr SHAVE: I could talk further on that. However, the effects of this Government's efforts
to reduce payroll tax will be negligible. As the member for Avon indicated, a confidence
trick was introduced to the Parliament in the form of this proposal. The Government's
advisers in the Speaker's Gallery will know that when they do their sums. Dealing with
State Government departments is worse than dealing with the Australian Taxation Office;
they are fully committed to obtaining revenue. Industry is irrelevant to most of these people
because they have never had to work within it. Their jobs are there every morning when they
get up, and they will be there the next day.
The Treasurer might like to clarify whether Government departments which have recently
become entrepreneurial, such as LandCorp and Home swest, will be subjected to this payroll
tax imposition. Will these departments have to pay the compulsory training levy and all
other levies applied to small business, which are trying to earn a dollar in a competitive
environment? I will be pleased to hear the Premier comment on whether it is fair and
equitable for these Government departments to be competing in the marketplace and not
meeting the sorts of liabilities that small businesses are required to meet
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Mr Catania: Everyone disagrees with taxes; no-one likes to pay taxes. What does the
member suggest is put in their place so that Governments can provide services? What is the
member's suggestion to raise revenue?
Mr SHAVE: We must have tax reform.
Mr Catania: What is your tax reform?
Mr SHAVE: The Opposition has put forward the Fightback package.
Dr Gallop: Who collects the goods and services tax?
Mr SHAVE: Employer groups.
Dr Gallop: Employers, not employer groups.
Mr SHAVE: I am glad that my Mrend the Minister for Microeconoruic Reform has finally
entered the debate. He has told me that employers will collect this tax and that it will be a
problem for them. I agree, but the majority of employers in this country support the 051'.
Dr Gallop inteijected.
Mr SHAVE: The Minister says that Canadians do not like the tax, but I live in Australia and
Australian employers axe saying that the existing tax base must be restructured. Members
opposite are saying that the Os? will be a problem for employers. Employers have a much
larger problem - the insidious taxation being collected from employers through compulsory
superannuation, training levies and payroll tax. That is of far greater concern to employers
than the collection of a GST. That is my opinion as an employer. My friend Ian Taylor and I
were recently talking on the "Sattler File" about the other theory the Labor Party is spreading
in the marketplace; unlike other members opposite, Mr Taylor finally conceded that the 051'
would not result in a 15 per cent increase in prices, but an increase of 10 per cent- I disagree
with Ian Taylor on that because the figures before me indicate the increase would be four per
cent. Members opposite should read John Hewson's Fightback package instead of
continuing to lie to the public about the figure of 15 per cent when they know very well that
it is proposed that wholesale taxes on products will be reduced by 20 per cent. That is true,
and it is gratifying that the Deputy Premier disagrees with many of his colleagues on the
matter.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: There are so many interjections I cannot hear the member on his
feet and I am sure that the Hansard reporter is having difficulty recording the debate. If
members interject they should do so in an orderly manner.
Mr SHAVE: The next time the member for Balcanta is speaking he should allow me to
interject.
Mr Catania: The member knows that profitability depends on consumers having the power
and the disposable income to purchase. A consumption tax will reduce consumers'
disposable income, therefore profitability will decrease. How will profitability go up if
people cannot purchase the services which are for sale?
Mr SHAVE: The member for Balcatta has looked at that one area. He has not considered
the cost.
Mr Catania: It is a very important area.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Balcatta. has not considered the cost cutting that is going on in
areas such as taxation, petrol excise, and sales tax on a wide range of commodities. The
member is saying that disposable incomes will drop. I am saying that because businesses
will be given greater opportunities at the productive level more people will be employed and
the economy will improve.
Dr Lawrence: Do you know what John Stone says about that?
Mr SHAVE: Like the Premier, John Stone is an academic. He has been in universities all
his life.
Dr Lawrence: He is also a former head of the Treasury.
Mr SHAVE: He has degrees from all over the place, and he comes out of the Treasury just
like all the Premier's advisers.
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Mr P.S. Smith: Leave public servants alone; you might have to took after them next year.
Mr SHAVE: Public servants have a right to a viewpoint, but the member for Bunbury should
get it through his head that the productive sectors in this economy are the farmers and
business people. They generate this State's wealth. If the member for Bunbury believes that
the private sector is not the generating force behind economic prosperity, he is a bigger fool
than some people have categorised him
Mr P.J. Smith: Why are you attacking public servants?
Mr SHAVE: I am not knocking public servants. The member for Bunbury should get it
through his head that prosperity in this country is generated by the private sector. Surely the
member will not deny that.
Mr P.S. Smith: I am not denying it; you are saying that. Don't put words into my mouth.
Lay off the public servants.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I suggest that the member for Melville re turn to the subject
matter of the Bill.
Mr SHAVE: I was trying to conclude my remarks, before the interjections by the member
for Balcanta.
Unemployment is the biggest crisis facing Western Australia as a result of this Government's
and the Federal Government's financial mismanagement. The only way out of the
predicament is for a Government - whether union run like this Government or free enterprise
based from our side of politics - to reduce Government taxes and charges. The Premier is
wrong if she believes that the paltry $5 million reduction in payroll tax - which has already
been discredited by the member for Avon - as part of her commitment to the WA Advantage
document - which has also been discredited - will do anything towards getting even one
person employed by a small employer group in Western Australia in the next 12 months.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) [12.18 pm]: We have in effect been dealing
with these Bills cognately, although as a matter of procedure we must deal with them
separately. I am speaking to the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill, which is listed first on the
Notice Paper.
It is acknowledged this is a small adjustment to the payroll tax system. It has never been said
otherwise. Over successive years the Government has been improving the functioning of the
system and ensuring that it falls where it can best be borne. Part of the reason for decreasing
the tax take this year again - because is is not the first year there has been a reduction in
payroll tax - is to ensure a steady relief to those 10 per cent of businesses that pay payroll tax.
I emphasise that because some of this huff and puff about the OST overlooks the fact that we
will go from a position where 10 per cent of businesses pay payroll tax to one where 100 per
cent will be collecting GST for the Australian Tax Office.
An Opposition member interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I said "collecting"; I want to make that clear. One of the things that has
been said during this debate, although not strictly relevant, is something that is sufficiently
pertinent to deserve another took; that is, that the effects of payroll tax on employment and
unemployment are somehow unique when it comes to taxes. However, John Stone, the
former head of the Federal Treasury and normally regarded as being on the dry side of
economics, says that that argument is not convincing and that, in his view, the effect of the
abolition of payroll tax would be similar in its effects on employment - there would be a
mirror image effect in the imposition of GST - and he regards them as similar in their effects
on the economy. He argues that that effect is marginal.
One of the things one would have to say about taxpayers is that, generally speaking, they do
not care to pay tax. That has been true since it was first imposed. T7herefore, it is important
that a tax system has a number of characteristics. It must be fair it must fall on those who
can afford to pay it; and it must be applied in an evenhanded manner. Those are the sorts of
principles that this community has generally accepted. Historically, members would be
aware that payroll tax was handed to State Governments some time ago as a form of taxation
revenue. it is not an ideal tax, but, to the extent that we can ensure that it relates to the size
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and profitability of businesses and their turnover and to the extent that we can protect small
businesses, it begins to have some of the characteristics of our progressive tax scales for
company and income tax. I would be the first to say that they are preferable. However, I do
not agree thar substituting a GST for payroll tax is preferable because a: least there is some
progressivity on payroll tax assessment whereas, in the case of the GST, it is clearly a
regressive tax. Those people on low and fixed incomes who will be asked to pay the 15 per
cent addition - it has been estimated at something less - clearly have most of their incomes
consumed by everyday necessities. That is the point that members opposite seem to have
overlooked. The member for Contesloe acknowledged, in a discussion with the Cottesloe
business association or one other association in his electorate, that they do not have to worry
about this tax; it is not a tax on businesses, it is a tax on consumers.
An Opposition member interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Exactly. That is why to suggest that we substitute that tax for a payroll
tax is, in my view, to go from bad to extremely bad. Therefore, I am not about to support the
abolition of payroll tax when the substitute tax is much worse. Members opposite should
think about their elementary knowledge of economics, If someone must pay more for their
goods and services, what effect does that have? They buy fewer of them. It reduces the
demand to business.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They have more disposable income because they have had 30 per cent tax
cuts.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is highly unlikely. Everyone who has looked at those compensatory
packages is clear that they are inadequate in terms of the compensation and that they will
certainly not take account of the family. Let us take a poor family which has someone with
an illness whose expenditure on something as simple as a loaf of bread is higher than it
would be for an ordinary family because of the need, for example, for gluten-free bread. The
increase because of their higher income being devoted to purchasing everyday necessities or
health needs through a (35T would impact far greater on those people because their
discretionary expenditure is almost non-existent.
M~r Bloffwiwch: The GST takes account of that in compensation.
Dr LAWRENCE: The GST compensation does not take account of that; it does not take
account of those special circumstances. Therefore, although payroll tax is not an ideal form
of taxation, it at least shares some of the characteristics -

Mr C.J. Barnen: You have changed your tune in the past 12 months.
Dr LAWRENCE: I have not. I said it was a bad tax, but I also said that to replace the
payroll tax in this State, we would need two things: Firstly, the same amount of money firom
a progressive tax system.
N& Bloffwirch: Which you are going to get.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will come to that in a minute. We can replace the payroll tax with a
good tax, not with a bad tax -

Mr Bloffwitch: I did not know there was such a thing.
Dr LAW]RENCE: That is- the member's problem. He does not understand that we must tax
the community. However, a tax should have the characteristic of falling most heavily on
those who can afford to pay, of falling equally on people within each tax bracket, of not
being discriminatory in its effect and of not being so high as to be a disincentive. Company
and income taxes have that characteristic. Typically, taxes such as land and payroll taxes do
not have those characteristics. Canadians who have experienced the OST call it the "gouge
and screw tax". It is regressive and falls heavily on low income earners and would have the
opposite effect on unemployment to that described optimistically in the Hewson package. Dr
Hewson has acknowledged that the net effect of the changes in the various taxation
arrangements that he proposes would be to reduce employment in the short term, not to
increase it. I do not know where members opposite get haz from. Their Federal leader does
not accept that analysis.
We believe it is necessary to make the necessary adjustnents to payroll tax under this Bill in
the present economic climate. At the same time, we do not regard that as the only measure
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that die Government should be taking. We provided land tax relief las: year and a Bill will
shortly be introduced into the House which will provide more relief this year - some
$20 million in relief. We have also put a lot of effort into trying to keep Government
charges, particularly water, electricity and sewerage, as low as possible for both businesses
and householders. A range of measures have been introduced designed to take pressure off
businesses. We are aware that if they have to meet high costs, that will have an effect on
their decisions about employment. We cannot single out a tax and say that if we replace it
with another it wili, have an automatic effect on them. What happened in Canada? it was
said that when the present sales taxes and others similar to ours were removed and replaced
with a uniform goods and services tax, businesses in their wisdom, because they did not have
to pay those input taxes any more, would pass them on to the consumer. That is not the
Canadian experience; it did not happen. Any objective analysis of the Canadian outcome
shows that those financial benefits conferred by the abolition of those taxes was not passed
on to the consumer and that is why some of the assessments that Dr Hewson has made about
the inflationary effects of the GST are wrong. It overlooks not only the capacity of workers,
whether they are unionised or not, to make increased wage claims to make up for increased
expenditure, but also the fact that the good or service concerned may continue to have the old
tax built into the cost structure; because, when people attempt to make windfall profits, it is a
temptation that is pretty hard for them to resist.
Mr Blotfwitch interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: In a great many one can, and clearly that is what did happen. Far from
that money being freed up to employ more people, or something of that kind, it goes into
profits. Most of it goes into profits and the inflationary effects of the GST are likely, as was
found to be the case in New Zealand and Canada. That is the experience. We are not talking
about theory. The experience of the application of the GST in Canada and New Zealand -
one has only to look at the figures - shows that projections on inflation were wrong; not just
slightly wrong, but considerably wrong. flat is a very important point. If the cost of goods
and services to consumers is inadequately compensated for because of a poor or inadequate
assessment of the inflationary impact, one off though it may be - that is also a questionable
assessment - we cannot assume that the consumers wil rush out and buy the same number of
goods and services as they did before. They will not be able to because they have not been
properly compensated for the increase. One has only to look at the scales of the tax
reductions to see who benefits. It is not the low income earners who benefit, but the people
at the top end. The Federal Treasury's assessment, which has never been disputed by Dr
Hewson, shows very clearly that under that regime 70 per cent of householders and 60 per
cenrof the people in the nnrlsector will beworse off. It will notbe ofany benefit to the
people in the rural sector because they do not pay payroll tax.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Mr Deputy Speaker, some useless interjections are being made and I
would appreciate the opportunity to make a number of points. I do not want to unduly delay
the debate on this Bill because we have had it on a number of occasions. This Bill and the
Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill axe designed to assist business. This legislation is
not some sort of stunt. We agree that it is moderate in its effect, but it is part of a range of
measures the Government is adopting to consistently reduce the burden on business. From
what I heard, members opposite are quite keen to encourage people towards non-compliance.
A couple of the suggestions I heard probably amounted to evasion. An important principle
of taxation is that people who are required to pay the tax, pay it regardless of whether it is a
company tax or personal income tax.
It is interesting that the Federal Opposition proposes to water down capital gains tax. One of
the problems we had in the 1970s and early 1980s was that a lot of people were avoiding tax.
The effect was that the marginal tax rate kept increasing and it is only since the tax laws have
been tightened, quite properly, to reduce non-compliance and evasion and capital gains tax
has been introduced to prevent people from moving it into capital to avoid income tax, that
we have seen the capacity to drop the rate. I agree it should be dropped, but we should
remember that of the 20 countries which are members of the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development we are the third lowest on the taxation scale. It is not as though
Australians are groaning under some impossible taxation regime; this country is the third
lowest. That puts the lie to some of the observations made by members opposite.
06762-2z4
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I am very conscious of the current economic conditions and that is the reason thai this
Government moved to reduce land tax, that it is moving to reduce payroll tax and is keeping
charges to the absolute minimwn. On the other hand, this Government, like other State
Governments, is required to provide for the reasonable services of the community. At the
same rime as members opposite teil the Government that these taxes should be reduced or
abolished they tell us that we should be increasing expenditure in a wide range of areas. I
remind members that one of the consequences of the proposal by the Opposition to abolish
payroll tax and replace it with the income from a goods and services tax is that we would
lose five per cent of our revenue from the Commonwealth. Not one member opposite has
offered a single service he would want abolished.
Members opposite have a problem with this. It is a substantial reduction on top of a very
considerable reduction in public expenditure over the past two or three years. The waiting
lists in hospitals and the difficulties some people face in the rural community are a result of
the Government's having to live within its means. Take another five per cent off that from
Federal grants, and the Treasurer of the day would have enormous problems in making ends
meet. It is always a balance between the reasonable requirements of Government to provide
services and its acknowledgement that wealth is created in the private sector. To the extent
that we slash the public sector we also create unemployment and where do those people go?
It is only if the private sector is able to take up the slack that it can be done. To address the
point raised about the superannuation guarantee levy the advice I have is that it was not taken
into account in the Government's assessment of what would be forgone in this Bill precisely
because it is unlikely to make any difference. Itris, as members know, in exchange for wage
increases that would otherwise have occurred. I remind members that the three per cent
which applies to occupational superannuation is exempt from payroll tax.
Several members inteijected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The tax officials to whom I spoke when the member for Avon raised this
issue told me that it is not clear. We cannot say categorically what will apply and I
undertake to find that our for the House. The existing occupational superannuation of three
per cent is exempt and the effect on the State's payroll tax has not been to increase it, but to
decrease it. I ask members to be careful about that assumption.
Several members inteijected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will undertake to look at it for the member. It certainly has not been
taken into account in the way that this Bill has been put together. This Bill stands alone as a
small measure to provide relief to taxpayers, to reduce the cost to them of employment and to
ensure that in this difficult economic climate, together with the other measures we have
taken, they can get on with the job of making profits for themselves and employing workers
in the private sector.
Many peripheral issues were drawn into this debate by members opposite, including a clear
opposition to workers' compensation payments and a failure to accept that a universal
superannuation system makes sense for this community in the long term. I find it
extraordinary that members opposite clearly oppose those two principles. Some extravagant
claims were made about the OST. We could have a debate on the GST every day of the
week. T7his debate is not helped by observations about levels of taxation, productivity and
imposition by Government on employers that are wrong. Goebbels, the propaganda Minister
under the Nazis, used this technique often and very convincingly and effectively; that is, if
one says something often enough in the way members opposite do, it will become rue. I
reject that. I suggest to members opposite that they have a good, hard look at the GST
package and that they do nor slavishly follow what Dr Hewson says.
Several members intrjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite will not be able to sustain a position with the electorate
because it will not accept taking money from the poor and giving it to the rich. It will not
accept taking money from those least able to afford it and giving it to those who are already
comfortable. The Opposition is proposing a very significant redistribution of income in
favour of the wealthy and 70 per cent of households will be worse off; that speaks for itself.
I commend this Bill to the House because it is a responsible and prudent measure at a time of
economic difficulty.
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Question put and passed
Bill read a second dine.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third ine, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council.

PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 6 May.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.38 pm]: The Pay-
roll Tax Assessment Amendment Bill raises the tax free threshold from $320 000 to
$350 000. This issue was discussed during the debate on the Pay-roil Tax Amendment Bill.
The two Bills go together. They involve a relatively minor reform to payroll tax and I have
no further comment to make.
NM WIESE (Wagin) (12.39 pm]: I agree that this subject has been well canvassed, but I
will refer to some of the comments made by the Treasurer in her response to the debate on
the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Bill. The Treasurer said that one of the main characteristics of
a tax is that it should be seen to be fair. One of my problems with payroll tax is that there is
no way in the wide world that it can be considered as fair. This can be applied to the Pay-roll
Tax Assessment Amendment Bill which seeks to adjusts the payroll tax threshold. This
threshold is unfair to many industries, particularly the shearing industry. The shearing
industry is rim and organised by the large number of shearing contractors who operate in the
industry. It is one of the major area in the ntral industry to be caught by payroll tax. The
result of this payroll tax is that the shearing contractor whose payroll exceeds the $350 000
threshold is immediately faced with the need to pass the charge for the tax liability to the
farmer whose sheep he is shearing, which amounts to 80 to 100 a head. Immediately that
shearing contractor becomes liable for payroll tax, his charges are 80 to 100 higher than
those of a competing shearing contractor whose payroll has not reached that threshold. That
is one of the gross inequities in payroll tax, in that a shearing contractor who reaches a
certain level in his payroll immediately becomes uncompetitive in the industry. That alone
makes it grossly unfair, apart from all the other inequities in the system. On that ground
alone payroll tax fails dismally. It causes a great deal of pain and unfairness in the rural
areas. I am sure that it also happens in other areas but I am particularly aware of that area in
which it fails dismally. That is why the Government should be doing everthing it can to
abolish payroll tax altogether.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted topee forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council.

LAND TAX RELIEF DILL
Second Reading

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) [ 12.44 pm]: I move -
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill contains measures to give effect to the Governent's decision on 25 May to freeze
most valuations for 1992-93 land tax assessment purposes at the level that applied this year -
1991-92. The freeze will apply except where the 1992-93 valuations are lower than those
this year, following a general or interim revaluation of land by the Valuer General. These
relief measures have been introduced following an interim report from the land tax review
committee. This committee, comprising Government and industry groups, was set up earlier
this year to review land tax reform options. This was after financial relief was provided to
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property owners facing "double" increases in their 1991-92 assessments through an overlap
of the dimte year valuation cycle with the four year phase in period.
The measures contained in die Bil will save taxpayers an estimated $20 million next
financial year, including meropolitan region improvement tax as well as land tax. The
review committee indicated that without the freere about 90 per cent of taxpayers would
again face substantial increases in land tax next financial year, through the continued phase
in of a past valuation increase or upon revaluation of their land for 1992-93. It found that,
excluding cases where reduced valuations applied, land tax bills would have risen by an
avenage of more than 20 per cent, with some individual increases as high as 40 per cent.
These rises would have been out of phase with more recent property market trends.
Furthermore, the Government believes the rises would have exacerbated the financial
difficulties of some taxpayers and hampered Western Australian business. This Bill enables
most taxpayers to budget with certainty for their land tax liability in 1992-93.'
Changes in amounts payable between this year and next year can occur only where property
valuations for land tax purposes are reduced below their 1991-92 level or taxpayers change
their landholding. Taxable land may also become exempt, and vice versa. Any of these
changes will affect a taxpayer's land tax liability. As also announced on 25 May 1992, the
land tax review committee will continue working towards major reform of the land tax
system. This will include progressing the introduction of annual valuations for 1993-94,
which will redress the problem of increases in assessments moving out of line with property
values as a result of die current periodic revaluations. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

TREASURER'S ADVANCE AUTHORIZATION DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 7 May.
Deputy Speaker's Ruding - Standing Order No 33

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I draw to the attention of the House Standing Order No 133.
Although the Treasurer's Advance Authorization Bill deals with financial matters, it does not
allow for a general debate: in other words, the debate on this Bill cannot follow the same
lines as debate on the Supply Bim. Comments in the second reading debate should be
restricted to the content of the Bill itself.
Mr BLAIKIE: I seek further clarification. On 11I June 1991 the Speaker made a ruling on
this matter to the effect that, although a wide ranging debate was not permitted, those
members who spoke on the Bill were allowed to wake comments on wide ranging areas.
The Speaker indicated that he was not prepared to allow a succession of members to debate
the Bill - as had been the case in debate on the Supply Bill. I believe the Speaker's ruling at
that time was right, and I assume that is the direction you, Mr Deputy Speaker, wish to
follow; that is, there cannot be a wide-ranging debate by every member of this House, but
members speaking in the debate have the opportunity to raise matters relating to this
legislation. That permits a wide area of subjects to be commented upon since the Bill
advances funds for any existing works and services of not more than $200 million, including
areas such as the General Loan and Capital Works Fund, local government authorities, public
authorities, public bank accounts, Treasurer's Advance Account and trust funds.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I have already covered the point raised in the previous comment.
I will amplify by reading the Speaker's ruling made on 11I June 1991 -

Standing Order No 133 does no' allow for wide ranging debate on this Binl. if
members feel that it should, they can refer it to the Standing Orders Committee. I do
not intend to restrict the debate on this emH. I am simply referring members to
Standing Order No 133 and suggesting that debate should not be as wide ranging as it
is for Appropriation, loan or Supply Bills.
In fact, I am not suggesting, I am telling members that there should not be wide
ranging debate on this emn. That does not mean I will be restrictive, but remarks
should be related to the Bill which has not been the case so far int the debate.
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Rather than go through a situation which allows speakers to address any matter they think
they should or could, I agree with the member for Vanse that the content of the Bill may be
discussed, as with any Bill. However, the interpretation of that rule from time to time is
something we may disagree on. I am clearly saying, in reiterating the Speaker's Ruling of
1991, that members cannot raise any matter they like, as is the case with debate on the
Supply or Appropriation Bills. However, if they can demonstrate that their remarks relate to
the contents of the Bill, the same rule will apply that applies to all other Bills debated in this
House. I suggest that we proceed: The proof of the pudding will be in the eating, and we
will take it from them.

Debate Resumd
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [12.50 pm]: I have a number of matters to raise in speaking to the
Treasurer's Advance Authorization Bill, which seeks to have an amount of not mome than
$200 million allocated for the rnning of the State. This is a significant sum which should
attract the attention of all members of this House. It is also pertinent because it relates to
taxpayers' money.
I turn, first, to health care, a subject with which I have had personal experience in recent
times. This subject is capturing the attention of people not only in this State Government but
also at a Federal level. Arguments are being developed about public funding of State
hospitals and institutions. As a result of the brief stay I had in hospital recently I can only
commend the competence of the surgical and nursing teams and the level of efficiency of the
cardiac units in this State. The member for Collie commented in her speech on Tuesday
night that she was concerned that only one cardiac surgical unit was available in the State at
Royal Perth Hospital. In fact, there are two such units, the other being at the Mount
Hospital.
In 1991 those hospitals carried out almost 1 400 surgical operations, so a large number of
people underwent cardiac surgery in this State during that year. A great disappointment to
many people is the number of public patients who have to wait for cardiac surgery. A
number of people have contacted me, and no doubt other members of this place have been
contacted by people from their electorates, saying that they require surgical attention but
because they are public patients they have to go onto a growing waiting list. That is the case
with both cardiac surgical units in this State. One constituent wrote to me and to the Minister
for Health saying that she is 39 years of age, has been married for 22 years, has three
children aged 19, 15 and 13 years, and is facing a big challenge as she is on the waiting list at
Royal Perth Hospital for double bypass surgery and major surgery on her aorta in the
stomach due to coronary artery disease. She is not covered by private health insurance and
will be going to a teaching hospital for her surgery. The waiting list for Royal Perth Hospital
according to this letter, which was written on 17 March, is eight to 10 months. I can indicate
to the House how distressing that is for a person with a young family. However, that is
indicative of many people caught in that circumstance.
As the Government is in the process of considering a further cardiac surgical unit for
Western Australia, and although substantial claims for that unit have been made by the
Fremantle Hospital, the substantial weight of evidence points to the fact that the Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital should be the next hospital to get a cardiac surgical unit. I will give some
specific details to support my comment. Royal Perth Hospital covers the east metropolitan
area and a population of over 520 000 people; Fremantle Hospital represents the southern
metropolitan area and a population of 232 000 pople; and the northern metropolitan area is
represented by the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital which services a population of about
439 000 people.
Mr Wilson: All of those hospitals play a Statewide role.
Mr BLAIJUE: Not only do they have a Statewide responsibility, about which I agree -

Mr Wilson: Therefore, those population figures are not quite correct.
Mr BLAIKIE: They are relevant.
Mr Wilson: They may be, but they are not correct.
Mr BLAIKIE: They are relevant to the argument I am putting. Considerable political
pressure will be brought to bear on the Government to consider Fremantle Hospital
favourably for this unit.
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Mr Wilson: Political pressure is not at issue; the decision will be made as the result of an
objective assessment.
Mr BLAlKIE: I wish to ensure that that is the case and that is why I have raised this manoer
during this debate. I wish to cnsu that an objective decision is made on the merits. I
believe that the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital has a prior claim for this new unit Whether
that comes out in the end, one can only wait and see. I appeal to the Minister to ensure that a
deci sion is made objectively and not politically about this matter.
Mr Wilson: That is why a committee of experts has been established. They ar versed in the
delivery of such services.
Mr BLAIKIE: Although all these hospitals have a responsibility for the whole State, when
one looks at the northern metropolitan area represented by the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital,
the eastern area represented by the Royal Perth Hospital, and the southern area represented
by Fremantle Hospital, one sees that the significant growth is in the northern metropolitan
area where the Sir Charles Gairdoer Hospital will as the years go by, command a far more
important and growing collection area.
Mr Wilson: There are also two major private hospitals in Perth.
Mr BLALKIE: I am aware of that. I know that the inister is concerned about the number
of people queuing for major surgery. At the end of the day Governments must make
decisions to ensure that yet another teaching hospital is funded to, in this instance, carry out
cardiac surgery. As one of the people who has had the advantage of that surgery, I can speak
with some feeling when I say that it is important that people be taken off hospital waiting
lists not only to reduce the waiting time on those lists but also to avoid personal trauma for
the people with arterial conditions who are on those waiting lists, as well as for their families.
It is incumbent on all members who hold a similar view to mine to know that this decision
will be made sooner rather than later, notwithstanding the difficulties the State Government
is having with the Commonwealth Government.
Mr Wilson: Notwithstanding those difficulties?
Mr BLAJIKIE: I believe that the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital has a prior claim for this unit
and should be the next hospital able to carry out cardiac surgery.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I repeat ray earlier warning; that is, I believe t member for
Vasse may have stretched the interpretation of my ruling to the limit. I therefore warn other
members not to do the same. I see that particular reasons arise for the member doing what he
has but other members will not gain the same degree of flexibility.
[Leave granted for speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.]
Debate thus adjourned.
[Continued on p 2902.1

Sitting suspended from 1.00wt 2 .00 pm
[Questions without notice taken.]

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE - HEALTH CARE FUNDING
THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): I have received a letter from the member for
Darling Range seeking to debate as a matter of public importance the matter of health care
funding. If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places.]

Points of Order

Mr CJ. BARNETT: Firstly, as you, Mr Speaker, are aware the Opposition submitted a
matter of public importance this afternoon. Secondly, will the practice of allowing
Independent members five minutes apply now?
THE SPEAKER: Subject to the House not expressing too much distaste with this proposal,
this MPI will go ahead and 40 minutes will be allocated to Independent and Opposition
members and 30 minutes will be allocated to members of the Government. The following
Sessional Order applies to the first matter -
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The Speaker may permit a motion in accordance with this Sessional Order on no
molt than one day in any sitting week and, in the event of more than one matter being
presented for the same day, priority shall be given to the matter which, in the opinion
of the Speaker, is the most urgent and important, and no other proposed matter shall
be read to the House on that day.

I have made that judgment.
Mr COURT: According to the Sessional Order it would be possible, Mr Speaker, for you to
always chose an UPI which could mean that the Opposition would not have that opportunity.
What is the general ruling or understanding when you make that choice?
Mr Thompson: It depends on the quality of the work.
The SPEAKER: I could smile and agree with that. I do not propose to make an explanation
about this on each occasion, but I need to at this time. I have chosen the item which I believe
to be the more significant. If one were faced with the argument that each MPI were of equal
significance - I do not think that is the case - I would still rule in favour of this motion
because it covers most of the people in Western Australia, whereas the other motion covers
very few. I am not uncomfortable with the decision making process; I will always make a
decision in view of what!I think to be the most important MPI before me. I wilnot discuss ft
with anybody else; I will make the decision myself. If the House is uncomfortable with that,
I have no objection to members raising the matter with the Standing Orders Committee with
a view to changing the situation so that the House can vote on these issues on each occasion.
As the matter rests, that is how I intend to handle it.
Mr Kierath interjected.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! I am bitterly disappointed with the innuendo contained in the
remark by the member for Riverton. I discussed the matter with people before I ruled on the
matter, they were all members of the Opposition. I did not discuss it with any member of the
Government and I object strenuously to his innuendo. I want the member to apologise and
withdraw.
Mr KIERATH: I withdraw the remark. My comments to the Leader of the House definitely
were not intended to reflect on you, Mr Speaker.

Points of Order Resumed
Mr COURT: I raised the issue with the Leader of the House this morning when he refused to
suspend Standing Orders. He said that we had a choice between a Matter of Public
Importance or the suspension of Standing Orders. Neither is available today.
The SPEAKER: Order! I will not cop what took place yesterday.

Debate Resumed
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [2.37 pm]: I move -

This House -

(a) Supports the Minister for Health in his effort to convince the Federal
Government of the urgent need to overhaul health came funding; and

(b) Urges the State Government to continue its effort to -

(i) have more Federal moneys allocated in order that public hospitals can
meet demand, and

(ii) have the Federal Goverrnent offer tax incentive to encourage more
people in the community to accept a greater responsibility for their
health care needs.

Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr THOMPSON: I take the point raised by the Minister for Lands -

The SPEAKER: Order! We need to be able to hear the member.
Mr THOMPSON: - that I have a particular interest in this issue. As a result of recent
experiences in four separate hospitals I saw clear evidence of a health system which is
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clearly under strain. I believe it faces serious problems unless some significant steps are
taken to overcome the shortage of funds for public hospitals. The recent health care debate
in this nation has been significant The Labor Minister from this Stare has taken on the
Federal Labor Government. He is a senior, experienced and very sincere Minister who
recognises that nor only in this State, but also in other States, the health care system is in
chaos. It is essential that the message be sent to Canberra to seek more funds to alleviate the
growing pressure on the health system.
At Sir Charles Gaizdner Hospital, each Friday is a patient free day because of insufficient
funds. Wards are closed at the Royal Perth Hospital at various times, not because patients do
not seek accommodation there but as a result of insufficient funds. Along with two other
people I was placed in a four bed ward which was opened on that Sunday owing to an
unusually high number of casualties. Under normal circumstances it would have remained
closed. That situation must not continue. Ihe Minister for Health is doing a sterling job by
using his status in a national forum to draw attention to the strain on the health care system.
He and the Government need the total support of the House for their worthwhile efforts.
I will find it hard to believe if members who sit on this side of the House oppose this motion,
because it is saying all the things the Liberal Parry and National Parties have been saying for
some time about our health system. We have seen in recent times an absolute flight out of
private health insurance by people who have reached the conclusion, particularly in these
tight economic times, that they cannot afford to pay their Medicare levy and at the same time
contribute to a health fund. That is placing an even greater stress on the health care system
and if that trend continues it will lead to its collapse.
While the old system of health care in this country which involved people contributing to a
health insurance fund had some shortfalls, it was the appropriate way to go. That system was
even more acceptable because the underprivileged people in our community were covered by
a Government contribution. It is time we returned to a system where people in our
community who can afford to make a contibution to their health care are given some
incentive to do so. It is totally unfair for people to pay for private health insurance in order
that they can have a doctor of their choice and a wider scope in the availability of services
without getting some sort of tax benefit for that. Clearly, those people who are paying
private health insurance are saving the taxpayers a considerable sum of money. It is
refreshing that a Minister from a Labor Government is prepared to recognise that principle
and to publicly enunciate it. It is a significant change of direction on the part of at least a
section of the Labor movement and it should be encouraged to continue down that track. I
cannot understand the attitude of the Federal Minister for Health and some of those people
who support him. George Gear, a Federal member who represents an electorate in this State,
has been very vocal in his criticism of the State Minister for Health and I believe he is as
wide of the mark as is the Federal Minister. The Federal Government seems to live in cloud
cuckoo land.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is a trifled atmosphere there.
Mr THOMPSON: I know it is. I wonder whether the Federal Ministrer for Health has visited
the Royal Perth Hospital, Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital or any other public hospitals around
this nation to see at first hand the difficulties their administrations have in tryig to cater for
the demands placed on them. I am conscious of the time and I agreed with the members for
Greenough, Collie, Perth and Morley that I and the members for Greenough and Collie
would speak for 10 minutes and that each of the Independents would speak for five minutes.
I wil give a few of my minutes to the member for Florear if she wishes to speak, and it
appears she does. Quite frankly, this Minister deserves the wholehearted support of this
Parliamnent in the job he is doing. I know he will find himself a lonely man within his
political parry.
Mr Kobelke: No way.
Mr THOMIPSON: He may among some of his Federal colleagues, but he has the support of
members in this House, including those who sit on this side of the House.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [2.45 pm]: I have taken an interest in this subject for many
years as the system started to decay around us. All members can tell anecdotes fronm our
electors about people who have suffered under the existing health system. I wholeheartedly
support this motion.
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As well as supporting the notion of more Federal Government funding and tax rebates for
people who want private insurance we must look to having more efficient hospitals. We
must look beyond funding and look at what is happening in hospitals. We must make them
more efficient so that they work better for the people of Western Australia and ensure we do
not have more low activity days at Sir Charles Gaidner Hospital. People were once able to
go to the outpatient centre at that hospital, but they are no longer able to do chat. There is a
great deal of frustration in the medical profession. We have many highly qualified and
dedicated people in that profession, but many people do not have access to their skills. As a
result of the downgrading of facilities and low staff morale in our hospitals our hospital
system is losing good people to the private sector.
I certainly support the idea of having a tax rebate. It is essential to find incentives for people
who have been forced out of the private system to return to it so they can have at choice of
doctor and have good medical attention.
MR MINSON (Greenough) [2.47 pmnj: I am happy to support this motion on behalf of the
Liberal Party. I find it somewhat extraordnary that I am supporting a motion that
acknowledges the efforts of the Minister for Health given that he did not support a matter of
public importance which I moved less than 12 months ago. Paragraph (3) of my motion
reads -

Calls on the Federal Government to immediately introduce a system of tax rebates for
private health insurance and to allow "gap" insurance.

I will not read the entire motion, but paragraph (5) reads -

Censures the Federal Health Minister and the Commonwealth Government for their
roles in jeopardising the quality and availability of health services in Western
Australia and for failing to address the shortcomings of Medicare despite
longstanding warning signals.

Hence, my question to the Minister during question tine. I think I could be forgiven for
being somewhat puzzled as to the point at which the Minister changed his mind in this
matter. However, I am happy the Minister has seen fit to show some support for the private
system and to ask the Federal Government to do something about tax relief for health
insurance. I am also very pleased to note that the Minister has called on the Federal Minister
to hand over more of the control of health delivery to the States. The Minister is right
because constitutionally it is his responsibility, at a State level, to deliver health services to
Western Australians. The private health system has shown itself over a period of time to be a
more efficient vehicle for the delivery of many health services. For that reason it is very
proper.

In December 1964 when I left school the first thing my father said to me was not, "Welcome
home, son", but, 'TFake yourself to the Hospital Benefit Fund and buy some hospital
insurance." In those days not to have hospital insurance was unthinkable and totally
irresponsible. It is interesting that for 15 pounds I was able to obtain complete medical and
hospital insurance.
Mr Wilson: That is a long time ago.
Mr MINSON: I agree that it is, but if that figure is calculated in dollar terms it was a week's
wages for me when I left school.
It is interesting that the present national average wage is $26 000 a year, so a week's wages
would not go anywhere near paying for that private hospital top table. Thierefore, we have
seen a 300 per cent blow-out in real terms, although a whole lot of things have happened in
between.
Mr Wilson: And costs have risen.
Mr MINSON: That is where the blow-outs am., in technology and costs. However, I will not
waste time discussing that now. I am happy to support tbis motion, but it does not absolve
the Minister for Health from implementing some hialth initiatives in this system which he
has not moved to adess and which I have mentioned previously. I will run through those
initiatives again. The Hospital Linen and Laundry Service must be dealt with and preferably
sold. I do not care how that is done - whether it is offered to the employees on a buy out or
lease back basis. I do not care what happens because according to the sums that people who
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advise me have done, chat service is inefficient and all hospital laundry should go to private
tender.
Mr MacKinnon: That service should be sold.
Mr MINSON: I guess my way was the long way of saying that.
Mr Wilson: We are acting on that.
Mr MINSON: Hospital painting and many of the hotel services now provided in hospitals,
gardening and so on, should go to private tender. I called the health Minister in New South
Wales the other day who told me that after New South Wales introduced this system - and I
acknowledge not without problems - and after the problems were ironed out, the State saved
some $60 million a year in the metropolitan area alone. We ought to look seriously at
making cuts to our system that do not cut services. That is one way around the problem.
That can be done without the unions going berserk by way or redundancy packages and a
system which allows those who do not want to take a redundancy package to tender for their
job on a percentage preferential basis. Those people would find they had a good little private
enterprise as a cleaning contractor, and so on, which would keep them happy.
Mr Wilson: We are acting on that.
Mr MINSON: The trouble is that the election will come around and the Minister for Health
will have pinched all my policies and I will not be able to say anything. I anm happy to
support the motion but I anm not prepared to back what the Minister said in the Eastern States
because I am not aware of everything he said. The messages that came back to me from
interstate were that the Minister was pushing for compulsory insurance for people who
earned a certain income. I have mixed feelings about that. I believe dangling a carrot before
people is better than compulsion. I do not believe a need exists for compulsion. The
Fighiback WA package certainly contains disincentives for people who do not take out
private insurance. There are some good things to say about that. I hope the Minister has
time to explain the Government fund which he advocated and which people could pay into. I
understand that that will be to fund private patients in public hospitals. If people have to pay
into any sort of fund, it should allow them access to all private hospitals as private patients
and not simply to public hospitals. From what appeared in The West Australian, which is all
! have to go on, an element arose of locking out private patients from public hospitals except
in extreme circumstances. I have misgivings about that. We all know the Medicare levy
does not cover all health costs. My information is chat it covens only 43 per cent of those
costs.
Mr Wilson: It is nothing like 43 per cent of costs. The latest Australian Institute of Health
figures state it is eight per cent.
Mr MINSON: It must be that the State Government puts in 50 per cent or more.
Mr Wilson: I will clarify that when I speak.
Nr MINSON: Every time I have risen in this place to talk about health matters I have said
that three simple steps should be taken by Canberra to solve our health problems. First, it
should make private health insurance contributions tax rebatable. I use the term "rebate"t
rather than "tax deduction" because 1 believe rebates are fairer and pay the same return to
everybody who cakes out insurance without benefiting chose on higher incomes. As a result,
all those who buy a certain amount of insurance get the same rebate. To a certain extent I
favour a reverse sliding scale. This also appears in the Fightback WA package. That is
probably going a little too far and the rebate is probably enough.
The second thing I have advocated the Commonwealth Government should do is allow gap
insurance for those who make use of private hospital insurance. It has always irked me that
although I can insure my farm, my house, car, dog and bull, I am unable to insure my family
and myself. I acknowledge that insurance needs to be capped, but there should be a gap up
to a reasonable level, which I suggest could be the Australian Medical Association fee. The
third thing that must be done by the Conmmonwealth Government after those first two
suggestions have been put in place is to income test free hospital treatment in public
hospitals. If those three suggestions were implemented most of the health problems
experienced by this State would disappear.
George Gear ought to be locked up. The man is mad! Anyone who wants to increase the
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Medicare levy to two and a half per cent and thinks that will solve the health problem while
at the same time doing away with all private hospital insurance is nothing less than a fool.
Mr CJ. Barnett: He prefers to talk in terms of a 10 increase!
Mr MINSON: He is a clown; nothing else can be said about the man. This House ought to
support the Minister's call for more money from the Federal Government for health
purposes. It is clear the State is under funded in this area. I applaud the Minister for calling
for rebates for health insurance and for telling the Federal Minister for Health to get out.
However, that does not absolve this Minister and this Government from their responsibility
to implement the achievable efficiencies in our system that they have ignored for so long. I
call on the Government to do that. Nor does it absolve this Government from the losses it
has made and the wastage that is continuing.
Mr Kobelke interjected.
Mr MINSON: He is not entirely wrong, merely mostly wrong.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [2.58 pm]: The subject covered by this matter of public
importance is the most important one debated here today because insufficient money is
available for the health system throughout Australia, let dlone Western Australia. The
approach made by the State Minister for Health to the Federal Government in the past few
days goes some way towards addressing our problems. People must realise the high cost of
private health care and must demand that the health care they are paying for is appropriate to
their needs. In this respect them are inefficiencies in the system, and some of the worst
inefficiencies of all relate to the fact that many people in Austraia do not respect or value the
health care they receive. That applies not just to the users of health care but quite often,
particularly in the public system, also to the people who provide that care.
Those factors aside, however, there is a definite need for more money to be applied to this
State's health cart system. The motion asks the State Government to continue to urge the
Federal Government to provide more money and to convince it of the urgent need to
overhaul healt care funding in Western Australia. I will not talk about individual cases,
which the member for Darling Range did, but rather about groups of people. One of the
most disadvantaged groups at the moment comprises those people on the waiting list for
cardiac surgery. The State Government cannot cope with the waiting list problems in
relation to any kcind of surgery, let alone cardiac surgery. Certainly it cannot cope simply by
putting small amounts of extra State Government money into the system to try to reduce the
size of the waiting lists. It is particularly serious in the case of cardiac surgery because
cardiac problems are life threatening and an appropriate operation at the appropriate time can
definitely save a person's life and improve his quality of life and his chances of returning to
work. Simply applying a certain amount of money that the State Government can afford to
try to reduce the size of the waiting lists is not enough. We need sufficient money to set up
another cardiac unit in Western Australia at Sir Charles Gaixdner Hospital, because the
demand is almost double the 1000 operations that Royal Perth Hospital can perform in one
year, therefore, because the Federal Government will not increase funding for Western
Australia, some people will die because they are not able to have operations.
For a Government which has promised free care to anybody in any place in this nation, this is
a great desertion of its promise. If the Government has promised that people can have
operations, have their lives extended by a certain time and their quality of life and
productivity improved by giving them a chance to return to work - as has happened with
some members in this House - why should half of the patients be denied those operations? I
urge the State Government to continue to press the Federal Governmnent for the extra money
required. The proposal the Minister has put forward - namely, that people should be able to
receive a tax deduction for buying private health insurance - is definitely the right way to go;
and there are other means by which money can be put into the system. We should examine
administrative costs, cost duplication and services that can be contracted out We think that
is possible, but even those measures will not allow the State Government to achieve the
savings it requires.
Paragraph (b) of the motion suggests that more people in the community be encouraged to
accept a greater responsibility for their health care needs. Untilpatients accept responsibility
for paying for the health care services they receive they will not respect or value those
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services. It is well known that people do not value things that are free, and this has been a
classic mistake by the Labor Party, with all its social engineering and social activities. It
forgets that unless the recipients have same ownership in the services they receive - be they
for health, education or anything else - they do not value and fully respect those services.
Not only do we need gap insurance and encouragement and incentive to buy private health
insurance, but also we need an end to bulk billing. People should not have their bill taken
care of by the provider of the service sending it to the Health Insurance Commission. They
should actually receive die account, and even if they do not have to pay very much of the
account they should be responsible for submitting it to the commission. One of the
incentives the Health Insurance Commission has held out to doctors to bulk bill has been that
bad debts will result if the provider submits the account to the patients, but until the ordinary
patients of Australia have some concept of how much health care costs and until they have to
accept some responsibility for the management and payment of their accounts we Will never
contain health care costs in Austrlia. The National Party supports the motion.
MR WILSON (Dianella - Minister for Health) (3.06 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to
respond, and indicate that the Government supports the motion moved by the member for
Darling Range, who is in a very appropriate situation in which to be talking about hospitals
and hospital care. I am glad to see him here, although in a debilitated state, and able to tell
us that he has been the recipient of excellent hospital care through the Western Australian
hospital system. The same applies - maybe not through the public system but through the
private system - to the member for Vasse, who is also back and looking much better for his
hospitalisation.
The motion begins by supporting the efforts being made from this State to bring to the
Federal Government's attention the growing sense of strain, stress, and even crisis in our
public hospital system, but I will comment on the motion's requests for more Federal
moneys to be allocated in order that our hospitals can meet die demand.
One point is often forgotten. Politicians on all sides, and media commentators, often
complain about the war of words that goes on between die Minister for Health in Western
Australia and the Federal Minister as though that was a blanket for inactivity. However, we
can never ignore the fact that the Commonwealth Government holds the tax revenue purse
strings and the State Governments am responsible for delivery of services; so in negotiating
with the Commonwealth the States always must have a primary concern about service
delivery which is appropriate for their populations. Therefore I suppose it is inevitable at any
point in history, and it certainly has been the record so far, that we will have a conflict;
because inevitably - and this has been increasingly the case with respect to health services,
and hospital services in particular - the Commonwealth Government has sought to have more
say not only about how much money will be allocated but also about how the services will be
delivered. That is currently a major point of contention between all States and the
Commonwealth, and it has been strongly contested by our Premier at the heads of
Government meeting. This will continue to be strongly contested by the Premier as a matter
of course, as the member for Greenough would admit if he had been morn generous in his
speech.
I was Minister for Health in 1988 when Medicare was last renegotiated. I held out the
longest against the Commonwealth in signing the agreement, which I contended did not give
adequate attention to appropriate allocations for hospital services in this State.
Unfortunately, all other Stat Ministers, of whatever political persuasion, signed the
agreement, and we were blackmailed into signing it by the threat of our not receiving any
funding at all if we did not.
Mr Bloffwitch: Whatever Government is involved, adopting that attitude is a scandalous
way of doing business.
Mr WILSON: I have no more faith that the same thing would not happen if a Liberal
Government was in Canberra.
Mrt Minson: You must confess that you would have more money from the benefits of our
policy.
Mr WILSON: I am not sure about that, I will come to that later.
Mr Minson: I have been kind to the Minister, but he is not admitting the truth.
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Mr WILSON: I will get onto the mauth.
Mr Strickland: You have not strayed yet.
Mr WILSON: I have not been roiled yetl
Since July 1988, Commonwealth funding for public hospitals has been directly linked to the
level of general taxation reimbursement to the States. With the change in the
Commonwealth arrangement, the level and weight of indexation of the public hospital
funding to the States for hospital Medicare became largely irrelevant to the States' capacity
to support open ended hospital Medicare entitlements for an aging and growing population.
The trend to total Commonwealth general revenue prants to the States has been relevant to
hospital funding over the time since the introduction of the Medicare scheme. When one
examines the real per capita revenue reimbursement from dhe Commonwealth to the States,
which includes public hospital funding grants, over this period it will be seen that it defies all
imagination why the Commonwealth Minister for Health cannot recognise or admit that the
Commonwealth financial contribution to public hospital costs has been declining
progressively.
In the period before 1984-85 when Medicare came into operation, funding to the States
dropped by l0 per cent in per capita terms with a two per cent reduction in the funding.
Mr Bradshaw: The Minister at the time said of the agreement Act that we would receive
more funding, which would impact on the public system.
Mr WILSON: He was given that commitment by the then Commonwealth Minister.
As a result of that funding reduction, the States have become the major funders of hospital
Medicare. In Western Australia the share of Commonwealth funding is even less than it is
for Australia as a whole. In 1984-85 the Commonwealth contributed 52 per cent to the total
public hospital costs, with the State contributing 39 per cent - I believe private contributors
accounted for the rest. Even if we do not refer to the present, as the latest accurate figures
are not available, the allocation has changed further than the normal reverse position would
be. By 1989-90 the Commonwealth contribution to public hospital costs had declined from
52 per cent to 37 per cent, and the WA Government's share had risen from 39 per cent to 56
per cent.
Mr Bloffwitch: Was there any other form of compensation for the reduction?
Mr WILSON: Not in relation to increasing costs.
Also, one must take into account that the costs for the health and hospital industries, in
particular, are far in advance of normal CPI rises. If the CPI were, say, seven per cent, the
indicator for hospital cost would be approximately 12 or 13 per cent. Therefore, another
variable is added to the normal calculation.
Currently the Commonwealth has indicated that no more funding is available, and extra
funds must be found through greater efficiencies. We could discuss the issue of greater
efficiency, which has been, and had to be, achieved because of funding cutbacks. However,
despite the cutback in funding, we have had a 40 000 or 50 000 increase in patient
throughput in public hospitals since the time of greater funding. This has resulted in
efficiencies, cutbacks and bed closures, and all the other methods available to a hospital
administration to reduce its budgeL That is a sign of the current situation, which is clearly
not sustainable. The situation is characterised by the need for the Commonwealth to no
longer avoid the central issue; that is, that it has never adequately funded the Medicare open-
ended entitlements: It must review the entitlements or increase funding to the required level.
Due to limited time, I move to tax deductability and the need for a clear recognition of the
role of private health insurance and private hospitals in the total provision of hospital care in
Western Australia. The fact remains that had we not received the contribution since
1984-85, hospital Medicare would be in a worse position than it is in now. That is clearly
demonstrated by the fact that approximately 46 per cent of all admissions to hospitals are
private patients.
Mr Thompson: I am philosophically opposed to private patients occupying beds in public
hospitals, however, I attended Royal Perth Hospital because I could not obtain a bed in St
John of God Hospital.
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Mr Strickland: Don't worry, you will receive a bill.
Mr Thompson: Yes, andlIwill be happy to pay it, becausecIcan afford to doso. It would be
wrong for me, with my income, to occupy a bed in a public hospital when that bed could be
used by some poor individual in die community who needs it. 'Me Minister's point is
correct; the private system is doing a very good job.
Mir WILSON: In other words, it is clearly recognised by most clear thinking people that we
must look at the total provision of hospital came in Western Australia. That includes private
hospitals, public hospitals, private health insurance and Medicare insurance. We cannot
segregate the different parts of die service; they all must be considered as having a part to
play, and we must ensure that they are playing their parts effectively in relationship with one
another.
Mr Rloffwitch: I am surprised that the private admission figure is 48 per cent. I thought that
private health cover was dropping.
Mr WILSON: It is. When I mention that the percentage of private hospital admissions is 46
per cent, that is made up of 28 per cent to private hospitals, which leaves an intake of 18 per
cent to public hospitals. It relates to only 18 per cent of privately insured people in public
hospitals, but to all privately insured people in private hospitals.
With reference to tax deductability it must be conceded that if private health insurance is to
play a realistic part in the total provision of health care it must be permitted to cover all
in-hospital medical spheres as well as bed cover. Even people covered by top health
insurance, as the member for Greenough said, without proper information, can be admitted to
a private hospital and at the end of that experience find they have large amounts to pay which
they had not anticipated. Although one could say "user beware" it is very difficult to become
sufficiently informed of costs in time to make a choice when sudden ilness occurs.
Mr Bloffwitch: One does not have much say about whether one gets sick.
Mr WILSON: If we are to increase the attractiveness of private health insurance it must be
on the basis that it will cover all in-hospital costs as well as bed costs. People need to know
in advance what will be their coverage and that they are adequately covered without having
to face large hidden costs later.
Dr Turnbull: What about the large extra costs patients face when they enter a private
hospital, such as theatre costs, which are not charged when they stay at a public hospital?
Mr WILSON: I will come to that; that is related to the need for full competition between
private and public hospitals. It is very important that more competitiveness should occur in
the overall provision of hospital care.
I reiterate what I enunciated at the rally in Melbourne: The system must be reformed.
Firstly, as I have said already, the Commonwealth must acknowledge the essential role of
private health insurance and private hospitals as a necessary complement to hospital
Medicare. That will provide Australians with the freedom of choice which all Australians
value. The latest surveys show that 65 per cent of Labor voters want that choice. In other
words, a pretty wide cross-section of the Australian community want to continue with that
choice. As I said, part of makting private health insurance more attractive would be to
provide adequate cover of full cost of private hospital care. Holders of private health
insurance, as private patients, should have access to public hospitals only where the required
treatment was not available in a private hospital. I know that not everybody would agree to
that; I am simply putting forward that suggestion because I believe in the ideals of Medicare.
I do not believe that tie open entitlement in Medicare can be funded by anybody. We must
continue to provide a hospital service which gives priority for public hospital care to the
disadvantaged in the community.
Dr Turnbull: That is what we all support.
Mr WILSON: That is what Medicare was developed to provide. However, because it offers
open entitlement of public hospital ca to everybody, it cannot been funded to provide that.
Dr Turnbull: It is not respected by the recipients.
Mr WILSON: Therefore, we must have some sort of gear - to use a famous term -
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Mr Leahy: George Gear!
Mr WILSON: Not him. We must have some sort of mechanism which will allow fairness in
the ready availability of necessary hospital care for the pensioners who now find themselves
on lengthy waiting lists. They should be receiving priority attention in public hospitals.
Secondly, as part of the improved system of choice, if people want to continue with a
Government insurer they could choose to include in their Medicare entitlements an additional
fee which would give them the choice of doctor in a public hospital as an alternative to
private health insurance. That again allows for some choice, but at a cost to the recipient. It
recognises the necessity for a flow of extr funds into the public system and that that would
be a way of allowing more funds to flow into the public system.
Mr Shave: Would that not encourage a person who has the capacity to fund his own private
insurance to abuse the system by continuing with Medicare and paying a little extra and
bringing in his own doctor, even though most privately insured people are on high incomes?
Mr WILSON: That depends upon how much extra the person needed to pay. I am
suggesting that that would be part of a system of means testing of access to public hospitals.
Mr Minson: Can I suggest income rather than means testing?
Mr WILSON: There is not a lot of difference.
Mr Minson: Many farmers have a lot of assets, but not much income.
Mr WILSON: I am not averse to that suggestion. Some regard must be given to the fact that
public hospitals must be available for certain treatments which are not available in private
hospitals. Public hospitals cannot be closed to people who require medical care in times of
crisis. The original Medicare principle included a fair system of payment for hospital
services. The principle must be that everyone who can afford to pay should be put on an
equal footing. That is die measure of fairness which we need to address. It is clear we
cannot provide universal access to an open ended entitlement to hospital services. We have
never been able to do that; we have pretended. That is why the system is breaking down.
Therefore, people who can afford to do so should be required to take out adequate insurance
from either the Government insurer or a private health fund. The cost of this option and the
associated benefits would be similar to private health insurance. To ensure that proper
competitive relativity remains between private health insurance options and the Medicare
hospital package option, public hospitals should be required to charge on a true cost recovery
basis. That relates to the point the member for Collie made earlier that public hospitals must
be made truly competitive with private hospitals in their charging for services. That would
have the benefit of ensuring that people on low incomes who rely solely on access to public
hospitals would not have to compete for a bed with people who can afford a choice of doctor
and hospital. That is one of the aspects of reinstating fairness for lower income people in
their having ready access to public services. Thirdly, persons and families on low incomes,
particularly social security pensioner health benefit card holders, would then have more
assured access to public hospital treatment. Finally, everyone should be eligible for cost
relief from very high cost treatments such as renal dialysis services, organ transplantation
and the like.
I do not agree that there should be a lottery for those services. I think that people should
have access to them, irrespective of their capacity to pay or of their income. Essentially, they
are life giving services. Our representations to the Federal Government should continue in
that vein. They are not something that I have suddenly developed in the past few days. I
have consistently taken this line for the time that I have been Minister for Health. In
supporting this motion, the Government is continuing to put first the need for all Western
Austraans to have proper access to adequate hospital services in the State. That has to
continue to be our objective and I trust it is the objective of this motion.

Amzendment to Motion
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.31 pm]: I move -

To delete paragraph (b)(ii).
The Minister for Health was right in reminding the House of the essential and critical
questions that he has consistently raised since he has been Minister for Health.
Fundamentally, they add up to how we provide adequate medical care for all of our
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population. In that 1 support him 100 per cent. T'he next question is: What is the means by
which we do so? At that point, he and I fall apart sharply. Th'lere is no question about the
support that I and other members of this House offer the Minister in his attempt to convince
the Federal Government to reform rather than overhaul health care funding arrangements.
Equally, there is no question of my joining other members of this place in my support for the
State Government continuing its efforts to have more Federal money allocated so that public
hospitals can meet the demand that they are presently being asked to meet. However, that is
where my support rims out. There are many measons for the blowout in expenditure in the
public hospital and health carm system. My colleague, the member for Perth, will speak
about some of those. I will not use scarce time in doing so at this point.
The tax incentives argument that is embodied in paragraph (b)(ii) of the motion is, as
members have already said, unapologetically intended to return this State and the country to
private health insurance. The platform of the Australian Labor Party in this country and in
this State is implacably opposed to a return to private health care arrangements for a number
of reasons. Private health care insurance systems simply return the health cart system in the
public sector to a welfare model and the private hospital and medical system to an elite
model. It means that, in a private health insurance system, those who have the ability to pay
receive the better quality service and those who do not have the ability to pay do not.
The second point to be made is very important in this argument and it has been overlooked
for the past two years in this State. Members should make no mistake about it: The
Medicare levy that is imposed each year through the taxation system ensures that wage and
salary earners and other income earners who are eligible to pay tax pay health insurance.
Thlat point has been shrugged aside and dismissed by every advocate, including the State
Minister for Health, in the argument for a return to private health insurance. The fact is that
each and every income earner who pays tax in this country pays health insurance. The
question is whether the funds drawn from that source are adequate to the task. Clearly - this
is where I support the Minister - either they are not or the Commonwealth is not disbursing
those funds in ways that serve the interests of this State. That is another argument altogether.
The member for Greenough dismissed George Gear as a clown. In defence of George Gear,
if the problem is either one of the two that I have outlined - no-one seems to deny that - that
is, either the funding base from the Medicare levy is insufficient or the Commonwealth is not
disbursing those funds in ways that serve our needs, the first issue rather than the last should
be that we increase the levy. However, the advocates of health insurance, namely, the
Hospital Benefit Fund of WA and its associates, the Australian Medical Association and its
associates and the State Minister for Health, do not want us to entertain that argument. They
want us to see the forest rather than the trees because if we start looking at the trees we will
see that the basic rationale behind Medicare is unchanged. It is as sound now as it was in
1983.
Thie problem is twofold: The adequacy of funding and the reason behind the blowout in
expenditure. Generally, the AMA and many of our general practitioners, particularly our
specialists, have something to explain to the public about the blowout in expenditure in the
health care system and they ame not being obliged to say it; they are not being held
accountable. The reason for the problem we face is not simply that Medicare does not work.
T'herefore, the solution is not simply to returin this State to the dark ages of elitist medical
health care where the best specialists, the best talent and the best resources go to that sector
of the consumer population which is able to pay and the rest get handouts by means of
welfare, If we return to that system, all the efforts of Governments, both State and Federal,
since 1983 that have gone into producing a universal system of health care will be frustrated.
It will be on the heads of those entrepreneurs, and I include the medical ones as well as the
insurance ones. We do not need to return to private health insurance for the elite. It may
well be that the simplicity of the case presented by George Gear is correct; that is, if the
funding base is not wide enough, increase it, and if the funds are not being distributed fairly,
distribute them fairly.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [3.38 pm]: I support the amendment. It is very important that
the Parliament consider this question today. Enough has been said about the general
principles behind the motion to avoid that. To follow on from that which the member for
M4orley said, I think one of the factors which has not been referred to at a State level is the
increasing costs in specialist services, particularly services such as pathology and radiology
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where clearly specialists are taking advantage of the free ride offered by Medicare. It is in
that area that we need to tighten up costs rather than force people into the private market. As
the member for Morley pointed out, it is inequitable and will lead to a two class system.
In seeking to delete this part of the motion we want to draw attention to the fact that it is not
the hospital costs which are blowing out, it is the medical specialist costs. The Medicare
costs can be contained by bringing specialist costs under control. Furthermore, increased
attention should be paid to the structure of hospital boards, which should be more closely
controlled, If some of the equipment were not so lavishly duplicated, funds could be
available for decent public hospital care.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [3.41 pm]: I reject the amendment and I put to the
members who proposed it that instead of private health insurance detracting from the public
hospital sector it will ensure a greater range of services and opportunities and greater access
to hospitals for people on lower income scales. Currently, there is no incentive for people to
take out private health insurance. Hospitals are being flooded with people who could well be
accommodated in the private sector.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.42 pm]: This motion falls within a larger
problem to which I will refer briefly. Since 1984-85 - if we go back further the problem is
even greater in scale - Commonwealth payments to the States have fallen by some 22 per
cent in real per capita tenms. It is interesting that if the 1984-85 level had been maintained
Western Australia would, in this financial year, have received an additional $886 million;
funds which would have been more than sufficient to cover the pressing needs of our hospital
system.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): Order! The level of background conversation is far
too high. If members want to continue their conversations I suggest they do so outside this
Chamber.
Dr LAWRENCE: Had we maintained that level of payment this State would be nearly
$1 billion better off this financial year the services of this State, particularly in hospitals,
would not be in the precarious position they are in at the moment. It is interesting that over
the same period of time the money which the Commonwealth spends on its own services has
fallen by only three per cent in real per capita terms. The argument is clearly that the States
have suffered at the hands of the Commonwealth. However, as the Minister for Health
pointed out, it is also very clear that Western Australia, for reasons of its high use of the
public hospital system and its inadequate share of Medicare benefit payments under the
existing arrangement, has consistently received less funding than it should have. This is a
problem which will not go away without decisive action from the Commonwealth to redress
both the broader question of proper funding of the States in per capita terms and the specific
and most serious problem we face of funding of hospitals. The Minister pointed out that in
this area the Commonwealth's contribution between 1984-85 and the last financial year fell
from 51.8 per cent to 37 per cent. In addition, because of people's withdrawal from the
private hospital insurance schemes, there was a reduction in private patient fees. The net
result was that this State Government's contribution increased dramatically from 38.9 per
cent to 55.9 per cent. That would not be so bad if we were receiving other forms of funding
from the Commonwealth Government, but we are not.
We have now reached the point that only the vigorous campaign being conducted by our
State Minister for Health will solve the problem. I have enormous admiration for Keith
Wilson; he has almost single handedly taken this debate to the Commonwealth. Some of the
other State Ministers were a little worried at first by the vigour of his argument but they are
now starting to fall in behind him. I am pleased that all the State Premiers, regardless of their
political colour and with some variations in the form of improvement they want to see, have
pushed strongly the case for increased Commonwealth funding and will continue to do so. In
addition, we will continue to push for a reallocation of our share of the funds. Without that
very dedicated and committed effort by Keith Wilson we would not be having this debate
today and I pay special tribute to him.
MR PJ. SMIT (Bunbwry) [3.45 pm]: I will relate this motion to the report of the Select
Committee on Country Hospitals and Nursing Posts. I reject the interpretation by some of
the media, particularly that by the "Sattler File" this morning, that the committee's report
indicates that country hospitals amt in a bad state. They are not. Certainly some of them

2901



2902 [ASSEMBLY)

need upgrading, maintenance and alterations. As the committee toured throughout this State
it found country hospitals to be in a good condition and providing an excellent service
because of the dedicated professionals and community involvement. The staff have care and
concern for the hospitals, the health services and the community. Some staff work under
yery difficult circumstances, especially those in Aboriginal communities and remote areas.
They are confronted with problems of isolation and Aboriginal health problems. The
committee's suggestions should help preserve the community, health and hospital centres
and maintain full standad of health care for country people. However, country health
services encounter exactly the same problems as city hospitals. Part of their problem is a
decline in the rural population, but the major problem is lack of funding.
The health system generally throughout the State is suffering because of the lack of funding.
The money pot for health is not bottomless and the economies which have been instituted by
the Health Department and hospitals cannot continue forever. Eventually they will need
mare money, which can come from only one area: The Commonwealth. I support the
Minister and the motion.

Division
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (2)
Mr Donovan Dr Alexander (Teller)

Noes (44)

MrAinsworth Dr Edwards Mr McNee Mrt Thomas
Mr CJ. Banett Dr Gallop Mr Minson Mr Thompson
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr Omodel Mr Trenonlen
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson M~r pearce Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Catania I& GoJDon Hill Mr Riebeling Dr Tunbull
Mr Clarko M& House Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Dr Constable Dr Lawrence Mr Shave Mr Want
Mr Court I&rLeahy Mr [XL. Smith Mr Wiese
Mr Cowsn Mr Lewis MrP2. Smith Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr MacKinnon Mr Strickland Mr Bradshiaw (Teller)
Mrs Edwardes Mr Marlborough Mr Taylor Mrs Wadkis (Teller)

Amendment thus negatived.
Motion Resumed

Question put and passed.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL
Assent

Message from the Lieutenant-Governor and Deputy of the Governor received and read
notifying assent to the Hill.

TREASURER'S ADVANCE AUTHORIZATION BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [3.54 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker -

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): Before the Leader of the Opposition commences
his remarks, I make a comment for the benefit of members. The Treasurer's Advance
Authorization Bill is not a Supply Bill and, therefore, when speaking in debate on the Bill
members must ensure that their comments are relevant, and they should not canvass a wide
range of mailers as is possible in debate on the Supply Eml.
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Mr COURT: Is the Acting Speaker pre-empting my comments on this Bill?
The ACT[NG SPEAKER: No, but I was warned by the Speaker that if I gave members that
guidance before debate on this Bill, it would be of assistance to the House.
Mr COURT: The reason this has been a controversial Bill in the past relates to the way in
which the Government has used it Going back a couple of years to 1987, 1988 and 1989
improper use was made of the Treasurces Advance. The reason members made wide
ranging speeches on this legislation in previous years is that funds were appropriated uinder
this legislation to pay for the WA Inc deals. In 1989, this legislation provided for payments
to the Western Austrlian Development Corporation's Gold Corporation, the Western
Australian Exim Corporation Ltd. and Rothwells. The Government paid the provisional
liquidators for Rothwells $22.5 million f-rm this account. An amount of $4.5 million was
expended on the Swan Building Society, $85 million on the WA Teachers Finance Society,
which is the Teachers Credit Society, and $38 million on WA Government Holdings Ltd, the
notorious body still tied up in the petrochemical deals. At that time it was quite appropriate
to debate the Rodiwelis manoer and aDl the other issues because the legislation was used to
finance chose matters. This year, the Parliament is asked to approve an amount of money for
the operation of the Treasurer's Advance Account. For two years in a row expenditure
exceeded the amounts allocated under this scheme, and it was necessary to increase that
allocation. The Opposition believes that improper use has been made of the Treasurer's
Advance in the past. For example, many of the WA Inc losses were covered through this
legislation, whereas the Opposition would have preferred special legislation to be introduced
into the House in order that both Houses of Parliament had the opportunity to authorise the
expenditure of those funds.
I have some questions to ask the Treasurer in relation to this Bill. How is it proposed to use
this legislation in future? When commencing on the 1987-88 operation of the account, the
Auditor General expressed concern about the use of the provisions of this Bill. In the years
following, this mechanism was further misused. I ask the Treasurer to indicate which main
areas will be involved in the uscof this mechanism in the years ahead We are asked today
to authorise a sum of $200 million that can be used to pay for areas for which expenditure
has not been authorised in this year's Budget Those payments will have to be authorised in
next year's Budget. I can understand that during the height of the WA Inc fiasco it was
necessary to appropriate large sums of money, but can the Treasurer indicate what it is
anticipated that this money will be used for? Secondly, last year the Treasurer stood on the
steps of Parliament House and told the rural industry that she would provide a guaranteed
minimum price for wheat. Had that guarantee been called upon, would those moneys have
been provided from this authorisation or would she have introduced into the Parliament a
special Bill?
Dr Lawrence: There had to be a special Bill.
Mr COURT: Before the guarantee could be given?
Dr Lawrence: No; before it was paid, if it were paid.
Mr COURT: How would the farmers know that they would be paid that money if the Bill
had not been passed by the Parliament?
Dr Lawrence: I thought that was a very unlikely prospect because the National Party had
already given notice of a similar Bill.
Mr COURT: The point I make is that the lesson from WA Inc is that the Government must
be accountable to this Parliament for every dollar that is expended. If the Treasurer wants to
make a commitment, that is fair enough, but the Parliament must approve the expenditure of
those moneys.
Dr Lawrence: We accept that.
Mr COURT: Does die Treasurer thinkt it is proper for her to make a policy decision that she
will provide a guarantee and to then introduce the required legislation? If that payment had
to be expedited within a week or so, I am sure it would have been expedited, and the
Opposition would then have been forced to decide whether to support the payment of those
moneys. The Treasurer left it open. She gave her word but she did not have authorisation
from the Parliament to make that payment.
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Mr Lewis: That is what Burke and Dowding used to do. They appropriated funds and did
no: even bring before this Parliament an appropration Bill.
Mr COURT: That is right. The Treasurer stated that these moneys did not have to be paid
out of this Treasurer's Advance Account, so they would have been paid out of a special fund.
I am making the point that it is proper that the Parliament approve the expenditure of
moneys. We have learn: from the WA Jnc losses that we must abide by that important
principle.
With those comments, we support this Bill, and look forward to the Treasurer's explaining at
the Committee stage what she anticipates these funds will be used for this year.
MR COWAN (Merredi - Leader of the National Party) [4.05 pm]: The National Party
supports the Treasurer's Advance Authorization Bill, and I repeat the remark made by the
Leader of the Opposition that while the sum of money has not changed this year from last
year -

Dr Lawrence: Or from the year before. In real terms, it has dropped considerably.
Mr COWAN: I cannot recall what the sum was. I think the Advance increased from
$150 million to $200 million or from $180 million to $200 million. That occurred only
recently. This is only the second or third year that the Treasurer's Advance Authorization
Bill has deal: with an amount of money of this size. That is a considerable amount of
taxpayers' funds. Therefore, it is appropriate that in the course of the Treasurer's second
reading speech, or in the course of any Treasurer's second reading speech, because I say
sincerely that we would like to see a change effected -

Dr Lawrence: What would you like to see instead of this arrangement?
Mr Lewis: A new Treasurer!
Mr COWAN: That is what I was referring to. In respect of this Bill, it would be appropriate
if the Treasurer indicated in the second reading speech where some of the significant
appropriations will be made, in order to inform the House. I am well aware that this more
detailed advice is given during debate on the Appropriation Bill, but we are being asked to
approve a Treasurer's Advance of $200 million and we should have an indication about
where it is most likely that those funds will be expended. Having said that, the National
Party supports the Bill.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) [4.07 pm]: It is not my understanding that in
the past that sort of detailed breakdown has been provided, precisely in order to allow for a
number of unforeseeable possibilities.
Mr Cowan interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is in the order of things, yes. The Bill goes into some detail about the
way in which those funds can be used. One of the principal purposes is that, for example, the
Building Management Authority's capital projects and works and sales accounts and
suspense stores are initially financed -

Mr Cowan: There is not an estimated sum.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can certainly undertake toget that for the Lecader of the National Party.
It has not been provided to me either, because at this stage Treasury has not anticipated
specifically what those funds will be, and these figures are necessarily global.
Mr Lewis: It is a cash flow.
Dr LAWRENCE: In a Budget of $5 billion, that is precisely what it is. We are generally
well awart of the categories in which we are likely to need funds in that way, but the actual
amounts -

Mr Cowan: I would not want to see you come back to us and talk about expenditure on
sandwiches and tea.
Dr LAWRENCE: Precisely. I have given a clear undertaking to the House on a number of
occasions that it will not be used for those purposes, nor has it been since I have been
Treasurer.
As I indicated to the Leader of the Opposition, the wheat guarantee would have required
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specific legislation for two reasons: Firstly, to appropriate the funds as required-, and,
secondly, to set up a mechanism to avoid the constitutional problems we would otherwise
have hadL We werdy to goahead withthatBilbut thewheat prices, Iam pleased to
say, kept climbing, so it did not become necessary to take up the Parliament's time with that
Bill.
?r Cowan: You should make an announcement about a wheat price guaratee this year. I
think you would make $160 a waone this year.
Dr LAWRENCE: There is no stopping the Loader of the National Party! I was about to
address that point, and I will. Thec Loader of the Opposition has made the observation that
the Government should not commit to those sorts of sums of money without firs: bringing it
to the Parliament The difficulty in that case was that, firstly, the farmers of Western
Australia were not in a position to wait that long and, secondly, we were very aware of the
strong support of the National Party which would have been sufficient to pass it through both
Houses of Parliament
Mr Court: You don't know that until it is approved.
Dr LAWRENCE: I had been approached by both the Leadier of the National Party and his
deputy to make provision along similar lines; so I have no doubt that it would have received
the approval of Parliament since I was being pressed not only by the farmers and rural
communities but also by members of the National Party. I was also well awnr of support
from members opposite.
Mr Court: That is not how Government works.
Dr LAWRENCE: If the Leader of the Opposition thinks that in Government, if he ever gets
there, he cannot make any policy announcements without first bringing them to this place, he
will no: be doing very much. This is a very important issue. I agree it must come to the
Parliament for appropriation when it is for matters other than the basic housekeeping
arrangements that are required under this Bil
Mr Court You should call the Parliament back
Dr LAWRENCE: Except that this was a very complicated matter. We had weeks, not
months. We had a constitutional problem as well.
Mr Court: it could have been done in days.
Dr LAWRENCE: We cannot draft a Bill of that complexity in a few days. I expect
members to be reasonable about this. I know that the fanning community welcomes it. I
have no reason to believe we will have any difficulties with members of Parliament. Indeed,
the former Deputy Leader of die Opposition and a representative of the National Party came
with me soon after it was announced, to take part in celebrations. Therefore, I had every
confidence that it would be provided for.
Mr Court: I am not talkcing about whether it was the right thing to do. It is the practice that
every cent must be. accounted for.
Dr LAWRENCE: Speaking hypothetically, it would have been, but it was no: necessary.
The wheat prices started to escalate quickly and by the time we reached even midway
through the year it was clear that it would not be necessary. T7herefore, I was not going to
take the time of the Parliament unnecessarily, and the further effort of parliamentary
draftsmen and others who had been working on a very complicated problem. We would
have spent a lot of time and energy of public servants and others that, frankly, was better
devoted to other matters. It is a matter that does not deserve the sort of criticism the Leader
of the Opposition is making.
I simply reinforce to the House that die purposes for which the Bil is intended are outlined.
There is no detailed anticipation of the sums of money under each heading. I repeat the
assurance that if there is to be expenditure above and beyond what is budgeted for and not
allowed for under the categories of headings of the Bil, it will certainly come to the
ParliamenL That is a commitment I have given on a number of occasions, and I simply
repeat it-
Question put and passed.
Bil read a second time.
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Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence OTreasurer), and transmitted to the Council.

VALUATION OF LAND AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 6 May.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [4.14 pm]: The Opposition supports the legislation. Principally
the Bill will facilitate the valuation of rural property. Bearing in mind the downturn in the
economy and the difficulties that rural and farming communities have faced over the last
couple of years, the values hitherto struck for rural properties were such thac the Valuer
General has had difficulty valuing downwards on the basis of the resale of property whereby
some rural properties may, in real terns, lose value by 50 or 60 per cent. Because a value
has been struck previously, the Valuer General has difficulty determining the unimproved
value.
The Bill will give the Valuer General dhe ability to make a determination on either a site
value based on 20 times the ground rent - which is what it could be called - or another sum
which is considered to be die zeal value which is probably determined in the marketplace;
that is, the sale price after discounting the improvements on the land. In that sense, the Bill
is sensible. The legislation also acknowledges changes in legislation, bearing in mind the
Valuation of Land Act is 1978 legislation. Since that time the Department of Conservation
and Land Management and the Department of Land Administration have been created. The
Bill recognises the need for other legislation. In that regard, this is a step in the right
direction.
One criticism that has been constantly made to me relates to rates and taxes levied on
valuations which are smauck by the Valuer General; that is, the Valuation of Land Act does
not value land on the basis of the land's worth. It puts in place a system of valuation for land
known as site value. The site value is unique to the Valuation of Land Act, which places a
value on land after the removal of the capital cost of improvements on the land. A major
criticism is that if someone wants to object to a valuation by the Valuer General, no yardstick
exists by which to object because the valuation, in most cases, is well below the market
value. Therefore, the prounds on which a person could lodge an objection against a
valuation are unclear. People do not have die ability to lodge an objection; so, in all cases,
the Valuer General's determination usually stands.
The rating for land tax is usually structured to a fixed schedule which is progressive. That
schedule has not been amended in any zeal way for many years; I think the last occasion was
in 1983. The schedule is progressive and because of bracket creep, or inflation in the value
of land today, virtually everyone's property is in the top bracket of the schedule. The
argument recently about the inequities associated with taxation structured to a valuation has
centred around that valuation. I put to the Government that the real argument lies with the
structure of the schedule because bracket crep has been such that virtually everyone's
property fails within two per cent of the value; that is, almost all land is in the top margin.
That is where the real inequity with land tax tests, not with the value. Taxpayers are placed
in a position where they have no real ability to object to a valuation. The value is always
based on the market value as determined by die Valuer General, so it is a unique value.
In any reform of the valuation of land tax we must look at the striking of rates and taxes
associated with the valuation of land, whether they be Water Authority charges, municipal
rates, land tax or the metropolitan region improvement tax. They are all founded on a wrong
system of valuation. The time has come for reform. Taxes must be valued on the market
value; in other words, the value that could be expected to be realised on the sale of a real
asset. if we went to that stage of property valuation - that is, on real values - the schedule
would have to be resmructd to make it more equitable. In a funny sort of way this Bill
goes some way towards recognising that a rural property may have a valuation based on a
rental value that is 20 times less than the site value. That recognises. that the values of rural
properties have fallen dramatically in recent years, and that to pursue the old methods of
valuation is not acceptable today. In one way the Valuer General is perhaps recognising that
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market values should prevail and that the gross rental value as struck is 20 times less than the
market value, rather than 20 times less than the site value or the predetermined value after
the value of the capital improvements is taken away. I am pleased that the Valuer General is
recognising some of the inequities with the valuation of land tax. I would hope this is only
the first step forward in a major reform. I put on record that the first thing a Liberal
Government would do is to conduct a very quick and effective review of the inequities in the
Valuation of Land Act, such as how all of those land taxes impact unfairly on 8.5 per cent of
landowners in this State. T1hey are the only people who pay land tax; they bear the whole
burden of $140 million of taxation raised against land tax. It is inequitable in the extreme
and must be reformed. I undertake on behalf of the Liberal Party that the first thing it will do
in Government is to pursue urgent reforms in this area. I support the Bill, but during the
Committee stage I will be pursuing a number of different aspects of the legislation.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [4.24 pm]: I support the Valuation of Land Amendment Bill but
before commencing my remarks I put on record that this is a difficult piece of legislation
with which to come to grips. A second reading speech is supposed to give an explanation of
what the legislation is about, its motivation and what will be achieved by the legislation; that
is accepted as normal. This second reading speech contains two and a half paragraphs which
give no explanation of the intent of the Bill or even its content. Whoever is responsible for
puffing together this second reading speech should consider the importance of their job and
do some justice to the Parliament and those people who are liable to be affected by the
legislation by giving a proper explanation. While this legislation may appear to be simple,
and in some ways it is, it introuces a major change to the method of land valuations for a
very large percentage of farming land in Western Australia. It is not a piece of legislation
that should be dealt with in the way that it has been. It completely changes the method of
valuation of two-thirds of the rural land in Western Australia for rating purposes. It is not a
small change and it deserved a better explanation than was given in the second reading
speech. Like the previous speaker, I will deal with most of my queries during thie Committee
stage.
Clauses 3(a) and fib) have been covered fairly extensively by the previous speaker, suffice to
say that the legislation deals with a problem that has arisen and it gives the Valuer General
the option of choosing the lesser value of the two methods of valuation that is spelt out in
those clauses. That was done because of the problems that had arisen over the unimproved
value of the land under the previous system. The Valuer General had no options in dealing
with the market value of land in coming to a rateable valuation. Because of that anomaly the
rates imposed on the people who have been renting or leasing land were far higher than the
rates on neighbouring land held in fee simple or freehold. The Bill will deal with that and
will give the Valuer General the option of adopting whichever method of valuation gives him
the lesser value, and allow the rates that will be struck as a result of those valuations to be in
accordance with the rate struck throughout the. rest of the shire. Clause 3(c) proposes major
changes to the method by which lanid will be valued in a large area of the State. Some of the
detail will be spelt out by way of regulation. It is a pity the House does not have access to
those regulations so members can see the result of the changes that will be effected by this
legislation. The House would not have gathered this from the second reading speech, but the
result of this clause will be - and the Minister can correct this or give the House more detail -
that the majority of land east of the great southern line and north of Toodyay, Gingin and
Northam will be valued on the basis of a percentage of the market value of the land. That is
a major change because until now that land has been valued for rating purposes at an
unimproved value.. We have yet to see the implications of that.
This new method was given a dry run in a few areas, including the Kondinin Shire. The
Valuer General has used the new method of valuation to ascertain the effect it will have on
races and values of the land for rating purposes in marginal areas. The results of those trial
runs have been acceptable to the councils and to the landholders in those areas. I am not
absolutely convinced that it will be the same when it is applied to those areas in the vicinity
of the great southern line with higher rainfalls, including Gingin and Toodyay. It will be
necessary to take account of the rapid drop in rainfall which is reflected in market values in
those shims that run west to east. The Shire of Narrogin is a classic example of that; there is
a 22 inch avenage rainfall on the western side and a 16 inch avenage rainfall on the eastern
side and the market values of the land change enormously from west to east. Without having
seen the extrapolated figures it is difficult to predict what the results will be. However, if
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there is an enormous differential f-rm east to west. or from one side of a shire to the other, it
will be difficult to arrive at a percentage that will accurately reflect that differential. The real
indication will be when the valuations are introduced and we know how it is worked out in
practice.
I am assured that the shires to be affected by this legislation will be shires east of the great
southern line and that they will be nominated by regulation in the future. When will that be
done, bearing in mind that most shimes are almost on the verge of arriving at rates for the
coming financial year? This new method of valuation will not affect local Government
councils until 1992-93. However, if this legislation passes both Houses in this session, 22
shires will be involved in revaluation under this new method of valuation in the coming year.
Ultimately, almost two-thirds of the 115 rural shirts will be affected by the changes to be
introduced in this legislation. The House must take account of that and consider the
importance of the changes to be introduced by this legislation.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Loader of the House) [4.35 pm]: On behalf of the Treasurer I
thank members for their support of this legislation. I note the points that have been made,
particularly those made by the member for Applecruss, who also made general comments
relating to his experience in the valuation industry. As the Treasurer said in the second
reading speech, the Bill is a narrowly based attempt to make some changes which have
already been sought by some local authorities and fanning organisations to try to redress
inequities which appear in current valuations where people are lessees. That includes
particularly the Department of Conservation and Land Management, which may finish up
with a valuation which is greater than land that is held in fee simple. I will address the
member for Applecross' specific comments during Committee. I note the member for
Wagin's comments about the second reading speech which dealt with rural matters. I have
been trying to encourage some of my colleagues, those who move Bills dealing with
agricultural matters particularly, to make second reading speeches that can be dealt with
within a parliamentary sitting. I have read some second reading speeches and I think that the
person who wrote War and Peace is working with the Department of Agriculture and writing
second reading speeches for agricultural Bills. A balance must be found between saying
what needs to be said about what the Bill will do and introducing lengthy and extraneous
matters.
Mr Lewis: Stop bagging your Minister for Agriculture!
Mr PEARCE: I am not bagging the Minister. I have read many second reading speeches
from the Department of Agriculture and they are exceedingly lengthy.
Mr Wiese: At least you understand what they are all about after you have finished reading
them.
Mr PEARCE: Sometimes one does understand it. but sometimes one does not
Mr Shave: Are you talking about your Ministers' second reading speeches?
Mr PEARCE: I am referring to the second reading speeches which are occasionally released
from some departments. Last night I read the second reading speech for the sexual offences
legislation, which contained 24 pages and took the best part of half an hour to read. I am
glad Hon Kay Hallahan did not get to read that speech because I am sure that in no time she
would have had it under the counter. Second reading speeches should be brief; however, this
Bill's second reading speech was succinct and I will draw that to the attention of the
Treasurer. It is proposed to promulgate the new methods of valuation by regulations under
the power contained in the parent Act. I am not certain of the shines to which that will apply,
and that matter could be further discussedL I will deal with that when I receive
comprehensive advice dining Committee.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair, Mr Pearce (Minister for the
Environent) in charge of the Bill.
Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed.
Clause 3: Section 4 amended -
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Mr LEWIS: The member for Wagin's point was well made and it should be taken on board.
The Treasurer's second reading speech outlines the intent of the Bill, but does not give the
rationale behind it. I am pleased the Leader of the House has agreed chat the second reading
speech is a little too succinct.
I refer the Leader of the House to paragraph (c), which is very complex, and ask him to bear
in mind the comments I made during the second reading debate about the Valuer General's
methodology for determining valuations. It is unique. Subparagraph (vii)(Th) outlines the
procedure when the unimproved value cannot reasonably be determined. Who will make
that determination? Perhaps it will he the Valuer General, but it appears to mue chat this
legislation is weighted to the benefit of the Crown rather than to the taxpayer. The Valuer
General may have difficulty determining the capital amount of an estate in fee simple.
excluding the improvements, because there may not be any sales evidence. The Valuer
General may say that he cannot reasonably determine the value. The appellant could take his
case to the Valuation of Land Appeals Tribunal and he may spend thousands of dollars
arguing what is reasonable. Wben it is all boiled down it will be the Valuer General who
determines the value. The wording of this clause is not precise and it leaves the door open
for the Valuer General to determine what he likes. The appellant will have nowhere to go. I
ask the Leader of the House to explain this situation for the record, which I am sure will one
day be used by learned counsel when the valuations struck by the Valuer General under this
clause are appealed.
Mr PEARCE: I appreciate the point the member is making and I cannot think of any
reasonable way to explain the situation. The phrase "reasonably be determined' is used
throughout the legislation and it does have a well established legal definition in many areas
of administrative law. Under those circumstances, if the Valuer General, in this case, or
other officers were to act unreasonably the courts have clear guidelines under which they can
operate.
Mr Lewis: His determination might be not to apply subparagraph (vii)(l).
Mr PEARCE: I understand what the member is saying. The basis of this legislation is to
deal with a mechanism for giving an unimproved value on a rateable property that would be
equitable to a range of circumstances in rural areas where there is no way of determining the
unimproved value. If there is a reasonable way it is outlined in this clause. The reason the
approach has been made to the Government by local authorities and farmer organisations is
that when efforts have been made to do this in the past, inequities have resulted. Land is held
in different ways and there are many variations in rural landL For example, land is leased
from the Department of Conservation and Land Management.
Mr Wiese: We are not talking about land leased from CALM in this section.
Mr PEARCE: That is true. If we are to have this amendment we must determine when it
applies as distinct from when an unimproved value applies. Someone must make that
decision. All we can do is say who that someone is and determine the general provisions
under which he will, work. In this case it will depend on what can reasonably be determined
and then we must provide for a method of appeal.
Mr Lewis: The appellant will not have a chance.
Mr PEARCE: The member may be right, but in what other way can it be done? There is no
more appropriate person to make that determination than the Valuer General because he is a
disinterested party. If it were left to the local authorities to make that determination they
may look at the dollar value of jumping whichever way or they may be influenced by
personalities at the local level. I am not suggesting that local authorities would in general do
that, but there is always the Suggestion of it. The Valuer General is the person in
Government service who has the expertise to make the determination.
The member for Applecross is right in saying we cannot leave it to someone without
providing an alternative avenue to a person who is dissatisfied with the decision, therefore,
an appeal provision is in the legislation. Our laws generally have two kinds of appeal
arrangement. One is to a Minister which is normally cheap and easy, but that would be open
to criticism to which the member has referred in previous debates on planning appeals. The
alternative is to use the mechanism laid down in the Valuation of Land Act. Legal appeals
cost money and the cost of legal representation is increasing to the point where it has become
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an issue in die community. If the member would like to suggest how else we could do this I
would be pleased to listen to him. This is the only way of addressing the anomaly in the
legislation.
Mr WIESE: I suggest to the Minister, as I did during the second reading debate, that the
determination about what can reasonably be done has already been made. The land that will
be affected is outside the boundaries discussed in the second reading debate. I refer to the
land north of the Gingin-Toodyay area and east of the great southern line.
Mr Pearce: The member for Applecross was right, because the legislation does have a
general application across the State. You are right to the extent that there have been
discussions about the way this clause may work in specific locations. I will give the member
an indication of those locations later. It is not to say that the member for Applecross is not
right in suggesting it has a wider application.
Mr WIESE: At a future date the Valuer General could come back and value land which is
not affected by what the Minister will tell me later. I understand that the local shires wili be
gazetted by regulation and I ask the Minister whether the shires which will be affected by
these changes have been advised accordingly. Have they been given the opportunity to
discuss them with the Valuer General?
Mr PEARCE: I responded by way of interjection to the main points made by the member.
Some preliminary work has been done on where this may apply in a general sense. The
member for Applecross is right when he says it has a potential Statewide application. What
is proposed in the draft is preliminary and, depending on discussions with various shires,
could be extended, or I suppose diminished.
Mr Wiese: Have the discussions taken place?
Mr PEARCE: No. The shires involved are generally aware of what is happening. The
Valuer General is unable to enter into discussions on the regulations with those shires until
the Bill to give power to the regulations is in force. It is a courtesy to the Parliament that the
Bill be dealt with first. The shires are aware that things amr generally on the move. I will
give the member some information of which the shires are unaware. The shires always had
an opportunity to discuss die matter further with the Valuer General if they were seeking
changes for the following year. The draft regulation adds a proposed new regulation 3A
which reads -

The percentage prescribed in (b)(vii)(1 1) of the definition of "unimproved value" for
general valuations coming into force on 30 June 1992 shall be:

(i) 20% for the local governments listed below:

Shires of Dumbleyung
Kent
Kondinin
Kuhin
Lake Grace

(ii) 25% for the local governments listed below:
Shires of Beverley

Cunderdin
Dowerin
Goomalling
Greenough
Irwin
Mingenew
Morawa
Mullewa
Perenjori
Three Springs
Tammin
Quairadinig
Wongan-Ballidu
York
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(iii) 30% for the Shire of Murray.
They do not quite fit die map the member had in mind, but are close enough.
Mr LEWIS: I am concerned about where we are going with land tax and valuations. We are
reaching a situation where the Minister is cobbling Statutes together to suit the situation. It is
not only the Valuer General who has the skill to establish land values. For all time since
people have been dealing in land the real value of that land has been the amount that could be
realised on its sale.
I have great difficulty in establishing why we must use a different methodology for the
Crown to determine land values from that used by others and not on the basis of site or
unimproved capital value. We are not getting into another shunt-down where somebody
says, "I~f I cannot reasonably value that, I will go to the second stage of valuation." The point
1 am trying to drive home is that the simpler things are in these sorts of matters the better it is
because we then do not end up with disputes in the courts and objections being lodged. I
would likec to see the Government shift its tack and return to a simple valuation based on
what a property will realise.
Mr Pearce: The member has enough experience to know that valuers, whether the Valuer
General or those in private enterprise, work largely on the sales evidence of land
immediately adjacent to that to be valued. However, in the shires there have been no sales of
urnrnproved land to enable the valuers to make that comparative valuation. They must
therefore find a way to extapolate the value from sales of developed land.
Mr LEWIS: I understand that. The point I am trying to make is that we are moulding
legislation to this day, and because problems have arisen in the bush we must mutate and
further complicate the Statute. That all gets back to an arbitrary decision made by the Valuer
General and his belief about whether a valuation is reasonable. Why do we not throw out
this legislation and say, "It shall be market value as determined," and the Minister can then
rewrite and restructure the schedule to that valuation.
Mr Pearce: I remind the member that he supported the eml.
Mr LEWIS: Of course I supported the Bill, because a demand exists for land tax relief in
rural areas; indeed, right across the State. However, this legislation is tampering at the
edges. I suggest that the more difficult legislation is made the more a determination from
some other person on the valuation is precluded. That is what the Minister is doing. He is
placing the right to make a valuation purely with the Valuer General. No one can object to
what he determines. The Valuer General may say that a value is unreasonable and the person
involved must then go to the court and argue for a week as to what is reasonable. The
Opposition has supported the legislation, but we believe it is going down a silly, stupid track
because all decisions are being put in the hands of the Valuer General. This is removing
from taxpayers their ability to object to a valuation struck by the Valuer General because
everything returns to the detenmination made by the Valuer General.
I do not accept the prescribed percentage approach set out in the Bill. Every year the Valuer
General makes a recommendation about the regulation. He could say, "Fanners have had a
good year, so we will make the rate 25 percent." It all becomes very arbitrary and based on
a recommendation made by the Valuer General. If we are to have determinations and
taxation based on the valuation of land, and if taxpayers are to have a true ability to object to
a valuation, then we must have legislation in force that allows a person to object and to go to
a court or a tribunal to mount a reasonable argument based on what the market is bringing
and not on what an Act prescribes. People may travel around the bush determining
valuations, but at the end of the day only the Valuer General has a say because no-one else
has the ability to make the decision that he can make. That is why I am making this point
and why I think the legislation is flawed and that in the long term the Minister will get into
more strife than Mandrake with it.
Mr PEARCE: I understand what the member is saying about the Bill' being arbitrary.
However, I know of no other way of dealing with the matter except a relatively arbitrary one.
Mr Lewis: Go to real market value.
Mr PEARCE: There is a real value at its base in the end. One cannot determine market
value unless there is a comparable market available in the area. That is a basic rule of
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valuation; a valuer works out what people are prepared to pay for a property by comparing it
to nearby properties where die market value has been established through a history of sales in
the area. That is how the Valuer General waits out the ebb and flow of valuations in
particular areas. As the member for Wagin bnows, we face the problem that there are no
sales made in the same way in die bush from which one can draw that market experience and
any market experience may be many years out of date or does not take account of a whole
range of things that have happened sice a previous sale. That is not the case with developed
land. The Bill is designed to provide a way of extrapolating an unimproved value, taken, if
you like, from die developed value for rate purposes. I suppose it would be possible, if one
wanted to do what the member for Applecross proposes, to not bother with the unimproved
value and deal with the improved value, because in die end any council serilting a raze on
valuation does so by working out an average valuation and striking a raze to get the money it
wants. Although that is true, that is also the answer to why the system is fundamentally
arbitrary.
Mr Lewis: But it removes the person's ability to object.
Mr PEARCE: I do not believe it does.
Mr Lewis: How can someone object to something that is intangible?
Mr PEARCE: It is not intangible, because at the end there is the valuation of the property at
its improved level, and it will be possible for people to object to the declared valuation by the
Valuer General. In fact I understand people will have two levels of potential objection
under this clause. Firstly, they will be able to object on the pround that the unimproved
value cannot reasonably be determined, or secondly, if they want to accept the system they
can object to the valuation which is laid down by the Valuer General for the improved value.
So there are two lines of appeal.
Mr Lewis: So people do not object because it is too costly?
Mr PEARCE: If that is the case that is what applies to the Valuation of Land Act generally,
because all of the appeals arrngements under that Act are the samte as those provided in this
amending Bill. I cannot say mare than that. Either members support this approach or they
do not. The organisations which have approached the Government. mostly from the rural
areas and local authorities, do support it, and that is why I ask the Chamber topass it.
Mr WIESE: Could an individual landholder in a shire appeal against a decision by the
Valuer General that he is not able to reasonably determine the basis on the unimproved value
and therefore must go to the prescribed percentage method?
Mr Pearce: I assure the member that an appeal of than kind would be acceptable and legal.
Mr WIESE: So then the landholder can go on with a normal appeal against the sale values
that the Valuer General presumably then uses?
Mr Pearce: Yes.
Mr WIESE: The value on which die rate will be stuzck is the prescribed percentage, and the
Leader of the House has told us the prescribed percentages that will apply in some shires. I
am surprised the Shire of Murray was mentioned and I am sure people in that shire will be
interested to know that their rates will be struck on a prescribed percentage of 30 per cent of
the sale values in the area. I believe the prescribed percentage will be a very difficult
concept The Leader of the House has said that it will be able to be varied from shire to
shine. Would that be at the determination of the Valuer General &r as a result of approaches
by various shire councils to the Valuer General as to what the level of the prescribed
percentage should be in each shire?
Mr Pearce: The Valuer General will make the decision, but it will be made after discussion
with each individual shire.
Mr WIESE: My next question relates to a problem I raised previously: I believe ther will
be very big differences in sale values between the higher rainfall portions of a shire and the
lower rainfall portions. If the Government strikes one percentage rate to cover the whole
shire, it may run into more problems than it solves. Will it be possible to strike a different
percentage for different parts of a shine? I san tlting almost of a differential percentage
between one part of the shire and another.
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Mr Lewis: That will be complicatedL
Mr WIESE: It will be complicated anyway, and the member for Applecross should have no
illusions about thaL. My suggestion may be one method by which we can reintroduce some
equality into the overall situation.
I turn now to die point made by the member for Applecross in relation to settling on actual
sale prices that may occur throughout the region as the basis for valuation. That is not a
problem with metropolitan land or land of a similar type, but there amt enormous potential
problems for die Governiment when it is setting its valuations for raring purposes in some
agricultural areas, because basically in those areas it is rating on the earning ability of the
land.
The unimproved value of the land reflects its earning potential. If we operate on a Straight
sale basis in many shires that will Dot reflect the earning potential of the land because the
value put on that land is often driven by the hobby farm, smallholding type of operation
which does not totally depend on the farm for its income. In ninny cases both the landholder
and his wife work off the farm, so the value people put on the land when they buy it is not a
reflection of the earning potential of the land hut rather of the dlem and for the land, which is
driven by the hobby farmer. Therefore I would be loath to see that suggestion by the
member for Applecross adopted.
Mr PEARCE: With regard to valuations differing from one area of a shire to another, and
the changes in rainfall pattern, what the member for Wagin says is right. However, I draw
his attention to two things. Firstdy, the Shires of Dumbleyung, Kent. Kondinin, Kuhin and
Lake Grface are generally at the low rainfall end of the spectrum in any event, where the 20
per cent applies. However, within a shire such as the Shire of Beverley, which may have
some shift in rainfall pattern from one end to the other -
Mr Wiese: Yes, it would have a variation from about 28 inches to about 14 inches.
MW PEARCE: Absolutely, and in a shire like that the valuations of the developed properties
will move from one end of the shire to die other. If someone were to buy a farm there now at
the high rainfall end he would pay substantially more than if he bought a property at the low
rainfall end; so the valuation difference comes in at that point. All this Bill is doing is
shifting from improved valuations to unimproved valuations for rating purposes. The
valuations will vary across the shire, because a head valuation will be done on the basis of
the improved value of the property, and t percentage is just a way of extrapolating the
unimproved value for rating purposes.
There will be a variation from one end of a shire to the other, because it will be based on the
improved value; so what the member for Wagin is asking for wiUl be done. It is not

imosble under the Act to prescribe different percentages of the improved value for
dfeet parts of the shire. It is not proposed to do that in the draft because the valuations

will vary, for the reasons I have given. However, if that proves to be unsadisfactory in
practice there is nothing in the Bill which would prevent a shire discussing with the Valuer
General a proposition that the western half of the shire should have a 25 per cent ratio and
the eastern half a 20 per cent ratio.
Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.
The CHAIRMAN: Before I report to the House, for the benefit of the Leader of the House I
draw his attention to Standing Order No 68.

Report
Bill reported, without arnendinx and the report adopted.

Third Reading
Leave pranted topee forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third rime, on motion by Mr Pearce (Loader of the House), and transmitted to the
Council.
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TREASURY CORPORATION AMENDMENT BILL
1991

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 26 November 199 1.
MR MacKINNON (Jandakot) [5.12 pm]: The Opposition will support this Bil subject to
some satisfaction on its questioning on a key clause. Will the Leader of the House indicate
who is handling this Bill?
Mr Pearce: I am.
MAr MacKINNON: I will be expecting some commitnents regarding a clause from the
responsible Minister.
While debating this legislation we can consider the borrowings of the Government and some
of the problems it has in that regard and its failure to tackle those problems. The purpose of
die Bill is outlined in the second paragraph of the second reading speech as follows -

... the main purpose of this Bill is to amend the Act to ensure that the corporation
has the flexibility to cary out its main objective of raising funds for State and
Government authorities at the cheapest possible cost.

The second reading speech then explains how the Bill will enable the Government to borrow
funds elsewhere, and particularly outside Australia, where, we hope, better costs on
borrowings can be obtained
The Leader of the House does not have the capacity to answer the questions I shall ask today,
and I find it alarming that the Treasurer is not here to handle this Bill.
Mr Pearce: I explain - not your point about my poor capacity - that the House will rise by
6.00 pm today and it is likely that we wil conduct only part of the second reading debate;
therefore, the Treasurer wili be present for the reply to the debate.
Mr MacKINNON: Key questions must be answered if I am to support the Bill. For
example, if the Treasury Corporation moves into this area of finance, who will oversee its
operation? I presume that the Office of the Auditor General will oversee matters, but if it is
to provide proper surveillance in that area it will need more resources and expertise than is
currently the case. This Bill seeks to enable the Treasury Corporation to borrow money from
around the world, so great surveillance of its operation will be needed.
The second question relates to the firs and leads to the most important point of the Bill. The
question is: Who will make the decisions about the type of operations which the corporation
will undertake and on what basis wil the decisions be made? I ant sure the Leader of the
House and the Treasurer know that the trade-off on the money market is risk versus retur. It
is a simple equation. Therefore, what level of risk wil the Treasury Corporation be allowed
to take in its operation?
This Bill seeks to enable the corporation to move beyond the controls of the Financial
Administration and Audit Act, which has clearly defined areas in which investments and
borrowings can be made. Therefore, the corporation will not have those restrictions. The
House must be told how decisions will be made and the type of security involved in these
transactions and on what basis decisions will be made.
My third question relates to performance indicators. It is claimed in the second reading
speech that if this Bill is passed, the corporation will operate under a more effective and
efficient system. However, we must have accountability to the Parliament; we must make
interstate comparisons with the cost of funds and exposure to risk in Western Australia; and
the Western Australian Treasury Corporation must compare its operation with other such
corporations around Australia. Otherwise, where is the accountability? Accountability is a
very important part of any legislative changes made in this area, and the corporation must be
accountable to the Parliament as well as to the Government.
The three questions thus far are, first, who will oversee the operation; second, who will make
the determinations; and third, what will be the performance indicators so we can determine
whether the corporation is effective? The fourth question relates to section 17 of the
principal Act. The amendments to this section will allow the Treasury Corporation the
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freedom to invest its funds where it wishes, but without any indication of exactly where that
investment will take place. This is die part of the Bill which causes me greatest concern. To
detail my concerns, section 17(2) of the principal Act states -

The corporation may ..,. temporarily invest, in the manner in which public moneys
way under the Financial Adninintra don and Audit Act 1985 be invested, any moneys
credited to the account which are not immediately required for the purposes of this
Act;

In ocher words, the corporation cunrently can invest funds, but under the terms of the FAAA.
The eml seeks to delete section 17(2) and replace it with the following paragraph -

(a) invest any moneys credited to the Account -

(i) in a manner in which public moneys may under the Financial
Admninistration and AuditrAct 1985 be invested;

Thtis virtually the same as the existing section. However, the next part of the clause causes
great concern to the Opposition -

(ii) in such securities, or securities of such classes, whether issued inside or
outside Australia as are approved by the Treasurer, or

(ii) by placing moneys on deposit with a foreign bank belonging to a class, and
having a credit rating, approved by the Treasurer,

Mr CJ. Barnett: Would the Bell Group notes come under that?
Mr MacKINNON: That is a good point by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition; the Bell
notes quite clearly fall into that category. So too would Rothwells Umnited and Bond
Corporation. The eml refers to investments in America. The savings and loan collapse in
America could enable investment in savings and loan corporation. In fact, the Bill will
enable the Treasurer of this State to deposit with the Afghanistan banking corporation if there
is such a body. Who knows, we may well be able to rely on the Treasurer's judgment today.
However, I remind members of exactly what happened in this State during the past few years
as evidenced by findings of the Royal Commission. Scandalous investments have been
undertaken outside the authority of this Parliament through organisations like the State
Government Insurance Commission and others. Imagine what Brian Burke and Peter
Dowding would have done had this legislation been enacted at the time. What would have
stopped the Treasurer of the day front declaring Rothwells to be a security of such class that
the Treasury could safely invest in it?
Mr Cowan: They could have made an investment in a stamp collection in Ireland or in the
Irish bank.
Mr MacKINTNON: That is a good point.
Mr Shave interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: It would probably be the paper bag bank. Those issues are of major
concern. Although I support the thrust of the legislation - it is a good idea to give Treasury
more flexibility - I am not in favour of allowing the Treasurer of the day, inrspective of
which parry is in Government, to declare any security a vehicle for investment. That would
not be fair or reasonable. After discussing the matter with other members of this Parliament,
I am quite sure that the majority of members do niot support the clause in that form. That is
why, as I said at the outset, I am happy - I am sure most members on this side of the House
are happy, although they can speak for themselves - to support die second reading of the Bill.
However, at the Committee stage I would like to see an appropriate amendment to that clause
so that it is not so open ended. That has occurred with other legislation; for example, the
East Perth Redevelopment Bill and others where Parliament has been given some control. I
am sure the Leader of the House understands my concern. It is a major concern and I would
not be happy to allow it to pass through this Parliament in that form.
Mr Pearce: I accept the member's point. However, rather than deal with it at the Committee
stage I will adjourn the debate if we finish the second reading speech prior to 6.00 pmn when
the last Opposition member has spoken and continue the debate when the Treasurer is in the
House to reply to the points. Amendments can be considered at the Committee stage.
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Mr MacKINNON: I san happy with that. It is possible that I am misreading the clause, but I
do not think so. It is the Government's responsibility to bring in an appropriate amendment.
If I prepare an amendment it may interfere with the thrust of the Bill. T'he direction the
Leader of the House proposes is appropriate.
When discussing Stare borrowings members should remind themselves of the failure of the
current Government to address its debt problem. I have listened carefully to the debate in
Parliament, especially the comments about what took place on the foreshore last weekend.
The amount of $700 000 was spent on what I call a public relations exercise which did
nothing to employ people in Western Australia or address the debt problems. Government
members have spoken about a range of issues, one of which was in response to the comments
of the member for Roleystone on education. The Government has also made commitments
concerning land tax. Those issues are laudable objectives. Funds permitting, I am sure
nearly every member would like the Government to go down that path. However, no-one
wants the State to be pushed further into debt to achieve that, but I believe that is exactly
what will happen. In a desperate bid to win the next election the Government will make a
rash of commitments which, if honoured -some may not be honoured, based on the
Government's past track record - will fur-ther increase the level of debt of this Stare. That
level of debt has led the State's credit rating to be downgraded while the New South Wales'
credit rating has been approved at its current rate.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Given that the debt increased to $1 billion in 1990-91 it would be fair for
the Treasurer to at least give an estimate of the increase in debt when she joins in this debate.
Mr MacKINNON: I would have thought so, particularly in light of the recent statement
about the commitments she has made. The Opposition would like to hear about the
Government's debt management. A central aspect of the Fighrback package is that unless
the Government of Western Australia addresses the State's debt problem, the children of this
Stare will experience declining standards of living well beyond the tur of the century
because, through the expansion of the debt, they will pay for the sins of today. The
Opposition supports the intent of the Bill, but it is not happy with clause 17. I thank the
Leader of the House for his undertaking to adjourn the debate and allow the Treasurer to
address the matter and consider an amendment to tighten that clause.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [5.28 pm]: So that the Leader of the House is not required to
commit everything to memory I will record my concerns which are essentially the same as
those of the member for Jandakot concerning clause 10 of the Bill. I recognise cases in this
Bili on loans and borrowings which are similar to situations mentioned in recent debates
concerning land in the East Perth Redevelopment Bill, the Western Australia Land Authority
Bill, and so on. Like the member for Jandakot, I think they are a little open ended. I would
like to see more scnutiny and accountability to this place of investments and securities and
the placement of moneys in foreign banks. The suggestion made by the Leader of the House
is the best way to go. It would be more appropriate for the advisers to the Treasurer to frame
the appropriate amendments to cover the gaps about which members have expressed concern
on several occasions.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Parry) [5.30 prnl: I would like to canvass
a couple of issues in this Bill. The first is the requirement for a guarantee to be issued by the
Treasurer. In the second reading speech when this Bill was introduced, the Treasurer said -

Mnother area of the Act that requires urgent amendment is the guarantee provision.
At present the Act provides that all financial liabilities of the corporation are
automatically guaranteed, and it does not require the Treasurer to enter into an
instrument of any kind necessary or convenient to give full effect to the guarantee.

There has been quite a bit of debate in this Parliament about the capacity of the Government
to issue guarantees. Once again, we have this rather vexed question about who holds the
responsibility for the final determination of whether a guarantee should be issued. There is
also some question about the time at which a guarantee must be given. The National Party
has always held the view that when a commitment is givwi by the Government on behalf of
taxpayers to borrow or lend funds and it issues a guarantee in case of default, that guarantee
must be brought before the Parliament for approval at the rime of issue of the guarantee, nor
at the time die guarantee is called upon.
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My understanding of this legislation - I hope the Treasurer will clarify this matter - is that it
does not necessarily state that the Parliament will become involved in giving some legislative
farce to the issue of any guarantee made by the Treasurer wider this new provision. It is
quite clear that it would be impossible for this Parliament to be required to give approval to
the issue of all guarantees that were given by the Treasurer. However, it is appropriate,
particularly given the performance of this Government and its immediate predecessors in
their financial affairs and financial management of this State, that the Parliament begin
demanding that some parliamentary approval be required at the time of thc issue of a

guarantee. Of course, that means that an arbitrary figure must be set - whether it be
$2 million, $10 million or $50 million is for the Parliament to determine. However, I suggest

that in instances like this afigure be determined and, where aguarantee is issued by the
Treasurer, at the time of issue of that guarantee or as near as possible after its issue a Bill be
introduced for the Parliament to give approval to that action. I am open to advice on the
figure. However, given the record of financial mismanagement by the State Government, it
is appropriate that we build into the system of Treasury guarantees the added safeguard that
Parliament be required to give approval to any guarantee in excess of a certain sum. That is
very important.
The views expressed by the member for Jandakot relating to the capacity of the Treasurer to
make a decision about where moneys shall be invested overseas were, in the view of the
National Party, somewhat expansive. Once again, the National Party would like to see some
parliamentary overview of that provision or, conversely, there could perhaps be a list - I do
not know whether that is practical - of approved overseas funds that the Treasurer could
direct be invested in. I have no preference for either. However, I am of the view, as is the
member for Jandakot, that to give an open ticket to the Treasurer to invest taxpayers' moneys
in overseas funds without some overview of it is most inappropriate. That is reinforced by
the record of financial mismanagement of this State. However, we recognise that there have
been changes in finances and financing and the State. like everybody else, has to make some
attempt to keep up with the times.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House).

House adjourned at 5.36 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS - 32 ST GEORGE'S TERRACE
Ownership and Lease Control - Women's Electoral Lobby Tenant

697. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Services:
(1) Does the Government own 32 St George's Terrace and control dhe leases

therein?
(2) Is the Women's Electoral Lobby one of the tenants?
(3) If so, is the Tent charged, market-based?
Mr MeGINTY replied:
(1) The Government does not own but leases the building.
(2) The Office of Women's Interests advises that the Women's Electoral Lobby is

a subtenant on the mezzanine floor at 325:t George's Terrace.
(3) The Office of Women's Interests advises that as one of a number of uon-profit

groups woring exclusively for the welfare and advancement of women, the
Women's Electoral Lobby occupies the premises rent free.
TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD - CARPENTER, DES

Police Inquiry Outcome
709. Mr CLARKO to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:

What is the outcome of the police investigation into business links between
private companies controlled by former Totalisator Agency Board General
Manager Mr Des Carpenter, and companies doing business with the TAB?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:-
Police investigation. have been completed. No criminal charges are
contemnplated. The matter has been referred to the Office of the Director of
Public Prosecutions for an opinion as to whether any breaches of the
Companies Code have occurred.

KIMBERLEY PIPELINE - GLOSSY BROCHURES COST
Video Promotion Cost - Rurswood Superdome Display Cost

799. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Waxer Resources:
(1) How much did it cost to produce and print the K~imberley Pipeline glossy

brochures?
(2) How many have been printed?
(3) (a) Is itimnended to print more;

(b) if so how many;
(c) at what cost?

(4) How much did it cost to produce the Kinmberley Pipeline video?
(5) From where were these funds sourced?
(6) How much did it cost to hire a display area in the front foyer of the Burswood

Superdome at the Mining Expo, (13 May 1992 - 15 May 1992) for the
Kimuberley Pipeline display?

(7) Would the Minister -

(a) provide a list of venues and events at which the Kimberley Pipeline
project has been prmoted;

(b) the cost of each of these promotions?
(8) Would the Minister provide a list of future promotion venues and events and

the relevant costs?
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(9) From where were the funds for the foregoing brochures. videos and
promotions sourced?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1)-(2)

The cost of ordering 5 000 brochures was $4 400.
(3) (a) No decision has been made to produce further copies.

(b)-(c)
Not applicable.

(4) $2 850.
(5).(9)

Water Authority of Western Australia.
(6) The Kimberley Pipeline Project was invited by the organisers to exhibit at the

WAMEX '92 Expo. The display area was provided free of charge.
(7) (a) WAM]EX '92.

(b) $321.35 - for equipment hire.
(8) No decision have been made for future promotions.

IMBERLEY PIPELINE - VIDEO PROMOTION STATEMENTS
Explanations

800. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Water Resources:
With regard to statements made in the Kimberley Pipeline promotion video,
would the Minister explain -

(a) how the figure of 80% of the State's fresh water supplies residing in
the Kimberleys was calculated-,

(b) how the estimation of 10 000 jobs was calculated;
(c) in which respects would the scheme be bigger than the Snowy River

scheme;
(d) exactly what is meant by the statement that Perth's water resources

would be exhausted by the year 2010;
(e) who intends to dam the south west rivers;
(f) in which public documents is such an intention stated;
(g) how will the scheme remove pressure from the south west

environment;
(h) why will the pipeline encourage decentralisation to the north when the

bountiful supplies of water in the Kimberleys and Canning Basin have
not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(a) I refer the member to page 4 of the report "Water for the 21st Cntury"

prepared by the Water Resources Council.
(b) The IDC Report (1990) proposed the staged construction of three parallel

pipelines, with costs spread over a 50 year period. Total expenditure was
estimated at $8.5 billion, and the projection of 10 000 new jobs has been
based upon employment opportunities generated during the peak construction
phases.

(c) The cost of a Kimberley to Perth pipeline was estimated in 1990 at
approximately $8.5 billion. As the cost today to construct the Snowy Scheme
is estimated at $5-6 billion, the Kimberley pipeline would be significantly
larger.

(d) I refer the member to appendix 1. page 21 of the report referred to in (a).
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(e) The Water Authority's preferred course of action is to proceed 'when
appropriate to the south west water supply option which includes damming
certain south west rivers.

(f) "Water for the 2 1st Century" and its associated appendices.
(g) By averting the need for south west dams and groundwater extraction planned

to supply Perth.
(h) Should it prove feasible, the construction of a Kimberley pipeline, bringing

with it energy and communications infrastructure, will encourage
decentralisation. Kununuffa is an example where prior to the provision of
infrastructure to utilise the Ord River the town did not exist Today it is the
major centre for the East Kimberley. with a population of approximately
4 000 (1989).
OPTION COMM~~rE - PUBLIC SERVICE MEMBERS

808. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister assisting the Minister for Women's Interests:
Refer-ring to question on notice 583 of 1992 -

(a) are any members of the Option Committee public servants;
(b) if so, what position does each hold and fi-om which departments;
(c) when did each member join the Public Service?

Dr WATSON replied:
(a) Yes.
(b)-(c)

1. Principal Consultant, Health Department 26.4.89
2. Director, Office of Women's Interests 30.9.86
3. A/Manager, Public Service Commission 1.12.63
4. Principal Policy Officer, Department of Cabinet 11.7.88
5. Manager, Infolink, State Library Services 28.11.88
6. Seconded Officer, Office of Women's Interests

Special Project - now with Building Management
Authority 13.6.88

AGRICULTURE, DEPARTMENT OF - DROUGHT
Climatic Database - Seasonal Monitoring

815. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Does the Department of Agriculture possess a climatic database which allows

the seasonal monitorin; of climatic changes and information for medium to
long-tenm weather predictions about drought?

(2) Ifyes -
(a) can the Minister provide a summary of its capabilities;
(b) what is the total cost of maintaining its operation per year?

(3) If no, what would be the cost of establishing such a database within the
department?

(4) Does the department have access to this information from other sources?
(5) If yes, where is this information obtained from?
(6) What is the cost of accessing this information?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yes, the Department of Agriculture's climatic database allows seasonal

monitoring. However, with the possible exception of the Kimberley, medium
to long term weather predictions about drought are not realistically possible,
no matter which database might be applied
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(2) (a) The climatic database supports many and various research projects
both in the department and elsewhere; it is used by district offices for
local information and planning; and it is a guide to drought declaration
decisions for the rangelands.

(b) About $55 000.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) No, but daily rainfall records are also acquired from the Bureau of

Meteorology.
(5)-(6)

Not applicable.
WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - OUTSTANDING WATER

ACCOUNTS
Disconnections

820. Mr COURT to the Minister for Water Resources:
How many disconnections of domestic water supplies were made because of
the non-payment of bills during the past three calendar years?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Domestic water services are not disconnected for non-payment of accounts.
However, subject to my approval being granted, properties have had the water
flow from the service restricted in the following circumstances -

(a) where the amount outstanding has accumulated over three years and
the legal process for recovery has been exhausted,

(b) for debts less than three years old but where re-covery is deemed to
involve costly and protracted District Court action.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT - VALUATION DISTRICTS
Valuation of Land Act Section 17 Statistics

827. Mr LEWIS to the Treasurer:
How many valuation districts are currently constituted under section 17 of the
Valuation of Land Act 1978?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
149.
Note: See also the Governent Gazette for 13 February 1987 at page 37 1.

SEWERAGE - NOLLAMARA EXTENSION
Flinders Street-Morley Drive-Woodchester Place-Woodchester Road Area Inclusion

835. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Is it planned to include the area bounded by Hinders Street, Morley Drive,

Woodehester Place and Woodehester Road, Nollamara, in the extension of
sewerage through an adjoining part of Nollamnara for which planning is
presently under way?

(2) If no -
(a) why not;
(b) when is it planned to extend the sewerage into this area?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a) Due to limited availability of funds for sewerage infll projects. Not

an area identified as a priority under the authority's sewerage inill
program.

(b) Not on current five year CWP listed as post 1996-97.
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FAMILY, OFFICE OF THE - RHEOLA STREET COMPLEX
Services Maintenance Action - "Effective Parenting - A Review of Parent Education in

Western Australia" Recommendation
842. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for T7he Family:

Referring to recommendation 35 in the document entitled Effective
Parenting - A Review of Parent Education in Western Australia, can the
Minister advise what action has been taken to ensure that the services
traditionally offered at the Rheola Street complex are continuing to be
provided?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The document Effective Parenting - A Review of Parent Education in Western
Australia is due to go before Cabinet shortly for con sideration. T7he report
was officially released for public comment prior to Cabinet's consideration.
The services traditionally offered at Rheola Street are now being undertaken
by community and child health nurses. These services are being offered
through community health centres and hospitals. A successful example of one
such project is that currently being run at Wanneroo Hospital. Midwives and
community health nurses run classes on preparation for the birth of the baby
and also preparation for parenthood. In addition, I announced in the recently
released Social Advantage document derails of an information kit for new
parents and families. This it will include details of facilities and services
available to families and information on stages of child development. It is
envisaged that ihe kit will be produced in community languages and will be
widely available.

PARENT INFORMATION AND REFERRAL SERVICE - ESTABLISHIMNT
ADVICE

844. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Tlhe Family:
(1) Referring to recommendation 4 in die documnent entitled Effective Parenting -

A Review of Parent Education in Western Australia, can the Minister advise if
the Parent Information and Referral Service has yet been established?

(2) If not, will the Minister be providing an allocation in the financial year 1992-
93?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(i)-(2)

The establishment of a parent infornation service was announced in the
Social Advantage document The information service will be for parents and
people who deliver services to parents. It will operate in the parent help
centre and will provide free information through a telephone information
service, face to face counselling, printed material, workshops and seminars.

FAMILY CENTRES - ALEXANDER ]HEIGHTS CONSTRUCTION, 1992-93
845. Mrs EDWARDES -to the Minister for The Family:

(1) Is a family centre to be built in Alexander Heights in the financial year 1992-
93?

(2) If so, where is the specific location of the centre to be?
(3) When will construction be commenced?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Two family centres are planned in the area around Alexander Heights -

(a) Baflajura - Kingfisher Avenue, Balldjura.
(b) Mirrabooka - Honeywell Boulevard, Mirrabooka.

(3) Construction will be commenced prior to the 1993 school year.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GREYHOUND RACING ASSOCIATION - SMITH,
MR TREVOR, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Mini ster's Full Confidence
207. Mr COURT to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

Does the Chief Executive Officer of the Western Australian Greyhound
Racing Association, Mr Trevor Smith, have the Minister's full confidence
even if he will not sign a document stating that he will not criticise the
Government; and, if not, why not?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The Chief Executive Officer of the Western Australian Greyhound Racing
Association is a very competent CEO, and in many cases he has done a good
job at that association. However, it is important to point out to the House that
during the period that he has been the CEO of the association, there have been
a number of changes at the Totalisator Agency Hoard which have meant that
the return to the greyhound industry fromn the TAB has increased from $1.3
million to about $3.3 million in that period as a result of Sky Channel
covering greyhound meetings and also as a result of the decision of the TAB
to cover Eastern States' greyhound meetings. The past three or four weeks
have been a difficult period for me as Minister for Racing and Gaming. Many
members of this House would know that I have 21 statutory authorities under
my control, which are managed by chief executive officers or public servants
who are members of the Senior Executive Service. After a Cabinet decision
was made to corporatise the TAB, Mr Smith, in his capacity as the CEO of the
association, decided that he should publicly criticise that decision, and
debated it with me on Radio 6PR. As a result, I found it necessary, in the
interests of good government -

Mr Strickland: JIackboots government!
Mrs BEGGS: Before the member interjects, I want him to listen carefully to what I

have to say.
Mr Strickland: I am listening.
Mrs BEGGS: It will be remembered that as a result of some incidents at the TAB,

members opposite were adamant that there should be a code of conduct for
public servants. Members opposite insisted that I table that code of conduct in
this Parliament, and I did so: It was tabled with the Auditor General's report.
I refer members to the Code of Conduct for Public Servants titled "Rights,
Responsibilities and Obligations" which was signed by Mir Campbell, the
Commissioner of the Public Service Commission, in June 1988. Point 3.3.3.
under the heading "Public and Private Comment" states -

Selected public servants may be called on, as part of their official
duties, to explain or provide information to the public on the policies
and activities of government. In order to deternine which officers
shall be authorized to make public comment, Chief Executive Officers
should consult with their ministers.
Those public servants who are empowered to make public comment
should confine themselves to providing such information as is
necessary to explain government policy or to provide factual,
explanatory and background material pertinent to the question at hand.
In doing so, they should avoid making any comment which could
undermine public confidence or disrupt the every day administration
of either the Public Service or the Government-of-the-day. To this
end, they should:

Not give their personal views on matters of government policy
or adminisration, or on advice made to government;
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Not speculate on future policy directions;
Not publicly criticise any political party, its actions or its
policies; and
Not prolong discussion or debare on an issue once a decision
has been made, or a policy adopted.

In answer to the Leader of the Opposition's question, certainly, my confidence in
Mr Smith was diminished somewhat as a result of his actions.

Mr Kierath: Because he dared to question you.
Mrs BEGGS: I requested him to reaffirm -

Mr MacKinnon: He is not even a public servant.
Mrs BEGGS: He is a public sector employee and he has a contract with the

Government
Mr MacKinnon interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order?
Mrs BEGGS: I do not want to take up too much of question rime but again I refer

members to the Code of Conduct, which states -

The Code is particularly relevant to senior executives who regularly
face issues of an ethical nature, but it applies to all other officers
employed under the Public Service Act 1978. In addition, as the
Code's principles and guidelines lend themselves to application
throughout the Public Sector as a whole, the Code will ultimately
apply to all government employees. To promote greater awareness of
the Codes's contents, a summary version will be widely distributed
throughout the Public Sector.

That document was widely distributed. In conclusion, I repeat that my
confidence in Mr Smith was somewhat diminished. I requested him to
reaffirm his commitment to those principles and ethics, as I thought was my

right as a Minister in the interests of order within Government and in
accordance with a document that Opposition members insisted be tabled but
which provisions they did not debate or even argue against.

Mr Kierath: You will go to any lengths to silence criticism.
Mrs BEGGIS: Certainly nor. Apart from that, it has been the perception throughout

the Greyhound Racing Association that it has not had a right of redress
because the committee was not properly constituted. The Greyhound Racing
Association industry people, whom I regularly meet and speak to, have said to
me that they do not think it is proper in the interests of their rights,
responsibilities, and right of redress, to make Mr Smith the chairman of that
reconstituted committee.

Mr Kierath: Just because he criticised the TAB.
Mrs BEGGS: Not at all.

QUEEN'S COUNCIL. - APP0INTMENT
Government Endorsement Cessation

208. Mr CATANIA to the Premier
Does the Government propose to end its endorsement of the appointment of
Queen's Counsel?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
It is probably not widely known that the State Premiers have agreed to
consider at their meeting next month a formal proposal by the Northern
Territory to end this practice. The Northern Territory Chief Minister has
released today, as I understand it, a Press statement indicating his view that
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this system is archaic, meaningless in the current climate, and unnecessarily
expensive to users of the legal service.
I understand thai is a view shared by all the Premiers, but it will be discussed
in detail at a later meeting. I believe this remnant of what is essentially a
Shakespearean idea - it has been around since that time - has outlived any
useful application to Australia today.
For members' information, the office of Queen's or King's Counsel originated
in the sixteenth century in England as legal adviser to the Crown. The
connection with the Crown, however, disappeared by the eighteenth century,
so it has been hanging around since then. It signifies no more than the
purported eminence of a person in the legal profession, According to the
document 'lawyers and the Public Interest" the division between QCs and
other barristers now artificially isolates die QCs as a small and prestigious
group carrying a disproportionate share of fee-drawing power, not only
because of expertise but also because of status. A QC wrote to a newly
appointed colleague, "You'll talk precisely the same rubbish, but now they'll
listen to you", and it is not well viewed in large sections of the legal fraternity
either.
In today's society there appears to be no reason why lawyers should be treated
any differently from engineers, doctors or other professional groups which do
not have, if you like, the Crown endorsement of their view of the eminent
members of their profession. Therefore it is certainly my intention to support
the other Premiers in this matter and I understand that most of them will also
agree so that we have a national agreement in an area where we have been
doing quite a lot of work, that of uniform qualifications. I expect that meeting
will conclude - although obviously we will have to take it through our own
Cabinets and Parliaments - chat the title Queen's Counsel and the income
earning capacity that goes with that should be abolished, and should the.
profession want to elevate certain members of its number to that status that
will be entirely its decision and not something the Crown rubber-stamps.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GREYHOUND RACING ASSOCIATION - SM,
TREVOR, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
Employmnent Contract - No Renewal Letter

209. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Racing and Gaining:
(1) Has the Minister written to the Chief Executive Officer of the Western

Australian Greyhound Racing Association, Mr Smith, informing him that his
employment contract will not be renewed?

(2) Does that letter inform him that the reason is that his views differed from the
Minister's?

(3) Is the Mlinister aware that a letter from her to Mr Smith was circulated at a
recent meeting of the association?

(4) Has the Minister informed Mr Smith that she will not appoint him to any
position on a new industry board, including that of industry representative?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Not only was it circulated at a recent meeting of the Western Australian

Greyhound Racing Association, but also I understand it has been widely
distributed throughout Western Australia, so I am aware of that

Several members interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: I have never written to the Chief Executive Officer of the Western

Australian Greyhound Racing Association informing him that his employment
contr act will not be renewed.
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Several members interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: The member for Avon's third question is -

Is die Minister aware chat a lepter from her to Mr Smith was circulated
at a recent meeting of the association?

The answer to that is yes, I am aware that it was. It was also given to The
West Australian, and of course it has been widely debated on Radio 6PR.

(4) I certainly made it clear, when I discussed this matter with Cabinet, that I did
not think I would find it appropriate to appoint Mr Smith to any position on
the committee. I think I cold Mr Smith verbally chat I thought it was better
chat the industry board be made up of one person nominated from the industry
and other people who had business acumen, and an independent chairman; so
yes, I have told him that, but not by letter.

RAILWAYS - JOONDALUF
Glossy Brochure $25 000 Espendfiture - Premier's Approval

210. Mrs WATKINS to the Premier
Did the Premier approve the expenditure of $25 000, as alleged by the Leader
of the Opposition, to promote the Perch to Joondalup railway in a colour
newspaper insert?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Yesterday in a tirade before the House, the Leader of the Opposition waved
this document and threatened to sue people; but in question time he was not
threatening to do chat, he was simply telling fibs about this document. He
may not have intended to but his substance rather than style claim received a
bit of a battering, because he was wrong on both counts. I did not approve
this. I certainly agreed, once I was approached by Transperth, chat I would
not mind their using the office of Premier and a small message from me as
part of it. That is exacdly how it happened.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite can squirm all they like but they should realise

chat organisations such as Transperth, which has produced this insert, regard it
as an honour, not because it is me but because the Premier of the State is
associated with a major development of this kind. I am approached not only
by G overnmnent departments and agencies but ao by businesses and people
running semiunars to associate my name and the office of the Premier with an
insert of that kind.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The background conversation is far too high.
Dr L.AWRENCE: The other piece of misinformation peddled by the Leader of the

Opposition was the cost in fact it was some $14 000. The insert will goto a
large number of households in both Liberal and Labor held seats. It was in
response to requests that Transperth had had from people in the area for more
information about where the stations would be and what progress had been
made. Each insert contains slightly different information which is appropriate
to that partof the meoplitan area. I did not endorse the insert; I did not see
it. I agreed to take part once it was requested chat I do so. As to the cost, the
Leader of the Opposition has shown himself to be incapable of presenting the
substance that he claims is his maik
Some of the inserts will go to schools, as well as to 90 000-odd households in
the area. This has all been arranged by Transperth; it is not a political
exercise. It is part of Transpertb's budget for keeping the community
informed.

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order! Over die past few days, question time has gone a bit beyond
die pale. It is not appropriate that we should have a constant barrage of
interjections, particularly when the Premier is trying to respond to a question,
and when the Premier must shout and in shouting still cannot be heard. It is
ill mannered in the extreme, apart from being unparliamentary; it is an unfair
and unacceptable practice.

Dr LAWRENCE: Not only was the cost considerably less than that claimed by the
Leader of the Opposition, but also it is part of the overall budget for
Transperth and the northern suburbs rail link. I presume that is something the
Opposition supports, although occasionally members opposite prevaricate. I
am sure the people involved in the project including employees of die
Department of Transport and Transperth - whom one member opposite
referred to as sycophants - would be rather less than impressed by that
description of the enormous effort they have put into this excellent project.
'Ibis insert was produced by Stratagem, an organisation about which the
Leader of the Opposition has cause to know. It may well have arranged some
of the changes in his hairstyle, clothing, and voice that we see from time to
time. Thm public relations comrpany is one that formerly employed the
Leader of die Opposition's new Press secretary, so this can hardly be seen as
some cosy political operation when the Opposition's own PR company did the
work.
MOSMAN BAY TEAROOMS - LEASE RENEGOTIATION

211. Dr CONSTABLE to die Minister for Transport:
(1) Has the lease on the Mosman Bay Tearooms been renegotiated?
(2) If yes, in what ways does the new lease differ from the previous one?
(3) What new uses are now listed for this building?
(4) What annual rental is charged on the property?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1)-(4)

I understand dimt the lease has been renegotiated. I certainly cannot give the
member specific details here, but if the member places the question on notice
I can provide the information. I could probably give her an answer this
afternoon, but die Speaker requires that the question be placed on notice.

HEALTH - PRIVATE
Minister for Health's View Reversal

212. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:
When did he reverse his view on the private health system and the Federal
Minister for Health? I refer to the Minister's failure to support my matter of
public importance moved on 12 September 1991 calling on the Federal
Government to provide tax concessions for private health insurance and
censuring the Federal Minister for Health for his pan in the decimation of die
Western Australian health system.

Mr WILSON replied:
I have never reversed my view.

MINISTER FOR RACING AND GAMING - NOT PRESENT IN THE HOUSE
REASON

213. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
Can she explain why she was not present in the House this morning?

Mrs BEGGS replied-
I know that members opposite would like to think it was because I was
running scared, butIam not. I did not know about the motion. I said to the
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member for Vasse just a few minutes ago that before the coup and the
reshuffle opposite, he would never have let anything like that happen - he had
things in order. If the Opposition moved a motion of no confidence, he would
ensure that the member to whom it was directed was here. The Opposition's
clever nrick did not work.

Mr Kierath: We were prepared to wait until you returnedL
Mrs BEGGS: I am here. Go for it!
Several members interjected.
Mrs BEGGS: 1 am happy to inform the House that I had the pleasure this morning of

visiting Kojonup to accept on behalf of Transperth the delivery of the first of
nine aluminium-bodied buses being built by the Omnibus Service Trust. Itis
disgusting that the member for Applecross should refer to- people at
Transpenth as "sycophants".

Mr Lewis:- I said one.
Mrs BEGGS: Is the member referring to Mr Middleton? That is a dreadful thing to

say. The Leader of the Opposition should bring this member to book. I know
that the member is bitter about being shoved to his new position in the
Chamber.

Mr House: He has not been "shoved" over here; this is a good place. We are the A-
tearn!

Several members irnerjecred.
Mrs BEGGS: I hope that the deputy leader of the National Party does not allow the

member for Applecross' standards to rub off on him.
I deliberately wanted to visit the Pryor family's factory for this event because
their efforts are a marvellous achievement for Kojoriup, and an inspiration for
many rural comnmunities. The Kojonup Shire President, M rMnold'Bilney,
who was gracious enough to meet me, shares my enthusiasm for the venture.
We are confident that the town will benefit from fwrther contracts. We are
very much await that the capital expenditure used on this project will benefit
small business in the area. The conrnet is worth $315 000. On being
awarded the contract, the company employed seven additional staff, including
three apprentices and two trainees. 1 am sure country members are aware of
the Omnibus Service Trust, as it is by far the biggest builder of school buses
in Western Australia. I congratulate the company and the Shire of Kojonup
on their efforts, and I am pleased that the Government has been able to be a
major supporter of such an enterprising community.

Mr Court: Do you want to debate the motion now?
Mrs BEGGS: I will debate it outside.
Mr Court No problem.
Mrs BEGGS: Why does the member need the protection of Parianment? I will

debate it in front of the television cameras.
The SPEAKER: Order!

WESTERN WOMEN FINANCIAL SERVICES PTY LTD - JAMES, MARGARET
Anderson, Marcelle - incompatible Work Style Concerns

214. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premnier.
(1) Is she aware of media reports arising out of evidence given to the Standing

Committee on Constitutional Affairs in which Margaret James - nee Wont -
had expressed concerns to Marcelle Anderson, one of the Premier's senior
advisers, that she thought after a meeting at Western Womnen's offices that
Western Women's style was incompatible with the way WIRE worked in
early 1990?
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(2) Did Ms Anderson discuss Ms James' concerns with the Premier, as the
responsible Minister?

(3) If so, what action did the Premier take?
(4) if not, will she institute an investigation into the Chief Executive Officer of

the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet, and suspend Ms Anderson pending
that investigation?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

This question was as predictable as Opposition members frequently are on
these matters. Clearly, although I did not read die evidence of the upper
House committee, I was await of media reports last night. However, some of
the reports were made earlier because some of the evidence found its way into
media hands before the committee sat.

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: This information was in die public arena a Uittle while ago, and

there was an attempt at the time to get at, not necessarily Marcelle Anderson,
die CEO at the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet but the Minister.
Therefore, the target has shifted a little, but the same smear tactics are being
attempted by the Opposition. As I understand it, Margaret James said very
clearly in evidence, and in the minute that was floating around, that she had
worries about the appearance of some of the people associated with the
organisation. She said she had no reason, apart from that gut feeling, to do
anything more. Prom those reports of her evidence I understand she raised the
matter with Marcelle Anderson. That was not communicated to me and one
would not expect it to be. What was she claiming was the problem? It was
the appearance of the organisation. She said clearly in evidence yesterday, as
[ understand from the television clip I saw, that had she known or had she
been made aware or judged that it was anything more serious than that, she
would have immediately acted upon it as a proper public servant would. She
certainly would have communicated it to the responsible Minister. Under the
circumstances her observations were about style - she might well have been
talking about the Leader of the Opposition - but that is not grounds on which
to condemn people, and that information was not communicated to me.

MINERAL SANDS - BEENUP
Project Starring on Time

215. Mr PJ. SMITH to the Minister for State Development:
Will the Beenup mineral sands project star on time?

Mr TAYLOR replid
On Tuesday I looked at this Opposition, which is described by at least one of
its shadow Ministers as unashamedly pro-development, and its attitude to
development projects in this State. On that occasion I pointed to the attitude
of the member for Cottesice to the proposed Caltex tanks in his electorate, and
that of the member for Wellington in respect of the Dardanup pine mill and
the fact that he was taking up the case for his constituents. I said to this
House that any time any development project comes up that causes a little
headache for members of the Opposition in their own electorates, the first
thing they do is stand on the hose of the development. Once again it is die
Oppoition, in this case the member for Wellington, who is seeking to have
this House appoint a Select Committee to look at the powerline route for the
Beenup project.

Mr Court: That will not delaythat project at all; that powerline is not to be built until
1993-94.

Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition should not be in any doubt that the key
component of the project is die powerline. Hundreds of jobs arc associated
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with it and the powerline is absolutely essential to the project That project is
supported by Mineral Deposits Ltd and Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd. The
Leader of the Opposition should have a word to the member for Wellington
and other Liberal Party mombers down that way about the issue.

Mr Court inrjecx.
The SPEAKER: Ordler! While I am prepared to give the Leader of the Opposition

far more leniency in this place than most other members, I expect that from
time to time when I call order he will come to order.

Mr TAYLOR: The company is planning to star the project this summer. It needs
the powerline to proceed. To sug#pat that an inqtuiry into the powerline by a
Select Committee of this House will not delay iu is absolute nonsense and the
Leader of the Opposition knows ix.

Mr Court: The Opposition has looked at t construction schedule. That is where the
Minister is blown out of the waxer.

Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition had better have a chat with members
around hint to see whether they will support him in relation to his style which,
as some would have it, is unashamedly pro-developrnen The Leader of the
Opposition must make up his mind, he cannot have it both ways.


